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INTRODUCTION*

This special 1ssue on Zaban va Zapan (Language and Women) is the
first collection on gender-related schelarship presented to Persian

speaking societies. ! In the past, there has nol been more than a couple
of articles on the interaction of {anguage and gender in Persian
language. The aim of this issue is to introduce the scholarship in the
area of language and gender to the readers of the journal Nimeye Digar.

In this issue, seven papers are presented discussing different aspects of
the interaction of language and gender. The articles authored by Katayun
Mazdapour and Zohreh Zarshenas in this volume have the unique flavor
of bringing into account the ancient stories, the problems related to the
interpretation of ancient words, and their relevance to gender studies.
The three articles by Abolghasem Soheili, Hossein Bagherzadeh, and
Afsaneh Najmabadi are specifically devoted to an analysis of Persian
(although Bagherzadeh's article goes beyond this langvage, and discusses
some general issues related to gender). These three papers offer
interesting facts about the Persian language that have not been discussed
before in the literature. Finally, the English articles by Niloofar Haeri
and Anne Lobeck present the modern trends in gender studies in the
States as well as in the Midd]le East.

In this introduclory arlicle, [ will first review the literature on the
interaction of langvage and gender. This discussion is foliowed by a
critical analysis of the contemporary research on this issue. A sommary
of papers presented in this volume is inciuded in the analysis.

*I am prateful to Afsaneh Naymabadi and Shaun O'Conner who read the
previous version of this iniroducticn, pointed out some shortcomings,
and provided me with helpful suggestions.

L, In the Persian version of this introduction, I am employing ‘fins.’
‘finsiyat,” and ‘jinsgara'i for ‘gender'. hoping that we will find an adequate
Persian term for it in the futrne. Bagherzadeh, in this issue, has used
‘Amsgara’i,’ ‘jinsaludigi,’ ‘jinsi,” and ‘jinsiyat’. The latter is also used by
Soheily in this issue.

Nimeye Digar*3



K atimi

Throughout the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, European scholars
produced descriptions of gender-marking languages. They alsa described
and analyzed languages that exhibit differences based on the sex of the
speaker (and the listener). However, what they found remarkable was
not the former, but rather the latter: they found the differences in
women's and men's speech intriguing, and treated them as entirely
dilferent phenomena from grammatical gender.

What is 'gendet'? In other words, what does it mean for a language Lo
have this phenomenon? The answer is that such a language usually
makes a distinction beitween male and female in its lexical system, for
example with respect to its pronouns. This usage is sometimes purely
logical. That is, a gender marker indicates the natural sex of the entity it
refers to as in der Vater 'the [ather' and die Frau 'the woman' in German
that are marked by masculine and feminine arlicles, respectively.
Sometimes the usage of gender is purely grammatical and independent
of the natural sex. For example, das madchen ‘the maid' is neuter in
German despite referring to a female human being. Grammatical gender
also includes markers for sexless objects, such as German der Tisch ‘the
table'. The fact that the grammatical gender is arbitrary is evidenced by
the opposite markers that different languages employ for the same
entity: 'table,' for example, is masculine in German while it 1s feminine
in French, and 'book' is neuter in German while masculine in French.?

The existence of gender differences does not reflect the culturzl attitude
of their speakers: Modern Persian does not have gender differences while
German and French do exhibit a sysiem of gender distinctions. This
fact, however, does not make the speakers of Modern Persian 'less’
sexist than the speakers of the last two languages. Hossein Bagherzadeh
has a discussion on this subject in this issve.

The differences in male and female speech, the subject that intrigued
scholars in the seventeenth and eighteenth century, are mostly of a
phonological and morphological nature.S In Zuni, for example,
women's £y and ¢ correspond Lo men's Xy (Bunzel 1933, cited by Bodine
(1975)). As for morphological differences, Japanese and Yana present
interesting examples: in Japanese, longer suffixes are used 1in female to

2. Soheili (in this issue) has a brief discussion of this subject.

3 . ' T il M
. That means these differences appear in the "sound system” and 1o the
“structure of words".
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Jemale speech, whereas in Yana |onger suffixes are used in male 10 male
speech. Furthermore, the first person pronoun in Japanese differs
depending on the sex of the speaker: wtakushi is vsed by everyone,
atashi 1s vsed only by wemen, aad bokv only by men. Das (1968)
reports that there 15 a variety of tilles, terms ol address, and terms of
reference for men 1n Bengah, while such words are virtually nonexistent
for women

In a large number of distinct languages women and men nse different
kinship terminology. Early ethnographers considered these differences to
indicaie that women and men vsed languages cof separaie origins.
Among those languages, Cartb was considered THE language with the

strongest separalion between men's and women's spee::h."

In the nineteenth century. investigators continued to concentrute on
women's speech, especially in languages for which female-male speech
differences had been reperted earlier by ethaographers. Part of the goal
af these invesiigations was to see how the female-male speech

differences had survived colomzaticn or other contacts wilth Western
sacietses (Bodine, 1975).

Ironically, a diametrically opposite tendency served to inhibit the
empirical investigation of sex differences in the speech of Europenns.
The tendency of the scholars of the period was (o serve the dominant
opinion that everyone kaew about the 'different’ way European women
spoke. At the same time, men's Speech was automatically equated with
the laggvage (Bodine, 1%75). This tendency received its highest
development 1n Jesperson's 1922 book who devated a greal part of a
chapter to all those ‘differences’ in the speech of women that everyoae
was perfectly aware of, and therefore, did not deserve any
altention and investigation. In sum, the language of Western women
did not capture the interest and attention of Evropean scholars vntil very
recentl umes.

Although Western and non-Western scholars continued to describe
properties of women's speech 1n non-Western languages in the
twentieth century, they followed the general tendency in considering
men's language as the ‘norm' and the 'vamarked’ form fram which
women's language deviated. For example, Chatterji (1921) mukes an

4 This claim coatinued to hold and was cited as recenl as in the sixbies

{Kroeber 1961, among others).
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automatic equation of the Bengali language with men's speech; he
reparts that Bengali initial 1- is cfien pronounced as - by women,
children, and the uneducated classes. Bodine (1975) states that with the
exceplion of Sapir (1929), Haas (1944), and Flannery (1946), none of
the investigators cited in her study even considered the basis of their
choice in determining the 'basic’ and "derived’ language. It is interesting
1o note that not only were the descripuons af sex related language
differences anything but precise in ali those centuries; the social
significance of such differences was never explored.

In the last two and a half decades, the term 'gender’ has taken on a
broader meaning: it also implies cultural beliels and norms, as well as
individual attributes associated to sex, It also covers 'sex' differences
that seemed to intrigue Evropean scholars throughout the seventeenth,
eighteenth, and nineteenth century. In other words, 'g ender’, in addition
to its original meaning, also implies 'sexually’ associaled
differentiations in language as well as in language use. Therefore, this
term is not only about ‘grammatical markers' in a given fanguage, but
it alsc refers to the way a language ireals women as well as (o
ling uistic properties that distinguish women's speech from. that of men.
[n fact, the bulk of the literaiure associated with gender studies in the
Last twenty five years has fucused an the following two issves:

--how women employ their language;

~-how language (reats wamen.

The modern concept of the term 'gender' . which includes cultural
differences associated with sex, has created controversiul opimions with
regard ta the Persian wrunslation af this word: some uuthors feel that the
well-known and comfortable 'jins’ and ‘jinsiyai' should be used for the
new concept of 'gender', while others express the need for the creation of
a new term lo represent this broader usage. This group af schobars
argue that the familiar Persian term would be misleading since '‘gender’
is nol » matter of individual characteristics, but rather interacts with
sociud factors and relaticas, and so is different from jigs or jinstyat
(5ex ).

Presenting new ideas. theories, and concepts in a language has always
been one of the most diflicult problems for writers who take on the task
of transmitting the new ideas. The dilemma can be solved by (a) using
an existing term in the luoguage, (b) barrowing the onginal term, or {c)
creating a new one. The [irst option can always be misleading since the
old term has its pwn Familiar denptalion and connatation in the
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language. and it woold not be easy 1o suddenly change the scope of its
meaning without an appropriate history of scholarship associated with
it. ‘geader’, an already existing term in English. cun be used for the
broader meaning since there 1s a history of schalarship that hus allowed
this term ta gradually take an the new meaning, while this is not rue
of 'jins’ or jinsiyat’ im Persian. The new concept of 'gender’ has 1o be
‘ransmitted’ o these words.

The second opuion is probably the easiest, but not necessarily the best
one Creating a new word, the third option. is not an easy task, and
requires the constructive guidunce und cooperation of knowledgeable
scholarys rather than their destructive and sarcastic criticism. Related to
this subject, see Afsaneh Najmabadi's brief essay "Dar dil4 dist. . ." a
response 10 Kho's's poem on zaovarin this issue. Ala Khaki's response
lc Kho's as well as the original poem, appest in this volume as well |

Returning o the scholarship on gender in the last twenty five vears,
the major question in this era kas been the following: how do language
and pender (1n 11s broader sensc) interact? This time, 1he sprech of
American women has been the main subject of rescarch. Not only
linguists, but atso psychologists, sociologists, anthropologisis, and
teminist thinkers have explared different aspects of this question. The
ceniral uim of the recent literature has been interpreting und analyzing
speech differences of men and women by resorting 1o the sacial status
of women, among other culturaf variables In this respect, recent
literature departs from the carlier tradition of simply describiag
ling uistic sy'stems.

Lakoff's 1975 hook on Languuge and Women's Place was the first
widely influential work on this issue. She vses linguistic structures
such as interrogative inlonation, lug guestions,® and meaningless'’
adjectives such as cute', 'lavely' etc., to illustrale the differences
vetween men's and women's speech, She arrives at the conclusion that
women use these structures more than men do. Her interpretation is that
these linguistic properties indicate lack of confidence, and hence
represent ‘poweriess' language, Men s language, which does not exhibit

3. See Bateni (1989) on "Farsi zabdai ‘agim?"
& Teg quesuons are short questions that are 'taged' to the end of a
statement:

you will be here tomorrow, won't you?

this theory wouldn't work, would it?
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these properties to the extent Lhe women's speech daes, represents the
‘powerful’ language. She also points out that a woman using the same
powerful strategies might well be evaluated as more aggressive than the
mun. Conversely, language strategies that are interpreted as puowerful
when used by a man (such as slow, measured dehivery) may well not be
heard as such when employed by a womun.

In spite of the pioneering status of Lakoll's work, she has been highty
criticized for reasons thal are discussed 1n Arne Lobeck’'s paper in this
issue, The major cnticasms include the fallowing, staled by Eckert and
McConnell-Ginet: akoff considers men's language as gorm:

...she (Lakkof) followed a long traditipn in characterizing
'women's language' as different {rom the 'standard set by
men in being polite, tentative, indirect, imprecise,
noncommittai . deferential, closer 1o norms of prammatical
‘correctness’ and less colioquial, emotionally expressive byg

eyphemistic, and so on.
(Eckert and McConnell-Chanet, 1992: 475)

A second highly influential book appeared [ifteen years later: Tansen's
1990 You Just Don't Understand became a nationully celebrated and
acclaimed piece of work. Eckert and MeConnell-Ginet state that where
much work on language and gender ignores male behavior by treating 1t
as a neutral norm from which women s speech deviates, Tannen's work
has the great merit of trying to account for men's behavior as well as
women's. [[owever, they criticize Tannen's focus on 'separaiion’, and
state Lhal

by laking separalion a5 given, theorists ignore the place of this
separation in the practice of the wider community. Tn luct,
both real differences and the beliel 1in dilferences serve as
interactional resources in the reproduction ef gender

arungements, and aof Qppression.
{Eckert and McConneli-Ginet, 1952: 467)

While Lakoff's book represented the 'dominance’ medel, Tannen's
became the representative of the 'difference’ model. i he former states
that gender differences in the speech of women and men are based on
power, and the latter argues that 'cultural’ differences related to gendet,
independent ol power, are responsible for these lingutstic distdacuons.
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In additicn to these books, there has been a wealth of scholarship on
different aspects of women's speech. Although some of these works are
on languages other thun English, the bulk of the research concentrates

on Amenican Standard English.?

Scholarship an women's speech suffers a number of serious problems
which make its results Iess thaa convincing. First, most ol the gender
experiments, and the generalizations drawn from them, are based on a
restricted group of while, educated, middle class women in America.
Consequently, the results of these studies can by no means he
generatized 1o other subgroups in this saciety, let alone other cultures.
For exampte, men in Western societies have been considered (o be direct
and apen, while women are viewed as indirect in their interactions.
However, research in Malagasy contradicts these results showing most
women as direct und most men as indirect (Keenan, 1974). [n general,
most of these authors speak of 'women' and ‘'men’ in ways that
underplays not only cross-cultural differences but also the viability
within each gender class.

Second, gender differences can only be correctly understood 1f they are
discussed in RELATION to other social vartables, rather than just
ADDED ON tc other factors. Eckert (1989) finds that gender does not
have a unilorm effect on linguistics behaviar for the community as a
whole, across variables, or for that matter for any individual. Gender,
like ethnicity, class, and age is a social construction and may enter into
any of & variety of interactions with other social phenamena,

The majority of scholars overlook the significance and force of these
interactions. Eckert and McConnell-Ginet notice and criticize this
shortcoming. They suggest that researchers should think 'practically’
and look 'locally':

to think practically and look locally 1s to abandon several
assumptions common in gender and language studies: that
gender can be isolated from other aspects of social identity and

7. Srudies on non-English languages include: Jabbra (1980) (Lebanese
Arabic), Kejak (1983) (Syrian Arabic), Royal (1985) and Rakir (19B6)
(Standard Arabic), Harding (1975) (Spanish), Hill (1987) (Spanish in
Modern Mexico), Jahangiri aad Hudson {1982 (Tehraai Persian), Keeler
(1990} (the language in Java}, Shibamoto (1987} (Japanese), and Weil
{1983} {Hebrew).
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telations, that gender has the same meaning across
communtties, and that the linguistic manifestations of che
meamng are also Lhe same across commaunilies.

(Eckert and MceConnell-Cnanet, 1992: 462)

Third, most authors undermine the historical processes of canstructing
gender categories, power relations, and linguistic behaviar. [n research
concermng {anguage and gender, 1t 1s imporiant to put the issue in a
historical perspective in arder to correctly analyze and understand it One
ol the topics widely discussed in the literature, for example, concerns
‘politeness’. Most authors have assumed that women are more polite
than men are, and have tried to explain this assumption by resorting to
psychological and social factors. Brown (1580) suggests that speakers’
politeness as well as theiw vwsage of impersonal constructuons such as
passives correlates with their (inferiar) social position rather than with
gender. According to her, we are more polite (a) 10 a superior, (b} t0
people we don't know, and (c) in a fuce threatening sttvation. She
concludes that women are maore polite than men since they feel 'inferior’
and 'distant’ in the society, and find themselves in a face threatening act.
She presents examples from her expertments with Mayan community
to support her claims. ‘T'he result of this assumption is that lady like
speech 15 a sign of "weakness’ and inferiority’.

The sume phencmenon, however, has a completely different meaning in
other societies when it is placed in a historical context. Afsaneh
Naymabad: (1993, and 1n (his 1ssue), for example, shows that the
language of Iranian wamen, in the process of moving from a 'vnified’
all-female aumosphere 10 2 ‘'mixed male-female aimosphete, has changed
from a careless [orm {ull of curses and shamelul expressicns (o a polite,
theughtful, and refined speech. Her analysis clearly indicates that the
change in women language is the result of the change in her status,
function, and role in the society. The woman who has entered the
society 15 a person who thinks and is logical: her language has to
represent her new statvs. This means that for the [ranian society,
women's politeness’ 1s the indicalion of education and hence higher
status, as opposed to the generalized assumption proposed by western
scholars.

Many of the educated feminists in the west freely use tabno words 1n
their speech, including the sa called 'f' words, as an indication of
‘equality’ and ‘liberation’, rejecung the concept of ‘politeness’ that has
been classified as a propenty of the 'weak' language. Iresically, the
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older, uneducated generatian of the Iraman women comfortably vses the
same expressions while the younger, edvcaied generatian intentionally

avoids them 8 The point is that the liberaled weslern woman and her
educated Iranian couvnterpart wan! to be differeal {rom their
grandmothers. The result is manifested in a contradiclory linguistic
behavior that cannolt be understood 1l it 15 nol locked at from a
historical perspective. Therefore, purely syachronic genemhzauuns
such as the one made by Brown, can easily be misleading.

A similar misunderstanding in gender studies concerns the notion
‘conservative’, and its relatonship with "standard’ language This
confusion is due 1o the lack of appropriate culturai-histerical analysis.
As mentioned before, the propenty 'conservative' is considered ta be a
specific characterisuc of the 'weak' language, the language of women.
Niloofar Haeri, in an article concerning women's speech in Egyptian
Arabic (this issve), challenges previous assomptions regarding the
speech patterns of women in the Near East with respect to the notions
‘canservative' and 'standard’. She cites Labov (19R2), who, on the basis
af gender studies 1n Europe, Canada, Unidted States, and Latin America,
suggests thal women ure more 'conservalive' Lthan men in that they
prefer to use the 'standard’ language rather than the 'colloguiul' varianls.
He goes on stating that this generalization is reversed in the Near East
and South Asia: in these areas, men seem (o be more conservative in
that they use the ‘standard’ language mere than women.

Regarding the same issve, Haern states thal studies in Cairo, Amman,
Basra, Damascus, and other places found that men use {exical ilems
containing 'classical’ sounds such as 'qaf' mare than women. These
observations seemed (o supiport the conclusion that men use the
'standard’ form, while women employ the 'non-standard’ vanety,
indicaling that women in Middle East are less ‘conservative than men.
Considering the general wnderstanding of the socal position of wamen
in the Middle Fast as being less equal to that of men, this conclusion is
rather surprising.

Haeri further states that "given a stereolype of women s speech as maore
polite, refined, and conservative,’ the speech of women in Arabic
speaking communiues with 1ts LESS conservatve characteristics has
been interpreted as & matter of lack of 'access’ to Classical Arabic. The
argument 15 based on the fact that Classical Arabic 15 the medium of

8 See Afsaneh Najmabadi (1993),
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education, and since women are less educated than men, they don't have
eaough 'access' Lo the 'standard’ norms. She cites Labav whao states

for women to use standard norms that differ from everyday
speech, they must have access to those norms. . . | It stands to
reason that the conservative tendency of women applies only
when the opportunity for ik to apply is present.

(Labov, 1990: 213)

Haeri rejects this assumption on the basis of her interviews with
Egypuan men and women at the college level, where women stil] use
classical forms less than men although they enjoy the same educational
background. She argues that explanations on the basis of 'access' cannot
account for the interaction ol language and gender in Arab countries.
Her crilicism basically concerns the theoretical assumplions of Arabic
sociolinguistics thal treats non-classical Arabic as 'calloquial’ varieties
rather than ‘standard’ languages. She urgues Lhat these varieties are
'languages' whose stylistic resources do not depend on their contact with
Classical Arabic, but rather on their own sociolinguistic dynamics and
their contacl with other languages. She raises the question as to whether
the 'standard' varieties are the socio-historical forms associated with the
speech of a group of powerful speakers within the speech community,
as suggested by Bouordieu (1977 1982, 1591), or the "desired norms
that are privileged largely through textual auvthority," naot rellecting the
habitual and duily speech of any particular group? The first choice
would be the spoken languages employed by local communities, and
the latter the Classical language associated with religiaus or literary
1eXx1s.

Haeni's answer regarding the Standard Arabic is the following: Cairene
Arabic is the Standard variety for Egypt. and Classical Arabic is the
Supra-Standard variety, She makes a distinction between the Classical
and the Spoken variety, similur to the distinction made by [brakim
(1986) and Abu-Haidar (1989) in terms of ‘Standard' and 'Preslige’

languages:? Haeri's ‘Standard’ versus her “supra-standard' correspond Lo

? Kegarding the notion of 'standard’ language, lbraham (1986) finds that
investigators have been misled into equating standard with prestige, He
lurther states that there is evidence from varies sources in Arab countries
indicating that spoken Arabic has its own local prestigious varieties that
aré not gecessarily in the directicn of Stundurd {or Literary) Arabic. Abu-
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Ibrahim's and Abu-Haidar's 'Presiigious’ versus 'Standard' terms,
respectively.

Haeri argues that "women use the 'standard’ variety while men tend to
vse the supra-standard’. Hence women 1a the Middle East, similar to
thetr counterparts in Western countries, use the more ‘standard’ vanety,
but 1n the case of the former, "this does not also entail conservative
behavior." She states, therefore, that "the controversial conclusion made
by Labov and others about a reversal of the gender patterns in the
Middie East is tnaccurate.”

Haeri's critique coacerns lack of social analysis and historical
contextualization of previcus studies. Regarding the role of Classical
Arabic, the Supra-Standard variety 1n her term, Haeri states that most
men and women interviewed by her emphasized the crocial role of this
variely “tn resisting Western culiural and political imperialism and in
providing cohesion for a unified "Arab’ identity.” For many women, she
argues, this issue 15 far more complex since Classical Arabic has
historically represented "an ideology that is against thetr full
partscipation in social, cullural, and political life.” In other words,
Classical Arabic "undermines" women's position, while it strengthens
the place of men. Haer: concludes that

as such, Classical Arabic 1y rarely as unproblemauc and
ransparent an anti- Western 'weapon for women as it is for
men. . . And while women may not deny that it has helped
forge an "Arab’ identity and has served nationalist aims, that
identity has hardly been constructed by challenging the
patriarchal siructure, and the male-dominated values that
women have been struggling against.

Haeri's analysis clearly shows that nottons such as conservative' and
‘standard’ cannot be understood and generalized without tzking into

Haidar makes simiiar distinction beiween standard’ and prestige’

languapes: .
hMote recent studies have challenged the assumpticn that prestige and
standard spoken Arabic are one and the same. These siudies have
found that there are. in some Arab communities, prestige varieties of
spoken Arabic which are not in the direction of standard Arabic, and
that, cenatrary to whal had been previcusly concluded, it is mostly
women whe speak the prestigicus dialects. (Abu-Haidar, 1985:471)
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accoval the social and historical complexily of diflerent speech
commumiues.

Returning ta the basic problems of gender studies, a final important
drawback of the scholarship concerns the 'one dimensional' aspect of
these studies: they unalyze the speech differences either from a 'power
ortented point of view proposed by Lukoff, or in the framework of a
'dval-culture’ model highlighted by Tannen. Thorne and Henley (1975)
discuss these two approaches, suggesting that both of them are needed
in order to explain gender-language interactions. Anne Lobeck, in this
155ue, presents an interesting discussion of both of these trends
mghlighling their theoretical as well as their empirical problems.

Lobeck criticizes the traditional trends in gender studies by stating that
gender differences are not totally sex related differences, but have to do
with age, education, occupation, social status, and interpersonal
relatianships. She goes on summarizing Lakoff's Dominance model as
well as T'annen's Difference model:

Lakoll proposcs thal women use certain unassertive conversational
features which brand them as weak' and socially subordinate te men.
Men's lunguage presumably consists of ‘strong’ conversational features
commensurate with higher social status. Tannen's central thesis, on the
other hand, is that miscommunication between men and women can be
attributed to the division of these two genders into different social
subcultures’. According to Tanner, mens conversalional strategy
concerns the search for 'status’, while women's revelves around the
search for ‘'connection’. Hence for Tannen, dominunce is explained away
as part of a "cultural style’ ruther Lhan an exertion of power.

l.obeck criticzes bolh maodels for the following reasons: As for Lakof[,
4 range of studies have shown that nol only do many of the
characteristics of women language discussed in her work luck empirical
support, but that those which can be supported can also be analyzed not
as murkers of weakness or unassertiveness, but rather as cooperative and
facilitative, and therelore in some cases powerful. conversational
strategies. Considering Tannen, although she acknowledges that both
difference and dominance exist, she fails 1o integrate these two models,
ignoting the ‘power’ and social 'status’ in her analysis. She does not pay
atlention to the fact that research since 1970's has shown that neither
the difference nor the dominance model is entirely adequate in
explaining language wse by men znd women, and that an integrated
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approach to gender roles 1 conversalion has proven more adequate than
adopting a strong version of either difference or dominance. 10

Lobeck further argues that both of these models depenad on anecdotal
rather than empirical evidence, and discuss primarily white, midd{e class
subjects. She then poses the question as (0 why these two books
(Lakofl's aund Tannen's) are sc immensely popular, when they are based
largely on unsupported generalizauons. Following Freed (1992), she
suggests that readers are inclined to embrace comfortable stereatypes
presented as facts. She forther states that

we thus see a dangeruus, repeated trend in language and gender
research, ome in which non-scienufic generalization is
presented to public as reality, and is adopted by those eager to
raticnalize behavior which perpetvates the status guo of
women a5 subordinale (o men.

In Fuluth's (1991) terms. she suggests that both of these works
represent a kind of 'backlash’ to the women's movement: Lakoff's book
suppurls many of the highly criticized claims made by Jesperson in his
1922 book (Coates 1986), and Tannen's work excuses men's
"oppressive linguistic behavior " by justifying their insensitivity and
their culnight rudeness as just being part of their need for independence
(Freed 1992).

So far we have discussed some properties of women's speech and the
problems with the related scholarship. A second aspect of gender studies
tn the last two and a half decades concerns the way women are spoken
of: the way language weats women. In this respect, language does not
seem (o treat women very kindly, a property which is widespread
among different languages. Alma Graham states that

fram Eve and Pandora on, the female has been heid responsible
for evil and assigned a semantic house uf ill fame. Titles of
honor tllustrate the point particularly well. Queen, madam,
mistress, and dame have all acquired degraded meanings,
whereas Prioce, king, lord, and father are exalied and
apphied to God-for even God is thought of as a male and is
called fm.

(Grabham, 1975: 61)

e - — CETTemman

10 See Lobeck (this issued for references.
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Graham reports thal in 1972 a new dictionary for children was published
by the name of The American Heritage School Dictionary which
contains 35 thousand entries, selected “after an unprecedented analysis of
5 million words epcovntered by American children in their
schoglbooks.” This non-sexist dictionary wus the lirst to define sexism,
and to include the phrase Liberated woman. [n the process of compaling
this dictionary, the authors had discovered many clear indications of
sexism in the usage of the English language. For example, even thoogh
there are 100 women for every 95 men in the real world, there were over
SeVen limes as many men as women and over lwice as many baoys as
girls in the bocks read by children. Two out of three mothers were
mentioney in relation to male children, and four oot of five fathers were
fathers of male. There were (wice as many uncles as avats, and sons
outnumbered daughters by more than two to one, and every lirtborn
child was a son,

Anather interesting discovery was that boys and girls were tavght two
sets of valves: boys in these schoolbooks "ran races, rode bicycles,
drove [ast cars, and took off in spaceships [or Mars. Girls, however,
"were less concerned with doing than being. . . he was the manfiest
of his sex and she was the foveliest of fiers.” As Graham noliced, "a
child would say that the word comparable to manly was lovely, not
womanly. i

Alang the same lines, Paula Treichier states that

dictionaries have generally excluded any sense of wamen ay
speakers, as linpuistic innavators, or as definers of words.
Whalever the editor's uims, dictionaries huve perpetvated the
stereatypes and prejudices of writers, editors, and language
comumentators, who are almost exclusively miale.

(Treichler, 1989: £0)

She gives examples such as "ghe mude lus iife a hell on earth, chasen

by Random House [Jictipgary to illustrate usuge of the ward fell”
The entry lor overdone 1s something like '§he gave us overdone

steak  always using the feminine pronoun to illustrate negutive

- . .

‘U Graham . 1975: 59.
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actions. 14 Treichler's point is that she does not mean simply that
dictionaries selectively 'authorize' fanguvage usage that exist in a culture,
but they also "construet and create usage”, like other kinds of
scholarship. 13 Recall that one of the criticisms regarding Tannen's
Difference model was that the beliel in differences serves "in the
reproduction of gender arrangement and cppression” (Eckert and
McConanell-Ginet 1992}, Along the same lines, Bagherzadeh {this issue)
states, that "although a sexist language is itself the reflection of « sexist
culture, 1t mutually recreates the latter”

Nevertheless, it 15 important 1o keep in mind that language reflects the
cultural and traditional beliefs of its speakers. Although Sapir-Wherf
hypothesis, in its strong version, claims thal "language shapes our
world view," it is the cufture that imposes its values und sterectypes on
language. 14 The latter is evidenced by the fact that when certan values
change in a socciety, the refleclion of that phenomenca in language
changes accordingly: when the liberated woman arrives in the society
the lunguage changes, und we sce examples such as she was 2 woman
of dedicated pohitical principivs or she made a npame for herself Ay
Curtis James, one of my undergraduate students in the fail of 1994,
states in a paper on Language and Gender “language is not sexist. The
portion of society which has historically contributed gender injustices
to the lapgoage 1s the guilty party." Once more, the reflection of
sexism in language has (0 be placed in 2 historical perspective il we
want to do language. and cur understanding of it, justice.

In 4 language that has grammatical gender differences, male dominant
values are reflected in the usage of a masculine pronoun such as 'he’,
insiead of 'she', in all contexts where the third person 15 not known.
This trend is easily generalized by using masculine novns as 'generic’
terms: fehrer (teacher) is vsed to include not anly male, bur alsa female
teachers in German. Similarly, actor will be used in « generic form for
everyone who acts. male or female. How can a genderless lunguage like
Persian, then, be a male dominant language? This question is raised by
Afsaneh Najmabadi (this issue) who answers it by analyzing the
reflection of zan (woman) and mard (man) in the Persiun lanpuage rom

12 Treichler. 1989 57
13. Treichler, 1989 38,

19 A 'weaker version of this hypothesis states that |language influences’
our "Weltaaschauung'. Even this version 15 a coatreversial subject.
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a historical paint of view. Najmabadi provides fascinating examples (g
exhibit sexism in this ‘genderless’ language. She cites Nasir al-Din Tiysy
(Akhliq-i Nasiri), for example, who uses the generic ward farzand
(child) as 'sons’, while dukbtaride (daughters) is vsed by him only when
he specifically refers v ‘daughters’.

Najmabadi shows how linguistic expressians are used in a2 male
dominated society to leave women out of the context. in the application
of ‘'vmim-i ahiali va atfal va niswan (all citizens, and children, and
women), as well as in millat (naiion) and irdnsan (Iraman), 'women'
are aoi considered to be part of the group of 'citizens’, the 'nation’, or
‘Irapians' = Similarly, the plural pronouns ma (we} and shumi (you)
refer only 1o men, excluding women aliogether.

Najmabudi proposes that with the change in the social structure and
cultural values there will be a change in language as well. Her analysis
demonstrates that when Irapian women starled 10 wrile duning the
Mashritaf (Constitutional) era, the mule dominated language started
to shift 1o include women. The semantic change of ma rranian (we
Iranians), from exclusively referring to men, to including women,
clearly reflects the close interaction of language and culture. She natices
that in this =ra, there is evidence indicating that authors had started
putting waomen in the same position as men, al feast o certain
contexls: mard v zuo rozoamah mi'khanand/ karha ra tamam
mi danand (men and women read newspapers and know everything).

Nujmabadi arrives at the conclusion thal the fact that proncuas and
generic nouns in contemporary Persian have a more general coanctation
including both men and women 15 due 10 the wrilings of women in the
last one hundred years. She states, hawever, that our language today is
by no means a 'neutral’ one with respect Lo gender 155ues and the way 1l
treats men and wamen. She 15 absolutely right. However, this fact 15
not surprising il we consider the differences between the social/politicul
status of men and women in [ran, the distnbution of power, and the
cultural beliefs that portray the image of women in that society.

Although Iersian is a 'genderless’ language, 1ts lexicon 15 full of eniries
that reveal typical charactenistics of & male dominated society, This
subjecl 15 examuined by Hossewn Bagherzadeh 1n this 1ssue. Bagherzadeh
discusses the lack of grammatical gender as well as the reflection of
cultural sexism in zabdn-i fami‘ah-'i mardsalari (the language of a
male deminant society). He starts cut by stating that grammatical
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gender dilferences are not the same as the reflection of cultural sexism
in a language: gender differences are of 'structural' nature while sexism
reveals cultural valves of the saciety.

Bagherzadeh mukes a three way distinction with respect ta jinsgara’y
dar zaban (gender in language). First, he presents a discussion of
structural (grammatical) gender, and compares Persian, 2 genderdess
langvage, with languages such as Arabic and English that exhibit
gender distinctions in the form of pronouas, inflections, and so on.
Next, he examines sexist values in language in the form of male
oriented lexican, and discusses the existence of lexical entries such as
mardum (people) in Persian or buman in English which are based on
'man’, but neverthelesgs include women as well. In the same saction,
Hagherzadeh also discusses wuords thal clearly reveal the social status and
culural Tunctions of men and women: the owner of a house is typically
a landiord while the person whe cleans homes is 2 hovsemaid.
Finally, he examines positive cultural valuves that are manifested in
words that correspond to males, such as marddnigi (manliness,
caurage), and javapmards (manliness, generosity), und compares them
with negative values manifested in words corresponding to women (or
Ternale’s sexual crgans).

Selecting the words khagum (lady. wife) and zan (woman, wife),
Abolghasem Soheili preseals a sociolinguistic analysis of their
application in Madern Persian (lhis issue). Leaving the direct denatation
of these words aside  he gues on to examine their connotation and socizl
valyes within the complex sysiem of socielinguistic imteractions.
Soheili also cansiders the historical development of the semantic SGOpPE
of these lexical items: while khdnum has lost its 'royal' connotation and
is applied with respect to all social classes, zas, as & generic noun, has
also received more elaborated interpretalion: it is used at the level of the
generic noun mard in phrases such as nagsh-1 zaa (the role of women),
Jami‘ah-i zanan (women organization). This fact indicates, once more.
that with social change, we can expect linguistic change: women huave
entercd the society. and hence the meaning of the word zan has taken on
2 new, und 1n SUMe Cases more posilive, interpretation.

Language not only indicates the cultursl attitudes of its speakers in a
current era, but 1T also reflects the attitudes of our ancestors with respect
to the status of women. ln this regard. ancient texts and storics are
important and interesting sources [or analyzing women's status znd
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sexist attitudes of our ancestors. This aspect of language and gender i3
discussed by Katayun Mazdapour and Zohre Zarshenas in this issue.

By analyzing some lexical items from the Pahlavi language, Mazdapour
shows the semantic change of these entries as an indication of the
change of the status of women over a long period of time. She
compares the status of women in the Sassanid era with that of modern
times, and discusses the reflection of this change by resorting to the
semantic development of relevant vocabulary items. She states that
texts thal belong to different eras of human history reflect changes in
social, political, and econamic status of women throughout the
centuries. In the history of the Iranian culture, she argues, women have
gradually and constantly lost their honor and credibility, a fact that is
rellected 1n the Persian language Mauzdapour's analysis is based on
Mddian-1 hazar dadsiapn, a legal text from the Sassanid era. and
Kaviayar-i Dérab Hurmuzyar, a text that was written much later.

One of the important points in Mazdapour's analysis is thaul the
interpretation of old materials and lexical items depends on the social
and cultural beliels of the fnterpreters. She states that we can see Lhis
semantic reconsiruction in the different interpretations of Pahlavi words
such as stUr and khusaridy zan: the new interpretation is bused on
cultural beliefs specific 1o our times, rather Lhan on their original
meanings. Along the same lines, Treichler states that 'historical
reconstruction of form and meaning may aiso display the bias of
etymologists and lexicographers "13 She cites Emile Benveniste who
explains that "there 1s no term for marrtage in Prato-Indo-E urocpean,
because the siwation of the man and that of the woman have nothing 1n
common.” 16 Treichler expresses her suspicion about Benveniste's
explanation by staling thac his "interpretation may derive as much from
his own cultural and professional conditioning as from the 'facts' of the
Indo-European lexicon. 17

Zohreh Zarshenas (this issue) discusses an ancient story entitled
Lastan-i Svghdi-yi bazargan va rif-i darva (the Soghdian Story of
the Merchant and the Spirit of the Sea). She states that the language of
this tale indicates the negative bias and humiliating attitudes of a

15 Teeichler 1989 36.
lﬁ. Treichier, 1989 56
17 Preichier. 1989: 57
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male/father oriented society towards women. She further indicates that
women in this and similar stories are the symbols of sacrifice. not
necessarily by choice. but rather by the responsibility that was tmposed
on them by their culural beliefs,

We use our language on a daily basis without paying altention to any
of the sexist values that pollute it. Although we cannot change the
language aad its sexist connotations without changing our cultural
auitudes, the awareness ol the existence of sexism in language will be
enhightening, and cculd help us Lo recognize the degree, and the
ugliness, of sexism in our culture. Therefore it is a pleasure for me ta
have been given the opportunity to edit this volume which shouid be
considered as an introduction to language and gender scholarship in
Persian speaking societies, | would also like to €exXpress my gratitude to
my colleagues who contributed to this issve, without whom the present
work would not have come to be a reality. I will join them in hoping
thar the present work will stimulate further discussions and research

related o sociolinguistic aspects of the interaction of Persian language
and gender.
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Language and Gender in the Arab World:
Analysis, Explanation, and Ideology

[ saw the Almighty in a dream and asked, 'O lord,
what is the best way to manage to be near you.” He
replied, 'My Word O Ahmad.’ | inguired 'With
understanding or without understanding? He said,
‘With or without understanding’.

Ahmad Ibn Hanball

The linguistic repertoire of virtually all societies encompass different
languages, vareties of the same language, a national “standard” along
with social and regional dialects, and of course a muyluiplicity of styles
of speaking. In all Arab countries, the olficial state language is
Classical Arabic which coexists with each country’s own variety of
Arabic, e.g. Egyptian, Syrian, Iragi and so on.? Though Classical
Arabic as the highly ceodified language of the Quran has a “modern”
version insolar as changes in its vocabulary and minor changes in its
more obscure syatactic coastructions have been effected, it differs on
every lingwistic level frum the gresent-day national languages. Without
scheoling it remains for the most part uniatelligible. The duality of the
linguistic settaing, referred te as “diglossia” (Ferguson 1959, 1891), and
the religio-cultural credent:als of the classical lunguuge have produced
and reproduced a strong tdeolngy which exalts the fatter, und devalues
what Hourani calls the "hving spoken lunguuges” (Hourani 1991a: 68).

Classical Arabic is held ta be of divine origin, incomparable in beauty

L Ninth centory jurisconsult, quoted in Chejne 19690 12, emphasis
added,

2, In Arabic, the terms for Classical Arabic are’ al-lugha al-'Arabiyya,
‘the Arabic languvage’; or al-lugha al-fushd, lit. 'the elogquear language’.
Nen-classical Arabic is frequently referred to as :1-lugha 1l-'Ammiyya 'the
common and 1o BEgypt, the terms masri "Egyphian’ or baladi ‘belonging
to the balad (country) .
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and strength to other languages, and as the embodimeat of Islamic
civilization. The present-day Arabic “dialects” --the nanonal languages of
Arab countries which have undergone fundamental changes throughout
the centuries--are considered “vulgar”™ and “unworthy” in particular as
vehicles of writing, and of cultural production and transmission more
generally. Classical Arabic is the language of the vast body of highly
revered religious and literary texis produced since the beginning of
Islam. It 1s viewed as the single most important vehicle of [stamic
civilization and culture. Endowed with these associations, it 15 a
ilanguage that embodies and bestows authority on those who knaw 1t
It 15 primurily a written medivm and has ceased to [unction as a
language passed on from one generation to the next through the
medium of a spoken, home language. At present, Classical Arabic is
the official state language and the medium of print, education, and
bureaucracy in ail Arab countries.

In contrast, nan-classical national languages such as Egyptian, Synan,

et¢. are the mother tongue of elite and non-elite Arabs. 3 They have been
the vehicle of epic poems, folklore, plays. proverbs, and sangs.
Increasingly, books of poems, plays, and satirical journals are also
published in these languages, though there has always been resistance
against prinling noo-classical Arabic. The dialects of capital cities such
as Cairo have much national and regianal prestige. Sedentary (as
opposed to Bedouin) dialects of Arabic differ in phonology,
marphology, and syntax from the classical language. Grave literacy
problems attributed to the distance between the classical and the non-
classical varieties have appeared in the literature at least since the
1930s, and continue to be mentioned in various formulations
(Heyworth-Dunn 1939; Maithews & Akrawi 194%; Alioma 1%69;
Seckinger 1988). The diglossic sitvation which holds true for the enlire
Arab world is said to be vnified through the classical language. Local
languages ure thaught of as divisive because they differ from country to
country {Chejne 1969} The historical stance against the lalter is also
echced in social scientfic writings by Arab and non-Arab authors alike
in the lubel given (o all non-classical varieties: " colloguial Arabic”

3. The term "Arabs” is at times probiematuc. Egypuans, for example, do
act refer to themselves as "Arabs.” In Egyptian Arabic, the term il-'Arab
15 used to refer to people frem the Gulf countries. Sull, in political
rheteric the term 15 used inclusively even by Egyptians; and it is wvsefuol
16 order Lo avoid repetitive epwmeration of different nationalities.
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(Haeri 1991, 1992). Rarely are they referred to by modiiiers such as
“Egyptian,”" "Syrian,” and so on. The deep antipathy toward the
“colloquials,” is exemplified by Nobel laureate Naguib Mahfouz:

The colloquial is one of the diseases from which the people are
suffering, and of which they are bound o rid themselves as
they progress. [ consider the colloquial one of the failings of
our society, exactiy like ignorance, poverty and disease. (in
Cachia 1967 20)

The pervasiveness of such an ideclogy of linguistic correctness and
purity may be further illustrated by noting that on the cne hand, it
would also be shared by the militants who atlempted Lo assassinate
Mahfouz recently; and on the other by the {act that Mahfouz himself is
faulted for making “too many grammatical errors” by professors at Dar
al-"Ulom (Parkinson 1991: 36),

[f we consider thal between the 8th century A D. to the mid-1800'g,
Lthat there was no non-religious schooling, and that Egyptian, Syrian,
[raqi, and other sedentary dialects of Arabic diverged in fundamencal
wuys from Classical Arabic (if they ever were whollv similar ta it},
then we must ask how the classical language managed to survive? For
religious and non-religiows scholars it served as a lingua franca, a
language in which they wrote, and we surmise, in some situations
spoke—a language that connected them to other Muslim scholars around
the world. We may also infer that the classical language survived for the
majorily culside of the reading -writing elites in their recitations of daily
prayers, readinps of the Quran (whether by themselves or by cthers);
and in sermons or political spreches Lo which they listened. The gradual
development of mass education brought Classical Arabic more
forcefully to the domain of public education (Heywaorth-Dunn 1939;
Houram 1%91b; Valikiotis 1991}, Since it was chosen a5 the official
state language, educational materials developed for public schools aimed
at teaching how to read and wrile in Lthe classical language. [n time, an
increasing number of lexical and other borrowings from Classical
Arahic entered the daily languuge of many prople also outside the
tradilional reading-writing elites. It may help to draw a useful though
imperfect analogy by likening this situation to a hypothetical one in
Italy, for example, had Classical Latin continued to serve educational

purposes.
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Sitvating Studies of Gender Differences in Arabic

Although there are two vast bodies of literature on Arabic, one dealing
with purely linguistic matters, and another with literary works, research
that locates language within the broader culivral and sociul contexts is
very scant. Rarely can one find genre, narrative, and conversational
analysis studies with anthropological or sociclinguistic concerns. A few
recent ethnographies have begon to [ill this gap (Abu-Lughod 1988,
Caton 1991, Messick 1993, Early 1993), but only Caton carmies oul an
integrated analysis of linguistic forms that reflect and reproduce the
social world Early 15 concerned with the content of the English
lranslations of baladi women'’s narratives of illness. Abu-Lughod (1938:
xv) in her ethnography of Awlad Ali Bedouin poetry states that her
“facus [15] on the social use of poetry rather than on linguistics or even
poetics” and hence does not pay clase attention to the forms of the
poetry_? But even aside from lingwistc ethnographies per se, the dearth
of research on the social aspects of language use is rather astonishing,
given the relevance of language ideeology and its implications to many
of the central concerns of social scientists working on the Arab and
Istamic world as they grapple with questions of “modernity” ws.
“tradition,” nationalism . civil society, identity, and others,

The handful of studies on gender differcnces in Arabic that are available
have been carned out within the sociolinguistic paradigm.
Sociolinguistics became an established subdiscipline when it
successfully challenged the long-siunding Saussurian dichotomy
between synchrony and diachrony (Saussure 1966 [1516]). In a seminal
article that could be churacterized as the “sociolinguists’ manifesto”
Weinreich, Labov, and Herzog (1966) argued that keeping synchrony
and diachrony apart eliminates any chance of understanding why
languages change. If language is such a tightly organized and closed
system, as orthodox structuralists following Saussure have stated, then
how can it change? The answer was nat to give up on the systemalicity
of language, but on the equation of systemaricity with homogeneity.

4 She uses this focus to explain why hee system of iranscription of the
poems that does not fully represent the dialect of the people she studied,
but one that is accessible o those familiar with Classical Arabic. In
light of our brief discussicn oa languape ideclogy in the Arab world,
such = decision 15 more than a choice among systems of phonetic
trans cription.
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Thus “sysiematic” does nol necessarily entail hamogeneity--and il is the
heterogeneity of a synchromic state of 4 language that can explain how
and why it changes. This heterogeneity which has come to be called
"linguistic variation” or just “variation” (i.e. different ways of saying
the “same’ thing) can be understood by stepping outside language and
acknowledging its complex interaction with social structure. There iy
vanation becauvse there are different social classes and ethnicities, and
women and men; different ideclogies and interests, different political
structeres and so on. Eventuvally certain varialions on the phonetic,
lexical, syntactic, and prosodic levels become permanent changes that
are charactenzed as “diachromic” changes.

[n sociclinguisucs when a social group is found to vse a particelar
linguistic [orm (a certain pronunciarion, a word, a phrase, or 4 syatactic
structure) significantly more frequently than ancther group, that [orm
and all 11s competing variants may be characterized in a number of
ways. Non-lingvists often use churacterizutions such as “cool,”
‘pompous,” “polite,” "bockish,” “slang,” and so on to describe the way
particular people talk. Since for sociolinguists the vltimale interest lies
in localing language chagge, they identily which variant(s) of a variable
{1.e. which of several campeting forms) 15 the older, “siandard,” and
more “conscrvative,” form; and which is new, less "conservative "
‘innovative” and “non-standard.”> In this way, the linguistic behavior
of groups of speakers are compared (o each olher 10 locate the
“innovators” of sound changes, to find "conservative” speakers wha
continue to the use the older and “standard” lforms and so on. It should
be explained that "conservative” s used in two senses; an older form is
conservative; and the form that belongs to the standard language is also
conservative. Beginmng with Fischer’'s 1958 study of boys' and girls’
use of (-ing); and Labav’'s 1966 study of New York City, (o similar
studies of other spcecch communities within and owside of the United
States, a general patiern of gender differences emerged Women were
lound o use "standard” and therefore "conservative” variants more
frequently than men where linguistic vadation was not leading (o
permanent change.

One of the most pervasive influences of Classical Arabic on some non

7, Examples in English on the pronunciation level would be "going’ vs.
‘coin’, ‘New York’ with and without the /r/; on the syntactic level: ‘[ do
act have any monpey' vs. 'l ain't got no monev’,
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classical, urbun varietes, has been the re-intraduction of sounds that had
heretofore disappeared from the latter in the course of time levantine
varieties of Arabic, for example, do not have the classical sounds [q]
(qaf), the interdental series [th, ¢], the diphthongs {aw] and [ay]. and
others. Instead, they have the glottal stop ['] for the qal; t, s, z]; and
[o0], [ee], respectivel}r,ﬁ When classical words that have these sounds
are borrowed, in some cases, they are used with the origina sound. This
practice is often followed for stylistic purposes--1t marks the ullerance
as “formal” and "leamned.” Sociolinguistic studies of Arabic get about
identifying [orms that have competing vanants--variants thal belong 1o
the “standard” language, i.e Classical Arabic, and those that can be
characterized as “non-standard.” Obvious candidates for such " vanables”
were alternations between classical and non-classical sounds. The use of
the gaf and the glottal stop (or ather local reflexes) as aliernative way
of realizing lexical items and as a resource for style-shifting par
excellence has been investigated in Cairo (Schmidt 1974, Haeri 1991),
Amman (Abdel-Jawud 1981), Basra (Bakir 1986), Bahrain (Holes 1947),
Damascus (Kojak 1983) and among Palestipians living in the United
States {Sharrab 1981). Other studies with # locus un similar forms were
carried oul bur data were oaly galhered on men’s vsage exclusively
(Schultz 1981 on Cairo; Al-Jehani 1985 on Mckka), or on women's
(Al Muhannadi 1991 on Qatar}.

With the exception of I[cles {1987) who did not lnd significanl gender
differences among Bahraini speakers, zll others found that men use the
Classical Arabic forms more frequently than women, regardless of age

or level of education ’ The gaf in particular has received the most
attention becavse of zll classical sounds. its accurrence 15 Lthe most
frequent; and because it i5 a prime marker of stylistic elevation. With
respect Lo qal usage, findings have been remarkably consistent: Studies
in Cairo, Ammun, Busra, Damascus, as well as others found that men
use lexical items conlaining Lhe gal fur more [requently than women.
Such a result prompled the characlerization that men employ older and

®  Heace /unwa’ instead of ‘gahwa’/ for ‘coffee’: or "alb/ for fqalb/
‘heart’; /tilt! 1astead of /thulth/ ‘third’ /sooras i1mstead of Jthawra!
revelution’ and 50 oh.

7 Most do not analvze the crucial roie of social class, with the
excepiion of Huera 1991, 1995, Abdel Jawad (1981} looks at a variety of
oCecupations.
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more "standard” forms, while women vse the locai, urhan, “non-
standard” forms.

This pattern which showed women to be less “conservative”
linguistically than men in the Middle East prompted a long-standing
contraversy 1 sociolinguistics, The oppaosite pattern had become an
established fact for “Western" speech communities where women had
turned out to use “standard” forms consistently more frequently than
men. Labov (1982: 78) summarized the results in this way:

The general principle that emerged [rom studies in Europe,
Canada, the United States, and Latin America is that women
are MOore coaservative in their reaction where stable and
socially recagnized vanation is concerned.

He went on to note that this generalization which helds for so many
different speech communities " has been reversed [or a number of studies
in the Near East and South Asia" (Ibid: 78). That 15, in the latter
cammunities, it is the men who wraed oul (o employ standard variants
sigatficantly more than women  (iiven the general understanding of
the social posilion of women in the Middle East as being less equal to
that of men, the expectation was that their linguistic behavior wauld
reflect more conservative uses. Instead, even in studies carried out stnce
1582, the same lindings were replicated. Women consistently turned
out to be the speakers who use the wrban, non-classical. and therefore
less "conservauve” variants more than men. Whal explains such
patterns and “ prelerences™?

Fxplanatzons: The "Public” Language and the “Private”
Woman

Given a stereotype of women's speech as more polite, relined, and
conservative predaling sociolinguistics, explanations of how women in
Arabic speaking speech cummunilies could be fess conservative than
men seught 1o establish that women's inguistic choices are @ matter of
“uccess.” v has been argued that Classical Arabic is the medium of
eduction and sice women acguire formal schooling less than men, they
do not learn the “standard” norms. However, the datz on usage from
several studies do not support this exptanation. When women and men
with the same level of education are compared, for example, at vollege
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level, women stitl use classical forms less than men (Haeri 1987, 1991,
1994). The more general explanation which encompasses the first is
based on the reasoning that Classical Arabic is the language of the
“public” domain and since women in Arab societies operate in the
“private” domain, they have fewer opportunities Lo acquire ils norms.
Heace they use such features less than men. The stereotype of Muslim
Middle Eastern women as “sheltered,” “secluded,” and confined to the
“private” domain, and the dichotomy beiween the “public” and the
“private” have been challenged successfully by a vast literature ia
several fields (Melson 1974, Tucker 1993, Badran and Cooke 1990,
Keddie and Baron 1991, Eariy 1992, Ahmed 1992, among others). The
implications of the claim that Classical Arabic is the language of the
“public” domain may be critiqued on several grounds. It is true that
Classical Arabic is the written mediom of all officialdom. But in Caro
and most other urban centers, aside from sermcns, political speeches,
the nightly televised news program, and some debute oriented radio and
television programs, the variety used orally by the overwhelming
majority of people in maost public setlings including government
bureaucracies and other institutions 1s not Classical Arabic. Thus men
and women who might be very active in this domain, come across
Egyptian Arabic far more frequently than Classical Arabic,

Second, although the concept of the “public” domain 15 not limited (o
work outside the home, holding a job and all its entailments are at the
center of this construct (Rosalda 1974). Amaong the 50 wamen that |
interviewed during my fieldwork in 1988, only 14 did not work. Four
were under 22 and had just finished high school or college. The other
10 were housewives some of whom had at times held variaus jobs.
The rest had diverse accupations such as university teaching,
accounting, public relations, acting, housekeeping, owmng znd
operating small businesses, dipiomatic positions and so on.  Also based
on the last census daia available (CAPMAS 1978. 33-34)8 the number
of women who work 15 so large that one has ta make a point of
searching for women who do not. In lower income families, women
cannot affard not to work. In higher income ones, they often become
professionals and start work early on. There are in all probability
women who operate mostly in the “private” domain, but one cannot vse

8 Centrat Agency for Public Mobilization and Statistics. 1978, [Cairo
census of 1976| Cairo governorate, vel 1.
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their case to cffer a global explanation of women's linguistic
preferences. |

Before continuing with our critique of such explanations, there are
problems with the underlying theoretcul assumplions of Arabic
sociolinguistic studies that have to be examined first.

Conceputahzing Stylistic Variatian in Arabic

To begin with, there are inherent tensions in applying theories and
methods developed for speech communities like New York, to those
such as Cairo or Damascus. The study of the vernacufar accupies u
privileged positdon in sociolinguwistics. Labov has repeatedly spoken of
the vernacular as the “most systematic data for linguistic analysis”
(Labov 1984: 25), defining it not as “illiterate or lower class speech,”
but as thal most spontaneous style of each social group “relative to
their careful and literary forms of speech” (Labov 1971: 112)  Arabic
linguistics, on the other hand, has historically privileged Classica!
Arabic as its leginmate focus, expressing ambivalence or more often
strong disdain towards non-classical varieties of Arubic.? Such a
lundamental difference in language ideclogy 15 of uumost importance in
understanding the research that kas been dane in the Arab world for any
interpretation of what women and men “do” in speaking revolves around
analyses that equate Classical Arabic with “standard Arabic,” and non-
classical Arabic with “non-standard™ speech.

A conceptualizaton of stylistic variation as essentially and uniquely the
producl of competing [ocrms between Cluassical and non-classical Arabic
is implicitly or explicitly assumed in the majority of studies of Arabic
[t may be critiqued by a re-examination of one of the most basic terms
in Arabic linguistics: the “colloguial.” All non-classical vareties of
Arabic are referred to in the literature as “calloquial Arabic,” or
"collogquial Egyptian,” Synan, etc. The appellation implies that when
peaple speak Epyptian Arahic, for example, they cannot style shift,
particularly if they wish to elevate their style since non-classical
varielies lack thewr owan resources [or shifting. The term suggests Lhe

9. See Altema 1969 Beesten 1970 lIbhrabim 1583 feor similar
formulations of this ideclogy.

Nimeye Digar=33



Haeri

existence of a monolithic linguistic variety, that however much it may
vary in forms and features remains “colloquial” and *noca-standard.”
Thus, the language of those playwrights and poets who write in non-
classicul varieties is “colloquial” and the lunguage of those who cannat
read or write is also "colloquiat,” It further implies that as Arab
societies have changed and transformed, as they have become
increasingly more complex in occupational, educational, economic, and
cultural terms, their languages have remained " colloquial” incapable of
nuances, eievations, and rhetorical devices unfess the speaker resorts to
(lassical Arabic. Further, even when scholars may agree that one may
move down within the “celloguial” and speak “deep colloguial,” one
may not move up without using elements belonging to the classical
langvage, that is, without moving in part at least, out of the
“colloquial, " 10

If we bury the notioa that the non-classical varieties are ‘colloguial”
languages, us 1 argue we should, then a more theoretically and
cmpirically tenable conceptualization of variaiion becomes possible,
and with it a more guanced interpretation of gender differences.
Languages that have been serving such compiex societies as Egypt.
Syria, or Lebanon cannot be monolithic “colloquial” entities unless we

10 Such problems are aot alieviated by cesorting to labels such as
“¢ducated colloguial Arabic.” “Educated Spoken Arabic” and the like 10
define what some speakers do as a "mixture of wrilten and veraacular”
(Meiseles 1980; Mitchell 1986, 1990: 245-55). Loag age, in his
"Analysts of Linguistic Borrewing.” Haugen (1950) rightly cautioned us
against treating the use of features from one language while speaking
another as a special linguistic phenomenon and states:

A Turther inaccuracy is introduced if the resultng language is caited
mixed” or ‘hybrid’. Mixture implies the creation of an eatirely new
enury and the disappearance of both constitvents [...] It implies rhat
there are other langvwages whick are 'pure’, but these are scarcely any
more observable than a ‘pure race' in ethunology” (lbid. 211,
emphasis added).

Lthos the point is not to deny that “mixing” takes place-- it certainly
does-- but to stress thal it is not unigue to Arabic, and that its existence
does not justify a theoretical machinery that renders the language
situniion opaque,
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are ready Lo argue that Classical Arabic alone (which saw u decline for
at least five centuries) has served the needs of their speakers. Thus.
non-classical varieties of Arabic are languages. not “colloquial”
languages, whose stylistic resources do not depend exclusively on their
contact with Classical Arabic, but also an their own sociolinguistic
dynamics, and their contact with other languages

One important implication of the foregoing is that the standard variety
cf any one ol the non-classical languages is the variety spoken in their
vrban capitals (e.g. Cairo, Beirut, etc ) by educuled speakers. Just as the
variety of French spoken in Paris by the educated upper classes serves
as a national standard for France as whole. A5 was mentioned earler,
the variationist paradigm used for studies of Arabic is one that
pnvileges ihe study of the vernacular, while the study of Arabic has
historically been concerned with its Classical version. The clash of
these two ideologies is thus fertile ground for asking u number of
impartant questions: Are “standard” varieties socio-historical formations
tlosely associated with the nalive speech of a graup of powerful
sipeakers wilhin the speech community (4 {a Bourdieu 1977, 1982
1991). or desired norms that are privileged largely through textvaf
authority, not reflecting the habitual and duily speech of any particolar
group? Is there anly one “stundard” per speech commumlty? | would
argue that for Arabic-speaking speech communities there is a standurd
variety such as Cairene Arubic for Egypt; and a "supra standard” variety,
namely Classical Arabic. The former owes its sltundard status to the fact
that it has served and continues to serve an imporiant cultoral,
intellectual, and commercial center; and to the lact that it reflects and
reproduces social differentiation so that the dialect of the more powerful
grovps is a living standard variety. On the other hand, the latter is
supra-standard not because il represeats the speech of any powerful
group or cullural center, but because it is recognized as representing the
highest linguistic nerms through the language of the mosl revered and
authonilative texts in religion, literature, scicnce, and Erammatcal
studies. Ibrahtm (1986: 119) states:

there is an important difference between standard Arabic
(Hligh]} and standard English. It is possible for un individyal
to acquire standard English simply by belonging ta a particular
socioeconamic class [...] Social status and mobility in any
Arab society, however, are insufficieat for the acquisition of
the Hfigh] language [i.e. Classical Arabic).

Nimeye Digar*35



Haen

Within a framework that takes into account the specificities of settings
and commupities, interpretations and valuations of linguistic difference
incleding gender differences become fur more complex. in Egypt, there
are two kinds of standard varieties. If we follow sociolinguistic practice,
we would have to conclude that the use of both Clussical Arabic and
urban, educated Cairene is constitutive of "conservative" 1deology.
Wamen use the urban, and fallowing ovr reasoning “standard,” forms
instead of the classical forms, can we characterize their linguistic
preferences as "conservative”? In this case, because non-classical
standard forms are institutionally uasanctioned their use cagnot
automatically be judged as canservative. To the degree that the term
‘standard” has been wsed with connotations of an "official *
“1nstitutional” “older” and therefore "conservative” sociolinguistic
variety, it 1s the linguistic behavior of men that is "conservaiive”
within Arabic-speaking speech communities. Institutionally sanctioned
norms generally represent “conservative” linguistic norms. Hence the
controversiul conclusion made by Labov and others about a reversal of
Lhe gender patterns in the Middle East, is inaccurate. Insofar as
phonciogical forms are concerned, both in the “West” und the Middle
East wamen use “standard” forms more than men, but in the latter case,
“standard” does not also entatl " conservative” behavior.

second. the minimalist paradigm of the spcial meanings of linguistic
forms as “siandard/non standard " and “conservauveAnnovalive” cannot
capture muluple and complex social meanings whose understanding is
necessary if we are Lo explain the causes of gender differences,
However, the dominant macro-sociological approach tn variationist
studies thui only indireculy is equipped to deal with tdeology und contex:
(through a division of speakers into different classes, ethnicities. and so
om) camot get any closer to social meaning This is both a guestion ol
theory and one of methodolagy, und although a full elaborution of this
poink is outside the scope of the present paper, I will return 1o the
question of social meuning a bit later on.

Following ancther implication of the conceprualization of variation in
Arabic that was put forward abave., we must investigate linguistic
differeaces that do not span the classical/non-classical dichotomy--
stylistic forms that represent the dynamics of non-classical Arabjc
alone. What would be the patterns of gender differences in this kind of
variation? Haeri (1993) investigates the stylistic vse of agical
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palatalization in Cairo!l.-a variable whose spectrum of forms fall
within Cairene Arabic proper. Palatalization trned out to have been a
linguistic innovation of women in the upper classes, introduced into the
phonology of Cairene Arabic probably sometime after the 1930y ([bid:
65). While the speech of younger women in other clusses is marked by

a hegh frequency of strong palatalization!?, most men do not make use
of this stylisuc device. The findings of Royal (1985) with respect o the
degree of pharyngealization among Cairene speakers should also be
mentioned here. She found that the upper classes in general, and women
in particular have weaker pharyngealization. Heavier pharyngealization
being the norm for proper pronunciation in Classical Arabic. weuak or
no pharyngealization again seems 1o be an innovation of women. Since
men paritcipate fess in the propagation of such innovations, their
speech as compared to women can be called more “ conservative.” Yet
in his most recent article on the subject, Labov (1990: 213) explains
women's less frequent use of classical forms by again noting their
putative limited access: ™...for women to use standard norms Lhat differ
from everyday speech, they must have access to those norms. [ JIt
stands to reason that the conservative tendency of women applies only
when the opportunity for it to apply is present.” He does not elaborate
further, bul ciaims that where women do not “participate in the wider
system of seciolinguistic aorms,” then they clearly cannot realize their
“conservative lendency” (Ibid: 213) Thus, given “access™ and
‘opportumty,” the tendency would “apply.” It is unclear why women's
“conservalive tendency” 1s treated as a4 given notwithstanding the
findings menuoned above. But while with respect to the use of some
forms. women use their standard variants more than men, the pattern is
far from uniform as the data on Arabic show. In fact this data
demonstrate that the role of gender in the dynamics of the

It Apical palatalization invelves a phonological process wherehy
dental or alveolar stops undergo [rication or affricaticn. In Cairene
Arabic, for example. palatalization cccurs in these and many other
similar words where the stop is followed by a glide or high froat vowel:

finti/ (1mgi ] 'you [fem.]'
fgirdid/ [gi1jid] ‘new’

fadi/ [faji] EmLpLy

ftohutti/ [tuhugi] {you) put [fem. ]

12 wWomen ia the upper classes use weak palatalization (frication);
while women in the lower classes use strong palatajization (affrication).
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sociolinguistic seiting of at leasi some Arabic-speaking speech
communities is such that women lavnch innovative linguistic farms
and show stronger preferences for the urban, non-classical forms, while
men vse the resources of the classical langvage more cften--a practice
that can but need not be always interpreted as constitutive af
conservauve ideoclogies.

Beyond Conservation and Innovation: Social Meaning and
Other Caveats

The siraight jacket of valves confined te conservation and innovation of
linguistic forms imposed by socioclinguistic theory (and followed in
research on Arabic} limits the very questions that it sets out to answer.
For another way of asking why languages change, is to ask why some
forms come to be used by an increasing wider circle of speakers and
replace other forms, while some die oui or remain alive only within
certusn formulaic expressions. Without understanding the problem of
transition (Weinreich, Lubov, and Herzog 1966). why a form is adopted
by differeat groups of speakers, we cannot understand why languages
change. And the problem of transition is directly related to the social
meanings of linguistic forms as they come into being, evolve,
transform. and become objects of negotiation (Haeri 1991, 1995).
Mareaver, the macro-sociological categories of class, gender, eLhnicity
and the like are indeed important in providing a broad perspective on
sociolingusiic setings. But in searching for explanations of gender
differences in Arabic (and in general), they are insefficient. Equally
importantly, the approach encourages use of global categories such as
"women” and “men”, and hence also global explanations. There is a
need for historical contextwalization; and explorations of the role of
tdeclogy within the framework of detailed ethnographies of language
usE.

The gender patterns presented above may be better understood through a
brief discussion of the views of some of the women and men that I
interviewed during my fieldwork in Caira, Men from a variety of
educational und class backgrounds saw the role of Classical Arabic as
cultvrally and politically highly significant. Though some invoked
[slam mast emphasized its crucial role in resisting Western cultural and
pelitical imperialism and in providing cohesion for a vnified " Arab”
identily. For many women, it seemed the issves ure [ar more complex
and ambiguous since Classical Arabic often represents (amd has
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histarically represeanted) an ideology that is against their full
parucipaiion 1n social, coltural, and political life--one that undermines
their position, while seeming to strengthen the place of men. As such,
Classical Arabic is rarely as unproblemalic and transparent an anti
Western “wuapon” for women as it is for men. And while women may
not deny that it has helped forge an " Arab" identity and has served
nationalist aims. that identity has hardly been comstructed by
challenging the pairmarchal structure, and the male-dominated values

that women huve been suoggling against. 13

Quiside of the purely political, we should mention that valike men.
women are not allowed 10 pray cutloud--where the phonelic intricacies
of the prayers in Classical Arabic would have to be followed more
straictly; they cunnot become reciters of the daily azan; and are rarely, if
ever, considered capable of achieving the aesthetic ideals of Quranic
recstations {or public avdiences.

Sill following our critique of the treatment of social meuning, and the
need for historical contextvalization. a word about the ambiguous nature
of the power implied by the use of Classical Arabic should be
menuoned here. Most people concur that Classical Arabic is
“beuutiful,” "powerful,” and "rich” in linguistic resources. However, on
the one hand, contrary to the generul cluim in the literature that
Classical Arabic 1s used by the “elite,” if we inciude the upper clusses
within the elite, the assertion is ahistorical and [aulse. |ln Egypt, as in
many other countries in the Middle East, the gradual incorporation of
ity economy within the werld capitalist market bas resulied in the
establishment of a private educational system through the services of
mostly Catholic missionary schools where the majority of the upper
ctasses receive thewr education. Such private language schools (madans
1l-lugha) vse languages such as English, und French as their main
media; and reach Classical Arabic only as a subject a few hours a week,
Thus an important and powerful section of the “elite” who grow up bi-
or mululingval in foreign languages are largely ignorant of the official
langvage of their country. On the ather hand, those who are associated

I3 Most women writers. including feminist ones like Nawaal El Saadaw:
write and publish in Classical Arabic. Not to do so would further gurantee
their marginaiity. In a briefl interview with El-Saadawi in 1988, [ asked
her why she chose to Write in the clussical language. Defensively she
responded that she writes in a "simple” style and hence dees not think
that the language she uses 15 “really classical "
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with deep knowledge of the classical language. mainty the sheikhs of
Al-Azhar, are not popularly viewed as cultural vangvards (Haeri 1995),
in fact, since Classical Arabic has not been vsed as a medivm of
communication for everyday life, its use in those coalexts is
treacherous and can bring ridicole rather than authonity to the speaker.

Finally, language use has multiple dimensions, one of which is the
dimension of phonological forms. Although 2 “choice of sounds” is
one of the most basic und immediate aspects of langvyage use, and
although with regard to Classigal Arabic “correct” and "good”
promuncialion is of vtmast importunce, research on ather aspects of use
is needed before a fuller understanding of gender dilferences in Arabic
can be reached. These and other caveats further confirm that much work
remains 1o be done in delinealing what Classical and noa-classical
Arabrc have come ta symbolize, represent, and sigmify for different
groups of women and men.
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Anne Lobeck

‘Backlash' in .anguage and Gender Research:
Lakoff (1975) and Tannen (1990)

1.0 Introduction: The Difference and Dominance Models

The 'difference’ and 'dominance’ models are Lwo important approaches to
research in language and gender which have emerged since the 1970s. In
its strong form, the difference modet espouses the view that linguistic
differences between genders are based not on pawer, but rather on
different 'cultural’ styles. The dominance model, on the other hand
attnbutes differences between linguistic styles and patterns to differences
in power. Research since the 19705 has shown that neither the
difference nor the dominance model is entirely adequate in explaining
language vse by men and women; rather, it has been convincingly
argued that an ‘tniegrated’ approach, incorporating both duminance and
difference, brings us closer to an accurale accaunt of gender differences
in langueage use. 1

Robin Lakoff's (1975) book, Langvage and Woman's Place, Floneers
the dominance model, and while this work has been crucial in
stimulating further research in language and gender, it has also been
heavily criticized for perpetuating the stereotype that women's speech
strategies are ‘weuk,' and thus linguistically inferior to men's. Empirical
research has shown, however. that Lakoff relies too heavily on
dominance, without acknowledging the contribution of difference in the
study of language and gender. Deborah Tannen's (1990) nationally
accluimed book You Just Don't Understand, still on the New York
Times bestseller list, is written within a difference model. This bock
has also been embraced by the popular press, but as | show here, many
of the criticisms leveled at Lakoff’s book can also be directed at
Tunnen’s. In particular, though presented within a different theoretical

IThe criginal discussions of the difference model arose out of work by
Goodwin (1980), Gumperz (1982). and Maliz and Borker (1982}
Foundarions for the dominance model first appear in Thorne and Henley
(1975) (see also Henley and Kramarae, 1991). Coates (1986), Ceates and
Cameron (1988). Eckert and McCounell-Ginet (1992). and Sheldon
(1990, 1992} discuss models which integrate these two proposals.
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rmodel, Tannen's book, like Lakoff's, fails to acknowledge Lhe necessity
of integrating ditference and dominance,

These two waorks share other weaknesses as well: both depend on
anecdotal rather thun empirtcal evidence, and discuss primarily white,
middle class suhjects. How ather variables such as race, cthaicity and
class comribute to the study of gender is consequently largely ignored.
These books therefore undermine much important empirical research in
hnguistics, though both are by professional linguists who claim to
sypport the importance of a theoretical approach to the study of
langvage and gender. In differemt ways, however, both reinforce certain
myths about women's hinguistic strategies. and essentially defend a
male conversational model as more highly valued than a female one.

A further comparison 1 suggest can be made between Lakofl's and
Tananen's work is that both represent, in Faludi's {1992) terms, a kind of
‘backlash’ to language and gender research. For examyple, as pointed out
by Coates (1986), Lakoff's book onginally met with wide acceptance,
although 1t in [act supported many of the highly criticized claims made
by Jespersen in his 1922 work, Languvage, its Nature, Development
and Origin. Lakoll's work thus turns out upon closer scrutiny to
support rather than explode gender sterectypes. Similarly, Tannen's
(1990} book falls prey to many of the criticisms ievelled at Lakoff's,
but as Freed (1992) paints out, Tannen's book is in spite of its
weaknesses embraced by the American public and the popular press.
Why are these two books so immensely popular, when they are based
largely on unsupported genernlizations? Following Freed {(1592), [
suggest here that readers are inclined to embrace comfartable stereolypes
preseated as [acl. We thus see a dangerous, repeated wrend in language
and gender research, one in which non-scientific generalizatian is
presented to the public as reality, and is adopled by Lhose eager o
rationalize behavicer which perpetuates the status quo of women as
subordinate 10 men.

1.1 Lakoff (1973); Dominance without Difference

Lakofl (1975) tsolates whal she reflers 1o as charucleristics of ‘“Women's
Language' (WL), language used by and about women which she claims
keeps women 1n a socially subservient position. She propeses that
women use certain unassertive coaversattonal features which trand them

Mimeye Dhgar®4/



Loheck

as 'weak' and soctally subordinate to men. Men's language, on the ather
hund, though it is never clearly defined as anything other than what
Lakoff assumes women da aot typically do, presumably consists of
'strong’ conversational features commensvrate with higher social status.
}ale conversational features are therefore taken as the ‘norm.' or in
Lakoff's androcentric terms, as ‘nevtral, in contrast to the charactenistics
of WL briefly enumetated below.

1. Specialized vocabulary: Women tend o use color terms sych as
'magenta and 'mavve.’ Such terms are rarely if ever used by men, and
are associated wilh trivial topics, defined as those men have no interest
1.

2. Superpolite forms: Women are less apl to swear than men, and
wamen vse more evphemisms. This follows from women’s rofe as
more polile 1n social interactions.

3. Empty adjectives: Women, not men, are more likely ta use words
such as 'divine,’ 'charming .’ and 'cute.’

4. Tag guestions: Women vse more tag questions in declarative
conicxts. For example, a2 woman is more likely to say John is hece,
i5n't he? Lakoff ascribes this to women's unwillingness to make
asseriions, due o lack of confidence.

5. Hedges: Lakoff claims *women's speech seems in general to contain
more instances of ‘well.' ‘y'know,' 'kinda,' __.words that convey the
sensc that the speaker is uncertain zbovt whar he (or she} is saying, or
cannol vouch for the accuracy of the statement’ (1975; 53).2

6. Hypercorrect grammur: Women are not supposed (o 'talk rough,’ and
thus tend to adhere more stricily to standard English.

/. lokes. Women dan't tell jokes, nor do they ‘gel’ them. The
conclusion here is that wamen have no sense of humor, and are 100
unassertive to hold the floor.

2 Lakoff states: ‘Anyone may de this if he lacks self-confidence, as
everyoue does it some situations; bul my impression is that women do it
more, precisely because they are socialized to believe that asserting
themselves strongly isc't aice or ladyhike or even feminine' (1975: 54).
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8. Tralics: Women are more likely than men to Linguisticalty 'underline’
their statements using so and very as in 'He is so cute!’ Lakoff staies
that "Women use more italics .. (to give) directions telling you how 1o
react, since my Saying samething by itself is not likely to convince
you' (1575: 56). 2

When we consider Lakolf's set of charactenistics of WL, we see many
familiar stereotypes, and are perhaps therefore at first glance inclined to
agree that WL in fact exists, and that women do, as Lakoff claims, have
a 'weuker' conversauonal style than men. As Coates points out,
Lakoff's book was in fact widely acclaimed as marking the beginning aof
20th century interest in language and gender research (1986: 18). Coates
alse observes, however, in a comprehensive overview of the linguistic
literature on language and gender during the 70s and early 80s, that
research shows that there are several reasons to be sceptical of Lakoff's
conclusions, and that her work coaiributes more to amnecdotal,
folklinguistic lore about gender differences in language rather than 1o
empirically supported research. [.akoff's characteristics of WL therefore
tend 1o only perpetvate rather than subvert siereotypes about women's

speech.

3Lakoff alse claims that beginoing students in English compesition tend
to use 1talics far more than do established and confident writers of prose,
precisely because the former are afraid, even as they write, that they are
not being histened to (1975:56). Thouph no actvual research is cited here,
if this is in faet the case. cne wonders why Lakoff coentinues to attribute
use cf italics to women, and not to those in a socially powerless
situation.

4Eckert and McConnell-Giret (1592:470) peint owur that making
statistical generalizations about what 15 ‘male’ style and what is 'female’
siyle runs the risk of labelling those who do not fit inte such a model as
‘'deviants’ from the ‘norm_' Such an approach presenis a dichotomous view
of geader and leads us away from investigating the dilferences within
these two, often arbtranly devised categories. |

Ancther problem with Lakeff's analysis in Eckert and McConnell
Ginet's (1992; 471} view is her use of ‘faceless abstractions’ such as
'society’ as that which perceives wWomen's language as 'deficient.’ They
suggest that by failing lo recognize the role individuvals play in
evaluating pender differences, Lakoff misses the generalizaticn that the
view of womean's language may differ depending on the individuals that
make vp a community.
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A range of studies have shown that not only do many of the
characteristics of WL discussed above lack empirical support, bat that
those which can be supported cun also be analyzed not as markers of
weakness or unassertiveness, but rather as cooperative and facilitative,
and therefore in some cases powerful, conversational strategies. It is
possible Lo conclude from this work that women's und men's speech
strategies cannot be analyzed strictly in androcentric lerms of
dominance, where men's language is viewed as ‘strang’ and women's as
'weak.’ Rather, analyses of speech strategies which take into account
same versus mixed sex groups, ethnicily and class, all show that gender
cannot be profitably studied withaut considering u variety of other non-
linguistic vartables,

For example, Lakoff presumes that tag questions such as 'John is here,
isn't he?' are markers of unassertive linguistic behavior. She states 'it is
my umpression, though I do not have precise statistical evidence, that
this sort of tug question is much more apt to be used by women than
by men’ (1975:16). Her claim is therelore based on nothing other than
her own cbservaticn and opinion. Several empirical studies show that
Lakoff's contenlion that tag questions mark linguistic unassertiveness is
unsupported. For example, Dubois and Crouch (1975) find in their
study of responses to formal conference papers that all tag questions
recorded were produced by men. Further, Holmes (1984) shows that not
only do different types of tag guestions exist, but that men in her study
tended to vse more ‘modal' tags, 'speaker-oriented' tags which ask
addressee for confirmation. Women, on the other hand, used mare Lags
averall, but they also used mare facilitative tags, tags which express
solidanity with the addressee. From these studies we can conclude that it
is in fact vnclear whether women use more tags than men, and
lurthermore, that it may be the case that men use the majority of tags
expressing 4 degree of vacertainty. Cameran, McAlinden and O'Leary
(in Coates and Cameron. 1988) argue further that tag yuestion use
correlates with conversational role rather than with gender. Sume Lypes
of tags are used more by powerful than powerless speakers in
conversation, failing to support nct only Lakoff's claim that tag
quest1on vse correlates with conversational unassertiveness or weakness.
but also her contention that use of tags is 'gendered.' (See also
Fishman, 1980, who argues that questions are often sironger than
statements, as they elicit responses. This evidence also fuily Lo support
Lakoff's claim that tag questions mark a 'weak' conversational strutegy.)
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Other studies provide interesting evidence that linguvistic characteristics
which Lakoff auributes to women do not necessarily correlate with
gender, but rather with socal status, [n theip study of the language of
courtroom winesses, O'Barr and Atkins {1980) argue that characteristics
of WL correlate with lower social status and lack of courtroom
experience rather than with gender. Similarly, Browa's (1980} study of
politeness suggests that speukers’ vse of hedges and impersonal
comsiructions such as passives correlates with the speaker's (inferior)
social position rather than with gender.

Lakoff alse fails 1o consider the linguistic strategies of women talking
lo women, and how these strategies differ from those wsed in mixed sex
groups. In Jones' (1980) study of conversational sirategies among
women, she [inds that ‘gossip’ serves an important social function, and
15 characterized by certain conversational strategies which therefore
should nct be analyzed as marking 'weak’ or unassertive linguistic
behavior under a sirong form of the dominance model. She suggests
that women talking 10 women tend to acknowledge and build on each
other's verances, pursuing 2 conversational strategy of solidarity ruther
than power. Though Jones' study is criticized for drawing on anecdotal
rather than empirical evidence, it nevertheless offers un alternative
means of interpreting what Lakolf labels as 'weak' conversationsl
features in terms of 'difference’ rather than ‘dominance.’ (See Coates'
critique of Jones' work in Coates and Cameran, 1988, See also Kalcik,
1975, Harding, 1975, and Aries, 1976 lor studies of wamen talking to
womern. )

Though Lakoff's dominance approach is too strong, Coates und
Cameron (1988) elucidate the necessity of incorporating the study of the
rale of dominance, ciling research which clearly shows the importance
of power in explaining conversational strategies. Woods' study in their
volume shows that gender differences cannot be explained entirely
without reference to power. Woods' analysis of linguistic strategies in
the workplace demonstrales that males tend to hold the floor in that
contexl regardiess of status, which suggesis that power is crucially at
work 1n explairing linguistic gender differences. (A similar conclusion
1s faund by West's 1984 study which shows that female rather than
male doctors more consistently interrupted by male patients. ) Swann's
urticle in Coates and Camercon (1988) shows further that dominance is
not categorical, but rather context specific. She mainiains that in
classroom studies, boys ure linguistically dominant, but that thejr
dominant role is facilitated by both the teacher and female students. As
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there are talkative girls and quiet boys ia both the groups siudied, it is
not possible to categorically claim that pirls are (inherently) less
talkative; rather this claim is true anly within a particular contexy in
which 2 particular grovp (namely, the boys) manipolates the linguisiic
strategies made available to it.

We have seen above thar Lakoll's assumprions abowt WL can be
criticized for (i) being based on anecdotal rather than empirical evidence,
and (1) faling 1o address differences between same versus mixed sex
imeractions, and (iii) being framed wilhin ioo strung a version of the
dominance model, without atteation to "difference.’ A fourth weakness
in Lakofl's work is that it ignores how race, ethnicity and class often
cross-cut gender, as her sccounl 1s based onfy on personal assumplions
about the world of white, middle class men and women. She states:
', ._{my) introspeciive methods may produce dubious results. But firse it
should be noted Lhat any procedure js al some point introspective...one
necessarily selects a subgroup of the population to work with:is the
educated, white, middle-cluss group that the writer of the book
identitifies with less worthy of study than any other' (1975: 537 Though
any group is certminly 'worthy of study,' Lakoff presents her work Lo the
public as a set of sweeping generalizations about what 'men and
women,' in general, do, and fails to recognize how other seciolinguistic
variables can influence her conclusions.

For example, Goodwin {1980), in her study of the use of directives in
the street play of black children in Philadelphia, {inds that girls in same
sex groups used cooperative rather than competitive linguistic sirategies
which reflect the non-hierarchical formulation of the all-girl group.
Girls are not, however, ificapable of using mare compelitive strategies
in mixed sex groups. This suggests not caly that linguistic sirategies
which may correlale with gender are not necessarily signs of weakness,
but also that strategies may reflect the social crganizarion of a particular
group, and thus may vary depending on the gender and race of the
group. Goodwin clearly shows that what works in an all female group
does not necessarily extend to mixed sex interaclions, making
generalizations about ‘'what girls do' inadequate, Wodak (1981) discusses
the discourse straiegies of working class speakers in group therapy. and
observes that social class influeaces how speakers present Lheir
problems. Also, men are found 10 be overall less personal than women
inn such discussions. This stody again underscores how a aon-linguistic
variable, in this case social class, is integral in the stody of language
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and gender {u conclvsion also supported by O'Barr and Atkin's work
menloned abave).

In conclusion, while Language and Woman's Place must certaialy be
commended as a grovndbreaking work which triggered interest in
research in fanguage and gender, this work must also be criticized for
perpetuating the strong form of a2 dominance model which preserves the
androcenuric view of male as norm, and female as not only 'ather,” but
‘'weak' (a 'deficit' model). The studies cited above show thag while it can
indeed be argued that men and women use language differently, many of
Lakoll’s clairas are uvndermined by empinicat study, and that her work
therefore supports rather than subverts many of the siereotypes which
contribute to the view that women's conversalional Strategies are 'weak'
and 'vnussertive.’

1.2 Tannen (1990) Difference without Dominance

From stwdying Lakofi's work and the reactions to it, we see the
imporiance of integrating difference and dominance, and also bhow
dafficult it is to determine what constitutes 'female’ and 'male’
conversational strategies. As both Coates and Cameron (1988) and
Eckert and McConnell-Ginet (1992) suggest, only further work on
copversatiopal strategies including women in a wide range of social
contexts which address not only gender but also ethaicity, class, age,
occupation, etc, will shift the focos from white middle class women
and bring us closer to a real model of linguistic gender differences. It is
therefore both remarkable and dismaying that one of the most popular
recent books on language and gender is Deboruh Tannen's (1990) You
Just Don't Understand. As Coates and Cameron observe, 'in arder to
move beyond the {irsi. phase of language and gender research represented
by pioneers like Robin Lakoff, we must develop a mure sophisticated
view of the complexity of bath linguistic and social behavior' (1988:
92). No such move {forwurd is made in Tannen's immensely popular
book: in fact, this study falls prey 1o many of the criticisms levelled at
Lakoff (1975).

I[n what follows I outline Tannen's approach and the arguments against
it, in particular criticisms raised by Alice Freed in her (1992) article 'We
understund perfectly: a critique of Tannen's view.' Freed's arguments are
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similar to those | discovered independently in a course | taught an
language and gender in which students investigated Tunnen's claims.

Tannen's (1990) central Lhesis is that miscommunicaltion between men
and women can be altributed ta the division of these Lwo genders into
different social 'subcultures.’ Conversational asymmetries which arise
are thus a result simply of failing 1o understand one another's strategies.
In Tannen's view, men's conversational strategy concerns the search for
status, while women's revolves around the search for connection.
Crucially. in her view miscommunication is not a result of
asymmetries in power. Rather, Tannen states that her readers are
relieved 10 learn that what has caused them trouble is 5 comman
condition, and there is nothing terribly wrong with them . their partners,
or their relationships. Their partners' way of talking, which they had
ascribed to personal failings, could be reframed as reflecting a different
system' (1990: 14).

Tannen does not directly address the integralion of models of dominance
and difference though she observes that ', . differences can be used to
Justify unequal treatment and opportunity. Much as [ uaderstand and am
in sympathy with those who wish there were no differences between
men and women-only reparable social injustice-my research, others’
research, and my own and others' experience tell me it sumply 1sa't 50.
There are gender differences in ways of speaking, and we need to identify
and understund them' (1990: 17). While the idea that there exist gender
differences in language is, as we have seen, for many undisputed,
Tannen's clam suggests that power plays little if any role in explaining
these differences. She goes on to say that 'male dominance is not the
whole stary. It is not sufficient to accaunt for everthing that happens to
wamen and men in conversations-especially conversations in which
both are genuinely trying to relate 1o each other with atention and
respect. The effect of dominagce is not always the resvll of an
mtentiog to dominate That is the news that this book brings (1990:
18) (emphasis mine). In other words, though Tannen acknowledges that
both difference and dominance exist, she fails 1o also point opul that
research suggests that an inlegrated approach to gender roles in
conversaiion has prover more adequate than adopling a sirong version
of either difference or dominance. Moreover, by claiming that behavior
Lhut causes one group to dominate another is not always intentional,
dominance is explained away as part of a ‘cultural style' rather than as
an exeruon of power.
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As Freed (1392} points out, this focus on difference’ canr in fact mask
real power inequities, and that 'Tunnen is an apologist for men. She
repeatedly excuses the insensitivities of the men in her examples and
justifies their outright rudeness as just being part of their need far
independence... Tannen emphasizes the importance of women's adjusting
to men's need {or status and independence over men's need to understand

women's desire for connection’ (1990: 23).° I[n short, in Tanner's quest
to analyze canversational asymmetries simply as cultural differences
rather than in terms of negatiation for power, Freed argues that Tannen
excuses oppressive linguistic behavier. Therefare, though in Tannen's
book women's style is not characterized as inherently ‘weak' as in
Lakoff's work, women are nevertheless left disempowered if they adopt
Tannen's view, as it oftentimes requires accepting male linguistic
dominauon.

Nevertheless, as Eckert and McConnell-Ginet (1992) point out,
Tannen's study differs from Lakofl's in trying to account {or men's
behavior as weill as women's and by altempting not to treat male style
as norm.' Tannen's study also differs from Lakolf's in that Tannen is far
more conscientious in ciung others’ research. Nevertheless, as Freed
observes, inconsistencies often arise in Tannen's conclusions ang those
of the works she cites. For example, Tannen cites Goodwin's (1 980)
study on black children in Philadelphia discussed briefty above, Tunnen
focwsses exclusively on the dilferences in the ways girls and boys build
their social groups. Goodwin, aon the other hand, also stresses the
importance of the similarnties between the boys and the girls,

Sfreed supports this poant with the following example from Taanen's
book. Josh invites an old friend to spend a weekend with him and his
wife, Linda. The wisit 15 to begin immediately uvpon Linda's retura from a
week's business trip but Josh doesa't first discuss the invitation with her.
Linda is vpset, but Tannen sugpgests her hurt feelings would disappear if
she understeod that fer Josh, 'checking with s wife means seeking
permission, Which implies that he i1s not independent not free to act on
his own. He feels contrelied by her desire for consultation' (Tannen,
1930: 26). Freed points out ‘this sense of entitilement to act ealirely on
ohe's own and t¢ make vnilateral decisisens is part of the social
empowerment that men enjoy. It has precious little to do with
communicative style or language' (1992: 3).
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suggesting that the 'two cultures’ model alone does not adquately
characterize the hehavior under study. &

Freed also points out that though ethnicity and class are referred to in
Tannen's book, there i1s no auempt ta integrate the role these and other
cultural factors may play in analyzing gender differences in
conversaiion, despite the wealth of research available in this area. This
1y surprising, 4s Tannen hersell has contributed to the literatore on the
importance of considering ethnicity in conversauonal intersactions, (See
Tannen, 1981, 1982 for example, and also Schiffrin, 1984 and
McGoldrick, 1982, and McGoldrick and Preto, 1984 ) For example, in
Tannen's discussion of interruption in Chapter Seven, she discusses the
importance of understanding cultural dillerences in conversation, and
how a lack of such understanding has led to stigmalizing discourse
patterns of African Americans, Greek Americans and American Jews
(1950: 205-210). She also points out bow wamen wha use 'hgh-
invelvement' styles in which interruption is sanctioned are afien
cnticized by more manstream’ speakers, ciung as an example Geraldine
Ferraro, 2 New Yorker, criticized by Barbara Bush, 4 woman Irom a
more ‘'mainsiceam’ background. Tannen uses these examples, however,
only to tllustrate the importance of analyzing speech styles by men and
wamen 1a lerms of 'dilference’ rather than 'dominance,’ and to support
her claim that gender differences in language can be analyzed as different
‘cultural’ styles. She fails to address the obvious issue of haw race and
ethnicity might influence the analvsis of gender differences themselves,
and conunues Lo base her analysis of what ‘'men’ and 'women' do on
anecdotal evidence involving white, middle cluss Americans,

Therefore, one of most glaring prablems with Tannen s book, also a
central weakness of Lakoff's, is ber reliance on anecdotal, rather than
empirical evidence. Her putative theoretical framework, based on
asymmerries, framing and miscommunication, and punctuated by
references tn theoretical work in sociolinguastics, is built primarily on

S1a other work, (also cited by Tanmen), Goodwin states 'though there are
some differénces in the ways in which giris and boys organize their
arguing. .., the leatvres they use in common are far more pervasive, Were
one 1o focus just on poinls where girls and boys differ, the activity itself
wouid be cbscured’ (1987:205) See alse Goodwin (1990).

For example, Tannen's (1982) study of interactions between ethnicity
and teadencies for directness raises doubts about drawing simple parallels
between pender and wndirectien.
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anecdotal conversational vignettes between heterosexval while, middie
class couples. As Freed observes, this is problematic as Tannen makes
sweeping generulizalions based on this anecedotal evidence, und presents
these generalizations as fact. In another example, Tannen follows Mailz
and Borker (1982) in, in Freed's words, 'positing thal women and men
in general vse questions differently, both in quantity, women asking
maore quesiions than men, and in kinds of things (hat quesitons are
thaught to accomplish [or the speaker’ (1992: p. 5). Though Tannen
cites Fishman's (1978, 1980) studies in support of this claim, Freed
points out Lhal Fishman's work is itself based on limited data from
cross-seX communication, and thus does not censtitute a basis for
generalization. (See Freed and Greenwood, 1992 who found little
difference in either the number or type of questions used by women and
men. )

In another example which shows the danger nol only of relying on
anecdotal evidence, but also of Tannen's basic conclusion that
miscommunication can be eradicated through undersianding different
styles, interactions between an imaginary couple Harold and Sybil are
presented to allustrale Tannen's otherwise unsubstantiated ciaim chat
men have difficulty asking directions, while women don't (pp. 61-63).
She suggests that this difference comes from the male resistence Lo
negotiate statws, the person with the information is higher on the
hierarchy than the person asking for the information. Women on the
other hand, are not threatened by this, as they do not view asking
directions in terms of negatiating status. Whether this 5 in fact a valid
generalizalion or not is not empirically supported in the discussion;
racher, this generalization is presented as fact.

Furthermore, Tannen's proposed resolution of Lhe possible conflicts
which can arise from miscommuniration between men and women over
asking directions supports the role af the woman as subordinate to the
dominant man. In putatilve support of the idea that miscommunication
is alleviated if both parties 'understand' the other's conversational style,
Tannen discusses how her view apparently helped clarify for a man an
interaction he had had with his wife. The two had attempted to drive 1o
a destination with which she was familiar. but he was not. Rather than
rying o find the way, he resisted this impulse, and asked his wife
directions. She told him the way. adding ‘But I dor's know. That's how
[ would go, bul there might be a better way' (1990:64). Here, both
partners may be attempting to ‘vadersiand’ the other's linguistic style.
Nevertheless, as Tannen herself states, [the woman's] comment was a
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maove Lo redress the imbalance of power crealed by her knowing
something he dida't know. She was alsc saving [uce in advance, in case
he decided not ta take her advice. Furthermore, she was reframing her
directions as "just a suggestion” rather than as "giving instructions™
(1990; 64). While the man in this anecdote must resist the temptation
to dominute, and ask his wile directions, she nevertheless preserves his
status, accomodating him by framing hersel{ as subordinate. Though
both parties have perhaps achieved an 'understanding.' this understanding
leaves the woman dJisempowered, and in so doing preserves, rather than
subverts, her position as subordinate.

Following Henley and Kramarae (1991), Freed asks, why would male
linguistic dominance be maintained if communcation from women wefe
as highly valued as communication from men? That is, if Tannen is
right, and there is no power attached to male style, why has male style
remained as valved, 'mainstream ' and ‘strong?' Henley and Kramarae
suggest that 'the construction of miscommunicalion between the sexes
emerges as 2 powerful lool, maybe even z nevessily. Lo mainiain the
structure of male supremacy’ (1991:30). Similarly, Hckert and
McConnel-Ginet (1992) maintain that real and believed differences
between men and women ‘serve as interactional resaurces in the
reproduciian of pender arrangements, of oppression and of more posilive
liaisons.' (1992: 7).

Another question asked by these authors is, is it in fact the case that
men lack knowledge: uf the differences berween their way ol talking and
women's? As Freed states, the language of couriship can be tuken as
evidence that men seem to know very well how to engage in what
Tannen views as female 'rapport-talk’ when it suits their needs. Ths is
not surprising, assuming that men desire inlimacy and connection just
as women do, and that men learn that this end can be accomplished
hetter with non dominant behavior. Men thus 'understand’ in certain
ways what Tannen views as 'women's communicative style.’
undermining her claim that men and women can be divided into cuitural
subgroups, where consistént miscommunication arises #5 o result of a

Iack of familiarity with one another’s styles.® Consider also women in

8As Freed notes. 'sweet talk' by men is not necessarily nofi-dominancz.
‘Male expressiveness is a good way of coming on.. in a society as
thoroughly sexisl as ours, men Mmay Use eXpressiveness to cootinue .0
conirol a situation and to maintain their position of daminance’ (Battel,
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politics, for exumple Hillary Clinton, or women in academia, who
seem perfectly adept at publically using 'male’ style. As Freed states, 'If
the same set of conversational devices is available to all of us, female
and male alike, and if we all make vse of these forms and styles at
varying times for divergenl social purposes, then obviously, we
understand perlectly.’ (See also Eckert and McConnell-Ginet (F992:47R)
for discussion of how men and women use each other's linguistic
strategies in different situations. )

same of the poinls made above are underscored by my students’
reaciions to Tannen's book in a class [ taught on language and gender in
1992, For their class projects [ asked studemts to choose gne of
Tannen's generalizations and to determine whether it could be supported
in real life’ or not. They expected Lo find that Tannen's generalizations
were true, as they immediately identified with many of her claims, and
many had similar anecdotes of their own thal Lhey related ta the class.
They found, however, thal first, as oftea as Tannen's generalizulions
held, there was alsp 4 huge amount of variation, suggesting that what
the students had taken to be fact was in reality much more complicated
and unclear. Their inquiries and the reswlts of their interviews and
quesiionnaires suggested that linguistic strategy depends not exclusively
on geader, but on the iateraction of many factory including education,
age, accupation, social status and interpersonal relationships. A second
conclusicn they came to was that it is extremely difficult to construct
empirical "tests' to determine the validity of Tannen's claims. They
found, in short, that although many of Tunnen's claims seemed
familiar, a much deeper and more empirically grounded investigation is
required (o separale myth and sierectype from fact, My students’
investigations reflected the weakness of unecdolal study, and the
difficoities in researching whal il is that wamen and men really say und
do without taking inlo account a wide range of other non-linguistic
variables. Finally, their original assumptions that Tannen's ctaims
about linguistic strategies of men and women were valid demonstrates
shows the ease by which we adopt unsupported generalizutions as facts,

—

1983: 123). See also Eckert and MeConnell-Ginet (1992) for discussicn
of men's interpretaticn of a woman's ‘yes' as ‘no.’
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1.3 Conclusion: Backlash in Language and Gender Research

As pointed out above, many of the same criticisms can he levelled at
both Langvage und Woman's Place and You Just Don't Understand,
even though these works are sepurated by fiftecn years of research on
language and gender. This suggests a rather alarming trend. Though
research has taken scholars in this area to new levels of vnderstanding
about lunguuage and gender, the public, which has embraced both of
these works, remuins largely vneducated. Further, critical study of
language and gender 1s undermined when scholars in the field promote
to the public a view that is theoretically unsound. Lakolf's book
originally met with wide public acclzim, even though it perpetuated
many claims made by Jespersen (1922}, which were decried as sexist
Lakaff's discussion of WL differed from his. however, in [raming the
discussion in terms of iliustrating how women are suhordinated in
sociely, in her terms, by using ‘'weak' conversational strategies.
Nevertheless, WL was imitially accepted even though it was based on
familiar stereotypes rather than empincal research. Similarly, at first
glance Tannen's book gives readers hope that they can. through better
understanding’ of different gender styles, eradicate some of the inequities
in communication between genders they themselves experience. Freed
observes, 'its title has been accepted as a metaphor for what ails
Amernican [emale-male relations-- 4 simple misunderstanding.' The
book, however, supparts the status quo, by supparling ‘undersianding .’
rather than ‘change.” Any male reader can find himself in this book. and
can alsoe (ind vindication for his behavior. While female linguistic style
is alsa recognized and 'validated' to a certuin degree, what remains is a
model in which men continue to linguistically dominate women, and in
which male style iy thus seen as more highly valued. In the words of
Senta Troemel-Ploetz, also cited by Freed, ‘that such a reactionary baok
shauld appeal to s0 many readers informs vs, disconcerting as it may
be, that what 1s non-threatening to the status quo selis better than
critical analysis' (1590:490). Both Lakoff's and Tannen's bogks
therefore seem to be part of what in Susan Faludi's (19%1) terms is a
‘backlash’ to the women's movemenl, works which appear to support
and empower women, but in realily perpetuate the slatlus quo,
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