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successfully an individual has acquired the shared repertoire, or assimilated the goal(s)
of the joint enterprise, or established patterns of engagement with other members.'
(Holmes and Meyerhoff 1999: 176, my italics). However, in mixed-sex communities
of practice, dominated by masculinist discursive practices, conflict is as likely to occur
as consensus, especially since, as Cameron (1998: 447) notes, 'Women and men are
now in competition for the same kind of power and status as opposed to taking up

complementary roles'.

I will suggest that the social meanings attached to the discursive norms and practices
adopted by individuals within a community of practice are not always those they intend
to convey. Cameron's (1998 449) observation that, 'speaker intention is not the final
guarantor of interactionally produced meaning', holds equally true for other semiotic
modes, such as non-verbal behaviour, sartorial codes and so on. For this reason, it is
necessary, as Bergvall (1999: 282) notes, 'to consider and clarify the force of the
socially ascribed nature of gender: the assumptions and expectations of (often binary)
ascribed social roles against which any performance of gender is constructed,
accommodated to, or resisted'. This entails moving beyond the local accounts of
discursive practices afforded by a focus on specific communities of practice to a
consideration of the beliefs and ideologies about gender that circulate in the wider
society. According to Bergvall (ibid: 284), the uni-directional power of media
discourse, whereby the roles of producer and interpreter do not alternate, make it a
particularly potent cultural site for the re-production of normative gendered identities
and relations. This view is supported by the current study of media coverage of
women's participation in a wide range of civil and public sphere roles. Nonetheless, I

will suggest, that (some) media institutions also function as sites of discursive struggle



1n the on-going debate about ‘appropriate’ gender roies and behaviour, rather than

simply re-producing conservative gender ideologies.

1.3 Negotiating Masculinist Discursive Norms

There is no doubt that in the west women are increasing their role as active citizens,
participating in political debate and public opinion formation, most visibly in central
and devolved institutions of the state formerly dominated by men, but also in grassroots
movements, including women-specific groups. Yet, as Cameron (1997) notes, there is
a need to account for differences betweern women, as well as between women and
men, since not all women in civil and public sphere roles respond in the same way to
the masculinist discursive norms they encounter. I intend to outline a number of
possible strategies available to women who enter traditionally male-dominated
communities of practice and to consider the potential risks and advantages of each,
both from the point of view of the career interests of individual women, and from the

point of view of the broader feminist goal of eradicating inequalities based on gender.

1.3.1 The Accommodation Model

One strategy, advocated by Lakoff (1975), is for women to embrace existing
androcentric discursive practices that have become normative within the majority of
communities of practice in the public sphere, on the grounds that these are perceived as
powerful, whereas those associated with women's speech are perceived as weak and
powerless. Although subsequent empirical work has called into question many of the
claims made by Lakoff about so-called ‘powerless' features of women's speech (O'Barr
and Atkins 1980; Holmes 1984; Cameron ef al. 1989), Lakoff’s views have remained
influential in both feminist theory and praxis. The strategy of accommodation she

advocates is illustrated in practice in a recent study conducted by McElhinny (1995:



<21), which revealed that i€male police olficers aeieminise their language and
behaviour, 'in order to reconcile others and themselves to their presence in the police
department'. Yet, as Coates (1998) points out, even wholehearted and uncritical
conformity to implicitly androcentric professional norms on the part of women can lead
to negative evaluations of their speech:

But women who successfully adapt to characteristically male linguistic norms

run the risk of being perceived as aggressive and confrontational, as unfeminine

- in other words, there is a clash between what is expected of a woman and

what is expected of a person with high status in the public sphere.

(Coates 1998: 295)

This claim is borne out by empirical evidence summarised by Crawford (1995: 65). It
would appear, then, that the strategy of accommodation to androcentric norms can be
counterproductive, leading to negative evaluations of women's performance of public
sphere roles. A number of feminists have argued that the uncritical acceptance of this
strategy is, in any case, fundamentally inimical to the feminist goal of promoting

gender equality, since it helps to reify a situation in which masculinist norms are

legitimated, while women's speech is constructed as a 'problem'.

1.3.2 The Critical 'Difference' Model

A second strategy is for women to challenge the unproblematised status of masculinist
norms, promoting in their stead the more co-operative discourse style which extensive
empirical research reveals tends to be favoured by women in a wide range of cultural
contexts (see, for instance, Holmes 1995). With regard to the performance of public
sphere roles, this strategy is illustrated by Coates' (1995) account of studies on women's
involvement in a number of occupational contexts. Again, there are risks associated
with this approach, since evidence suggests that the mismatch between the discursive

choices made and those that are deemed 'professional' means that women are often



judged to be weak and merrectual (Hoimes 1%75; l1annen 1956). More rundamentally,
some feminist linguists have criticised this approach as naively apolitical. Cameron
(1992: 76), for instance says of masculine and feminine speech styles, "However we
value the two styles morally...it is evident that instrumentally they have political
consequences’. By embracing feminine norms, she claims, women help to reify the
traditional gendered nature of the public/private dichotomy, 'constructing women to

function best in the private domain and men in the public one.' (ibid).

Evidence from my study would suggest, instead, that the value some 'difference’
feminists attach to co-operative discourse strategies in the workplace may, in practice,
have contributed to the creation of a gendered split within the public sphere, by
reinforcing the prevailing view, including amongst women themselves, that they are
naturally suited to relatively low status roles. These include roles such as those
involving 'soft' portfolios (party politics), pastoral work (the Church) and fund-raising
and administrative activities (the environmental movement). In her review of Holmes'
book on linguistic politeness, MacMahon (1998: 279) is concerned that the advocacy of
women-oriented norms in occupational roles may lead to a, 'Stepford Wives scenario in
which women direct all their energies into being as blandly pleasant as possible'.
Interestingly, this echoes very closely the widespread perception of the majority of the
Labour Party's female Mps, the so-called Blair's babes', who gained their seats in the
1997 Genéral Election, a perception of blandness which has been fuelled by largely

hostile media coverage.

Yet, this underestimates the ability of feminist-identified women to influence the
norms and structures that prevail in the communities of practice in which they

participate. For instance, I will argue that women have contributed to the increasing



‘conversationalisation’ o1 the public sphere, noted by Fairclough, amongst others (1992,
1994; 1995b), whereby interpersonally-oriented discursive practices are displacing
purely transactional ones. Cameron herself acknowledges that feminine speech styles
coincide with those increasingly favoured in certain workplace contexts:

What is happening, at least in theory, is a shift in the culture of Anglo-American

corporate capitalism away from traditional (aggressive, competitive and

individualistic) interactional norms and towards a new management style

stressing flexibility, team-work and collaborative problem-solving, which is

thought to be better suited to changing global economic conditions.

(Cameron 1995: 199)

In its most politicised or critical guise, the 'difference' approach stresses that it is not
women who should change their discursive style, but rather it is men who should adopt
the norms associated with women's speech on the grounds that these are both morally
and instrumentally preferable (Holmes 1995: 209 ff.). This view was echoed recently
by the editor of Management Today, 'If men want to be successful at work they must
behave more like women.' (Guardian 27 September 1999). In this context, the
advocacy of linguistic strategies preferred by many women no longer seems like
wishful thinking. Cameron's view that ‘gender is a problem, not a solution' (1995: 42),
seems to assume that the promotion of traditional feminine speech styles in the public
domain does not trouble normative ideologies about gender, but it does, if it can be
shown to call into question an equation of such norms exclusively with the private
domain or with subordinate roles within the public domain. Cameron's major concern
appears to be that an undue focus on issues of language can be a distraction from
'tackling the root cause of women's subordinate status.' (1995: 205). Yet, if the sort of
'verbal hygiene” practices promoted by feminist linguists, such as Holmes (1995), in

particular, can be shown to effect structural changes that lead to greater equality in the

workplace, then this objection is no longer valid. Indeed, Holmes' approach would



seem to answer Toolan's (1997: 89) call for a more critical discourse analysis, one that

seeks to change, correct and minimise 'inequity, hegemony and control'.

This study will, however, call into question any simple equation between the co-
operative discursive style favoured by many women, and increasingly promoted in a
number of public sphere domains, and more inclusive and egalitarian practices in the
workplace. It will be argued that the meanings this style carries depend on the purpose
for which it is used and the co(n)text in which it occurs. For instance, whatever the
intention of the text producer, it may be perceived and evaluated by addressees as
patronising, insincere or even, I will suggest, as directive, rather than inclusive. Swann
and Graddol (1995: 144) make the point that this type of style can serve to disguise the
operation of power, since it, 'can be used to give the appearance of democratic
participation whilst being well designed for the manufacture of consensus and consent'.
I will argue that the connection between linguistic practice and the gendered identities
and relations it helps to constitute needs, therefore, to be evaluated in a highly context-

sensitive way.

A more fundamental objection put forward by Cameron (1995) to the 'difference’

model is that the polarised nature of gendered discourse styles it identifies is as much a
product of the empirical research carried out by sociolinguists as something
'discovered' by it. Elsewhere (1990), she expresses her scepticism about the equation
of quantitative methods of data collection and the 'truth' about linguistic behaviour. In
this instance, the implication is that researchers end up interpreting their data in ways
that will confirm their a priori assumption about gender duality. However, study after
study, using a wide range of sophisticated and context-sensitive modes of data analysis,

as well as less reliable ones, have revealed remarkably similar patterns of linguistic
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behaviour amongst women 1n a range of cultural and institutional settings (P. Brown
1980; Tannen 1989; Holmes 1995; Wodak & Benke 1996). This does not mean that
such behaﬁom should be interpreted as part of an unchanging female essence. Indeed,
far from relying on essentialist notions about gender, many ‘difference’ feminists
assume that men can and should shift their gendered linguistic behaviour in the
direction of feminine norms (see Holmes 1995: 209 ff.). That the linguistic variables
that correlate with women's speech are, in many instances, preferred norms is evident
from women's groups and organisations where they have become normative and where

they do tend to coincide with egalitarian structures (see Chapters 4, 5 and 6).

More problematic are the views of those political theorists whose ideas do rely on
essentialist ideas about women's speech. For instance, in the concluding chapter of her
book, Public Man, Private Woman, Elshtain (1993) answers her initial question about
the sort of public language feminists should begin to speak, by calling for 'values and

language which flow from "mothering" (ibid: 336). It remains unclear whether she is
referring here to the institution of mothering or the latent potential in the majority of
women to mother. Either way, the criticism Butler (1990: 89) makes of Kristeva's
theory of the semiotic, that it reduces the multiplicity of female identity to a univocal
signifier of the maternal body, applies equally to Elshtain's position. Central to
Elshtain's conception of an 'ethical polity' is a public sphere infused with private sphere
values. Yet, by emphasising 'womanly' values of care, community, selflessness and so
on, and by linking these to natural sex difference, Elshtain helps to re-produce the
discourse that defines them as such. This discourse is itself a political construction
which serves to sustain a gender hierarchy in which women are likely to be perceived

as naturally suited to subordinate roles within the public sphere. As Cameron (1995:

43) points out, the goal of feminist theory is not to reify existing gender relations, but to

11



‘'open up the possibility ot challenge and change’. This, I would suggest, 1s what the

more politicised version of 'difference' feminism does.

1.3.3 The Performative Model

The uncritical acceptance of pre-existing masculinist norms, or the active promotion of
alternative norms associated with women's speech, are not the only strategies available
to women who enter public sphere domains. A third solution, identified in more recent
ethnographic work, is the conscious shifting between masculine and feminine norms
(see, for instance, Hall and Bucholtz eds. 1995; Bergvall ef al. eds. 1996). This
presupposes a performative3 view of gender as something that can be deployed
strategically. My data indicatgs that this type of style shifting is routinely practised by
women in traditionally male-dominated institutions. Thus a number of my respondents
said they invest in ideals of femininity for strategic purposes in certain circumstances,
while in others they align themselves with masculinist professional norms with equally
strategic, but different, ends in view. I will suggest that this type of gendered style
shifting is not without risks, since the hybrid nature of the resulting discursive style can
lead to accusations of inconsistency and insincerity, accusations that are prevalent in
media coverage of high profile women. In addition, I will call into question the belief

that such strategic shifts in linguistic behaviour are invariably radical.

It has become a truism amongst poststructuralist feminists that performative shifts
further the goal of promoting greater gender equality, since they deconstruct polarised
beliefs about gender, or, in this instance, about masculine and feminine speech styles
(Butler 1990; 1993). Yet, as Cameron notes, Playing with the codes only keeps the
codes in play' and paradoxically may even reify them in their 'most exaggerated and

dichotomous forms.' (1997: 32). The former British prime minister, Margaret

12



‘1hatcher, 1s a case 1n point. She switched between a confrontational masculinist style
and a self-consciously exaggerated and stylised version of feminine speech and
behaviour (Fairclough 1989: 182 ff.; W. Webster 1990). I will suggest that, in many
instances, such shifts in style are, in any case, less a matter of political calculation and
more a pragmatic means of managing the competing, often contradictory, expectations
that operate on women in public sphere roles. I will also argue that the poststructuralist
assumption that identity can be performed strategically is too rational and intentionalist
and ignores the personal and emotional investment individuals have in aspects of
identity, including those constituted by the linguistic choices they make. As Tannen
(1995: 131) points out, speech styles are not, 'hats you can put on when you enter an

office and take off when you leave'.

1.3.4 The Concept of 'Appropriacy’

A performative theory of language and gender relies implicitly on an appeal to the
concept of 'appropriacy’. Thus in her research on the style shifting of female
engineering students, Bergvall concludes, 'The trick is to know when to behave
appropriately.' (1996: 180). However, judgements about the appropriacy or otherwise
of an individual's behaviour are usually outside her/his control. Indeed, Bergvall's own
findings illustrate this point. She makes clear that even where assertive female
students employ strategies, such as self-deprecating laughter, to mitigate the perception
of their power, they were often negatively assessed by peers. Despite their attempts to
engage in a complex set of negotiations with conflicting role expectations, they remain
caught in an evaluative double bind, 'When the women are assertive, they are resisted
by their peers; when they are facilitative, their work may be taken for granted and not
acknowledged.' (Bergvall 1996: 192). When Bergvall says of her respondents, Most

often, however, they operate outside the limiting norms that would define them on the

13



basis of predetermined, binary, oppositional categories’ (ibid), I would argue that this 1s
as much an instance of wishful thinking, as an interpretation extrapolated from her

data, since no such discursive space in fact exists.

Like Cameron (1995), I am suspicious of appeals to 'appropriacy’, which is often
viewed by linguists as a panacea for all those ill-informed and damaging appeals to
'correctness' made by 'shamans' (Bolinger 1980). Cameron (1995: 234) deftly exposes
the equally subjective bases for most judgements about what is appropriate. As noted
above, the question remains, who decides and on what basis? The answer is that such
decisions remain the privilege of the powerful, and, I would suggest, of the increasingly
powerful mass media. The criteria employed are often stereotypical, drawing upon
folklinguistic ideas about the connection between gender and linguistic behaviour. It
could be argued that there is no reason why the concept of appropriacy could not be
extended to include the 'affective’ dimension of speech, in other words, its ability to
forge and sustain interpersonal relationships or to promote collaborative, rather than
confrontational, interaction. Yet, appeals to 'appropriacy' tend not to be ideologically
creative, but rather lead to judgements that are politically conservative, hence

Cameron's point that they serve to 'reify the norms we currently have' (1995: ibid).

Feminist praxis demands other criteria: not simply whether speech is appropriate to its
context of utterance, but whether it presents a challenge to existing unequal relations of
power; not whether it accords with the advice from a training manual on 'how to get
the most from your staff', but whether it is sincere and consistent with one's actions.
Tannen (1995) argues that women managers tend to praise staff more than male peers,
but unless this praise is consistent with their general managerial style, in other words,

unless it is perceived as more than purely strategic, then it is likely to induce cynicism
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rather than motivation. Montgomery (1993) refers to this as the ‘performative paradox,
'If a person's behaviour is perceived by others as a performance, it will be judged to be
insincere, for sincerity presupposes, as its general condition, the absence of
performance.' (Scannell, cited in Montgomery 1999: 9). The contingent and subjective
nature of criteria such as 'sincere' and 'consistent' mean, of course, that there will be no
universal agreement about them. For instance, there may well be some who will have
judged Thatcher as sincere when she celebrated the superior virtues of domesticity for
women when addressing them, but there are others who will have been all too aware of
the gap between her rhetoric, on the one hand, and her policies and lived experience,
on the other. Since all judgements about discursive style are therefore both subjective
and confested, including judgements about appropriacy, it is necessary to make a
persuasive case for those which seem to be in keeping with feminist goals. Thatcher's
style fails on these grounds for many feminists, however competent and stylistically

flexible she may have appeared.

Montgomery (1999: 12) argues that, 'The emphasis on validity claims adds a hitherto
neglected dimension to the systematic study of language and communication’. I would
suggest that the importance of validity claims has been seriously underestimated by
those who advocate a performative approach to language and gender. If one accepts
that identity is constituted intersubjectively through language, then the response to
one's use of language by others is crucial. Nor do judgements about the validity of an
individual's speech rely exclusively on linguistic evidence. Equally important factors
are accompanying prosodic, paralinguistic, and kinesic traces and cues. Montgomery
(1999) illustrates the central role played by these factors in his analysis of the different
evaluations of the verbal tributes offered by Tony Blair, the Queen and Earl Spencer

respectively in the aftermath of the death of Diana, Princess of Wales. He concludes
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his analysis by claiming that sincerity has shifted from being a private sphere virtue to a
virtue expected of public figures. He explains this shift by linking it to, 'the changing
ways in which broadcasting configures modalities of communication.' (ibid: 29). 1
would argue, however, that its importance has increased in a/l public sphere domains
in direct proportion to the emphasis placed on image consultancy and what Fairclough
(1992: 9) refers to as the 'technologization' of language in these domains. Those in

public sphere roles ignore its importance at their peril.

1.4 Theorising Gender

Cameron (1996) argues that work in sociolinguistics needs to theorise the social, and,
in particular, gender, in a more sophisticated way, since it, 'has turned out to be an
extraordinarily intricate and multilayered phenomenon - unstable, contested, intimately
bound up with other social divisions.' (1996: 33-4). She believes feminists have a
responsibility not to operate with reductive and misleading definitions of gender, since
their, 'research findings have been taken up in popular media, and applied
institutionally for practical purposes.' (ibid: 34). This is certainly borne out by my
research into media coverage of women in public life which reveals that media

producers frequently operate with reductive gender stereotypes.

1.4.1 Gender, One Variable Amongst Many

Cameron claims that the complex mapping of the intersection between gender and
other variables is, 'probably the greatest theoretical change in feminist linguistics over
the past twenty years.' (1997a: 33). Given the focus of this study, the main emphasis
will be on the way gender intersects with institutional 'habitus' (Bourdieu 1977) and
status, as well as with the gender politics espoused by individual women. However, I

will suggest that other identity criteria intersect with gender in a way that often doubly
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disadvantages women. Thus the minority of women priests who are black and/or
lesbian seem to attract particularly discriminatory responses from parishioners. This
double 'otherness' appears to be too much of a threat to the status quo, especially in a
climate of backlash against so-called political correctness, a climate that I would argue
has helped to re-legitimise overt sexism, racism and heterosexism. More generally,
allusions to class and age often function, especially in the media, to undermine
women's credibility in public sphere roles in a way that is less true in the case of male

colleagues.

While it is important to acknowledge that the isolation of gender as a variable in
relation to linguistic behaviour has led to a distorted view of its importance and mode
of operation, it is more difficult to avoid 'bolting on' other variables in a tokenistic way.
This is something black women in particular seem suspicious of, hence, the w(e)ary
reaction of high profile black women, most notably the veteran Labour MP, Diane
Abbot, who declined to be interviewed by me for this study. To some extent the
influence of other axes of identity is less marked in the case of women's participation in
the institutions investigated in this study, since implicit identity criteria of whiteness
and middle-classness, and to a lesser extent, heterosexuality and middle-agedness,
continue to operate as de facto entry credentials to what remain essentially
conservative institutional spaces. For instance, there are only two black women MPs
and few black women priests, despite the relatively high proportion of black people in
the Church of England. One might assume that the relatively radical credentials of the
environmental movement would make it more open to paﬂiéipation by black people,
yet, significantly, those who set up the Black Environmental Network (BEN) say they
felt compelled to adopt a separatist policy in order to have their voices heard in a

white-dominated movement (in the Guardian 17 March 1999).
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1.4.2 Pluralising Masculinities

Just as intra-group differences between women need to be acknowledged, so too do
those between men. Thus Hearn (1992: 4) makes the point that, 'not only do men
dominate women, but also different types of men dominate other men - able-bodied
over men with disabilities, heterosexual over gay, and so on'. This is illustrated in the
Church's ruling on gay priests, whereby they are denied the right to practise their
sexuality openly. The introduction to a collection of essays on language and
masculinity, edited by Johnson and Meinhof (1997), suggests that inequalities between
men could be reflected in the use of 'masculinities' in the plural. A number of essays in
the collection stress the variability of linguistic behaviour amongst men (Kiesling 1997,
Pujolar 1997), while others call into question the assumption that men eschew
interactive strategies based on co-operation (Hewitt 1997; Cameron 1997). Hewitt, for
instance, points out that the competitive displays in which men often engage require all
participants to submit to the operation of consensual rules. A number of the studies on
which the essays are based underline the importance of language as a resource for
establishing and maintaining homosocial bonds between men. However, I will argue
that these co-operative strategies amongst men function to exclude women, and gay
men, and therefore constitute an important mechanism for ensuring the continuing
marginalisation of both women and homosexual men within public sphere institutions.
Threadgold (1997: 33-4) alludes to the even more pervasive power of a presupposed
homosocial audience. I will also explore this phenomenon, especially in relation to the
way in which mediatized public discourse covertly genders its ideal addressee as male.
Johnson (1997: 12) argues that the disproportionate focus on women's speech means
that men's speech has retained its status as the 'default mode' for both sexes. Asa
corrective to this, in my case study on the London based Women's Environmental

Network (WEN) in Chapter 5, I intend to analyse the linguistic practices of both men
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and women within the same frame of reference, by comparing WEN with male-
dominated environmental groups, such as Friends of the Earth and Greenpeace.
However, the virtual exclusion of feminine norms from many public sphere
institutions, until relatively recently, makes it difficult to accept Johnson's view that
feminine and masculine norms are mutually dependent constructions in a dialectical
relationship (ibid: 22). Instead, I will suggest that the relationship between them is
often conflictual and that in many instances the perceived efficacy of women-oriented
norms has called into question the taken-for-granted status of masculinist norms.
However, I agree with Johnson's view that the neglect of close attention to men's
linguistic behaviour has served to obscure the considerable common ground that exists
between the speech of women and men, something that is not surprising, given that
they are drawing on the same linguistic resources. Evidence from my data indicates |
that the commonalities are, if anything, increasing. Not only are the discursive
strategies associated with women's speech increasingly employed by both women and
men in the public sphere, but women in public life are also encroaching on traditionally
male-oriented linguistic domains, such as swearing (see also de Klerk 1997). In
addition, the willingness of women to talk openly about issues that have traditionally
been treated as taboo amongst men, such as menstruation, breast cancer, pregnancy and
so on, poses a challenge to the idea that women's language is more likely than men's to

be marked by euphemism.

1.4.3 Sex and Gender: Collapsible Categories?

The title of a book edited by Bergvall, Bing and Freed (1996), Rethinking Language
and Gender Research: Theory and Practice, indicates their view that the essays in the
collection represent a new departure in the field, and more specifically in the

conception of gender which they feel ought to inform the theory and practice of
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linguistic research. Following Butler (1990), they make the radical, and in my view
untenable, claim that sex, like gender, is a constructed category. This leads them to
confuse and conflate the two terms, sex/gender, thereby effectively erasing a distinction
that many feminists have found to be theoretically useful. This is evident in the
following where they employ the terms designating sexual identity, female-male, where
feminine-masculine would normally be employed:

Individuals who fail to fit the strict female-male dichotomy are either ignored

or subject to boundary policing... Thus, assertive women may be nudged back

into their approved roles by being labelled aggressive bitches, and nurturing
men may be reminded of their deviance by being labelled wimp, sissy, fay or

pussy-whipped.
(Bing and Bergvall: 1996: 6-7)

I would argue that this offers an account of the policing of gendered, rather than
sexual, identities. In any case, my work on sacerdotal ministry in the Church of
England suggests that gender-crossing behaviour is differentially evaluated for men and
women, whereas Bing and Bergvall seem to imply that they are equally penalised for
such behaviour. The instances they cite where sexual identities seem to be at stake are
not, it seems to me, sufficiently widespread to merit collapsing the traditional feminist
formulation whereby sex is seen as a biological category and gender as a socially
constructed one. The fact that such instances trouble the sex/gender dichotomy does
not mean that this dichotomy is no longer theoretically useful; it simply means that they
are exceptions to a general and generalisable rule. Iremain unconvinced by their
claim that, 'the idea that female and male bodies are fundamentally different is

relatively new.' (ibid: 7) since the historical evidence they cite is selective and patchy.

Equally unconvincing is the attempt made by Butler (1990: XX) to generalise about

how people 'do gender' from the marginal practice of male/female drag artists. As
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Cameron (1997: 32) points out, in many cases, 'the femininities they enact are
exaggerated stereotypes, fakes'. Far from furthering a feminist agenda, such
caricatured performances of femininity are often perceived as insulting by women.
How can one explain the insult, unless there is something in traditional modes of
femininity that many women seem anxious to defend? It suggests that women invest
in some aspects of femininity which they view as positive markers of self-identity, as
well as those which would be deemed by some feminists as reactionary. This perhaps
offers a timely reminder that not all aspects of the ideology of femininity, including
those traditionally associated with linguistic behaviour, are incompatible with feminist
goals. To argue that they are ignores the fact that as active, though socially
constrained, agents, women themselves have helped to shape the conception of gender,
including gendered linguistic behaviour, that circulates at any given time in a given

society.

The main argument put forward by Bing and Bergvall (1996) is for an approach that
does not involve the bringing of preconceived ideas to bear on the study of language,
sex and gender; yét it is clear from their introductory chapter that they are already
committed to a way éf thinking about both which emphasises diversity, rather than
dichotomy, as though diversity were in itself a good thing. This may well be true, but a
political case needs to be made for such a view. This is symptomatic of the
poststructuralist tendency to privilege discursive plurality, yet as Cameron points out in
the same volume, the value of different linguistic styles is contingent upon the

context of use (1996: 43), and, I would add, the mechanisms by which they are
evaluated. Yet, I am persuaded by the arguments of feminist linguists, such as Coates
(1995) and Holmes (1995), that some speech norms favoured by women have the

potential to be ethically and instrumentally preferable to the masculinist speech norms
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that currently assume the guise of protessional norms in the public domain. The
promotion of this view, far from leading to the co-optation of feminist research on

language and gender, can in fact constitute a radical challenge to the status quo.

Equally paradoxical is Bergvall's (1996) commitment to deconstructing gender as a
category, while at the same time urging women to recognise it as a ready-made identity
marker by which they can assert their common experiences. She insists that, in the
case of her respondents, a failure of empathy with other women, 'fuels the conflicts
they experience' (ibid: 193). She develops this point further, 'The anti-feminist stance
of many of the women, reinforced by the conservative campus climate, leads them to
be naively apolitical, depriving them of any common ground upon which to work
together to contest limiting gender stereotypes.' (ibid: 193). Yet, this is precisely what
her theoretical commitment to the deconstructing of both sex and gender polarities

inevitably leads to.

1.4.4 Gender, A Flexible and Fixed Category

The approach to gender that informs this study is one that views it as both a flexible
and a fixed category. On the one hand, it will be argued that gender does not simply
reflect a pre-existing identity, but helps constitute, maintain and transform that identity
in everyday situations via talk. On the other, the metadiscursive control exercised by
others, and especially by the mass media, constrains this process of on-going identity
formation. This is because the metadiscursive gap alluded to earlier (1.1) means that,
however fluid the enactment of gendered identities by individual women may be, the
schemata’ by which their behaviour and speech are evaluated often remain fixed and

persistent. For this reason it is important that feminists should not simply dismiss
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folklinguistic assumptions:

Although folklinguistics is often dismissed by linguists as unscientific and

inaccurate (both of which it is), it is certainly not without interest for a

feminist linguistic theory. Feminists must pay attention to beliefs about

male and female speech, because prejudice is often more powerful than fact.

(Cameron 1992: 54)

I would argue that this is especially true when it comes to understanding the different
ways in which the speech of men and women in public sphere roles is evaluated.
Folklinguistic ideas are also important for understanding women's self-perceptions of
their own linguistic practices and the ideological and symbolic work that such practices

perform. This study will attempt to map out the complex ways in which interpretative

constraints and self-perceptions interact.

The theory of gender outlined above is shared by Crawford (1995), but she sees the
political potential of 'doing gender' as radically circumscribed. She creates the
impression that conversational humour, largely restricted to private sphere interaction,
is one of the few discursive spaces that permit women to exercise the linguistic licence
to 'do gender' in ways that transgress conventional gender expectations. In this way,
she effectively denies agency to women as speakers, even while admitting this agency
in theory. Butler (1990) betrays the opposite tendency of over-emphasising the
constitutive nature of discourse, while ignoring material constraints. I agree with
Threadgold's view that her work betrays a confusion between the metaphoricél and
the real:

Her metaphor/narrative of performing gender is seductive and productive in

her writing, but the gendered body which performs does so in fictions, again

in a place apart from the material and institutional constraints on real bodies...

it may well be that it is only those with a certain level of cultural and economic
capital and the right colour skin whose lives as discursive practices are really
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open to interventions or resignification of this theoretical kind.

(Threadgold 1997: 83-84)
As Fairclough points out, subjects are socially pre-constituted; there is no simple 'free
play of ideas in people's heads' (1992: 66). Unlike Butler (1990), Dorothy Smith (1990)
recognises the institutional constraints that operate on women's identities. She argues
that there is a constant tension between women's freedom to make choices within
discourse and the regulatory practices which function to limit these choices and
determine how they are perceived. For instance, in her discussion of the textually
mediated discourse of femininity, she points out that, while women are subjected to
disciplinary regimes embedded in texts, Behind appearance and its interpretation is
secreted a subject who is fully an agent' (ibid: 193). Following Smith, I will argue that,
'women actively work out their subject positions and roles in the process of negotiating
discursive constraints.' (D. Smith 1990: 86). More specifically, I will suggest that by
exploiting this dialectic between structure and agency, women have been able to effect
both discursive and structural change in a number of communities of practice within

the public sphere.

I do not, however, share Threadgold's (1997) emphasis on an embodied feminist
practice. Her preoccupation with the corporeality of traces in texts appears to be
motivated by a desire to write back into poststructuralist theory the gendered nature of
the subject. It is also linked to her critique of theorists, 'who see ideology as the result
of a failure of intellectual labour.' (ibid: 98). Although at one point she refers to
'embodied consciousness' (ibid: 50), there is little reference thereafter to consciousness.
Granted, she attempts to bridge the gap between bodily habit and belief by appealing to
Bourdieu's (1977) concept of 'habitus'. However, the overwhelming impression

emerges of female subjects as reducible to their bodies, which in turn implies only a
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limited and crudely materialist view of human agency. With Elshtain (1931: 277), 1
believe that 'a rich view of the human subject' is a prerequisite for an adequate feminist
social theory. More specifically, I believe that a theoretical approach that seeks to
promote and facilitate intellectual labour is a sound basis for a feminist politics, since

such a view is perfectly compatible with safeguarding our bodily selves.

1.5 Theorising Masculinist Hegemony

The term 'patriarchy’ is problematic since it implies a monolithic and totalising system
of oppression in which all men dominate all women. This obscures the differences
between women, noted above (1.4.2), as well as differences between men. The term's
original meaning, 'the rule of the fathers', carries connotations of paternalism that do
not capture the subtle and varied ways in which women continue to experience
discrimination in a range of public domains. This is not to deny that residual aspects of
this paternalism can still be found. For instance, it manifests itself in systems of
patronage and mentorship, whereby powerful older men help to foster the careers of
younger male colleagues, incidentally sidelining the career chances of women.
Likewise, Threadgold (1997) identifies a persistent public discourse of 'care and
protection' that seeks to contain and control both women and members of ethnic
minorities. However, I will suggest that two of the main ways in which gender
inequality is perpetuated is through the operation of impersonal masculinist discursive
practices that have become normative, as well as through concrete fraternal networks

that transcend the boundaries of institutional discourses.

I will argue that the operation of masculinist hegemony is diffuse; it is embedded in
impersonal discursive practices and institutional structures that are historically

associated with men. Foucault's (1984) concept of 'orders of discourse'® allows for an
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understanding of discourses as masculinist in their expression. He claims that certain
institutional discourses maintain their dominance because they are organised around
practices of exclusion, often involving speech rituals, Religious, judicial, therapeutic,
and in large measure also political discourses can scarcely be dissociated from the
deployment of a ritual which determines both the particular properties and the
stipulated roles of the speaking subjects.’ (ibid: 121). And again, in his definition of
what he terms 'societies of discourse’, he highlights their ability to position those
outside as excluded 'others', '...[they] function to preserve or produce discourses, but in
order to make them circulate in a closed space, distributing them only according to
strict rules, and without the holders being dispossessed by this distribution.' (ibid). It is
this insight that will be developed further in my own analysis of women's exclusion
from, marginalisation within, and challenges to, a range of masculinist institutional

discourses which position them as 'outsiders within'.

Although the social theorist Sylvia Walby (1990) retains the term 'patriarchy’, her work
is useful in that she avoids the economistic tendency which dominates discussions of
the operation of masculinist hegemony. Instead, she suggests that there are many
dimensions of power (economic, political and cultural) which form a complex matrix
of power relations, often with institutional bases. Walby's major insight, and one that is
central to this study, is that, whereas private patriarchy operated on the basis of
exclusionary tactics, denying women access to participation in the public sphere, public
forms of masculinist power are segregationist and subordinating. As was mentioned
earlier, this study will suggest that the asymmetrical power relationship which
underpinned the traditional public/private dichotomy has been re-produced within
public sphere institutions. In particular, it will be argued that women continue to be

seen and judged by male colleagues and by the media in terms more appropriate to the
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private domain. Hearn observes, 'of special interest is the occurrence of sexual
harassment, which is often at high levels when women enter what are traditionally
men's domains and occupations.' (1992: 175). This practice, together with more covert
means of segregating and marginalising women, have the effect of undermining their

claims to authority in public sphere roles.

A number of feminist theorists (see Sedgewick 1985; Pateman 1989) have suggested
that the nature of masculinist power itself has changed in that it has become less top-
down, and more horizontal in its operation. For instance, Sedgwick (1985) argues that
the interdependence and solidarity between men, what she terms 'homosocial bonding/,
is one of the mechanisms by which masculinist norms become reproduced in the public
sphere:

...In any male-dominated society, there is a special relationship between male

homosocial (including homosexual) desire and the structures for maintaining

and transmitting patriarchal power; a relationship founded on an inherent and

potentially active structural congruence.

(Sedgwick 1985: 25, italics in the original)

The form this takes is, she claims, culturally contingent. It can range from hierarchical
forms of homosociality, made manifest in bonds based on competitive mastery and
subordination, to more egalitarian forms that rely on an ideology of brotherhood which
transcends differences of social class. The latter seem to be particularly relevant to the
operation of institutional discourses in the west in the 1990s and have been labelled
collectively and variously as 'the old boys' network’, ‘the boys' club' and 'cronyism' in
everyday parlance, and as 'viriarchy' (Waters 1989) and 'fratriarchy' (Remy 1990) by
social theorists. Even Coward (1999), who has expressed scepticism about the
systematic nature of current forms of gender discrimination against women in the west,

acknowledges that such networks continue to be detrimental in their effect,
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‘Networking and men's narcissistic interest in each other often cut women out of
positions of power. Sexual attitudes are often denigratory. Male hostility to women is
still a significant fact.' (Coward 1999: 212). I will suggest that women's entry into
previously male dominated environments has, in some instances, led to a defensive
strengthening of fraternal networks and that a 'thickening' effect occurs because these

networks often cut across the boundaries of different communities of practice.

In order to counter the masculinism they confront in many public institutional spaces,
women have, in many cases, developed their own counter-networks. The potential
power of such networking has been emphasised by many feminists who have achieved
positions of prominence in public sphere institutions. Thus in an article in
Everywoman, Mary Robinson, then President of Ireland, highlighted:

...the kinds of structures that are evolved by women, for example, the capacity

to link an informal grouping together in very supporting and helping ways. I

think that this way of networking, and networking in a way that links grassroots

organisations into systems, is very important.

(cited in Everywoman, September 1995: 11)

Yet the relatively recent history of this type of networking among women means that
its ability to transform public sphere institutional structures is often contained by the
far more potent power of male homosocial bonds which are deeply embedded in public
sphere discourses. As Macdonald (1993) points out, popular media representations of
the concept of sisterhood have meant that it is often equated with sentimentalism, a
charge which Elshtain argues was justifiably levelled against suffragist public
rhetoric (1993: 359). Macdonald (1993) suggests that the inevitable reduction of
sisterhood to a matter of emotional bonding, undermines its radical potential. This

was strikingly evident in media reports of the period that followed the signing of the

Northern Ireland peace settlement (4 April 1998). The comment, reproduced in a wide
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range of broadcast media, was that, ‘Everyone felt very emotional, especially the
women of the Northern Ireland Women's Coalition.' (my italics). This comment was
underscored by images of the women crying uncontrollably and hugging one another.
The question arises as to why male homosocial bonding has not been subject to the
same kind of reductive treatment in the media? The common-sense view of male
homosocial bonds is that they are rational and strategic. This may be symptomatic of
the common phenomenon whereby the discursive strategies employed by women

invariably become downgraded.

It is important to acknowledge that gender inequality is not only reproduced by the
activities of men. Male-identified women, like Margaret Thatcher, pride themselves on
being seen as offering no special favours to women, which almost inevitably means
that they end up discriminating against them, as Thatcher did. She did little to promote
the careers of other women, thereby safeguarding her reputation as an exceptional
woman, one even worthy of the title honorary man'. A very different problem is the
fact that women, whether consciously or not, often have an investment in their own
subordinate status. For instance, members of the organisation, Women Against the
Ordination of Women, seem to have derived reassurance from the paternalistic
authority wielded by male priests. On the basis of in-depth interviews with women,
Coward (1992) suggests that some respond to the competitive and often hostile
environment of the workplace by returning to the familiarity of the domestic realm. A
legitimate feminist goal is surely to make this environment less alienating and I will
argue that one way in which women have sought to do this is by promoting more
woman-friendly discursive norms, as well as by seeking to change institutional

structures.
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1.6 The Discursive Restructuring of Institutional and Societal Orders of

Discourse

The political philosopher, Carole Pateman (1989), argues that masculinism has been
intrinsic to the bourgeois public sphere since its inception. Hearn (1992), for instance,
provides a detailed historical account of the ways in which the objectifying discourses
associated with public bureaucracies have evolved in conjunction with hegemonic
forms of masculinity. I will suggest that one effect of women's entry into traditionally
male-dominated domains has been to make explicit the implicitly masculinist nature of
the beliefs, norms, values and practices that masquerade as gender-neutral professional
norms within these communities of practice. Most men are less likely to find
themselves at odds with these norms, since they accord more readily with their socially
ascribed roles. By contrast, some women have felt so alienated from them that they
have elected to develop alternative communities of practice, based on women-oriented
discursive practices. A central thesis of this study is that a process of discursive
restructuring is currently taking place within the institutional order of public sphere
discourse, whereby the gendered nature of the public/private dichotomy is being
reproduced within the public sphere, with women occupying a disproportionate

number of subordinate roles.

The someWhat crude, but influential, critical mass theory, espoused by Dahlerup
(1988), assumes that it is only when women constitute a substantial skewed minority of
about 30% that they are likely to be in a position to contest the dominant discursive
practices that prevail in traditionally male-dominated institutions. However, my
research suggests that even relatively small numbers of women carn make a difference
within a community of practice, if they manage to develop strategies which ensure that

their 'interactional power' (Mills, forthcoming) exceeds their institutional power and
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status (see especially Chapter 4). On the other hand, the mere presence of substantial
numbers of women, in itself, offers no guarantee that the masculinism that pervades
many institutions and organisations in the civil and public spheres will be called into
question, unless some, or all, of these women unite to promote the goal of gender
equality. Even where this occurs, I will suggest that the efforts of feminist-identified
women can be undermined by a range of factors, including the operation of fraternal
networks both within, and, more significantly, between, communities of practice. Such
networks are not necessarily co-operative; they are often productively competitive and
may only incidentally marginalise and/or exclude women. Yet, if it is true, as Hearn
suggests, that the public identities of men and the homosocial relations between them
are now more likely to be forged covertly through interaction in private spaces: ‘clubs,
chats in saunas, behind closed doors..."fixes" in pubs and snugs, in locker rooms' (ibid.

20), then this makes them even more difficult to contest.

The institutionalisation of gender inequalities has been exacerbated by the operation of
certain 'colonising' discourses at the societal level of discourse. Habermas (1962, 1989)
defines 'colonising' discourses as types of discourse that have particular salience in late
capitalist society and which expand their functions across institutions. His thesis is that
communicative discourse types, those oriented to interpersonal goals, are being
colonised by strategic goals. Although Habermas does not say so explicitly, these are
goals at odds with, or even hostile to, the discursive norms often favoured by women.
One such discourse, alluded to above, is the discourse of professionalism which
purports to be gender-neutral, but which in reality emerges from a long tradition of
male monopoly of the norms associated with professional life, and which is expanding
at the expense of more vocational discourse types (see especially Chapter 6). Perhaps

the most salient colonising discourses in post-industrial society, however, are those
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associated with commodification. As Fairclough (1994: 253) points out, these have the
effect of weakening the boundaries, ‘between on the one hand the discursive practices
of the market in the more traditional sense, and on the other hand the discursive
practices of politics, public services like health and education, government and other
forms of public information, and even the arts.' (Fairclough 1994: 253). I will suggest
that commodified discourses have had contradictory effects on women's access to, and
participation in, the public sphere. As Walby (1990: 181) notes, market forces helped
to bring women into the public sphere, yet I will suggest that the resulting
preoccupation with the image of public figures has had a particularly detrimental
effect on women in public sphere roles. On the other hand, social movements like the
Women's Environmental Network have been able to translate the lip-service paid to the
'power of the consumer' into genuine power for many women who would otherwise be
denied a political voice on important issues concerning the links between the
environment and health, such as the current controversy surrounding the production of

genetically modified foods (see Chapter 5).

It is my contention that the increasingly mediatized nature of public sphere discourse
has also had contradictory effects on women who perform public sphere roles (see also
Talbot 1997). This is not surprising, since a number of feminist analysts have pointed
out that a masculinist culture prevails in the majority of mass media institutions (van
Zoonen 1994; Macdonald 1995). The narrow elite of accessed voices remain
predominantly male and male journalists remain in a majority, especially when it
comes to reporting so-called 'hard news' stories. The assumption of an ideal reader
who is gendered as male means that media producers continue to construct women as
‘other’ and/or trade on the concept of ‘women-as-group’ (Fowler 1991: 103). In some

cases, women's public sphere activities are not deemed newsworthy and are not
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reported at all. Where women are included as represented subjects, gender stereotypes
abound, including those which dichotomise the sexes in crudely antagonistic terms,
something that chimes well with the news values of 'negativity' and 'conflict between
people’, referred to by Bell (1991: 156). However, Fairclough's (1989: 51) view that,
'the media operate as a means for the expression and reproduction of the power of the
dominant class and bloc' does not offer an adequate account of the complex workings
of media texts. His own more recent work on media discourse challenges the tendency
to view news-making practices as homogeneous and stable (Fairclough: 1995a). I will
suggest that contradictions manifest themselves in the hybrid nature of media texts

which both function to expose overt sexism, yet often reproduce it in covert forms.

The picture outlined above is further complicated by the fact that other 'colonising'
discourses appear to have led to a process of destructuration whereby the discursive
boundaries berween the spheres have become weakened and permeable. Fairclough,
for instance, describes what he terms the 'conversationalisation' of public sphere
discourse:

a more general translation of public language...into private language: a

linguistic shift which is itself part of the rearticulating of the relationship

between the public domain of the political (economic, religious) events

and social agents, and the private domain, the domain of the lifeworld',

of common experience.

(Fairclough 1992: 110)

He does not specify who the agents of this change are. I will suggest that the presence
and activities of women in public sphere roles has, at the very least, contributed
towards this discursive shift. Other feminist analysts have made this link explicit,

hence van Zoonen's (1998) designation of this process in the media as the 'feminisation'

of the media. However, as with other discursive strategies associated with women this
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process has recently been denigrated as a process of 'dumbing down' by influential male
gatekeepers (Humphreys 1999). I will argue that if the mass media has been
'feminised' to some extent, this has been achieved in a way that reproduces a
reactionary discourse of femininity which disguises what Dorothy Smith (1990: 159)
terms, 'The cracks, seams, varieties, contradictions in the multiple sites and modes of
being a woman'. I will therefore suggest, with Macdonald (1995), that the
conversationalisation of public discourse has, at the very least, been contradictory in its
effect for women who participate in the public sphere. Finally, I intend to explore the
various ways in which feminist-identified women have actively contested the
boundaries between the public, civil, and private spheres, often by taking advantage of

independent changes occurring at the institutional and societal levels of discourse.

1.7 Structure of the Study

Chapter 2 sets out in detail the framework for approaching feminist critical discourse
analysis to be applied to the data in the case studies that follow. The methods of data
collection and analysis employed in the four case studies is also discussed briefly, in
the light of feminist debates about the relative merits of the various methodological
procedures available to researchers. The first case study, in Chapter 3, focuses on
women who enter British parliamentary politics. The 'glass ceiling effect' is difficult to
account for in a political party like the Parliamentary Labour Party which theoretically
seems committed to equal opportunities for men and women. It becomes more
explicable when it is recognised that the institutional orders of masculinist political
discourse and the equally masculinist discourse of the print media operate through
Jfraternal networks to segregate and subordinate women once they have entered the
arena of party politics. However, this needs to be set alongside the changes that have

resulted from women's increasing presence in the Commons, notably in the wake of the
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1997 General Election. Particular reference is made in this chapter to a feminist re-
reading/re-writing of Foucault's (1984 [1970) work, and to the work of feminist

political theorists, including Pateman (1989) and Walby (1990). .

Chapter 4 considers the gendered implications of the recent trend towards secessionism
in UK politics. The considerable impact women have made thus far on the policy
priorities and structures of the Scottish Parliament would seem to lend support to the
argument that devolution as a political process should be welcomed by feminists.
However, a consideration of the treatment by both colleagues and the media of one
female minister in the Welsh Assembly makes it clear that the mere presence of a high
proportion of women in a community of practice is no guarantee of a woman-friendly
ethos. By contrast, despite its status as one of the smallest and newest political parties
in the Province, and despite having to confront entrenéhed sexism, the Northern Ireland
Women's Coalition has managed to accrue to itself considerable interactional power,
which it has used to ensure that the new Northern Irish Assembly is responsive to the
interests and needs of women. The remainder of the chapter explores in detail the
contribution made by the Coalition tQ the Talks process leading to the formation of the
Assembly, as well as the way in which this contribution has been framed in the media.
The chapter includes a critical evaluation of the usefulness of the concept of gendered
news frames (Norris ed. 1997) in accounting for the complex and contradictory ways in

which the media represent women's involvement in public sphere roles.

Chapter 5 shifts the emphasis away from women's involvement in state institutions to a
consideration of their activities in grassroots organisations. A number of feminist
political theorists have suggested that new social movements (NSMs) constitute sites of

political participation that are particularly open to women. This is supported by my
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study of the activities of the London based Women's Environmental Network (WEN)
which has sought to exploit women's role as primary consumers in order to expand
their role as active citizens. However, a comparative study of the preferred discursive
practices of WEN and other non-gender specific environmental groups, notably Friends
of the Earth, helps to foreground the masculinist ethos that pervades these groups. The
constructive role the media are said to have played in helping to reinvigorate the civil
sphere (McRobbie 1994) needs to be qualified in the ligh‘; of the often trivialising
coverage of WEN's campaigns. Particular reference is made in this chapter to a feminist

re-reading/re-writing of Habermas' (1989 [1962]) work on the bourgeois public sphere.

The focus of Chapter 6 of the study is on women's participation in the Church of
England in the period before and since their ordination as priests. Such a study affords
opportunities for comparing women's role as campaigning 'outsiders' and their
relatively recent and, for some, grudgingly-granted role as 'insiders', in what is
obviously a liminal period in the Church's history as an institution. The pre-ordination
campaign created an ideal opportunity for proponents to construct a coherent set of
oppositional discursive practices designed to challenge masculinist definitions of the
priestly role. However, the ability of women priests to promote these alternative norms
in the post-ordination period has been hampered by their continuing institutional
subordination within the Church's structures, a situation that is sanctioned by canon
law. This chapter will make particular reference to Butler's (1990) performative theory
of gender to account for the range of, sometimes contradictory, subject positions
women priests have occupied in their attempts to satisfy socially ascribed, and, in
particular, media-generated, expectations that they will perform their role as priests in a
distinctive way. It will conclude by suggesting that women's entry into priesthood /as,

nonetheless, made a difference to both Church structures and modes of ministry.
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In the concluding chapter of the thesis, Chapter 7, I will suggest that my case studies
point to the need for a more socially situated theory of language and gender to account
for the complex interplay between the choices women make within discourse and the
broader social-structural constraints within which they have to operate. A focus on
local communities of practice within the public sphere helps to illuminate the wide
range of ways in which women have chosen to negotiate with the masculinist
discursive norms they continue to confront, whether they are involved in institutions of
the state or grassroots organisations. However, a comprehensive account of the
construction of gendered identities and gendered relations in contemporary society also
requires an investigation into the expectations and stereotypes that circulate in the
society as a whole and that exert a powerful influence on the subject positions available
to women who enter the public domain. This study suggests that one means of
accessing these global ideologies of gender is by undertaking a critical analysis, such as
I propbse in this thesis, of the contradictory ways in which women's public identities

are represented in the media.

End Notes

1. The term 'masculinist' is used here, and throughout the study, to refer to discursive
practices that have evolved historically in conjunction with hegemonic forms of
masculinity and have often become deeply entrenched in institutions within the
public sphere. Unlike the term 'patriarchal’, it does not assume that these practices

are either coherent, or intentionally designed to deny women equality of access or
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status, though this 1s often their ettect. Women can, of course, choose to adopt,
rather than contest, such practices.

. The term 'verbal hygiene' was introduced by Cameron, in her book of that name
(1995b), to cover a wide range of practices which entail some form of linguistic
engineering. She is at pains to point out that such practices are not, in themselves,
reprehensible; instead, their efficacy, or otherwise, should be assessed in terms of
the uses to which they are put. Her central argument is that all language use is
value-laden and that individuals and groups need to, 'focus critically on the
particular standards and values being invoked and to propose alternatives' (ibid.
115). As a case in point, Cameron argues against accepting a narrowly
instrumental view of language as the basis for teaching English in schools (ibid).
However, she admits that she remains personally unconvinced by the arguments of
some feminist linguists who claim that the discursive style preferred by women is
interactionally superior to men's and should, for this reason, be promoted in
workplace contexts (ibid: 208).

. The performative theory of gender was developed by Judith Butler in her influential
book, Gender Trouble (1990). Butler denies that gender is a foundational identity
category, and instead stresses that it is constituted by a series of performative acts.
As such, she argues that it is open to intervention and resignification. For instance,
she celebrates drag performances for denaturalising the constructed nature of all
gendered identities and advocates the promotion of parodic practices, 'that disrupt
the categories of the body, sex, gender, and sexuality and occasion their subversive
resignification and proliferation beyond the binary frame.' (ibid: X).

. Fairclough (1995a: 176) refers to the 'order of mediatized political discourse' as a
means of capturing the role the media play in structuring political discourse. In

particular, he suggests that one of the functions of the institutions of the mass
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media is to literally mediate between the official discourse of politics and the
lifeworld discourse of viewers/listeners/readers. The media do not transparently
report events, but select and frame official voices in various way, often translating
them into a more accessible lifeworld idiom. I suggest that this mediating function
is not confined to party politics, but extends to all civil and public sphere discourse
types.

. Mills (1995: 187 ff.) defines 'schemata’ as frameworks, which are often
stereotypically gendered, and which represent an intermediate stage between
language and ideology, 'These structures are well-trodden pathways, which because
of their familiarity, take on an air of commonsense knowledge. It is only by
describing these seemingly commonsense structures that we begin to expose their
constructed nature and at the same time their perniciousness.' (ibid. 197).

. Fairclough (1992a: 68 ff.) adapts the concept of 'orders of discourse' from
Foucault's essay of that name (1982) to refer to configurations of discourse
practices. These can occur at different, often interdependent, levels: the immediate

situational level, the institutional level and the societal level.
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Chapter 2: Towards a Feminist Critical Discourse Analysis

2.1 Introduction:

In this chapter, I intend to set out in detail the approach that will form the basis of the
analysis in the chapters that follow. The analytical framework adopted in this study has
its roots in work in critical linguistics carried out by the University of East Anglia
group comprising Roger Fowler, Gunther Kress, Robert Hodge, Tony Trew and others
(see Fowler et al. eds. 1979; Kress and Hodge 1979). The value of this approach for
the subsequent development of feminist textual practice lies in the emphasis it places
on exposing the ways in which dominant ideologies become encoded in texts.
However, one of the weaknesses of early work in the field was the assumption that the
relationship between linguistic forms and functions is a transparent one and that
meanings can therefore simply be 'read off' from surface features of text. The emphasis
was on the text as product, with insufficient attention being paid to processes of text
production and interpretation. For instance, the problem of the role of the analyst was
not addressed, and little or no attempt was made to account for variable or resistant
readings. More recent work has sought to remedy these weaknesses by linking the
micro-level of text analysis to a sophisticated post-structuralist theory of discourse
which views discourse as a site of ideological struggle (Fairclough 1992; Threadgold
1997). Like Fairclough, I intend to unite, 'a broadly Foucauldian conception of
discourses as differently positioned ways of signifying domains of practice and
knowledge, and the common view in linguistics of discourse as process wherein texts

are products.' (Fairclough 1995b: 55).

Threadgold points out that one cannot simply take for granted the legitimacy of

employing a linguistic metalanguage as part of a feminist critique, since
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although in theory he conceives of power as a diffuse and productive phenomenon, his
concrete studies of power relations tend to rely on a concept of power as a monolithic
and uni-directional force. Where resistance does occur, as in the 'reverse discourse' of
homosexuality, and, by extension, of feminism, it is believed to be incapable of
fundamentally transforming structures; instead, it is contained by power. By contrast,
Fairclough's work is motivated by the political aim of exposing the workings of
ideology in texts with the explicit goal of contributing to transformations in existing
relations of power. This overt political agenda makes his work adaptable to the
feminist goal of challenging the social, political and economic inequalities that

continue to exist between men and women.

However, Fairclough's approach marginalises the importance of gender inequalities.
While accepting that power relations are not reducible to class relations, he nonetheless
privileges class above other determinants of power relations:

...it is not acceptable to regard gender, race and so forth as simply parallel

to class. I shall regard class relations as having a more fundamental status

than others, and as setting the broad parameters within which others are

constrained to develop, parameters which are broad enough to allow many

options which are narrowed down by determinants autonomous to the

particular relation at issue.

(Fairclough 1989: 34)

He goes on to claim that 'class struggle is the most fundamental form of struggle.'
(ibid). This economistic tendency to treat gender as a derivative of capitalism is
common amongst Marxist and post-Marxist social theorists. As Walby (1990: 13)
notes, it downplays the significance of other aspects of women's subordination, despite
the fact that feminists have shown that class relations are experienced differently by

men and women (Skeggs 1997), and by men and women of different races, ethnic

groups and so on (McClintock 1995; Threadgold 1997). It also serves to disguise the
a2



operation of cross-class fraternal alliances which have supported the exclusion of
women from a number of public and civil sphere domains and activities. Walby (1980)
also points out that it fails to take account of the independent historical dynamics of
class and gender, offering no explanation for the division of labour which existed in
pre-capitalist societies and which continues to exist in non-capitalist societies today.
Finally, and perhaps most significantly, it fails to acknowledge that class is itself a
highly contested site. Although the primary focus in this study will be on the
reproduction, maintenance and transformation of gendered identities and relations, the
intersection between gender and issues of class, race, age and so on, will also be

investigated.

2.3 Intertextuality and Discursive Change

Unlike early work in critical linguistics, feminist work in the field of discourse analysis
has stressed the creative dialectic that exists between structure and agency (D. Smith,
1990; Mills, 1995; Threadgold 1997). As Mills states:
ideologies of gender are not solely oppressive, and they are not simply imposed
on women by men. Women and men construct their own sense of self within
the limits of these discursive frame-works, and build their pleasures and
emotional development, often in conscious resistance to, as well as in
compliance with, these constraints.
(Mills 1995: 2)
This accords with the view of discursive change outlined in the introductory chapter of
this study. Threadgold (1997) uses the term "poiesis' to capture the dynamic nature of
discourse as a process, in contrast to the more traditional term 'poetics’, which
presupposes a static view of texts as products. Fairclough's emphasis on the concept of

intertextuality (a term adapted from Kristeva, 1986[1966]) likewise leads to a dynamic

view of discourse, since it, 'points to the productivity of texts, to how texts can
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