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Introduction: Robin Lakoff 1972 article “Language and woman’s place.”  Main argument: women have a different way of speaking from men—a way of speaking that both reflects and produces a subordinate position in society.  W’s lgg rife with devices (mitigators, inessential qualifiers), rendered tentative, powerless, trivial, and thus disqualifies them from positions of power and authority.  [WE ARE HOW WE SPEAK].  

So lgg = tool of oppression, learned as part of learning to be a woman, imposed on women by societal norms, and in turn keeps women in their place.

Initiated debate 1) if w and m speak diff 2) if diffs in their speech are result of and support male dominance, and research developed around difference/dominance approaches.  Difference: in their relation to lgg, perhaps from diff socialization and exps. (Tannen, Matlz and Borker).  Girls and boys live in diff subcultures, grow up with diff conventions for verbal and general interaction.  Dominance: diffs arise cause of and persist to keep w subordinated to m. (Julia Penelope, Dale Spender).  

Lakoff made it clear that issues of diff and dominance were inextricably linked, and many early studies of diff were embedded in a dominance framework (Zimmerman and West’s interruption studies).  But eventually the study of diff became an enterprise in itself, often detached from wider political context (Tannen’s “no-fault” treatment).


Focus on diff = w/i wider context of psychological studies of gender diff.  Carol Gilligan (1982) argued w & girls have diff modes of moral reasoning; Mary Belenky et al. argued for gender diffs in acquiring and possessing knowledge (1986).  Both responses to male-centered cognitive studies, which had taken modes of thinking assoc with dominant men as the norm and appraised cognitive processes of females (ethnic and racial minorities as well) as deficient.  While all this work ultimately emerged from feminist impatience with male-dominated and male-serving intellectual paradigms, also appealed to popular thirst for gender diff.  And in the end, this research freq transformed in popular discourse to justify and support male dominance.  

By end of 70’s, so separated that Barrie Thorne, Cheris Kramarae and Nancy Henley felt the need to counteract the trend in the intro to their 2nd anthology of articles on lgg and gender (1983).  Argued against framing questions about lgg and gender in terms of a diff-dominance dichotomy, urging researchers to look more closely at diffs.  1) Take into consideration CONTEXT in which they emerge.  Who talking to whom, for what purposes, in what kind of setting.  Consider diffs W/I each gender group, shifting focus from search for what’s common to women and men to what is the nature of diversity among them and what are the tolerances for such diversity.  I.e., how does diversity structure gender?  


Another dichotomy: how m & w speak vs how spoken of, or use of lgg vs. embedding of gender in lgg.  Maintained by academic linguistic canon viewing lgg as a system beyond the reach of those who use it (conservatism of linguistics).  Ignored such things as how expressions referring to w commonly undergo semantic derogation and sexualization (hussy: housewife to whore; mistress: fem equiv of master to whore).  Academia characterized feminist concerns as paranoia: Harvard Dept of Linguistics made public statement that the use of masculine pronouns to refer to people generically was a fact of lgg, not of society, dismissing suggestions of humankind for man as pronoun envy.  Ahistorical view of lgg contested early on: Ann Bodine (1975) traced deliberate legislation of masculine generics in Eng in 19th century, McConnell-Ginet (1984) traced relation semantic change and the power dynamics of everyday use of words, Treichler (1989) traced power dynamics in inclusion of words and definitions in dictionaries.  All this research made it clear that lgg and use of lgg are inseparable, and that lgg is continually constructed in practice.  

Now, focus on what people do with lgg and how linguistic and other social resources can be transformed in the process.  D Cameron (1985): standard linguistic focus on a static linguistic system obscures the real gender dimensions of lgg.  Now shift from correlation between linguistic units and social categories of speakers to analysis of the gendered significance of ongoing discourse.  = the discourse turn in lgg and gender studies: emphasizes both the historical and dynamic character of lgg and the interactive dimensions of its use.  So all discrete elements / units of lgg considered in relation to the functions they serve in situated uses and that units not considered fixed and immutable.  


Shift lgg to discourse accompanied by feminist shift from gender as being, what people have, to gender as acting, what people do.  So gender doesn’t just exist, but is continually produced, reproduced, and changed through people’s performance of gendered acts, as they project their own claimed gendered identities, ratify or challenge others’ identities, and support or challenge systems of gender relations and privilege.  Erving Goffman (1977): even walking into a public toilet does gender.  Judith Butler (1990), Kessler and McKenna (1978): the performance turn.  Question familiar categories like woman and man, explore the variety of ways linguistic performances relate to constructing both conventional gendered identities and those that challenge conventional gender norms.  Separate male and female linguistic resources from men and women.  Thus lgg use of transgendered people very interesting.  

This book: both lgg and gender = fundamentally embedded in social practice, deriving their meaning from the human activities in which they figure.  Social practice involves not just individuals making choices and acting for reasons, but also the constraints, institutional and ideological, that frame those individual actions.  We attach particular importance to everyday social interactions in face-to-face communities of practice (groups that come together around some mutual interest or concern: families, workplace groups, sports teams, musical groups, classrooms, playground groups, etc.).  Thus lgg is never all that matters socially, cause accompanied by other meaningful aspects of interaction: facial expressions, dress, location, physical contact, etc.

In taking practice as basic to both lgg and gender, kinds of questions we ask change.  Not how do m or w speak, but what kinds of linguistic resources can and do people deploy to present themselves as certain kinds of w or m?  How do new ways of speaking and otherwise acting as w or m emerge?  Not how are w or m spoken of, but what kinds of linguistic practices support particular gender ideologies and norms?  How do new ideas about gender gain currency?  How and why do people change linguistic and gender practices?  Shift from diff between m and w to what kinds of personae can males and females present.  
Katy Perry “I Kissed a Girl”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NoKPi8xtyjA&feature=related 
Lyrics:

http://www.lyricsmode.com/lyrics/k/katy_perry/i_kissed_a_girl.html 
“I Kissed a Boy”
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0292ZQgmxqI&feature=related 


Chapter 1: Constructing, deconstructing and reconstructing gender (9-51)


Gender lore surrounds us from time we are very small, ever-present in conversation, humor, and conflict, and is called upon to explain everything from driving styles to food preferences.  Gender is embedded so thoroughly in our institutions, actions, beliefs and desires that appears natural.  Ideas about gender abound and are so commonplace that we take it for granted that they are true [COMMON SENSE].  Researchers must distance selves from comfort and habit and question fundamental beliefs.  Difficult, but easier for those disadvantaged in social order.  So study gender not as a given, but as an accomplishment, not simply as cause but as effect.  

Sex vs gender.  Gender = done, performed.  Children model adult behavior (wear adult clothes, walk like them).  Gendered performances are available to everyone, but with them come constraints on who can perform which personae with impunity.  


Sex = a biological categorization based primarily on reproductive potential. Gender = the social elaboration of biological sex, building upon it, exaggerating it and carrying it into domains where it is totally irrelevant.  But no obvious point at which sex leaves off and gender begins, because no single objective biological criterions for male or female sex.  It’s based in a combination of anatomical, endocrinal and chromosomal features, and the selection among these criteria for sex assignment is based very much on cultural beliefs about what actually makes someone male or female.  Thus sex is ultimately social.  

Biology offers dichotomous male and female prototypes, but many exceptions.  1 in 100 born with bodies differing from standards (1 in 1000 males w/2 X chromosomes, 1 in 13,000 with hormonal diff such as insensitivity to androgens).  And 1 in 66 girls experience growth of the clitoris in childhood or adolescence (late onset adrenal hyperplasia).  Surgical and/or endocrinal manipulations may be used to bring these bodies into closer conformity with m or f category.  Common medical practice imposes stringent requirements for m/f genitals at birth: penis less than 2.5cent long when stretched and clitoris (phallus) more than 1cent long commonly subject to surgery to reduce both to an acceptable clitoris.  Standards for acceptability far more stringent for males, so most common surgery = to clitoris, even if requires fashioning a nonfunctional vagina out of tissue from the colon.  The Intersex Society of North America (http://www.isna.org ) has had considerable success in advocacy for their members’ medical rights.  
[Humans have two kinds of sex chromosomes, one called X and the other Y. Normal females possess two X chromosomes and normal males one X and one Y.]

Biological determinists argue that biological diffs between m and w determine gender by cause enduring diffs in capabilities and dispositions; e.g., higher levels of testosterone lead men to be more aggressive and left-brain dominance to be more rational and relative lack of brain lateralization lead women to be more emotional.  But these can be result of diff activity, not causes.  Work on sex diffs in brain in very early stages, and supposedly most robust finding—w’s corpus callosum, linking 2 hemispheres = relatively larger than men’s—is still anything but robust, and studies based on small corpora.  Nor is much know about relation physiology and cognition.  


Eagerness of some scientists to estab biological basis for gender difference and public’s eagerness to take these findings up points to fact that we put a good deal of work into emphasixing, producing, and enforcing the dichotomous categories of male and female.  In the process, differences or similarities that blur the edges of these categories, or that might even constitute other potential categories, are backgrounded or erased.   

Sex diffs are placed at the center of activity, as both question and answer and results broadcast through most august media as if their scientific status were privileged.  Everyone seems to have an insatiable appetite for sensationalist gender news.  Gender is at center of our social world.  

To whatever extent gender may be related to biology, it does not flow naturally and directly from our bodies.  They don’t determine occupation, gait, or use of color terminology.  Gender = the process of creating a dichotomy by effacing similarity and elaborating on difference, and even where there are biological differences, they are exaggerated and extended in the service of constructing gender.  E.g., men’s vocal tracts longer, but children learn to raise/lower theirs.  Physical stature overlaps considerably, but height = factor in choosing heterosexual mate.  So people see men as taller than women, even when not (when compare across photos).  

This book focuses on gender as a social construction, as the means by which society jointly accomplishes the differentiation that constitutes the gender order.


Introduction (Annada): Lakoff (1972) proposed that language itself is a tool of oppression. Women’s speech is often “tentative, powerless, and trivial.” After this publication, two paradigms were formed to investigate this claim—the difference and dominance approaches. Difference approach is supported by the cross cultural miscommunication theory (Maltz & Borker, 1982) which states gender is a cultural backdrop which guides girls and boys to develop separately and ultimately causes much miscommunication and misunderstanding for women and men. The dominance approach is supported by theories which claim the masculine development of language was intended, in part, to continue the oppression of women.

Important terms to understand while learning about gender and language:

· Gender ideology—set of beliefs that govern ppl’s participation in the gender order

· Essentialism—the claim that males and females are inherently different, supports polarized genderism

· Recursiveness (Gal & Irvine, 1995)—the mirroring of overall opposition encourages ppl to compare themselves to others of the same gender

· Habitus (Bourdieu, 1977)—the set of beliefs and dispositions from one’s accumulated experience in a particular place in society

· Discourses—conversations, talk, history of talk about idea(s) from one’s particular place in society

· Naturalization—ideology of dominant ppl is imposed by convincing the larger public that something is completely natural

· Hegemony (Gramsci, 1971)—location of power in everyday routine structures

Chapter 2: Linking the linguistic to the social (52-90)

· Speech community (Hymes, 1972)—a community sharing rules for the conduct and interpretation of speech and rules for the interpretation of at least one linguistic variety

· Communities of practice (Lave & Wenger, 1991)—activities and ways of engaging, common knowledge, and beliefs, ways of relating, ways of talking

· One forges an identity in the process of balancing the self one is constructing across these communities of practice

· Face (Goffman, 1967)—the positive social value a person effectively claims for oneself by the line one has taken during a particular contact

· Prosody—segmental phonology

· Morphology—level of grammar at which recurring unity of sound are paired with meaning

· Semantics—literal prepositional content of utterances (literal)

· Pragmatics—the ways in which what is conveyed outstrips what is actually said (message conveyed)

Looking at gender differences analytically, it is important to take a broad look at gender, not necessarily a specific view of particular issues. Most research has not taken a broader look, and as a result, theoretical literature often involves extreme stances and looses insight from other perspectives (80).                                               




Generalization = at heart of research, but must take care how we form them and move from observations of particular people in particular situations to broad social patterns.  How we move from categories of people to real people.  

So issues of analytic method = important.  The hall of mirrors has dominated lgg and gender research: certain linguistic stereotypes are compelling to those looking for gender differences, principally cause they offer themselves up for ready-made gender-based explanations.  Are also compelling for researcher looking to refute them as sexist stereotypes.  Thus there are a few putative gender diffs in lgg that have been repeatedly studied, freq with inconclusive or negative results.  Even if researcher makes only modest claims, the combination of the sheer volume of studies and the ambient belief that the results should be positive have led to a general impression of robust findings.  Then these stereotypes are accepted as scientific fact and become part of background of general truth about lgg and gender.  Shan Wareing (1996) coined the term, tho Ronald Macaulay (1978) had point it out in lit on gender diffs in lgg ability.  So these stereotypes are sustained by a long history of nonconfirming research (84).  E.g., idea men interrupt interlocutors more than women: seems to follow from their greater power in society and view of women as peaceable and cooperative vs men’s aggressiveness and competitiveness.  These views about gender don’t arise from analysis but serve as starting assumptions for analysis, making researchers pose hypotheses based on components of opposing gender stereotypes, seeking global diffs (men interrupt more? Women’s speech more hesitant?).

These stereotypes serve social functions, but are not assumed in toto by anyone, or they would come across as buffoonish.  So considerable diff between stereotypes available to all of us and the behavior of real people.  The stereotypes constitute extreme norms that we do not obey, but orient to.  They are an organizing device in society, an ideological map, setting out the range of possibility within which we place ourselves and assess others.  Thus norms and stereotypes are central to study of lgg and gender, but not as a starting point (87).  So cannot assume most interesting diffs will be in straightforward oppositions between the behavior of males and females as a group.  Gender often manifests itself in diffs in the range of behavior among males and among females.  And gender is not only about diff: often manifests itself in similarities among certain males and certain females.  Above all, it’s built on a lifetime of differentiated exp, and is inextricably mixed with other life exp, so can’t be separated from them/social life.
Chapter 2 – Linking the linguistic to the social


It matters how you frame your research questions, what assumptions underlie your inquiries, and how you measure you variables of interest.  There is so much at stake in these issues of gender and power.  Entire systems of relating to one another as gendered beings are reinforced by the day to day patterns of communicating…for example: the well-intentioned compliment “you look pretty today” or “I’d like to have a hamburger” when ordering at the drive-thru.  I was aware of the feminine/masculine issues in foreign languages (particularly Spanish) but had never really given much thought to those in my own “native tongue”… American English.  Is interesting and unnerving to realize this “sub-text”…  makes me wonder how am I, unknowingly, participating in the reproduction of hierarchical gender binaries.
Linguistic competence – the knowledge underlying the ability to produce and recognize language and its meaning 52

Communicative competence- knowing how to put linguistic system(s) to work in social systems, the particular conventions for communicating 52

Important to remember…that small efforts add up to big effects…that change happens slowly and that small shifts in linguistic deployment can make a difference.  What can I do to challenge conservative discourses of masculinity and femininity in my own communities of practice? 
55




“speech community” – a community sharing rules for the conduct and interpretation of speech, and rules for the interpretation of at least one linguistic variety.  Shared practices are defined both geographically and socially but boundaries are fluid. 56-




“communities of practice” – groups with a shared interest in a particular place at a particular time 57-




Cool quote: “The individual connects to the social world at that nexus where we balance who we want to be with who others will allow us to be.” 59-




“Face” – the positive social value a person effectively claims for himself by the line others assume he has taken during a particular contact (includes gender ideology and assumed gender identity) 59-




we color topics with gender, language, words, sounds, etc.  Tone and pitch of voice, patterns of intonation, choice of vocabulary, pronunciations and grammatical patterns…60-




THIS BOOK: is organized around the practices in which language constructs and reflects the social order. 61-

PHONOLOGY aka the phonological system– distinctions of sound (phonemes)




prosody – tempo and variations in pitch and loudness




intonation – rhythm and tune




voice quality – clarity and such 61-




MORPHOLOGY- level of grammar at which recurring units of sound are paired with meaning, conventional association of meaning with combination of sounds (morphemes) 
63-




LEXICON – inventory of lexical morphemes and words in a language…loosely I understand this to mean “vocabulary” 70-




SYNTAX – combines words into sentences, indicates something about relations among the participants in the events or situation of those sentences72-




DISCOURSE- the study of structure and meaning that goes beyond the level of the sentence.  The deployment of utterances, of speech, communication, text. Includes conversation analysis. 75-




SEMANTICS – how the meanings of grammatical morphemes and lexical items are combined to yield the prepositional meanings expressed by sentences.  Also deals with the grammatical and lexical morphemes. 78-




PRAGMATICS- augments the interpretations assigned by the semantic component of the grammar, to deal with the ways in which what is conveyed outstrips what is strictly said. (eg: you throw like a girl…is an insult). 79-




Language and Gender (the discipline) uses these tools, theses linguistic resources to accomplish social ends, to answer questions about the nature of social structures and gender relations and ordering 79-




Focusing on difference, dominance, social structure, or the individual…all have downfalls and are slippery slopes. 80-




Problems of generalization and the “hall of mirrors” effect when stereotypes or observations get blown out of proportion and become larger than life 80 and 81 –




SES more correlated with verbal performance than gender 81-




THIS BOOK: not to deny that differences exist, but to point out that the quality of research depends on the approach that one takes to finding and establishing gender differences, when/if they do exist 89-

Chapter 2 Linking the Linguistic to the Social:

This chapter contained information and knowledge about language that I did not know. At times reading this was very tedious because it was breaking down parts of languages and words to describe concepts that I had never heard of before. I do understand how language and gender are intertwined, not so much in our language as it is in others whereby they assign gender to objects/things/places (like in French). This is something that within the English language we do not do in the same fashion. We do consider certain things to be masculine or feminine, but not as formally as in other languages. Just as in the last chapter, this one also gave many definitions that I imagine will be helpful to reference once we get further in the text. But this chapter also gave us the building blocks for how we are to understand the concepts of language and gender—both separately and together. I also believe that this chapter will help me in better understanding the many different concepts and points of Native Tongue. 

Language is a communicative practice mediated by a linguistic system or systems (52)

(53) description of how the term Ms came into circulation; its meaning and significance

Speech Community: a community sharing rules for the conduct and interpretation of at least one linguistic variety.

everyday conversational exchanges are crucial in constructing gender identities as well as gender ideologies and relations (59)

*It is in conversation that we work out who we are in relation to others and who others will allow us to be (59)

Face: the positive social value a person effectively claims for himself by the line others assume he has taken during a particular contact

Phonology: phonological units of sound that constitute linguistic form (61)

Morphology: is the level of grammar at which recurring units of sound are paired with meaning (63)

language can reinforce gender by requiring the use of gender morphology (64)

Lexicon: used to refer to the inventory of lexical morphemes and words in a language (70)

Syntax: combines words into sentences-linguistic structures that express thoughts or propositions (72)

When the content of a sentence has connections to gender or sexuality, syntactic choices may not only signal something about gender ideology but may also play some role in maintaining certain features of the gender order (color message with gender ideology) (73)

Discourse: term used to refer to the study of structure and meaning that goes beyond the level of the sentence (75)

semantics and pragmatics (76)

Hall of mirrors phenomenon (81)

There is considerable distance between the gender stereotypes that are available to us all, and the behavior of real people as they go about their business in the world (86)

Ch. 2: This chapter discusses language as a communicative practice and the concepts by which language is analyzed.  Language effects society through its repeated use and how it is picked up and used by individuals in different situations and contexts.  Using the circular analogy again, the accumulation of gender performances maintains gender ideology, but social change is also possible though small changes in performance and the repetition of those changes.  Language is an integral part of these performances.  Linguistic resources include:

· Phonology – a structured set of distinctions of sounds (phonemes), for example, the consonant phonemes /p/, /t/, /s/ in the words pick, tick, and sick

· Morphology – the level of grammar at which recurring units of sound are paired with meaning, for example,  the meanings of pick, tick, sick associated with a combination of sounds /pIk/, /tIk/, /sIk/ and the forms –ed, -s, -ish, -en, -ing  that modify the stems.  The combinations of sound and meaning are called morphemes.

· Lexical morphemes refer to content forms

· Grammatical morphemes refer to the abstract forms such as –ed and –ish and are used according to grammatical rules.  Some grammatical morphemes have gender as their content, for example, tenses of verbs indicate whether the subject is male or female.  French and German designate certain nouns to be female or male - lune (moon) is feminine in French and requires a feminine article.  Mond (moon) is masculine in German and requires a masculine article.

· Lexicon – inventory of lexical morphemes and words in a language.  There is a strong link between gender and the lexicon.  Change is more frequent in the lexicon than in other more abstract areas of language.

· Syntax – combines words into sentences

· Discourse – the study of structure and meaning that goes beyond the level of the sentence to include the deployment of language.  This is an ever-changing context.  Critical discourse analysis examines questions of social power and ideology.

· Semantics – how the meanings of grammatical morphemes and lexical items combine to yield meaning.

· Pragmatics – addresses the meaning that is actually conveyed – which could be different from the meaning intended by the speaker.

Eckert and McConnell-Ginet discuss the danger of misinterpretation of data in the study of gender and language.  Researchers tend to begin with the gender stereotypes and ideologies that surround us and it is easy to make generalizations from limited data.  We must consider the complexities of gender and language in a multitude of situations to better understand how language begins and maintains gender order and then circles back or takes a turn for social change.

1) Ch. 3: Organizing talk (91-128) 
· Human discourse is an ongoing project of meaning-making which involves one’s ability to get one’s contributions heard and attended to.  So very beginning of analysis of lgg and gender lies in the division of labor writ large: who is present where particular situations unfold? What kinds of speech events and activities take place in them and who is present to participate?  Who has right, authority to participate, and in what ways?  Who is entitled to speak and be heeded on what kinds of topics?  How does one get one’s contribution into the flow of speech?   Who will be in a position to follow up that contribution in other situations?
· Access to situations and events

i) Aspects of the organization, including the gendered structure of participation, influence this ability. Gendered structure of participation includes the allocation of speaking rights and access to situations and events. Bourdieu (1977)  equated linguistic competence with the ability to have one’s words heeded—how strong its “discursive life” is, cause contribution not limited to utterance, but includes ways it is received and interpreted and what people do with it in subsequent interactions (quoted? Ignored?).  So fate of utterance = depends on meaning-making rights of utterer both in the immediate situation and beyond.  E.g., women in sociology and linguistic anthropology cite women more (35%) than men do (21%).  Thus the gendered division of labor and the public/private dichotomy have important implications for the linguistic economy and the economy of ideas.  E.g., men’s joking about impatience with discussing relations = common, but not that of women with babies.  But women comics having profound effect on discourses of gender.  
ii) The gender balance in formal institutions has a profound effect on who constructs official discourse—who designs the world.  Conversations in which national policy shaped have few if any female participants, cause few women in Senate, House, and Cabinet (93).  Men design technology, determine which should be developed and with that features (violence of video games).  Same in medical practice.  Primarily men who have the authority to engage in conversations that affect large numbers of people and to perform speech acts that change people’s civil status.  The effect of one’s verbal activity depends in part on one’s apparent legitimacy to engage in that activity (e.g., women with male pen names like Georges Sand).  The archetypal influential woman is the adored wife or lover of a powerful man.  Much less grumbling about Joseph Kennedy’s influence on his son than of Hillary Clinton’s on Bill (95).  One’s social network limits access, such as race, ethnicity, gender, and SES all limit one’s source of information, reinforcing a specialization of knowledge among groups. Segregation of informal activities has important repercussions for people’ relation to formal institutions: some of most important institutional knowledge = gained in informal sphere (eating, playing together).  Specific to women, personal and institutional networks put women at a disadvantage, because the knowledge specific to work and home life are often seen as not compatible with each other, which is professionally damaging for women (appearing as more powerless member of a couple, as a sexual being).  And domestic resp constrain w’s social activities more.    
· Speech activities

i) Every speech community engages in a limited set of speech activities: lecturing, gossiping, griping, talking dirty, joking, arguing, fighting, etc.  Some occur in all, others common to particular ones, and a particular activity may occur in many, unfold differently across communities, and may figure differently in ideology (98).  Gendering of speech activities reinforces gender hierarchies.  
ii) Feminist analysts reconsider gossip, traditionally categorized negatively, with heavy feminine gendering, as women exploring topics in a supportive and positive way and a way to use social knowledge as a means of power

iii) Arguing seen as men argue and women bicker or quarrel traditionally (pits reason against emotion, a staple of gender construction) (101). Argument should be a formal way to negotiate ideas verbally, not a as battle with words gone to war (Tannen, 1998)

· Speech situations and events

i) Speech events are the structured pursuit of speech activities (e.g., lecture, preaching) by speech communities and communities of practice. Can consider how speech activities are embedded in situations.  E.g., Ochs and Taylor isolate speech even of “father knows best” at dinner.  

(1) [linguistic competence: knowledge to produce and recognize lgg/the linguistic system and utterances; 
(2) communicative competence:  knowledge of conventions by which people engage with each other in linguistic activity, how to put the linguistic system(s) to work in social situations; 
(3) speech community: shares rules for conduct and interpretation of speech, and rules for interpretation of at least one linguistic variety; usually face-to-face groups, but also more abstract collectivities (Am. Vs. British English); 

(4) community of practice: groups that develop activities and ways of engaging in those activities, common knowledge and beliefs, ways of relating to each other, of talking, i.e., practices (e.g., people at table, a class, a band, a family, etc.).  Is at this level that ways of speaking are most closely coordinated, orienting to the practices of larger and more diffuse speech communities, refining the practices of those speech communities to their own purposes.
ii) E.g Inuit song duels and AA playing the dozens

iii) Interpretive schemes ppl apply to interaction are frames (Goffman, 1974), with same event construed as being about many things.  Can be intentional manipulation to transform speech event.
iv) Genres may be called for by particular speech events, both in speaking and writing, possibly straining style in certain ways.  Gender structures access to genres and affects their prestige and kind of social and cultural impact they have.  Some feminists claim the very conditions of psychosexual development in western societies leave women in an uneasy relation to lgg, their access to public discourse at best limited.  Gender structures the consumption and reception of genres.  
· The pursuit of conversation

i) Conversation analysis looks at rules of conversation like regulating turns at talk, sequencing of turns, alternating among speakers, minimum of silence, backchanneling (reinforcement like uh-huh)—women use them more, and for attentiveness and men use more for agreement

ii) Interruption study should not group all interruptions into one distinct social move; defining it is biggest effort: can be overlap, support vs violation 
iii) is collaborative (one has to stop speaking when other starts to constitute and interruption)
iv) Person in greatest power = one who does not have to interrupt 
v) Quantity: Men talk more than women overall and men and women talk more or less depending on context (e.g., task-orientation situation, formal) (115)
(1) Depends on status characteristics theory (Berger, 1977) dominant status will talk more

(2) Experts talk more regardless of gender

· Conversational styles and conversationalists’ character

i) Research emphasizes women’s strategies for cooperative and supportive talk and men’s on competition and hierarchy

ii) Men and women talk about many similar topics and differences in stereotypically gendered topics with time spent

iii) Women’s social capital must be evaluated in relation to community norms for women’s behavior (contrasted with men’s marketplace value)(women must monitor these behavioral norms. Thus conversation helps to forge social ties and also enforce social standards and increase competitive edge

iv) Social cliques work for girls to develop social hierarchies and active participation in the heterosexual market. Very covert negotiations b/c girls are rarely overtly competitive

2) Ch. 4: Making social moves (129-56)
· Conversing involves social moves, linguistically mediated social moves are called speech acts

i) Words do something, depending on social relations of ppl talking, what they’re doing together, and both during interaction and more generally (no sharp distinction between talk and action)
ii) Social move b/c emphasize meaningful interaction (even silences)

iii) a move can be an insult, request, command, etc.

· Speech act theory

i) Austin (1962) how to do things with words—performative utterances: bring about what they say (hiring, firing, naming boats and babies, pronouncing judgments in a courtroom, marrying people)
(1) Butler draws from Austin, but performativity is not just a matter of an individual’s wanting to do something by saying something.  Verbal as well as other performances come off, acquire their meaning, and do their work, because they draw on discourse histories of similar performances, reiterating elements that have worked similarly in the pas t.  In that reiteration is the possibility of going beyond the constraints of the social or linguistic system they’ve inherited, perhaps contributing to changing it.  Agency is located thus within the possibility of variation of that repetition.  
ii) Locutionary act (utterance produced), illocutionary act (what is done in saying what has been said, e.g., promise or threat), and perlocutionary act (what is accomplished by saying something: cheer s.o., move them to action, frighten)

iii) Gender and other social attributes enters into how locutionary and illocutionary act is perceived

· Functions of talk and motive of talkers

i) Politeness related to face work (Brown & Levinson, 1987)—everyone has motives for positive face (self affiliated with others) and negative face (individual with respect and own interests)

ii) Positive politeness addresses positive face needs

iii) Negative politeness avoids imposing of offending others

· Affective and instrumental talk

i) Janet Holmes—affective function of talk, covers both overt expression of emotion (How sad) and the maintenance of social relations (vs conveying facts, referential/instrumental function: but both intertwined)
ii) Affective/instrumental gender split often ignores negative affect (anger) in its gendered view of social life 

· Intimacy and autonomy

i) Non AA American girls often experience competition and confrontation as threatening personal relations pervasively

ii) “double-voice” (Sheldon, 1992) discourse of girls recognizes the speaker’s agenda and the interlocutor to satisfy both

iii) “nice” is incompatible with genuine feelings 

· Speech acts embedded in social action

i) Compliments live in evaluation

ii) Evaluation as facework (ppl’s evaluation of one another is central to social interaction and maintenance of social norms).  Classifying a move as a compliment is a matter of situating the move-maker and the other participants in a larger social landscape
iii) Tannen & Holmes proposed  women compliment and are complimented more b/c it is more about positive affect, where men’s compliments are more about asserting one’s authority to evaluate.  But McC-G & E view compliments as risky or face-threatening for both women and men
iv) So rather than saying there are gendered rules for compliment (or other speech acts), is useful to explore some of the ways linguistics practices such as compliment help produce gendered personae

· Mass media: increasing lit on gender issues here, but this books focuses on face-to-face interaction, cause is where children enter communities of practice and adults lead much of their lives.

3) Ch. 5: Positioning ideas and subjects (157-191)
· Two distinct but intertwined aspects of discourse positioning—meaningful content (express viewpoints, propose plans, query ideas, take positions) and meaningful discourse w/ others (positioning ourselves vis-à-vis the others w/whom we are developing and elaborating a meaningful discourse: attend to others’ ideas and feelings, assess their capacities, their institutional status, their stance towards us, and place them and self in discursive positions, like facilitator, judge, defendant, friend).  Discursive positions are tied to cultural contexts and social situations and rarely gender neutral.  
· Lakoff (1970s) women’s language: field launched by insight that idea and subject positioning are interconnected and implicated in gender construction
i) Tag questions, rising intonation, hedges, boosters & amplifiers, indirection, diminutives, euphemism, and conventional politeness: all positioned women as powerless and weak, thereby disempowering them.
ii) “assertiveness bandwagon” in response to this assume that women are deficient in ways which explain their lesser power status

iii) Maybe women’s language was just a language of the powerless regardless of gender, and that these characteristics are in fact multifunctional (159)
· Difference v. respect

i) Formal titles in addressing others

ii) French tu/vous choice enforces social hierarchies and intimacy
iii) Japanese honorifics
· Tags (e.g., could they?)

i) Holmes & Cameron a higher proportion of tags said by women are primarily facilitative or mitigating where men’s are primarily confirmation seeking—termed “epistemic” modal

(1) Powerless tends to seek reassurance while powerful use them to sum things up

(2) Women use them differently depending on situation, not always used as a power-down sign (e.g., to facilitate others’ participation)

· Intensity and engagement

i) McConnell-Ginet (1983) called women’s speech as dynamic, sing-songy, men’s less variation
ii) Swearing is a sign of strong emotion—women swear less, and their anger is often repositioned as non-threatening 

· Calibrating commitment and enlisting support: Discourse particles and hedges

i) Precht’s “downtoners”—hedges like kinda, sorta, don’t always weaken speaker’s position: have many functions
ii) verbal fillers—like, you know (Siegel, 2002) argues that like loosens the meaning criteria for attached expression
· Speaking indirectly: doesn’t threaten face as much as directives, can be considerate or defensive, part of positioning the self as attending to others’ rights and concerns

Ch. 6: Saying and implying (192-227)


This chapter focuses more on the content of what people communicate, the substance of the positions they take, especially those that connect directly to gender.  In other words, it emphasizes on how texts and subtexts people imply enter into gendered communicative practice.  How do they draw on and change the contexts in which they are uttered?

Where and how does gender figure in linguistic representations of beliefs, fears, wishes, desires, and plans?  
Content usually looked at as what is encoded by speaker and made possible by linguistic system used.  But context of utterance plays huge role in creating and understanding any utterance.  And we often imply more than we say.  These covert messages often do more to create and sustain gender ideologies than the explicit messages conveyed.

What we say overtly has more information in what is implied. Example of Anita Hill pins late summer 1991, should be understood in context, what is implied by believing her, the understood political significance.  The switch from I believe Anita Hill to We believe her implicitly conveys the far more general view that when a woman accuses a man of sexually harassing her on the job and he denies the charge, we believe her rather than him unless there’s very strong evidence to suggest that she’s untrustworthy or acting maliciously.  And it also suggests that we take this stance because we believe that sexual harassment of women by men is a widespread and underreported phenomenon.  
However, many African American women saw the hearings (at least initially) as another attempt to frame a black man and saw Hill’s style as signaling an affiliation with European American women and a denial of her own African American heritage.  For them, the we collectively implied were middle-class white women, and the implied but absent him as black.  

No Thomas Hill buttons, implying most likely that his position was politically ascendant, what the powerful endorsed, because buttons typically voice resistance.  The protest in this case didn’t keep Thomas off the court but brought issue of sexual harassment into public eye.  

So we don’t just understand other people’s utterances—we figure them out by consulting vast histories of common experience.

Austin’s speech act typology is used to identify three aspects of linguistically conveyed content (what the speakers do): What is encoded – depends only on the linguistic meaning of the expression uttered, the words and what the code assigned to the text produced—is a simple matter of what locutionary act has been performed and doesn’t make a meaningful social move. What is said? – Is contextual specification or the filling out of the encoded meaning as applied on the occasion of a particular utterance (requires more than linguistic knowledge). What is implied?– is implicit thus includes all additional messages that can be conveyed on the basis of what has been said and how it was said in the particular communicative situation with a particular audience.  What is accomplished?—perlocutionary acts: what is ultimately taken up, how ideas and feelings are changed, what plans are furthered: all of this is critical to understanding the full significance of ongoing discourse.  
So speakers encode, say, imply.  On the other hand, hearers generally decode and draw inferences about what the speaker is trying to convey – a total message. They are often interested in the total message conveyed, paying very little attention to what is actually said and implied.  The distinction between the 2 = at the heart of indirection.  Therefore to understand what was said or what is implied, a hearer has to go beyond decoding and draw inferences based not simply on accessing a linguistic code but also on understanding of social practices, of others’ motives, strategies and capabilities, and of other particulars about the contexts in which communication occurs.

A major mechanism of change in the meanings assigned by a linguistic code is that what is initially implied comes to be conventionally attached to the words used and thus becomes part of what is said, and even encoded.  E.g., hussy once just encoded ‘housewife,’ used to imply more, now encodes the negative evaluation once just implied.  

So discursive meaning has many components, and both speaker and hearer contribute to the ultimate communicative effect of utterance. And what participants contribute depends on the positions they occupy in particular communities of practice and social institutions.  And gendered stereotypes and power relations can significantly affect how both speaker and hearer approach communication.

Encoded meaning: the language matters

Formal approaches to linguistic semantics have focused on encoded meaning, on referential or informational meaning (vs affective or expressive meaning).  But meaning is influenced by the meaning assigned to a verbal text irrelevant to context.  E.g., dame vs. lady encode same informational meaning but differ expressive one depending on context.  Damn or hi encode affect and attitudes rather than information.  
Any linguistic text is interpreted as part of ongoing discourse (texts have a cumulative effect, expectations accompany genre, background, culturally prevalent assumptions, etc.  But the role of shared lgg remains enormous.  Why?

Encoding and decoding is basic, but communicative participants have to work together to build real meaning because if the codes differs on some dimensions, then participants end up working with different blueprints (199).  Speaker has authority in shaping message, but also responsibility to consider audience.  
Saying/interpreting
The lgg system underspecifies the meanings of many words so that the real contribution they make to what is said has to be determined in context.  Fleshing out what is said is subject to a certain amount of vagueness and indeterminacy.  

Implying/inferring

Implied meaning may simply be added to what is said (e.g., “boys will be boys” doesn’t say much but implies dismissing behavior based on the “naturalness” or “inevitability” of them), result from assigned roles and responsibility (e.g., Kim kissed Lee and murder reports), visuals (Wm Hanks: all the stuff that accompanies and inflects the words of a linguistic text), and use of metaphors (see below, e.g., gender as topic of metaphor—male/female use of “scored” for sex).

Presupposing: gender schemas and ideologies
Presupposing occurs when speakers imply messages by presenting them as non-news or part of a background taken for granted.  In this case, communication generally tends to reinforce rather than challenge the norms.  In sexual communications, for example, it becomes a discursive practice responsible for most of sexist and heterosexism presuppositions conveyed in language communication.

A metaphor projects or transforms one field onto another and involves the labeling of something in one domain by using a label primarily associated with another domain (214). However, not every utterance is metaphorical and in interpreting an utterance of an ambiguous sentence, language users often access both interpretations albeit briefly. Sex and gender are good sources of metaphor and as Helen Haste argues, “sexual metaphor” is central to maintaining a sex-gender system that supports male dominance (215). 

Seminal = good example of a word that now works quite differently in different communities of practice.  

According to Kittay, women and their activities are major source of metaphor through which men construct their sense of a distinct self, relation to the world and relations to one another. Women do not draw on men and men’s activities in a similar way.  Birth process for creativity, mother nature with bounty and unpredictability, poetic muse who inspires but can’t be relied upon…  Men view women as fundamentally Other, but women don’t in the same way because diff ways form self-identity in relation/opposition to the mother.  Metaphor-making often draws on source domains especially familiar or important to the metaphor maker, thus claiming one’s membership in a community of practice.
Sex/gender as the topic of metaphor
Sex: heterosexual, active male, passive female (screw, bang, hump).  But contemporary students are seeing as symmetrical, not goal-oriented but playing around.  Much sexist lgg identified as associating women with genitals in ways men not.  
Ch. 7: Mapping the world (228-265)

We map our world by categorizing its contents and its happenings—putting together diverse particulars into a single category—and relating the categories they create.  Basic function of lgg: allows us to label categories, making it easier for them to figure in our shared social life, to help guide us as we make our way in the world.
Gender categories play prominent role in social practices that sustain a gender order in which male/female seen as sharp dichotomy separating 2 fundamentally different kinds of human beings and in which gender categorization is viewed as always relevant.  Gender categories thus do not simply posit difference, they support hierarchy and inequality.  Men and women are mapped onto a variety of other socially important categories, and gender also interacts with just which parts of the terrain get mapped, which categories get noticed, elaborated, and labeled.  
· The label feminist has been resisted: “I’m not a feminist, but….”
· Negative connotation because associates feminists with organized political action and not simply beliefs.  
· General focus in US on individuals and widespread belief in a meritocracy keep people from thinking changes still needed or that problems will affect them.  
· Others recognize high social price for feminist affiliation
· Feminism = category widely disparaged, characterized in very restrictive and often quite negative ways: humorless, rigid and doctrinaire feminazis, manhating ballbusters, sexually frustrated, whining victims, dykes, let themselves go physically.  Denying the label = way to avoid being characterized along with group, especially when on heterosexual market.  Rebecca West (1913): “people call me a feminist whenever I express sentiments that differentiate me from a doormat.”  
· Earlier marginalization of issues of class and race;  Alice Walker’s “womanist is to feminist as purple is to lavender.”
· Now speak of feminisms, third-wave feminism, drawing boundaries around the category of feminist in different ways, e.g., women-identified women.

Category boundaries and criteria


Lgg so interactionally useful cause makes it easy to develop and refine collectively the category concepts central to social action and inquiry.  Lgg labels many basic categories: objects, persons, events together in various ways.  These groupings abstract from particular things and occurrences to allow us to recognize patterned similarities and structural regularities across experience.  

What guides us in assigning distinct entities or occurrences to a category?  Classical view = individuals of category share a set of distinctive properties.  

Wittengestein (1953) challenged the idea that members of categories share essential properties though seemingly linked by web of similarities—idea of family resemblances.  E.g., games as a category: involve different criteria but resemble.
This book focuses on ways labeling practices develop and are deployed in social practice.  

Criteria for categorizing: material properties, uses items are put to, but boundaries can be changed by those with authority in a particular community of practice.  Meat-cut categories constrained by “naturally” occurring “joints” but actual carving of field into categories varies widely.  And there are changes over time in natural kind category boundaries as scientific or other socio-cultural practices involve kind change; e.g., whales now mammals (nurse young), not fish (live in water); eggplant = fruit (internal seeds) but functions culinarily as a vegetable; Pluto no longer a planet of our solar system.
Anchoring concepts in discourse

Putnam (1975) essential properties are determined by scientists and experts, but people’s ideas of them are really nonessential properties—stereotypes, Aka schemas, theories, a set of related hypotheses about members of the category; also a linguistic division of labor/allocation of authority.  Psychologists now focus less on definitional criteria and more on place of concepts in theories/schemas in which they figure.  Sex still is finally determined by cultural norms, cause the 3 kinds of criteria—chromosonal, endocrinal, and anatomical—don’t always coincide, but each can also sometimes fail to determine a perfect two-way sort, and while biologists would reduce male-female distinction to gamete size, we have no direct access to people’s gametes.  It is our social world and not biology that insists on a binary classification and on the permanence of that classification.  
Important thing about concepts = how function in particular discourses, background theories and schemas of how things are and should or might be.  The literal concept woman is grounded in theories of reproductive biology (though most people’s grasp of such theories is limited).  But gender discourse connects concepts woman and man grounded in reproductive biology to a wide array of other theories and practices.  And gender attributions are used to predict people’s behavior, interpret and evaluate it.  Category-based expectations can lead observers astray and, especially in children, become self-fulfilling, shaping an individual in one direction rather than another.  
Highlighting fields

Fields—a background area of contrast within which certain contrasts are of interest to highlight something salient to community life
· Communities of practice attend to salient fields and categories, members acquire shared categorizing vocabularies and knowledge centered around them and engage in the various discursive practices in which they figure
· Social categories highlight fields of social identity and frame interaction (e.g., social orders in high schools)

· Category relations

· Polar opposites v. default generics

· ‘woman’ has been derived from non-man, man is the default background

· don’t use masculine forms for generics (treats masculine as default) 

· Elaborating marked concepts

· Differences between distinct opposites are seen as more important than differences within same fields

· Tendency to elaborate the picture of distinctiveness

· Category asymmetry (e.g., ‘sensible heel’ has no male equivalent)

· Default subcategory erasure (e.g., jock becomes normal and not distinguished)

· Category nesting: gender inside gender

· Levels of masculinity and femininity 

· Bem (1974) didn’t challenge categories of masculine and feminine (nurturance/decisiveness) but did challenge the exclusivity of these categories (can be both masc and fem)

· Genderizing processes

· –ess and –ette endings, use of fireman v. firefighter

· New labels, new categories

· Reclaiming of derogatory terms (e.g., ‘fierce faggot’)

Freed (1992) We understand perfectly: A critique of Tannen’s view of cross-sex communication


Freed argues that Tannen irresponsibly presents an argument that is non-threatening to the status quo rather than a critical analysis of interactions between men and women. For one, she ignores the general rule to consider both difference and dominance in any study of gender. She embraces a theoretical model of communication that perpetuates negative stereotypes of women and excuses men for behavior. She excuses them, because she explains that they need independence while women need connectedness. This method appeals to the public, because it minimizes the cross-cultural tensions for men and women. She never discusses patriarchy. She also misrepresents past research which, while discussing differences between men and women’s interaction, states they share much in common (e.g., Maltz & Borker, 1982; Goodwin, 1980). She also never addresses the resolution of conflicting ethnic and sex-related verbal styles. 

Others argue against her by stating that the construction of a miscommunication between the sexes serves as a powerful tool to maintain the necessity of male supremacy (Henley & Kramarae, 1991). Also, men are able to “turn on” their emotional and expressive skills to sweet talk women during courtship. What she should have done is to discuss how strategies like interruption, silence, and indirection can convey either solidarity/power, intimacy/independence, connection/status, and that women and men all make use of these forms and styles at varying times for different social purposes.

Elgin, Native Tongue: Preface, Chapters 1 & 2 (5-33); Introduction, A First Dictionary and Grammar of Láadan

Chapter 1 describes a hearing where members of the Linguists made decisions regarding requests other citizens submitted. The book opens in the future, after the Whistler Amendments, when women are viewed as objects with little rights. During the meeting, subtle signals and expressions were used to reinforce a hierarchy of the members. For example, an in-law of the powerful Lines family, Kenneth, frequently was corrected by the other, more practiced, Linguists regarding correct word usage (e.g., “See here” corrected by “Perceive this”). Kenneth was asking about one of (not sure if multiple “marriages” exist yet) his wives’ requests for breast cancer treatment and restoration surgery.  Other members of the committee made it clear that they did not support the request for restoration and found it unimaginable that a woman should be granted this “overindulgence.” They delegated a woman to inform the woman needing surgery of the decision, and she did so without much empathy. Both woman seemed used to the male dominance and desensitized to “womanly” needs.


Chapter two describes how the woman’s language was developed. A young girl, Nazareth, created the language during “idle” time when she was waiting for the men she translated for to complete “dominance displays.” She signed her language, called Encodings, to an older woman at a translation meeting, Aquina. Aquina was excited about this and told the other women she lived with at a “barren house” about the new language. The other women were excited also but discouraged her from secretly copying the language from Nazareth’s journals. Aquina became frustrated, but resolved to copy it on her own, as she has done other non-conforming things on her own in the past.


Society seems organized by patriarchal family lines, with male Linguists of the Lines and Chornyak families being the most elite. Women are forced to live in communal houses and work as interpreters until they marry, give birth to as many children as deemed by the government, sometimes between 6-12, then work again in interpreting booths until they become barren and are forced to move back into a communal house with other barren and old women. The society seems somewhat socialist or communist, as most money goes to the government (run by Linguists), who then decide how to spend money for everyone. 


Language is introduced as very powerful and a significant indicator of status in society. There are numerous languages, as beings from other cultures and presumably planets have introduced their languages. Infants are taught several languages, and children spend time learning and interpreting specific languages which the government decides. Words with traditionally feminine connotations are used derogatorily, such as window dressing, and primitive romanticism, takes eggs to make an omelette.

Elgin, Native Tongue: Chapters 3-5 (pp.34-71)

Ch. 3 describes a non-Linguist family from the man’s perspective. Ned Landry bought his wife, Michaela, and thinks she is nearly perfect (for a woman), because she does all his work, works herself as a nurse (which earnings are paid to him), anticipates his every desire and fulfills it before he asks, and listens while he rambles with rapt attentiveness (feeding his eocentricism). She has a child and takes care of him, which distracts from her duties to him. He decides to sell it to the government while she is away (to minimize the womanly awful grief scene—“that wasn’t the way to handle a woman”). She learns of the news and only minimally reacts with non-verbal gestures, like becoming pale in shock, which he views as the “cute look” she got when scared (trivializing her feelings). She ends up cunning him to help her and trapping him in a room with wasps b/c she clearly can’t hear the sound as she is lesser. He dies and she plans somehow to find a better life.

Ch. 4 is another awful scene where government workers use sold babies as guinea pigs to decipher the non-human languages. Forty something babies have died after being exposed to non-human thoughts, and their deaths are terrible ones. The most recent baby is Michaela’s son. The workers hate doing this but can’t quit their jobs as they fear the rest of the non-Linguists will kill them after hearing what they do. The Linguists have deciphered some of the non-human languages but are not willing to share the secret. The government workers decide to steal a Linguist baby and use to decipher the language.

Ch. 5 depicts a meeting some of the government officials, Smith and Jones, with Thomas Chornyak. They tell him about the Linguist-baby kidnapping. Chornyak uses subtle non-verbal and verbal techniques to anger Smith and Jones, as he can maneuver them without their knowing how. Chornyak decides he won’t disclose the “trump card” yet to the non-Linguists and tell them how they have managed to understand the non-human language. He knows they will need it soon when the government cracks the code. He warns them to trust him that he can’t disclose the secret, and the government says the de-coding is necessary for the human race to continue but won’t say why.

Ned uses many derogatory phrases and words in reference to his wife (e.g., “gaggle of females,” Michaela in “his pocket,” her “listening function”) and implies she has no rights whatsoever (e.g., she’s taking care of the baby and not getting as much sleep “as she wanted” not deserved, taking her money and baby, making rules for her every move). He also curses a lot, symbolizing his masculinity and lesser status than the Linguists.

Neologisms like bemdung, shitshingles, servomechanisms. Words reused to negatively connote women or feminism, like “sugar and snakeoil” as a negative expression and “whelped” as born! and “she’s a piece” (of ass is the current whole expression). Linguist Chornyak uses non-verbals to anger and control the other men—Smith refers to this ability saying a “linguist could control you gestures and you’d never suspect.”

Gender separation/differences


Dislodges dominance and structures of male dominance








Power/male dominance  


Downplays differences in experience and beliefs





Individual


Masks the collaborative nature of gender


Downplays the constraining weight of a system in day-to-day practice





Social structure


Downplays gender as fluid, changing, and maintained in practice


Prevents thought about individual agency








