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ABSTRACT

This study investigates whether women’s language really reflects the stereotypes that surround it.  Furthermore whether females alter their language with a male present in the conversation.  The variable of swearing is explored to see if the females conform to the stereotype that women don’t swear when the male is present, or whether they move away from this stereotype.

Using recorded data gained by observational participation this study shows that women use swearing as part of their daily lives yet the male’s presence does provide varying results. 
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1: INTRODUCTION

1.1  
Brief outline of study

This study looks into the area of language and gender and in particular women’s language.  The aim of this investigation is to determine whether stereotypes suggesting females do not swear hold any truth, and whether females adhere to or move way from these stereotypes when a male is present in the conversation.  To two resulting questions I hope to investigate are:

· Do females use swear-words in their daily conversations?

· Does the presence of a male in the conversation alter the way women use swear-words?
Recorded data of three females in an all female conversation and a recording taken when they are joined by a male in a mixed sex conversation have been collected to provide data for comparison. To ensure the data analysed was on swear-words that today’s society considers to be swear-words, 32 face-to-face interviews were carried out on peers of the participants to determine this factor.  Transcriptions of the female participants’ swear-word usage were then compared and analysed both quantitatively and qualitatively.  The qualitative analysis is based on Andersson and Trudgill’s (1992) categorisation of swear-words.  The findings were then interpreted and discussed.  Subsequently perceptions and suggested answers to these research questions have been given.  Finally weaknesses of the study are identified and suggestions for further research have been made. 

1.2  
Hypothesis

I hypothesise that females will display a use of swear-words in their conversation and the usage will reflect their daily language.  I do not anticipate a male’s presence will have any bearing on the females’ use of swear-words.  Overall I foresee that my data will show that stereotypes of women’s language are outdated and do not apply to the females I am investigating. 

2: LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1
Introduction

The area of language and gender has become increasingly popular since the 1970s and as a result vast amounts of literature have been produced on the subject.  The literature review places this study in the context of research carried out in the field of language and gender.  Through reviewing the literature on the topic, four areas have become evident and clearly outline the background, discussions and areas to be explored within this paper.  These four areas are: 

· Early beliefs

· Current finding on the difference between men and women’s language

· Suggested reason for differences between the genders

· Research into women’s transitions in language

2.2
Early beliefs

Early research into language and gender, in particular women’s language, was based on speculation and prejudices about women’s language rather than factual evidence.  One of the earliest works heavily cited in this area is Jespersen’s book Language: Its Nature, Development and Origins (1922).  With a chapter called ‘the woman’ this book seems to suggest that women’s language is a deviation from the real language used by men.  He proposed that the purpose of women’s language was to maintain the purity in language.  This leads to assumptions that women are refined in their language and use less coarse and direct language than men.

Lakoff (1975) further enforced this viewpoint by claiming that the language used by women and about women reflects their subordinate status.  In her book Language and a Woman’s Place she identified ten features of women’s language, which she suggests display women’s language as weaker and less decisive than men’s.   Lakoff argues that through language women’s deficiencies are shown.

These theories are required in a review of the field as, although they are now considered folklinguistics (Coates 1993), they set the ball rolling for further research.  Tannen (1993) regards 1975 as the year the field of language and gender was launched, following Lakoff and other publications in that year (Key 1975, Thorne 1975).  The theories also produce a historical perspective to attitudes towards women’s language and have provided a basis for gender research.     
2.3
Current findings on the difference between men and women’s language

A vast amount of research has been carried out into gender differences and the linguistic forms each uses.  There are large amounts of linguistic variables, which are the subject of research into language and gender and it is not possible to outline all these features.  Studies into areas such as verbosity (Herring 1992), hedges (Preisler 1986), tag questions (Holmes 1984) and minimal responses (Fishman 1980) all show differences in the language of men and women.  However, for the purpose of this study I am going to focus on swearing.  Swearing is not stereotypically associated with women’s language; it would not be deemed ‘feminine’ to swear.  Through examining this feature I hope to see firstly whether women use swear-words and secondly if the presence of a male in the conversation has any influence on the female use swear-words.

Andersson and Trudgill (Andersson & Trudgill 1992) define swearing as ‘a type of language use in which the expression a) refers to something that is taboo and / or stigmatised in the culture; b) should not be interpreted literally; c) can be used to express strong emotions or attitudes’  (1992: 53).  

Language myths and early attitudes, such as those of Jespersen and Lakoff, assume men swear more than women.  Lakoff stated ‘if a little girl “talks rough” like a little boy, she will be ostracized, scolded or made fun of’ (1975: 5).  Studies investigating swearing come to differing conclusions.

Kramer (1974; 1975) (in Coates 1993) conducted two studies into the stereotype surrounding swearing.  Kramer’s first study analysed cartoon strips from the New Yorker and through this she found that male characters in cartoons are made to swear more frequently that female characters.  Kramer then asked students to identify the gender of the speaker from captions.  Some 66% of respondents were able to correctly identify the gender and highlighted swearing as a distinguishable feature in doing so.  Using the same method Kramer conducted a second study (1975) and in this case the students identified 79% of cases correctly.  Although this does not provide any evidence on the usage of swearing it does highlight the existing cultural stereotype.

DeKlerk’s study into English speaking South Africans demonstrates similar expectations but also looks into language use.  DeKlerk’s study was carried out on 160 English-speaking school children from two age brackets: 12 - 14 and 15 - 17 years old.  The participants were asked to complete a questionnaire providing slang terms for numerous semantic fields including the opposite sex. In relation to this, the participants’ views on whether the use of slang terms were appropriate for the different genders were also solicited.  The results support Karmer’s findings that stereotypical views persist, as all participants saw males as the most appropriate users.  DeKlerk notes ‘females revealed a guilty, self-condemnatory, and narrow-minded perception of the issue’ (1992: 280).  In relation to the females’ use of derogatory terms, DeKlerk concluded that ‘females do use derogatory language and appear to be doing so in increasing numbers’ (1992: 278).  This study demonstrated that although stereotypes exist and the females are aware of them, they still use these terms in their language.   

A study conducted by Risch (1987) into the derogatory words women use for men reached similar conclusions.  Risch investigated 44 predominantly middle class volunteers who varied in age from 18 - 32 years old.  She asked the participants to list derogatory terms for men that they themselves used, and those their friends use.  The women produced 279 examples comprising 50 varieties.  From these responses 187 were listed in the ‘Terms I Use’ section and 92 within the ‘Terms My Friends Use’. Risch questions the validity of women’s use of standard forms and consciousness of propriety, especially as they admitted these uses in their own speech and did not attribute their knowledge to terms they had heard.  Risch suggests ‘that such non-standard linguistic varieties carry some value of covert prestige for communities of young females’ (1987:357).  However Risch questions whether the same results would have been found if conducted with a male interviewer.  She asked ‘are women actually as status conscious and “ladylike” as they have been perceived or are they just living up to this expectation?’ (358) 

Jay (2000) argues ‘women can curse more openly in public and in the modern workplace’ (2000:166).  A study carried out by Hughes (1992) on a group of working class women in Ordsall, Salford supports this view.  Through a questionnaire Hughes established the use of swear-words of two age groups, 20 – 30 and 30 – 40 years old.  Each individual was asked to state whether they used a certain word never, sometimes or often.  Hughes found these women used large amounts of swearing.  She highlighted ‘their use of taboo or swearwords is an integral part of their language’ (1992: 297).  Rather than moving towards prestige forms the women are ‘proud of their swearing’ (1992: 297).  Consequently this study shows that being female is not the only factor influencing speech, as Hughes points out the women are ‘exhibiting a branch of “female speech” that is perfectly in keeping with their class, economic situation, and social network structure’ (1992: 300).

These studies show the popular view of women’s language use may not be accurate; in reality a number of factors determine the way women speak.  However Risch’s study raises an interesting point on the influence a male interviewer would have made on the results.  This influence of male presence is what I’m going to try and determine in my investigation.

2.4
Suggested reasons for the differences between the genders

The identification of differences between the genders raises the question of why these differences arise.  Clearly there are biological differences between males and females.  Some studies have focused on these to explain variances in language.  Mahdi (1997) argues that it is important to take biological factors into consideration.  The differences reflect primitive functions: the female role as caregiver and the male as hunter-gatherer.  As a result ‘one can gather a rough idea of why male and female characteristic speech developed on biological principles’ (1997).  Mahdi brings the differences in the sexes back to the origin of Homo sapiens and confirms biological variances cause societal divisions. Other studies have discussed biological reasoning behind differences in the sexes (McGlone 1980) (in Philips, Steele & Tanz (eds.) 1987) however although it is interesting to explore this alternative viewpoint, it needs to be made clear that the aspect I am concerned with is the social factors accounting for gender discrepancies in language. 

Talbot (1998) points out that in the area of language and gender it is important to remember we are talking about gender not sex.  Graddol and Swan (1989) reiterate this point in stating ‘gender is a socially rather than biologically constructed attribute’ (1989: 8).  As a result it is suggested the factors affecting language are due to social distinctions between men and women.  

From the time we are born each gender is socially treated in a different way: traditionally boys are given blue, girls pink.  As children grow up they are in different ‘worlds of words’ (Tannen 1991: 43).  Studies into young children show even at a young age children are talking in different ways.  Sheldon (1990) (in Tannen 1993) conducted a study into the language of three year olds.  Through taping same sex groups of three she compared how they negotiated arguments over the same toy.  She found that in the same situation boys and girls handle conflict differently.  The boys’ conflict lasted two and a half times longer than the girls’.  Also the girls were more likely to compromise to maintain harmony.  Although the genders employed the same tactics the proportion of each was specifically gender aligned: the boys fought more while the girls favoured compromise.  As a result social norms encourage boys to be more competitive and girls cooperative.

Montgomery (1995) points out that there is a ‘great deal of variation over what is deemed appropriate behaviour for men and women from one society to another from one historical period to another’ (1995: 148).  This leads to stereotypes, which arguably cause and sustain differences in the language of the genders.  Stereotypes can be defined as ‘an over-generalisation or preconceived idea or impression of what characterizes someone or something’ (Chambers 1999: 1381) – here the linguistic forms used by males and females.  They reflect the popular images of male and female language and are maintained in jokes, the media, literature, and even through scholarly work (Lakoff 1975, Jespersen 1922, Tannen1991).  Ehrlich (1973) (In Bouchard et al 1982) notes stereotypes are ‘transmitted across generations as a component of the accumulated knowledge’(In Bouchard et al 1982) enforcing the existing stereotypes and resulting in social distinctions.  

These stereotypes go some way to explain why men and women aspire to different linguistic identities.  Trudgill (1971) (in Thorne 1975) highlights this variance in his Norwich study.  Using the variable [ng] he identified that women use the form associated with the standard more commonly than men.  Men however use a higher percentage of the non-standard [n].  This demonstrates that men and women aspire to different forms of prestige.  While the men are drawn towards a form associated with the working class, and attach covert prestige to it, the women select the standard form that caries overt prestige.  Trudgill concludes that this shows ‘women are more status conscious than men’ (1975: 91).  This is further supported by Labov (1966) (in Coates 1998) who reaches similar conclusions in his New York study.

Referring back to Montgomery, an important issue he raises is that these stereotypes change from ‘one historical period to another’.  Language is a constantly changing affair.  This fact cannot be denied and is often referred to.   For example Lakoff’s dedication in Language and a Woman’s Place reads ‘For Andy whose generation will, I hope, have transcended these issues by the time it can read this book’ (1975).  This highlights an evolution that society’s views make, and the resulting change they can have on language and perceptions of appropriateness in language. 

It is through investigating the language of women today that I hope to see whether stereotypical views affect their language usage and if swear-words are present in their language. However current research into women’s transition needs to be examined first.

2.5
Research into women’s transition in language

Research so far has pointed out differences existing between the genders and suggests reasons for the variance.  However Coates (1993) suggests that though these persisting stereotypes exist, women are becoming more aware of the disparity in status with men, and are changing their language in an attempt to redefine the boundaries of men and women’s speech.  Her view that women are using assimilation to do this corresponds with Tajfel’s theory of inter group relations and change (Tajfel 1974; 1978; 1981 cited in Coates 1993) where assimilation is highlighted as one of three ways to reject an inferior status. This raises the question of whether women are now moving away from features associated with the female form in order to gain a more equal status with males.   Clearly I cannot claim to show whether females are transitioning.  Instead using this idea I’m going to examine firstly whether women do use swear-words and secondly if in the presence of a male they move away from stereotyped views of female use of swear-words.  

3: mETHODOLOGY

3.1
Methodology – data collection

This section details the considerations I made before conducting the research, and the process involved in carrying it out.  Due to the variety of factors involved, this chapter has been split into sub-sections outlining the different aspects.

3.1a
Overview of methodological approach:

This section details the theoretical account considered in deciding upon the method used for collecting the data.

3.1
Organising the interaction:

An outline of the range of factors involved in conducting the recording.

3.1c
Recording of the conversation:

Details of the recording process and considerations made.

3.1d
Transcribing the conversation:

The process involved in producing accurate transcription of the conversation using standard transcription symbols.

3.1e
Conducting the face to face interviews

The reasons for conducting face-to-face interviews and the method used in doing so.

All these areas were important in the collection of data in order to produce accurate and reliable recordings.

3.2
Methodology - Data Analysis

3.2a
Data analysis methods

This outlines the analytical approach taken and the reasons for its use.  It also outlines how the analytical procedure was undertaken.

3.2b
Analysis of face-to-face interview results

Details of how the interview results were analysed and their relation to the study.

3.1a
Overview of the methodological approach

In conducting a study the methodological approach taken is of central importance.  Roger and Bull (1988) identify two methods, which can be used to collect conversational data.  These methods are ‘experimental’ and ‘naturalistic’.  The experimental approach allows control over independent variables in order to see what effect this has on dependent variables.  In contrast the naturalistic approach collects data free from any manipulation, with the aim of gaining spontaneous interactions. Neither approach is totally satisfactory.  The naturalistic approach has been criticised for lacking focus and being open to different interpretations.  Conversely, the experimental approach can be deemed artificial and manipulating. 
A combination of both the experimental and naturalistic approach presents a flexible framework with the ability to control certain factors.  It should produce a method maximising the benefits of each, while reducing the drawbacks.

I felt it was important to use a combination to ensure my study had focus and that it could be analysed in terms of gender, without other variables affecting the results.  However I wanted the conversation to be unconstrained in order to produce valid results from natural interaction.

3.1b
Organising the interaction

Selection of the participants:

In order for my data to be analysed in terms of gender alone, it was important to remove as many other variables as possible.  As a result I decided that the participants would all be aged 20 – 21 years old and they would all know each other.  As friends they are less likely to accommodate their language than in the presence of a stranger or boyfriend.  Each female shared a similar relationship with the male participant. Thus, I could analyse their language purely in terms of gender.   

The relationship between the participants and myself was also an important factor.  I decided having participants who were friends of mine would reduce observer influence.  Had they been strangers my presence alone may have resulted in a change in their language.  Additionally using my friends lowers the observer influence, as they are used to having me in conversations. Strangers would be more aware and conscious of my presence.  There were also practical benefits, as my friends were easily contactable and helpful when making arrangements for times of recordings.

Observer position:

Whether I should be present in the interaction was a question I debated.  Clearly there are drawbacks with the observer paradox: as Sebba notes ‘we cannot know what people do unless we observe them: but if we observe them, they will behave differently from how they would otherwise behave’ (Sebba 2000: 7).  However I felt my presence was important and might aid my analysis.  Being present also gave me the opportunity to indirectly influence the conversation in order to gain comparable data.  Although I tried to keep a back seat in the conversation and not initiate topics, I did take along chocolates on both occasions to say thank you to my participants. A bottle of wine was also shared during the all female interaction (I did consider the effect of the presence of alcohol but did not feel one bottle of wine between four people would alter my results in any way). Having this stimulus meant I could analyse how they responded to situations concerning the chocolates on each occasion, hopefully providing me with comparable analytical material.  However as stated already, in terms of the conversation I did try and keep a back seat in the interaction, and not initiate any topics of discussion.  

Group size:

In order to have continuous conversation, without much input from myself, I felt it was important to have more than two female participants.  This would allow for the lack of input from myself and also ensure more varied results.  However I did not want too many as I felt this could result in the conversation being split into fractions, making transcription and analysis very difficult. Furthermore the group should not be so large that after the male was introduced conversation splintered into subgroups, with the male influence being lost in some of the interaction.  This may render the conversation he was not involved invalid, as the male presence is not direct.  Taking all this into account I felt three female participants would be appropriate.

In deciding on how many males should be present, I resolved that only one male was required.  Since the variable I am examining is how female’s language changes through male presence, numerous males in the recording would not be necessary.  Having just one met the factor of male presence.  Any more would have meant a larger group, thus making one fluid examinable conversation less likely, and risked producing the problem of the fractions in the conversation already discussed.

Setting:

The setting in which the conversation took place produced a variable that may have affected my results.  I felt it was important to have it somewhere all participants would feel comfortable.  Conducting it in a public place such as a restaurant was not an option, as this alone would have affected the participants’ language.  I decided that the most suitable place was the lounge in the house of the female participants.  

Briefing of participants:

Ethically I felt it was important to inform my participants they were being recorded.  I told them the purpose of the recording was to provide me with data for my dissertation.  However I did not give them any information on the topic of my dissertation.  I purely asked them to speak naturally about anything they wished.  

3.1c
Recording the conversation

Equipment used:

I used an RQ2104 Panasonic tape recorder to record my interactions.  I also attached a PZM omni-directional microphone in the hope that this would provide a clearer recording.  

Background noise:  

In order for my recording to be as clear as possible I wanted to remove as much background noise as possible.  The television was turned off, and doors and windows were closed to reduce external noise.

Placement of the recorder:

To promote natural conversation, I wanted to minimise my participants’ awareness of the tape recorder.  However I did not want to conceal it fully as I felt this would infringe the quality of the recording.  Consequently I place it under the coffee table at the front of the room, a location that seemed to provide for both requirements.

Duration:

In order for the interaction to be as natural as possible I did not place a time constraint on it.  I felt that letting the participants speak until conversation naturally died out would give me a long enough recording.  Pressuring them to talk for longer may have resulted in unnatural speech, which would not have aided my analysis. 

3.1d
Transcribing the conversation

Areas of transcription:

Ochs (1979) notes that an important feature of transcription is selectivity and transcriptions should not contain too much information.  She also notes that transcriptions should be relevant to the area of study.  Van Lier (1988) supports this in saying transcripts by their nature must be selective, clear and readable so that they are easy to follow.

To ensure I complied with Ochs and Van Lier in that I only transcribed the relevant information.  I went through both conversations writing down every word that could possibly be classed a swear-word.  The face-to-face interviews, to determine swear-words, were then conducted and following the results of the interviews I orthographically transcribed the words classed as swear-words in the context they occurred.

Symbols:

The symbols and notations used in the transcripts are derived from Jefferson’s (1989) original symbols.  I restricted the set to the relevant ones required for my data and analysis.  I also adapted some of Jefferson’s symbols to produce my own.  See Appendix 1 for a full catalogue of the symbols used.

Layout:

I developed a layout that I thought was easy for the reader to understand and that conveyed all the necessary information.  As shown in Appendix 1 the lines allow for easy reference in analysis, while separate letters identify the individual participants.

3.1e
Conducting the face to face interviews

Having identified all the occurrences of possible swear-words in the recordings it became apparent that not all would be classed as swear-words.  Trudgill and Anderson (1992) include in their definition that swear-words are taboo or stigmatised in the culture, while Montgomery (1995) mentions that swear-words change over historical periods.  As a result I felt it was important to analyse only words that the culture and society of my participants considered to be swear-words. Conducting face-to-face interviews with peers of my participants would provide me with this data.  

I carried out 32 face to face interviews with University students aged 19 – 22 years-old.  I interviewed both males and females but did not feel the need for an equal division between the sexes and did not record the sex of the respondent.  I felt face-to-face interviews were more appropriate than questionnaires as it gave me the opportunity to put the swear-words into context when necessary. For example gay needed to be placed in two different contexts.  Although this meant observer influence was present I felt it more important that the words were fully explained.

I conducted the interviews in a bar setting so that the participants felt relaxed and the setting was not utterly inappropriate for a list of swear-words to be read out. The structure of my interview was simple.  I told the participant that I was going to read them a list of words (see appendix 2 for a copy of the interview structure) and asked them to say whether they were swear-words by responding ‘yes’, ‘no’ or ‘maybe’.  I noted the responses they made.

3.1f
Diagram of the process of data collection to data analysis



      1                                                2                                            3 
            3                                                               4


Figure 1

This diagram shows the process I went through from the point of data collection to the beginning of the data analysis.

3.3
Methodology – Data Analysis

3.3a
Data analysis methods

My data analysis comprises both quantitative and qualitative analysis.   Using both analytical methods meant that both an overview of data and a more in-depth analysis could be provided.  

Quantitative analysis offers numerical representations of the females’ swear-word usage. This in turn can help assess the truth or falsehood behind stereotypes that females don’t swear.  It also presents an initial comparison of the participants’ usage in the two conversations before the swear-words were categorised and further analysed.  

I collated the swear-words by attributing them to the person who said them. Each individual’s use in the two conversations was compared. Following this I provided a contrast of all the participants in both conversations to find differences between each female.  Finally the categorisation of the swear-words is presented quantitatively to provide a visual illustration of the number of occurrences of each and who said them.   I have made use of tables and graphs in order to display this information clearly. 

The qualitative analysis provides for more detail and a greater explanation of the data.  Every swear-word was categorised and the qualitative analysis is derived from this.  Separate occurrences are explained allowing more precise conclusions to be made.  Furthermore, these can be related more easily and accurately to other studies. The qualitative analysis takes place in the discussions section (section 5.3)

3.3b
Face-to-face interview results

Once the responses from the face-to-face interviews were gathered I collated the data. I decided any word with 50% or more of the respondents saying ‘yes’ would be classed as a swear-word.  Having identified the swear-words I used them to analyse my conversational data.

4: RESULTS

4.1
Quantitative Results

4.1a
Face-To-Face Interview Results

This shows the results of the face-to-face interviews conducted.  All the swear-words shown were those read out.  The figures show the number of people that classed the word in each manner.

	Swear-word
	Yes
	No
	Maybe

	
	
	
	

	Fuck
	32
	0
	0

	Bitch
	17
	14
	1

	Knockers
	1
	31
	0

	Shit
	31
	1
	0

	Oh my god
	0
	31
	1

	Shite
	20
	9
	3

	Bitching
	4
	28
	0

	Knob
	8
	22
	2

	Smegging
	4
	27
	1

	Thank god
	0
	31
	1

	Gay (you complete gay)
	5
	27
	0

	Gay (that's so gay)
	2
	30
	0

	Shat
	11
	21
	0

	Frigging
	6
	24
	2

	Crap
	4
	26
	2

	Bastard
	24
	6
	2

	Jesus
	3
	28
	1

	Bugger
	13
	13
	6

	Knob head
	21
	9
	2

	Fannies
	5
	27
	2

	Fucking
	32
	0
	0

	Is it heck
	0
	32
	0

	Whore
	11
	19
	2

	Shut up
	3
	29
	0

	Bollocking
	9
	16
	7

	Piss easy
	6
	14
	12

	Bitches
	2
	27
	0


Table 1: The results of the face-to-face interviews
All those with more than 50% of ‘yes’ responses I classed as swear-words and chose them to analyse in the conversations.  As the table shows, only eight of the twenty-seven words suggested were classed as swear-words - they are highlighted in blue on the table.

4.1b
Conversational Data Results

The following data shows the participants’ use of swear-words in the two conversations that took place.  The swear-words taken into account are only those identified by the results of the questionnaire.  This data is purely numerical and does not take into account the context of the swear-word.  However, it does provide an initial point of comparison and reference on the females’ use of swear-words.

Participant B
This table shows the swear-words used by participant B in each conversation and the amount each was used.

	Swear-word
	All female conversation
	Mixed sex conversation

	Fuck
	1
	0

	Bitch
	1
	1

	Shit
	3
	0

	Shite
	0
	0

	Bastard
	0
	1

	Bugger
	0
	0

	Knob head
	0
	0

	Fucking
	0
	0


Table 2: Participant B’s use of swear-words in the conversations
This graph gives a visual representation of the figures in the table.
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Graph 1: Comparison of participant B’s use of swear-words in the conversations

These results show that in the all female conversation participant B uses three swear-words: fuck, bitch and shit.  However in the mixed sex conversation only two are used: bitch and bastard.  Furthermore shit is used three times in the all female conversation yet not at all in the mixed sex conversation.  Overall participant B swears less in the mixed sex conversation; however swear-words are present showing that this female does swear.

Participant C:

The various swear-words used by participant C and the amount each was used is shown in the table below.

	Swear-word
	All female conversation
	Mixed sex conversation

	Fuck
	0
	0

	Bitch
	0
	2

	Shit
	2
	0

	Shite
	0
	1

	Bastard
	0
	0

	Bugger
	0
	0

	Knob head
	0
	0

	Fucking
	0
	0


Table 3:  Participant C’s use of swear-words in the conversations

This graph gives a visual representation of the figures in the table.
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Graph 2: Comparison of participant C’s use of swear-words in the conversations

The data shows that in the all female conversation participant C only uses the swear-word shit, but does so on two occasions.  In the mixed sex conversation participant C swears more, with the use of bitch and shite.  As with participant B there are few examples yet swear-words are present in this female’s speech. 

Participant D

This table shows the swear-words used by participant D in each conversation and the amount it was used.

	Swear-word
	All female conversation
	Mixed sex conversation

	Fuck
	3
	4

	Bitch
	1
	1

	Shit
	3
	4

	Shite
	0
	0

	Bastard
	1
	0

	Bugger
	1
	0

	Knob head
	0
	0

	Fucking
	0
	1


Table 4: Participant D’s use of swear-words in the conversations
This graph gives a visual representation of the figures in the table.
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Graph 3: Comparison of participant D’s use of swear-words in the conversation.

Out of all the participants it can be seen that participant D uses the most swear-words in both conversations.  In the all female conversation five swear-words are used: fuck, bitch, shit, bastard and bugger (fuck and shit are also used more than once).  Overall participant D swears nine time in the all female conversation.

In the mixed sex conversation participant D uses one more swear-word overall.  Out of the ten swear-words four varieties are present.  Both fuck and shit are used four times, with bitch and fucking occurring once each.  Again these results show that this female does use swear-words.

Comparison Of The Participants In The All Female Conversation

The following table shows the swear-words used by all the participants in the all female conversation and the amount they was used, allowing a direct comparison between participants.

	Swear-word
	Participant B
	Participant C
	Participant D

	Fuck
	1
	0
	3

	Bitch
	1
	0
	1

	Shit
	3
	2
	3

	Shite
	0
	0
	0

	Bastard
	0
	0
	1

	Bugger
	0
	0
	1

	Knob head
	0
	0
	0

	Fucking
	0
	0
	0


Table 5:  Comparison of all the participants in the female conversation

The graph below provides a visual representation of the data displayed in the table
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Graph 4: comparison of all the participants in the female conversation
The data clearly shows that overall participant D swears more than the others in the conversation.  Participant D uses a wider range of swear-words as both bastard and bugger are used by participant D yet not at all by B and C.  In contrast participant C swears the least in the all female conversation as she only uses shit twice.  Participant B uses the swear-words fuck, bitch and shit with shit being the most frequent.  The overall occurrences of swear-words by each participant are: B five times, C twice and D nine times.  These results confirm that females do use swear-words in their daily language.

Comparison Of The Participants In The Mixed Sex Conversation:

The following table shows the number of swear-words used by each participant in the  mixed sex conversation.  This set of data also shows the results for the male participant (participant E).  This permits comparison to be made between the females and the males.

	Swear-word
	Participant B
	Participant C
	Participant D
	Participant E

	Fuck
	0
	0
	4
	2

	Bitch
	1
	2
	1
	0

	Shit
	0
	0
	4
	0

	Shite
	0
	1
	0
	0

	Bastard
	1
	0
	0
	0

	Bugger
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Knob head
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Fucking
	0
	0
	1
	0


Table 6: Comparison of all the participants in the mixed sex conversation
The graph below visually displays the results in the table above.
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Graph 5: comparison of all the participants in the mixed sex conversation
If we first look at the male participant, we can see he swears twice in the conversation using the same word on both occasions.  Participant B also swears twice saying bitch and bastard once each.  Two swear-words are also used by participant C, however bitch is used twice giving three occurrences of swear-words in total.  As with the all female conversation participant D uses the greatest amount of swear-words.  She says four different swear-words: fuck, bitch, shit and fucking, with both fuck and shit being said four times.  Overall this makes ten occurrences of swear-words in the conversation by Participant D. 

Comparison Of All The Participants In Both Conversations

The table below details the different swear-words and the amount of times they were used by each participant in each conversation.  It also shows the total amount of occurrences of swear-words by each participant in each conversation.

N.B.
Mix = Mixed sex conversation


Fem = All female conversation

	Swear-word
	B Fem
	B Mix
	C Fem
	C Mix
	D Fem
	D Mix
	E Mix

	Fuck
	1
	0
	0
	0
	3
	4
	2

	Bitch
	1
	1
	0
	2
	1
	1
	0

	Shit
	3
	0
	2
	0
	3
	4
	0

	Shite
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	Bastard
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0

	Bugger
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0

	Knob head
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Fucking
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL
	5
	2
	2
	3
	9
	10
	2


Table 7: comparison of all participants in both conversations

The graph below provides a visual representation of the different swear-words and the number of occurrences of each used by the participants in both conversations.
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Graph 6:  Comparison of all participants in both conversations.

The table and graph clearly confirm what has already been stated: that participant D swears the most in both conversations.  It also shows that of the females, participant C swears the least overall.  

However if we look at whether the females swear less in the mixed sex conversation, we instead see that for participants D and C there are more occurrences of swearing in the mixed conversation than the all female conversation.  Participant B is the only female who swears less in the mixed sex conversation.

These findings provide an initial response to the questions in showing that the females do swear in their daily conversations, thus combating stereotypical views of women’s use of swear-words.  They give the preliminary view that the presence of the male does not affect either participant D or C’s use of swear-words.  As a result the quantitative findings support my hypothesis.  However, as discussed in the methodology a more detailed analysis is required before conclusions can be made. 

4.1c
Categorisation Results

As noted in the methodology these results only show numerical findings and are therefore limited in their use.  Consequently the following quantitative analysis is based on Trudgill and Andersson’s categorisation of swearing as described in the methodology.  The four categories they outline are:

· Expletive

· Abusive

· Humorous

· Auxiliary

The tables below show how the swear-words were divided into these categories in my initial analysis.  The letters used refers to the participant while the number refers to the transcription number

 e.g. D1 = participant D, transcription 1 (see appendix 3 for transcriptions)

Occurrences of each category in the female conversation: 

	Expletive
	Abusive
	Humorous
	Auxiliary

	
	B1
	B1
	

	
	
	
	B2

	
	
	
	B3

	
	
	
	B4

	
	
	B5
	

	
	B6
	B6
	

	
	
	
	C1

	
	C2
	
	

	
	
	
	C3

	
	
	
	D1

	
	D2
	D2
	

	D3
	
	
	

	
	D4
	
	D4

	
	D5
	D5
	

	D6
	D6
	
	

	
	
	
	D7

	
	D8
	
	


Table 8: Initial categorisation of swear-words in the female conversation
Occurrences of each category in the mixed sex conversation:

	Expletive
	Abusive
	Humorous
	Auxiliary

	
	B1
	B1
	

	
	B2
	B2
	

	
	C1
	C1
	

	
	
	
	C2

	C3
	
	
	

	
	
	
	D1

	D2
	
	
	D2

	
	
	
	D3

	
	D4
	D4
	

	
	
	
	D5

	D6
	
	
	D6

	
	D7
	D7
	


Table 9: Initial categorisation of swear-words in mixed sex conversation

These tables highlight the overlap and problems in categorising the swear-words.  I feel these problems resulted from a deficiency in Trudgill and Andersson’s definition of the categories.  I shall substantiate my reasons for this in the next chapter, but these problems meant there is inference from myself in the final categorisation shown below.   

Final categorisation of the occurrences swear-words in the female conversation:

	Expletive
	Abusive
	Humorous
	Auxiliary

	D3
	B4
	B1
	B2

	
	C2
	B6
	B3

	
	D2
	D5
	B5

	
	D4
	
	C1

	
	D8
	
	C3

	
	D6
	
	D1

	
	
	
	D3

	
	
	
	D7


Table 10: Final categorisation of swear-words in the female conversation
Final categorisation of the occurrences in the mixed sex conversation

	Expletive
	Abusive
	Humorous
	Auxiliary

	C3
	
	B1
	C2

	D2
	
	B2
	D1

	
	
	C1
	D2

	
	
	D4
	D3

	
	
	D7
	D5

	
	
	
	D6


Table 11: Final categorisation of swear-words in the female conversation

The tables provide a visual approach to the categorisation and from them speculations can be made.  For example, it could be argued that women swear more in the mixed sex conversation than the female conversation or in this case women do not use expletives in the presence of a male. Statements of this kind could produce an inaccurate account of the findings. As a result it is important to examine the swear-words within their context.  Therefore a qualitative analysis provides more detailed and accurate reasoning for the swear-word usage in each category. From that a more accurate report of my data can be given.  This analysis is provided in the following chapter. 

5: DISCUSSION 

Within the discussion there are a number of important areas that need to be examined.  As a result the chapter has been broken down into sub sections which all describe significant aspects of the analysis and discussion of the study.

5.1 
 Discussion of the face-to-face interview results:

The quantitative analysis gave a numerical view on the results however this section provides a discussion of the results and the implications of them on my study.

5.2 
Criticism of categories

This section offers explanations to my criticism of Trudgill and Andersson’s characterisation categories.  Examples of areas of confusion are provided as well as justification for my categorisation decisions. 

5.3 
Qualitative Analysis of Characterisation categories:

This presents a qualitative analysis of the conversational data based on the characterisation categories of swear-words provided by Andersson and Trudgill after reflection on them, as discussed in the previous section.

5.4
Weaknesses of the study

An outline of the areas that are weak and which could have been improved in hindsight.

5.5 
Suggestions for further study

Following the outcomes of this study, this section contains suggested areas for subsequent study in this area.

5.1
Results of the face-to-face interviews

The face-to-face interview results provide an interesting view of what is considered a swear-word.  Out of the 27 words proposed only 8 were considered to be swear-words by 50% or more of those questioned.  This raises the question, what is now a swear-word?  Hughes (1991) stated that ‘swearing draws upon such powerful resonators as religion, sex, madness, excretion and nationality’ (1991: 3).  Interestingly those words related to Hughes’s first resonator, religion, were not classed as swear-words.  In the cases of oh my god and thank god not one of the people asked considers them to be swear-words.

It is also intriguing to note that of the 8 swear-words both shite and fucking are derived form the swear-words shit and fuck.  However, just because the root of the word is considered a swear-words that does guarantee all those derived from it to be classed in the same way.  For example, shat which like shite derives from shit is not considered to be a swear-word.  This is also the case for bitching as it is not classed as a swear-word yet bitch is.  One possible suggestion I can make for this is that they are grammatically different.  Shat is past tense and therefore not as emphatic as shit, while bitching is a verb and therefore not as derogatory as the noun bitch.  

While conducting the interviews it was interesting to note that when making the decision many people asked themselves if they would say that particular word in front of their parents.  In a sense this makes it more surprising that so few were considered to be swear-words.  Many people interviewed deliberated over words such as crap, eventually deciding it did not class as a swear-word.  They realised it was not a ‘nice’ word yet it wasn’t ‘bad’ enough to be a swear-word.  This possibly suggests that society’s view on swear-words are changing.  Risch (1987) mentions the notion of the transition of swear-words in his study.  He commented that ‘a young male student referred to a female as “dick”’ (1987: 357) and questions whether terms are losing the feature of male and female associations.  The possible loss of understanding of  the original meanings could account for the reason so few of the words were classed swear-words.  

5.2
Criticism of the categories

As already stated this analysis is based on the characterisation categories provided by Andersson and Trudgill (1992).  As described in the methodology the four categories they place swear-words into are:

· Expletive

· Abusive

· Humorous

· Auxiliary

In this analysis I encountered problems with their categorisation and could not avoid a level of personal interference.  I feel it is important to discuss the problems I found, to provide a rationale behind my analysis.  

The main problem I found was in the definitions of the categories, which caused confusion when assigning my results to swear-words.  The table shows the overlaps of categorisation that occurred illustrating the problems that arose.  As a result I shall explain my criticisms of Trudgill and Andersson’s framework by examining the overlaps that appeared. 

Expletive vs. Abusive

The table in section 4.1c shows that in the female conversation the swear-word fuck off in D6 on line 5 is problematic. 

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3

4

5

6


	B

D

B

D
	I wouldn’t say anything

I wouldn’t 

In the wrong mood he’d freak out

Well to be fair if Dom said anything to me now about going to lectures I’d be like well fuck off
I do it with Chadd when he goes on about me


Figure 2 shows participant B’s use of fuck off in the female conversation

Fuck off would appear to be an abusive swear-word as it is directed towards someone else, or at least portrays that it would be towards someone else.  However the definition of abusive swear-words states they are derogatory.  Here that feature is not present. The expletive feature of expressing emotion is relevant, however, as participant D is showing she would not be happy if her ex-boyfriend commented on her degree.  This occurrence does not fit perfectly into any category, but with its direction at a person I felt the abusive category was most suitable.

Expletive vs. Auxiliary

There was only one example causing a problem in distinction between an expletive or an auxiliary swear-word.  This arose in transcript D6 of the mixed sex conversation.

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3

4


	E

B

D
	Dave’s got an exam on Thursday at like

                                                   [yeah he says he’s probably going to go in his suit

                                [aw that’s so shit


Figure 3 shows participant D’s use of shit in the mixed sex conversation

In this case shit may be classed an expletive as it is expressing an emotion about the situation of a friend.  However this seems slightly restrictive as it is used as a figure of speech rather than to express strong emotion.  Therefore it could be deemed an auxiliary.  In this case I classified shit as an auxiliary as the paralinguistic features made it appear more a way of speaking than an emotional expression.  This highlights the fine line between the distinctions of categories.  It also shows the effects of paralinguistic features coupled with inference from the researcher in defining the categories.  

Abusive vs. Humorous

The distinction between these two categories was the area that caused the most confusion.  In my opinion the problems arose due to a flaw in the definition of humorous swear-words.  By definition humorous swear-words are not derogatory, while abusive swear-words are.  However swear-words in numerous cases by definition are derogatory and even within a humorous context they will remain so due to the meaning and the connotations that surround them.  B1 provides an illustration of this:

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13


	D

C

D

B

( )

D

C

D

C

D

A


	J are you just literally sit there with them and not hand them around ((laugh))

                                                                                        [yey

give me one now

           [you greedy bitch!

((laughter))

give me

         [you said give me one

                                         [give me the box

I will I’ll give it to you in a bit (.) when there’s one left

                                                                               [Hoskisson

((laughter))

thank you


Figure 4 shows Participant B’s use of bitch in the female conversation

It is clear from the paralinguistic features of participant B’s voice that this is meant in a humorous way and the laughter following the utterance shows that was taken in this way. However, with its connotations bitch cannot be fail to be seen as derogatory.  As a result, I disregarded the ‘not derogatory’ aspect of the definition when re-evaluating the categorisation.  

Abusive vs. Auxiliary

As with the confusion between the expletive vs. auxiliary categories, this case appears to be problematic due to the paralinguistic features and the ease with which the participants use swear-words in certain contexts.  In B4 and D4 (B4 is shown below however the swear-word used by participant D is clear) of the female conversation, the use of shit may be deemed auxiliary, as it appears to be a way of speaking, especially since both participants use it almost simultaneously to describe the same thing.   
	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3

4

5

6


	B

D

B

D
	Anything with Keanu Reeves just go like that

((laughter))

Oh god

           [I watched Speed the other night and it was just so shit 

  [so shit (.) his friends just been blown up and he’s like aw


Figure 5 shows Participants B and D’s use of shit in the female conversation

However the swear-word is clearly directed towards a film (therefore others), which defines it within the abusive category.  Although there is an argument for the auxiliary category my inference would account for a large degree of this, and it would be unjust to place it within the auxiliary category. 

Definition criticisms

As noted earlier I disregarded ‘not derogatory’ as a definition in the humorous category as many swear-words will remain derogatory in a humorous context because of the connotation and meanings they contain.  Similarly I decided that ‘non-emphatic’ is an unsuitable definition for auxiliary swear-words.  Swear-words display emotion and opinion, and as a result are emphatic.  Consequently I dispensed with this definition when determining auxiliaries.  These issues along with the areas already discussed account for my criticisms of Andersson and Trudgill’s categories.  Having addressed these issues, an analysis using this method can be conducted. 

5.3
Characterisation Categories

Expletive Use

Andersson and Trudgill’s definition of expletives states ‘used to express emotions; not directed toward others’ (1990: 61).  From the recording I found that this is the form least used in the conversations.

There are three examples of expletive use in the two conversations.  With the quantitative data demonstrating that participant D used the most swear-words in both conversations it is no surprise that this participant is the person uttering two of these.  In the all female conversation only one expletive form is used.

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3

4


	D

C

D

C


	Who want’s the last one?

Yeah me

    [oh shit there is only one left, fuck
((inaudible))




Figure 6 shows participant D’s expletive use in the all female conversation

On this occasion the expletive fuck is used after the auxiliary swear-word shit.  By using the expletive the participant is further enforcing her annoyance and to a greater sense the surprise that there is only one Malteser left.  As a result it seems it is being used for emphasis.

Although the expletive takes the form of emphasis in the female conversation, in the mixed sex conversation the use by participant D cannot be said to be performing the same function.  Here, it is said in isolation and is not pre-empted by anything going on in the room or conversation.

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9


	D

B

D

E

B

D

B
	Fuck

What?

     We had a fucking student rep meeting today at one, fuck
                                                                                        [fuck

                                                                                        [does it really matter?  

                   [yes cause she takes your name down and everything oh

Emma we didn’t go all of last year


Figure 7 shows the expletive use by participant D in the mixed sex conversation

When asked ‘what?’ participant D explains the reason for the expletive and in doing so uses an auxiliary swear-word and ends the statement with another expletive.  As with the example in the female conversation it would appear this expletive is being used for emphasis.

The expletive use by participant C is reactionary to the utterance by participant E.

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3

4


	E

D

C

E
	Yeah four exams I’d have had by tomorrow

God

[shit
well that’s why I failed my first year cause I missed them all


Figure 8 shows participant C’s expletive use in the mixed sex conversation

The use of expletives in both conversations shows the presence of the male had no impact on the way this female used expletives.  Furthermore, the isolated expletive could be seen to be the least ‘ladylike’ form as it was spontaneous and unprovoked, yet it occurred in the mixed sex conversation.  This contradicts stereotypes of female language use and supports my hypothesis that the females will not change their swearing use due to the male’s presence.  

Abusive Use

The abusive category is the only one with no occurrences in the mixed sex conversation.  It could therefore be argued that the male’s presence had an effect on the women’s language use in this category.  

This is further supported by the use of shit in D4 and B4.  The criticism of the categories showed the problem in categorising these between auxiliary and abusive.  Although they have been classed as abusive since they are directed towards a film, the fact that this problem arose shows how easily these females swear.  The findings of Hughes’ study, coupled with the ease with which my participants use these abusive forms, makes it more surprising they do not use this form in the mixed sex conversation.  However the abusive swear-words and the reasons behind them need to be examined before such a statement can be made.

Of the six abusive swear-words in the female conversation, three (bastard in C2, fuck off in D6 and bastard in D8) are directed towards males.  In the mixed sex conversation it may not be appropriate for females to use abusive swear-words towards males while a male is present in the conversation.  This reflects Risch’s study of females’ use of derogatory words towards men.  One important observation Risch made was she was doubtful the same results would have been found with a male interviewer.  My results therefore support her doubts and suggest the presence of a male does have a bearing on the women’s language and in particular their use of abusive swear-words.

A further suggestion that can be made to account for the absence of abusive swearing in front of the male is that the women may trying to move away from stereotypes of women being bitchy (Tannen 1991).  Unfortunately this produces a catch 22 situation: they may be moving away from one stereotype yet are adhering to another by not swearing.

It needs to be reiterated that these are purely speculations and suggestions on my part rather than claims for the reasons.

Humorous Use

Humorous swear-words are frequently used in both conversations.  There are two more occurrences in the mixed sex conversation than the female conversation. This provides an initial view that the women do not restrict their use of humorous swear-words in response to the male’s presence.

In the female conversation it is predominately participant B that uses these humorous forms, with two examples from B1 and B6.  The third humorous swear-word is said by participant D in D5.  Notably all these swear-words are different, showing that humorous use is not restricted to one form.  The confusion between the humorous and abusive categories shows that these humorous forms can also be classed as insults.  It appears that between these females insults are a form of humour.  This could be unique to this group and not a universal trait

The mixed sex conversation contains five humorous swear-words: two by participant B (B1 and B2), one by participant C (C1) and two by participant D (D4 and D7).  Unlike the female conversation there is less variety in the swear-words as bitch is used three times (B1, C1 and D4).  Furthermore out of those three, two are preceded by lazy.  It is interesting to note this form in C1

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3

4

5

6


	C

E

C
	I went to meet him from the train station then sneaked him into my room then came back in here for a bit and then I went Sa just get my phone out my room

((laughter))

and I was waiting for her to go no get it yourself you lazy bitch


Figure 9 shows participant C’s humorous swear-word preceded by lazy

This example shows participant C is stating an utterance she had expected from another participant in a certain situation.  This demonstrates swearing in this form is common among these women and would be expected in certain situations.  It provides another correlation with Hughes’s finding, and my hypothesis, that swearing is part of these women’s daily lives.

Another interesting point from the mixed sex conversation is the male’s reaction to the humorous swear-word used in D7

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3

4

5

6


	E

B

E

D

E

ALL
	No all I said was fair play to Alex she’s fit

I didn’t make him say that

It weren’t like

                 [Sa you a fuck up
No it was a compliment

((laughter))


Figure 10 shows participant E’s reaction to participant D’s humours swear-word

It would appear rather than finding participant D’s use of a humorous swear-word funny he felt a need to defend participant B, at whom the swear-word was directed.  It is clear from the paralinguistic that the swear-word was intended in a humorous way, yet he still felt the need to intervene.   This may give an insight into the male’s attitude towards swear-words when used by females.   However the females do not apologise for the use and in fact laughter follows his defence.  This indicates that the male presence and his opinion, bears no effect on the women’s use of humorous swear-words.

Auxiliary Use

Out of the four categories examined the auxiliary category has the largest amount of occurrences.  As with the expletive and abusive categories a greater number of auxiliary swear-words are present in the female conversation than the mixed sex conversation.  This would suggest that the women do alter their swear-word use as a result of the male presence in accordance with stereotypes.

The all female conversation produces eight auxiliary swear-words, with each participant making use of this form.  The fact that every female uses this type and that this category has the largest proportion of swear-words suggest that auxiliary swear-words are frequent and regular in the females language use – again providing a link with Hughes. 

From all these occurrences the most interesting is the fuck said by participant D in D1.

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12


	D

C

ALL

A

ALL

B

D

C

D

C

D
	You cheeky little girl!

We’ve all been saying it’s Christmas eve

((laughter))

My supervisor’s gonna go what she didn’t start till Christmas eve

((laughter))

yeah

 [yeah

she didn’t

Aw we could really fuck
What?

Nothing


Figure 11 shows participant D’s use of the auxiliary swear-word fuck

This occurs at the beginning of the tape just as the tape recorder has been turned on; consequently the participants’ awareness of the tape recorder is high.  As participant D uses the auxiliary swear-word she stops herself from completing the sentence.  This indicates that being aware of the tape recorder has a bearing on her language use, as she realises the sentence she is about to say is not appropriate.  The participant may be showing knowledge of swearing appropriateness and indicating self and social standards of swear-word usage.  The fact it is participant D who feels this restriction is of further interest as participant D overall uses the most swear-words in both recordings.  We can contrast her use in D1 with the abusive swear-word in D2 in which she uses an abusive swear-word for the purpose of this tape.  Again this shows an awareness of the tape yet rather than restricting her language use she makes a point by using a swear-word.

The mixed sex conversation contains only six auxiliary swear-words and the variety of words used is limited to shit, shite (C2) and fucking (D2).  The most notable auxiliary use is in C2 s it is used in exactly the same context as shite in C1 of the female conversation.  

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3

4

5

6


	E

A

C

D
	We’ve all got to make her cry as quickly as we can

                                                                             [the boys have all got bets on

                           [no ones gonna be able to hear you anyway cause the speakers are shite
yeah last year you couldn’t hear anyone 


Figure 12 shows the use of shite in the mixed sex conversation

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3

4

5

6

7
	C

B

ALL

A

D

C


	We’re going to heckle you when you make a speech

                                                                               [yeah

((laughter))

     [No

We’re gonna boo

Not that you can hear anything anyway cause the speakers are shite




Figure 13 shows the use of shite in the female conversation

The use of shite in both descriptions of the speakers implies that participant C is making no allowances for the male presence.  This is the only example during both conversations that provides such a clear contrast. It is strong evidence that these women use swearing in their daily lives  - and of my hypothesis that women will not restrict their swearing use due to the presence of a male. This again supports Hughes’s findings. 

Overall

My results provide an argument against the stereotypes that surround women’s use (or lack of use) of swear-words.  In accordance with Hughes’s findings my participants demonstrate that swearing is part of their everyday lives. They would appear to expect swear-word in certain situations (as highlighted in C1 of the mixed sex conversation) and use swear-words as standard in others (as shown above in the uses of auxiliary swear-words).  

Considering this and the results of my questionnaire, we face the possibility that swearing is now natural to these women.  It could demonstrate a shift in the boundaries of what a swear-word is and the appropriateness of its use.  This may provide insight into Risch’s question of this happening.  However Coates points out ‘as women succeed in re-evaluating characteristics previously described in negative terms, they create new dimensions for comparison’ (1993:10).  Therefore rather than seemingly accounting for the females’ use of swearing by suggesting swearing is lessening in severity, the point needs to be made that these females do swear.

In relation to the effect the male’s presence had on the females’ use of swearing, my findings provide an inconclusive view.  In the expletive and humorous categories there are more occurrences of swear-words in the mixed sex conversation.  This suggests the females did alter their swearing use in response to the male’s presence.   However the abusive and auxiliary categories show fewer occurrences, with there being no abusive use at all in the mixed sex conversation.  Consequently this question is difficult to answer.  Furthermore it has to be remembered that with swearing its use will differ depending in the topic of conversation, and consequently a substantiated answer is difficult to provide.  However the only comparable data suggests that the male’s presence did not alter the female’s use.  Risch asked ‘are women actually as status conscious and ‘ladylike’ as they have been perceived or are they just living up to this expectation?’ (358). The answer may be they are neither conscious of or living up to expectations as swear-words are present in both conversations.

5.4
Weaknesses of the study

It is apparent that there are a number of weaknesses to my study.  The first weakness is the extent of my data.  Having only one recording for each situation meant that my data was limited and, in particular, was restricted to these particular females and their social norms.  Having a greater number of recordings with subjects from varying social groups could provide more insight and a wider scope for study.

As discussed earlier, when defining the categories a certain amount of inference had to come from the researcher (myself).  Although I did take each utterance at face value and attempted to determine it according to paralinguistic features, the fact that the participants were my own friends and I am used to the way they talk means I had background knowledge in determining their meaning. This may have affected my results.  Difficulties in the definitions between abusive, expletive and auxiliary may have arisen more for myself than a researcher who was less familiar with the participants.  Additionally, as the participants are my peers their use is likely to reflect my own. A researcher of a different age may have inferred in a different manner.

Importantly, with the exception of shite in C1 of the female conversation and C2 of the mixed sex conversation no other directly comparable utterances were found.  As a result my results are purely speculative and I cannot claim to be making statements about women’s language use, I am purely reporting on the findings from these three women.

5.5
Suggestions for further study

It would be interesting to look in more detail at what now constitutes a swear-word by extending the face-to-face interviews.  Identification of male and female results could lead to an analysis of whether a gender bias exists towards the classification of swear-words.  Furthermore the hesitations of participants in my face-to-face interviews in classing words such as crap as swear-words may indicate a spectrum of bad words and swear-words and this could be explored.
The results of my interviews showed few of the words were considered to be swear-words.  As a result looking at the use of swear-words on TV could be investigated to determine if social acceptance is accelerated by increased exposure. A recent incident reported in The Guardian exemplifies a shift in national attitudes.  Gibson writes ‘twenty-eight years ago a four-letter outburst from Sex Pistol John Lydon on primetime television was enough to cause a national scandal, but last night he called an audience of up to 12 million people “fucking cunts” and merited only 98 complaints.’ (Gibson 2004). 

Mahdi noted that differences in language were due to primitive social distinctions between the genders.  As a result investigating the change in women’s roles today may provide an insight into possible assimilation.

The investigation on whether women alter their use of swearing in the presence of a male could be extended to different age ranges and different classes.  Hughes provides a working class perspective and my results give an insight into upper working class / middle class usage, yet more research into the middle and upper classes could be conducted.  

Furthermore if women don’t respond to the presence of a peer male then who, if anyone, would they respond to?  Different possibilities such as a lecturer, doctor, or minister could be examined to determine what constitutes an inhibiting presence.

In relation to DeKlerk’s study and his findings that the females in his study had a ‘guilty, self-condemnatory, and narrow-minded perception of the issue’ (1992: 280) it would have been interesting to establish the opinion of my participants on females’ use of swear-words.  With this information it could be established whether a discrepancy between their views and their actual language use exists.  This in turn could provide information as to whether females adhere to stereotypes or move away from them.

The results from my male participant showed that he did not swear much in front of the females; as a result the opposite perspective to my study could be gained.  This may provide an insight into men’s view of women and what they deem to be appropriate language in front of females.

6: CONCLUSION

The aim of this study was to challenge stereotypical views on women’s language use and to determine whether the presence of a male had any influence on a female’s use of swear-words.


Through recording an all-female conversation and a mixed sex conversation my results showed that females do use swearing in their daily lives.  These results in accordance with other studies (Hughes 1992) suggest that stereotypes of women’s language use are outdated and the reality is different from this perception.  This therefore supports the hypothesis made.

The second aspect of this study was concerned with the effect of a male in the conversation on the females swearing.  I hypothesised that the male’s presence would have no bearing on the female’s use but my results show that certain categories were affected while others were not.  However the directly comparable data suggests the females did not change their use, this supporting the hypothesis made.

The interviews conducted to ascertain what 19 – 22 year-olds consider to be a swear-word suggest that definitions such as Andersson and Trudgill’s are outdated and that the definition may be changing.   

Overall this study has challenged the stereotypes of women’s language and has shown women’s language no longer correlates with these perceptions.  It been successful in providing spoken data for analysis and provides suggestions for further areas of research.
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APPENDIX 1

Transcription symbols:

[

Single left bracket indicates onset of overlapping in speech

(0.0)  
Number in parenthesis indicates time in silence by a tenth of a second

(.)

A dot in parenthesis indicates a small pause.

( )
Empty parentheses in the speaker column indicates transcribers inability to identify the speaker

(( ))
Double parentheses contain descriptions of features within the conversation, for example laughter.  When containing inaudible this indicates the transcribers’ inability to hear. 

?

A question mark indicates an interrogative

!

An exclamation mark indicates an exclamation

Emma

Capital letters indicate proper nouns not the beginning of a sentence.

Transcript layout:

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2


	A
	…


The table below shows the layout used for the transcriptions.

The first column shows the line number, this allows for easy reference in analysis.  The speaker column provides the identity of the speakers, who are represented by letters.  The letter each speaker was given depended on the point they entered the conversation. The same letter is then used throughout to identify that individual.  The left hand column contains the transcriptions.

appendix 2

This shows the format of the face-to-face interviews that were conducted.

I am going to read you out a list of words.  I would like you to tell me which, if any, you consider to be swear-words.  If you think it is a swear-word then say ‘yes’, if not then ‘no’, and if you are unsure then ‘maybe’.  




Yes


No

Maybe

Fuck

Bitch

Knockers

Shit

Oh my god

Shite

Bitching

Knob

Smegging

Thank god

Gay (you complete)

Gay (that’s so gay)

Shat

Frigging

Crap

Bastard

Jesus

Bugger

Knob Head

Fannies

Fucking

Is it heck

Whore

Shut up

Bollocking

Piss easy

Bitches

Appendix 3

FEMALE CONVERSATION TRANSCRIPTS

Female conversation

Participant B

Transcript 1

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13


	D

C

D

B

( )

D

C

D

C

D

A


	J are you just literally sit there with them and not hand them around ((laugh))

                                                                                        [yey

give me one now

           [you greedy bitch!

((laughter))

give me

         [you said give me one

                                         [give me the box

I will I’ll give it to you in a bit (.) when there’s one left

                                                                               [Hoskisson

((laughter))

thank you




Female Conversation

Participant B

Transcript 2

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3

4

5
	C

B

C
	He was gonna take me to Paris and buy my Christmas present there

But it was such a shit reason for not doing it

                                                         [he said I just didn’t know when to do it in case you were working




Female conversation

Participant B 

Transcript 3

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8


	D

B

D
	I used to have like this big lump of like white and that was my rubber (.) and it was horrendous and it was covered in black and pencil sharpenings and stuff (.) and everyone used to have fancy animals and cows and

                                [I used to have absolutely shit stationary I never even had a pencil case

                                             [I had the same pencil case for five years throughout my GCSE’s 


Female conversation 

Participant B

Transcript 4

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3

4

5

6


	B

D

B

D
	Anything with Keanu Reeves just go like that

((laughter))

Oh god

           [I watched Speed the other night and it was just so shit 

  [so shit (.) his friends just been blown up and he’s like aw


Female conversation 

Participant B 

Transcript 5

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3


	D

B
	We’re gonna get so pissed and we’re gonna like gonna like be like

       [just fuck it I don’t care


Female conversation 

Participant B

Transcript 6

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3

4

5


	B

D

B

D
	Will anyone have ever actually have ever heard of it?

No but ((inaudible))

               [well how are we meant to answer it knob head!

                                                                           [oh yeah ((inaudible))


Female conversation 

Participant C

Transcript 1

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3

4

5

6

7
	C

B

ALL

A

D

C


	We’re going to heckle you when you make a speech

                                                                               [yeah

((laughter))

     [No

We’re gonna boo

Not that you can hear anything anyway cause the speakers are shite




Female conversation

Participant C

Transcript 2

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3

4

5


	C

D

C
	Chadd’s dad used to live in a caravan not his dad his uncle and he’s a scruffy bastard
((laughter))

he is honestly, don’t tell Chadd, well Chadd would say it himself but if he knows I said it then he’ll be ((inaudible))


Female conversation 

Participant C

Transcript 3

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3

4

5

6


	
	Dave’s working so hard

Emma says he’s got loads of work to do

yeah he has shed loads

                              [she says Dave’s working dead hard and Phil’s doing bugger all

Phil’s not going to lectures


Female conversation 

Participant D

Transcript 1

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12


	D

C

ALL

A

ALL

B

D

C

D

C

D
	You cheeky little girl!

We’ve all been saying it’s Christmas eve

((laughter))

My supervisors gonna go what she didn’t start till Christmas eve

((laughter))

yeah

 [yeah

she didn’t

Aw we could really fuck
What?

Nothing


Female conversation 

Participant D

Transcript 2

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3

4


	D

C

D
	that would be so funny if she listened to it and we were like aw yeah she’s a right bitch
how many people have you got to do on it Lau

I cant tell you as it might effect my results


Female conversation 

Participant D

Transcript 3

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3

4


	D

C

D

C


	Who want’s the last one?

Yeah me

    [oh shit there is only one left, fuck
((inaudible))




Female conversation 

Participant D 

Transcript 4

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3

4

5

6


	B

D

B

D
	Anything with Keanu Reeves just go like that

((laughter))

Oh god

           [I watched Speed the other night and it was just so shit 

  [so shit (.) his friends just been blown up and he’s like aw


Female conversation 

Participant D

Transcript 5

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3


	B

D

C
	I’ve not written a single word yet

Yeah well you’re shit
I’ve written one now


Female conversation 

Participant D

Transcript 6

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3

4

5

6


	B

D

B

D
	I wouldn’t say anything

I wouldn’t 

In the wrong mood he’d freak out

Well to be fair if Dom said anything to me now about going to lectures I’d be like well fuck off
I do it with Chadd when he goes on about me


Female conversation

Participant D

Transcript 7

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3

4

5


	C

D

B


	You’d better never play this tape to Chadd cause I’ve just been talking about his family I’ve just thought that

                                  [oh bugger isn’t it funny how you forget

 [yeah like big brother you must forget


Female conversation 

Participant D

Transcript 8

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3


	D

C
	I’m sorry Nigel’s one to talk cause the way he treats Bethan is like a bastard (.) so he mustn’t have any respect for her

Does she actually know what he does?


MIXED SEX CONVERSATION TRANSCRIPTS

Mixed Sex Conversation

Participant B

Transcript 1

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3


	D

B


	Sarah I really want a cheese butty

Make one lazy bitch

(5.03)


Mixed Sex Conversation

Participant B

Transcript 2

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3

4

5

6


	B

D

B
	Oh god yeah, because I based my dissertation on someone else’s experiment and the thick bastards did it wrong on the paper so my results are wrong but I’ve got to fix them (.)

[((laughter))

which is gay and theirs got published as well and it was all blatantly wrong.


Mixed Sex Conversation

Participant C

Transcript 1

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3

4

5

6


	C

E

C
	I went to meet him from the train station then sneaked him into my room then came back in here for a bit and then I went Sa just get my phone out my room

((laughter))

and I was waiting for her to go no get it yourself you lazy bitch


Mixed Sex Conversation

Participant C

Transcript 2

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3

4

5

6


	E

A

C

D
	We’ve all got to make her cry as quickly as we can

                                                                             [the boys have all got bets on

                           [no ones gonna be able to hear you anyway cause the speakers are shite
yeah last year you couldn’t hear anyone 


Mixed Sex Conversation

Participant C

Transcript 3

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3

4


	E

D

C

E
	Yeah four exams I’d have had by tomorrow

God

[shit
well that’s why I failed my first year cause I missed them all


Mixed Sex Conversation

Participant D

Transcript 1

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3


	C

D
	You’ve got one though

                             [I’ve got one but it’s shit
((inaudible))


Mixed Sex Conversation

Participant D

Transcript 2

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9


	D

B

D

E

B

D

B
	Fuck

What?

     We had a fucking student rep meeting today at one, fuck
                                                                                        [fuck

                                                                                        [does it really matter?  

                   [yes cause she takes your name down and everything oh

Emma we didn’t go al of last year


Mixed Sex Conversation

Participant D

Transcript 3

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3

4


	D

C
	It was just shit (.) meetings are shit.  All the second years just moan about everything

((inaudible))  (6.30)

what bus are you lot getting Jamie?




Mixed Sex Conversation

Participant D

Transcript 4

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3

4


	D

ALL

D


	I have to do it. So I’ll have to come up on the Monday late (.) will you get the lecture notes?

((laughter))

you’re a bitch ((laughter))


Mixed Sex Conversation

Participant D

Transcript 5

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3

4


	D

A

D
	I handed in my first draft of my dissertation on Monday Lau

Did you?

Mm hum (.) it was very exciting (.) it was very very shit though


Mixed Sex Conversation

Participant D

Transcript 6

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3

4


	E

B

D
	Dave’s got an exam on Thursday at like

                                                   [yeah he say’s he’s probably going to go in his suit

                                [aw that’s so shit


Mixed Sex Conversation

Participant D

Transcript 7

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3

4

5

6


	E

B

E

D

E

ALL
	No all I said was fair play to Alex she’s fit

I didn’t make him say that

It weren’t like

                 [Sa you a fuck up
No it was a compliment

((laughter))


Mixed Sex Conversation

Participant E

Transcript 1

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3

4

5

6


	E

ALL

B

ALL
	Fittest girl ever right, fitter than any girl I’ve ever ever ever pulled just stood there, really short skirt, fuck me boots, proper nice legs

((laughter))

nice girl then take her home to your mum

((laughter))


Mixed Sex Conversation

Participant E

Transcript 2

	Line number
	Speaker

	1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9


	D

B

D

E

B

D

B
	Fuck

What?

     We had a fucking student rep meeting today at one, fuck

                                                                                        [fuck
                                                                                        [does it really matter?  

                   [yes cause she takes your name down and everything oh

Emma we didn’t go al of last year


Recorded data collected





All possible swear-words identified





Face-to-face interview carried out





Face-to-face interview analysed to establish swear-words





Data analysed using the swear-words identified from interviews
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