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'
utr'we form first impressions of strangers, we do so on the basis of

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES

a large number of interacting cues such as dress style, voice,. 'facial
r

Pc\
appearance,, perceived attributes, etc.; Uithout wishing to become involved

in any debate ooncerning the differential effectiveness of these various .

i'V cues in certain contexts, our focuS. is on the role of another's speech style

informing a first impression, that is, how something is said raihethan

.r"1O
1../J

dimensions (see review, Giles & Powesland, 1975). But notice thatwehave

what iasaid. 'Previous work conducted suggests thatthei.more prestigiously

a eaks, the more favourably he will be judged by others on certain

equattd "the speaMer" with "he",and "him"; in fact, most of us do so when

,
speaking and writing (Bodine, 1975). Much. of the work across the world,

-although:attempting.io define how speech style has been used to eyaluate%

people, has all' too easily fallen into the trap of actually determining how,

we react to men. This would seem to be crucial problem',,given;-ag mentioned

In the previous paper (glyan,p77), that differences do seem to be

apparent in the way men and women are spoken of (Lakoff, 1973; Martyna,

in press),-are expected to speak (Kramer, in ;Press), and in the content and

expression of what they actually haVe to say (Thorne & Henley, 1975). Our

) paper then is a preliminary attempt to redress the androcentric bias in the'

social evaluation of speech4tyle and determine the salience'of a woman's

voice `in forming impiessions of her.' It is our aim Also to 4.ace this

research within the context of a current-theory of interpersonal relations.

,,Before describing our-studies;let'us introduce the framework'we will

be adopting.. Berger & Calabrese:,
/

(1975) devised a theoretical formulation

for understanding the development of interpersonal relationships and ,4

our view that the study of first impressions may'be,usefully W.e.6e3 within
-this. context. These workers accord the notion of "uncertainty" a cential

r.
Tole in their theory. Theyargue that when two strangers meet for the

k)4i)

first time their uncertainty'levels are high in the sense that. they areN
initially doubtfUl about the alternative behaviours, and beliefsthe other:,

(N is likely to manifest or hold, and consequently,, are uncertain themselves

E)
as IA) tiow to behave appropriately. Berger and Calabrege propose that

acquaintainship is concerned with reducing such uncertainty so that once

, the other.is perceived to be more predictable, adecisiongan be made about

" the likelihood of future interactions, and thesprdbabIe intimacy of them.
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_.._ In orderto-reduce uncertairitrin first encpunteis,interactantsfneee

'to elaborate a basis fOr Predicting the other's behaviours and attitudes.

Berger Calabrese argue -Mat these.predictions-called:61roactive

. .

_

attriol4ione";-are made early on in the, interaction based on input cues

from the situation and. the behaviour .of the other. Naturally enough,. 0,

uncertainty reduction is a; continuously developing process, and the ,

constructionvof proactive attributions is but one of the strategi4s Berger'

proposes inieraciante adopt to increase predictability (Berger, in Press).

In short, we see firstiimpressione formed (andetereotypes'evoked) in order

a to reduce cognitive, uncertainty and thereby .guide appropriate 'behaviour ildpo

social interaction.:
.

Speech style has been ;shown cross-eulturally,to teused in the

fernation_of proactive attributions (Giles, in press; Giles &,St.'Clair, in

press). A person's speech rate, voice quality, pitch range and so forth

can all be used as cues:id-gaining first impressions of others (see-Giles

& Powesland, 1975). Regional accent, astone-aspeot of

=speech

style,

appears'to be an impOrtant cue to social evaluationin Britain: Previous

work conduciedin this country (tJhitedKingdoM),Shows that the more of-a

i.standard accent speakers adopt, the more intelligent, competent; self-
/

%confident hutadmitt(;:diy feSg trustworthy and eogiallY attractive Welwill,

judge them to;te (Giles, 1971,A3Ourhis, Giles &Lambert, 1975), -the better

All be the Perceived.quality of their message (Giles, 1973; Powesland &

G4.es, 1975), and the more 'we will cooperate with them (Giles, Baker &

1975; Bourhis & Giles, 1976). 'In other words, many social'

, contexts.wedare not only predicting the likely bickground and attributes of

=individuals from their accept; -but also moAifying our'behaYiour,ttwards
s

them accorAingly.. Giveri that the vast majdrity of this work higtighted

reactions to male ,speakers, the question n-remains ap to Ebw.people.uSe
. : ,

I

accent as a means of making proactive attributions When encountering women

for the first time.' "-"-. ?' : . _ W..44.41
u , ,

4 : . 4 1

Al a,first step in exploring this issue, we together with Olwe Elyan,

and RichardBobrIlit (Eiyan,,Smith, Giles k Bourhie, in press), de sed a

' study, u4ing the matched-guise .technique.kpambert, 1967). which required' 76
,,,

BriAol students-.to listento and rate a .eeries of people we had tape-

. 1 .recorded reading a standard passage'of prose: -the stimulls voices on this
.1,X ,

. .,-tapeincluaedthose prpared by,two-bidialedtal, middle class women who

were ableto read realistically the same passage in a standard accent and
s .. _ .

in their local laneash e, accents. They read the taSsage.in both guispa:
t

t,-- '
attempting to to maintain he same speech iate, paralinguistic features and

.
,. impression of -temperament throughout. An'indepenaent sample of over 1C0

,;

1- '-

c.,
, irx

eLb
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studentd Validated, the authenticity of these Standard. and Lancashire e
gases. Other male'and female voices were recorded for incllision on the
tape in order*to disguise the .fact that some of the speakers appeared
twice. The voices 'were then randomly' arranged .together with a practice
voice onto the stimulus tape./ The study was introduced to listeners in

. what Its' now become a standard fashion; they were told by a female
investigator that we were interested in determining whether people can
infer characteristics from others on: the basis of just listening to their
Voice's; a task analogous to listening to unseen speakers on the radio. No

mention was made of course...to our interest in regional accent or to women.,
Each voice was listened to and ratj sepalately on.25 rating scales chosen
on the basis of current research on voice evaluation, sex trait stereotyping
and sex role ideology (Giles & Iowesland, 1975; Jalliams, Giles; 'Edwards,
Best and Daws, 1977; Spence, H,elmreiCh eStaPp, 1974).

Two-way ANOVAs with the factors of accent of ,speaker andsex of
listener were performed on each of the scales. ,Main effects for accent of

speaker, emerged on 18 of- -these ps< .C1). Listeners considered the'
standard speakers to be significantly higher in self-esteeff, '-'to be clearer,
more fluent, intelligent,. self-confident, adventurous, independent,

-, -, feminine and less weak than the regional accented In 'addition,
-standard speakers were more likely to be perceived to have'a. job'which was

... '3.well-paid and prestigious and have an egalitarian rels'Ltionship with their
'1. ' .spouse in the hpme, but less likelyrto.have,children than the Northern

accented speakers. At the same time, regional speakers 'ere perceived to
, ,

egotistic
. . .

, . , be -more* sincere -and likeable,. a.nd less aggressive and s than their
, .

standard accentedcounterrarts. Accent Of'speaker interacted significantly
with sex of listener. on six' of the ecales (ps <X1) found to be due tO-,,. . ,.,
feMale:Aisteners polarizing their ratings ce.the speakers indicated by .the

,n effects., . .' i/. ..

n
O

. '

In summary, standard accented women were upgraded in terms of "competence
1- r-aNl'communicative skills, but downgraded In terans of social dttractiveness

,,and personal integrity irelative to, regional accented° female4. Such data

- Eorrobora.te the stereotyped associated with'Male spea'ke4 ireviously.
...:

Perhaps more interestingly; however, standard. accented'vpmen mere expected
., ,

to bear fewer children, :to create.a 'more 'egalita...an relationship with' . i.,
0

4 r%

their husbands and they were seen to, be more 'masculine in their sex, traits, ; .

both positive `and 'negative (Williams,' et al'., 1977)1_1.thile' at the same 'wi-e, : .,. ,

rated higher on tliefemininity trait 'than Northern accented females. thileti
being egtretne]ly cautious about 'the, gerierality of thededindings with regardt

, .

to !other regional acceifts in.'other:Britisti communities, the data suggest a
. . , .

., . ,"..I.,,,, ' :'. -, .

I +

o
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,stereotyped picture of standard accented women as highly=- competent,

articulath., lacking in warmth, masculine; in certain ways and yet feminine,

and espousing egalitarian idealsbetileen the sexes. InterestiMgly, this .

:7" ,,
ofile is highlighted more by women than by men.

At first sight, the 'results may contradictory in the sense that

stn accented women are seen as both highly masculine on certain traits 1

.and.ye definitely' high on the feminihity scale as well. 'Recent research

on ifs chological androgynty/iBem, 1974), which will be discussed in

sucCledihg papers (Smith, 1977; J. Giles, 197?), suggests that these data

are,athenable to an interesting, yet Speculative,Linterpretation. A number

of worker; have measured maslklinityand femininity as two` independent

'difiensions allowirig the expression of. both characteristics in in viduals

of either sex. These studies have fbund that between 30 and 45,2 of Some

American college populations spore.high on both masculinity and femininity

SICaleS.(bpence; Helmieich & StaPr, 1974; Bem, 1975). These individuals,

. displaying what has been termed psychological anarogyny,'represent themselves
..,' . , -.,

as being strongly 'masculine in'aertain ways and strongly feminine in others.

- It 'his been suggested that andr.ogynous persons have a wider,behavioural,

repetoire from which to choose
1
tabling them to cope with the demands aft- t

.

-
.

Ja wide range of social, and often] stressful, situations (. Giles, 1977):
,

given! this, it is not perhaps surprising to proposp that people may be able
..-.

to Ierceive both masculine and feminine qualities in the behaviour of Others.

Tentatiely then; ono could label the., standard accent as a "perceiyed
.

...

:-..

.

anvoice of androgyny" -,,..

In Britain and in the United.,iStates, it has been found. that women more-.
1..

i
-

frequently adopt pr tigious pronunciation patterns than men (Iaboy, 1966;

. Ti'uctgilli 1974) a our.data may shedsome light on why this may hapPen..,In
-,..z,:.,..

a recent pilot in stiption,' we replicated: the study with male'voices, and
,..,

,

found that male standard accented speakers were,not androgynously perceived.

fe 'Hende, women may reap more social rewards for assuming a standard accent than
.4-. .;,:,

men; 'it allows them to emItasiie their femininitY while at ihesame time,
. , . ....

they are perceiV'ed as,poesessing certain valued masculine characteristics.as, .

- v z .
..

a. rwell'. Future' work .On the causal agents, of androgyny, perCetved and actual, -,.
P:1,2

wilI)likely hap us clarify why the female standard voice migh e stereotyped ,...1
.

. . .

in an androgynous" ashion. In addition, we. need to determine what steners,
. .

. .-::

Construe to °be dimensions of the scale "femininity"- in less sooialIy-S 1

laboratory settings., W6 would also be interested to determine the linguist

characteristici of actual androgynous and4non -androgynous males and 'female;

(cf. Smith, 1977).

- . , ...% _
;
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any rate., the study has suggested. 'that accent could well be an

important. 'basis for stereotyped proactive attributions about the Drobable

behaviours and attitudes that'vomen Manifest and hold. Regional accent is,

however, only-one, albeit important, aspecj of awoman's speech style that may
,

be a potential sour ce for making first-f9pressions; there may be many others.
. .

Yet rather than'move limply from-pne linguistic feature'to another and
0

determine lats social .meaning for listeners, we .were co mpelled. to return to .our

theoretical model and attempt Mother ipprqach. It may be recalled that

Berger &- Calabrese (1%75) propose that we make proactive attributions-in order-

to reducecognitive uncertainty about ahother's background, attitudes and
..

,
.

.

beliefs. Thus,, it would seem impoitant..to ask the questiOn: what- arse .people
.

-. most concerned with. reducing unceffghlty'about when- meeting women for the
,.. ...-,

first time? Obviously, an answer.would eledesiarifly be contextually-specific, .

. . .

and would require large-Scale factor analytic:Study to come to any important

Conclusions, HoWever, in an informal pilot study, 'we asked #tudentiwhat
.

Characteristics they,woulebe looking out-for initially when meeting a:young
_

At - l''

woman casually.Dor the first time. As you might expect,, there were many
. ,

idiosyncratic replies,'but,One fei,turementioned by almost everybody was the

.txtent to which the target:female was affiliated with feminist ideals. This,

appga4 to both. sexes to'be quite an important a or to predict.in

f

these\Oct
I

...

times of a.changing relationship between the sexes so that they could guide
-,,

C4

-,
their self-presentations more effectively.' If thlen speech sty14 is a potential ./

. .,.

medium for proactive attributions in any.meanihgfl theoretical sense, we would
. - .7

,
. ..

-have to determine whether
.

womensi voices do allow listeners to make inferences
?

. ,

about theirTofethinist views. In other woids, if feminism is ar.,salient

dimension on which to'reduce uncertainty, theivit is important to determine if
,

speech style cues are used for this purpose. °,0

)

With,this in mind, we designed a study with Caroline Browne to determine

whether listeners perceive differences in the speech of "feminiSt'P and

7nonfeminist'women, and' whether these differences areevaluaiively meaningful.
. . , '..

Twenty -four undergraduates were interviewei,andtaperecorded in
. ,

A

4
%their own hfteg. by a fema estigator. After the interviewy..Which was

4t, c' ti
conpprIA with ', g a so-called "trivial" topic' (clothing 'and fastion) .'

i'
'afria a m re 'serious" topic. (M9rgaret Thatcher, as the firstfemale Prime Minister

.:-, s'1,9r-* illkin), the informants were adiinIsterea the Spenbe, kielmreichj*
.,,,,,
... f

4.'

Stapp (1973) l'Attitudes.Towe2dsAlomen cia,le".. A low score on this.scale,
. ..

indicates that the informant accepta Vie inferionrole, of wom6n.in relation tOmen
-. ,-k-i-,,,,, I 1

whereas a hiah dcolescote reflects a great deal.of dissatUfactiOn with the . ,

,
. .

.

unequal treatment_ of women in:soCiety. Sixteen of these, women scored low and

O

- . , .
........ .

. -il.'
.,

.

.

-.. .,

't
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these m

\
ill be referred to as the "nonfcminist" group, while eight scored- , .

.
.1

relatiV ly high and these will referred to as the "feminist" group. A
cs ,,1 . . .

.

,furthet-siOt were subsequently interviewed who were known to be actively
.

involved' in the local Womenls Molement; they scored no

other so-called feminist women on the Attitudes Towards

inclusion of this subgrouipWas not -only t6-increase the

differently from the

Vofien Scale. The

size of the feminist

grilup interviewed bi4t also to investigate the relationship.be,een membership,

'or active commitment, to the Women's Movement and their' speech. In other words,

if differences were perceived betweenthe speech styles of feminist and non-
6

femiriist women, would the be adcentuated in the eight who,were active members

of the Movement? The interviewer told the infotmants that she was interested

in - eliciting their views on topics of current interest, and no mentioh was made

,of our concerns with speech' style or feminism.

From each of .the* 32 interviews, the first 30 seconds of the informants'

speech Rn each 'of the two tlics discussed were edited out. These 64.extiacts

were then randomly placed onto a stimulus tape which was played to sixteen, *

linguistically-untrained male and female, students who' wer4:taskgd to rate each

extract on a number of speech-related and personality'scaleSc chosen the basis,-;
,-....

of'preVious rertrch (Giles & Powes nd, 1975; Giles, Bourhis, Gadfield, Davies''

.

& bal.ii!es,-1976;_Bourhis &
.
Giles, 19 .)

I

ch sba146 submitted to g.'"three,-,
.

,

way ANLVA with the' factors of feminist group, sex of listener ands topic disciissed.,
7

*Thevresults showed that irrespective Qf topic, feminist speakers Were rated as

4ghificaltly moresprofeminist**,-as,having a higher lucidity of arguments *' and
as seeming more intelligent and bincerb*. Nonfeminist ,speakers Apre rated as,

.sounding mpire_frivolous**, superficial* and.eshaving more 'standard accents".

No important effest emerged. for sex of listener or topic discussed and ne inter-
,

actions appear worthy of mention. 'Within,the femWist group of. speakers, another

Set of ANOVAs showed si.gnAcant differences between the two subgrouPS. The
t

. ,

.

'committed" feminist speakers, those active in the Women's Movement, we're rated
. . ,

as more lucid**, confident**, intelligent**, likeabXe, ana,sincere**, but less ..

monotonous* and superficial ** than the "uncommitted" feMinfst s kers.

These findings demonstrate the importanqeof speech style i mediating between
' ,

' social attitudes and socia
\perception._ Thespeech and

..

perSenilities of feminist

41.c.05;:

.*

,

,
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and nonfeminist speakers pre seen to differ (at least among Britisgacollege
. -

'women) in interesting ways,. as are indeed those of the committed and uncommitted
.

subgrodps. The picture emerges of the feminist speaker as a lucid, intelligent'
,

person, confident and sincere in what sheis say ing, and as we would expect

perceived-to be profeminist. In contrast, the nonfeminist speaker sounds more

superficial and frivolous even when talking about politics.. It is interesting

to note that the nonfeminist speakers were judged to have mpre standard accents

too, The differences between the-committed and uncommitted feministseem of _the

same order as well in that the more committed to a liberatiOilist'vie'pogint7a. fir

C 7 \/

-woman-is, the more accentuated the Profile becomes.

This study, however, involved the recording of spontaneous speech And hence-
. .

any differences arising from the analysis might be due simply to the content of
4.

what was said rather than to the speechstyle. From listening to the tapes"

this did not seem to us to be the case. Therefore, with Sarah Whiteman, we

reheated the study., ut this time dsing content- controlled material with a large;

group of listeners. Five female students who scored high on the Attitudes ToWards

Women Scale (the feminist speakers), and dire who scored lOw (the nonfeminist

speakers) were recorded - reading a neutral passage ,of.. prose which they rated

subsequently as neither masculine nor feminine, pro- nor anti-femXW.st,l'adwas

interesting and not difficult.io read; these speakers were not in fact used in

the prodolls investigation. Forty linguistically-unsophisticated, male and

female students 14iened to these voices and rated them on,more or less the same

scales as deviously. This time, a pilot study was conducted to determine the

test-retest,reliatility.of:the speech-related scales, and all the correlations

were highly-signifrcant. _

. ,

ANOVAs cs the ratings, showed once,again that differences were perceived

'between the speech styles of feminist and nonfeminist women. FeminiA.speakers

were pefceived to be less fluent* and standard accented**, lower- in pitch*,

less precisely enunciated*, more masculine* and 'less feminine-sounding* than

the nonfeminist Speakers. Yn thiS formal reading context,-the voice of feminism

appeared to beat'a social disadvantage in the sense that such speakers were

rated as less intelligent* than the nonfeminist women. It does seem then that

,even when the` content of what is-said is controlled for, pdople can still

detect differences. in the .Sfeedh style of feminist anprnfeminist women.. One

obviotsinterpretatioi of these findings is that feminist students may be

'assimilating towards, or assuming, certain aspects of the.speech_of the dominant

group in society, p6rhaps,in an att empt to share in its social power (GileS &

Giles;-in press). In'this sense, it would be interesting to monitor feminists'

"speech Ratterns-during the course,of naturally-occurring c
,/

in their social.
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identities, policies and'actions. Nevertheless, other quite potent alternative'
/

explanations for these differences can be proposed.. First, it is possible that

the.speech style Characterizing feminist women is in actual fact'that associated

with females who are'cOmmitted to some iset whether it be environmental

' pollution, child1health care; anti-abortionism or whatever. tRather tho,n the

"Voice of femiariiffilitht-have the"voice of commitment". second, it could '.

be that fe and nonfeminift views are simply components of two larger

sociopolitical be ief structures such, as for example liberalism and.conservatisp

respectively. In such a case, we would expect the same speech style differences

just described to distinguish betweenlother ideological parameters'- perhaps even

among men. These k're issues worthy of empirical attention, and it would be

valuable in future research- to determine how the feminist voice (and 'perhaps its

concomitant nonverbal behaviour patterns) is perceived by others across a wide

range of personality and sopial4tributeS.

. We hate trieS6<ke women a proper subject of first impression in their

own right rather than as an acunct to males. In this van, we havesuggested

that, on theybasis,of admit-redly exploratory data, a Woman's voice can, provide Sr: e.

interactants with a rich sburce of data from which to make proactiye attributions

about her background, personality knd social attitudes. It seems possible that on

the basis of vbipe-cuds-alonei people will make inferences about a woman:s

psychoIogibal androgyny and her feminist perspective. Obviously, it needs to

a-terminal how these proactive attributions are translated into beha(±ioural.

responses by different types of interactants indifferent situations, and,ha4,

these are respondeorto in return by women. Olt

Cur theoretical startindoint has been to Consider speech style cues in'a

framework.of'impression formation where they are one source of- information useful
'ae

reducXngognitive unierthinty.aboutanother. Implicit in, our' paper has been

the notion that tys fiahelibrk may provide the much needed integration for the

various person perceptual cues we use to formulate'first impressions. It seems

to is that determining the effect.of4reis,t 'voice,' facet etc. in isolation from

one,another, or eVen in combination, is ultiMately theoretically sterile. An
,

,
alternative approach that we intend to prom&teis to determine. what dimensions of

cognitive'uncertainty interactants are seeking to reduce_in_differentrsitUations,

and to determine how these dimensions are marked in others
%

by facial expression,

voice, dress and so forth. 'In this way, we can buildup a coherent picture of the_

role of first impressions for men and women, mot only, in the immediacy and
.

perhaps transience.- of the initial encounter, but
,

also in the wider context 61 a
,- , ''''' it

developing relationship. .
.

.*

,
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