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make certain (proactive) attributions about them which predicts the
alternative behaviours and beliefs they are llkely to’' manifest or
hold. These and other strategies are adcpted in order to reduce °
interpersonal uncertainty apparent in initial encounters. The present
paper reéports on three prelisinary studies which - .suggest that -
another's speech patterns afford us: valqpﬂie information for
forerula ting such. proactive attributions. More specifically, the }
studies were concerned with the social significance c¢f various foras
.of female taperecorded speech in Britain. It was found that pebple
can' stereotype womdn as androgynous. and feminist. Amcng the lattér
are those more committed than others, cm the.basis of accent’ and’

N\ paralinguistic features of voice. Further avenues of research are
“suggested with regard to 1nterpersona1 communication with wcmen which.
tests, and pérhaps may extend, Berger & Calabrece's theory.
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JNFORMATION CENTER (ERICY ANG ¥ : " EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY
USERS OF THE ERICSYSTHY | onr We form first - impressions of strangers, we do so on the basis of

a large number of interacting cues* snch as dress style, voice, facial ,

) appea.ra.nce; perceived attributes, etc.' \iithout wishing to become involved '
in any debate ooncerning the differential effectiveness of these va.rious . N
cues in certain contexts, our focus is on the role of another s speech style
in forming a first impression. that i5, how sonething is said rather than
what is sa.id.~ ‘Frevious work conducted suggests that theg more prestigiously
a person.o eaks, the more favourably he ‘will be Judged by others on certain
dimensions (see review, Giles & Fowesland, 197 5). But notice that we have

- equated "the speaRer" with "he". ‘and "him"; in fact, most of us do s0 when ~ |

‘ speaking and writing (Bodine, 1975) Huch. of the work across the world. '“'4,
—.although attempting to define how speech style has been used to evaluates i
Ppeople, has all’ too_ easily fallen into the trap of actually determining hov,
we react to men.‘ This ﬁ%uld seem to be crucial problem’ Jglven, as' mentioned +
"in the Previous paper (Elyan, ]}9‘77) that differences do seem to be . -
. . ~appe.rent in the way men and women are spoken of (La-coff. 1973, Martyna, . .

-Q'Eula9zs3

. in press),-are expected to speak (Xramer, in DPress), and in the content and

. expression of what they actually have to say (Thorne & Henley, 1975) owr 8

} Taper ‘then is a prelininary attempt to redress the androcentric bias in the . .

social evaluation of speechwstyle and deternine the salience of a woman's - .

voice‘in forming impi‘essions of her. It is our aim also to p;tace this ' ‘ )

research within the context of a current theory of interpersonal relations,

v ‘ . ,Befoxe describing our studies, et us introduce the framework we will .

g - be adopting.- Berger & Caladbrese: (1975) devised at oretical formulation - ' -
for understanding the development of interpersonal relationships a.nd itgis '

our view that the study of first impressions may ‘be, usefully p,la.éed within e /

‘this context. These workers accord the notion of "uncertainty” a centfal ¢ L

)
L

role in their thegry. They’ argue that when two strangers meet for the
- ‘ ‘first time their uncerta.inty levels are high in the sense that. they are
initially doubtful about the alternative behaviours, and beliefs ‘the, other

N is li‘{ely to manifestﬁ or hold, and consequently, ‘are uncertain themselves
B as to how to behave appropriately. Berger and Ca.labrese propose that
'_acquaintainsbip is concerned with reducing such uncertainty so that once
d . the other is perceived to be more predictabdle, a, decision can "be made about
AU “the ilikelihooé of future interactions, and the ‘probable intimacy of them.
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M._“__,'_,, :’ . In orde_:_z{_tq reduce uncertain.tyin first encounters. interac:tants ‘need” .
) to elaborate a basis for predicting the other's behaviours and attitudes.
9 Berger & Calabrese argue that these. predictions, called “pmoactive =~ ' )

) ' attributions" y are ‘made early on in the, interaction base,d on input cues
. " from the situation and. the behaviour of the other. Naturally enough, o
| ‘uncertainty reduction is a continuously developing process and the -
constructionvof proactive attr}butions is but one of the strategies ‘Berger
proposes interactants adopt to increase predictability (Berger, in press).
In short, we see first impressions formed (ahd stereotypes “evoked) in order
Coo, to reduce coghitive, uncertainty and thereby guide appropriate behaviour inp'
- . social interaction. ‘ P .

Speech style has been shown cross-cultu,rally to ‘be used in the z
formation 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.in’ gaining first impressions of others (see. Giles.‘
& Powesland, 1975) Regional accent, aspone -aspéect of s,peech style,

T appears “to be an important cue to social eval\uation in Britain. Previous
work conducted in this country (Uhited 1<1ngdom) Shows that the more of a
standard accent speakers adopt, the more intelligent, competent~ sélf—

T - confident but admrttedly less trustworthy and soqial’ly attractive L will

judge them to ‘Be (Giles, 1971«~ Bourhis, Giles & Lambert, 1975‘), the better
#111 be the perceived quality of their message' (Giles, 1973; Powesland &
Gi}es, 1975), and the more we will cooperate with them {Giles, Baker & .
Fielding, 1975, Bourhis & Giles, 1976). In other words, in many social
o . contexts .we ‘are not only predicting the likely bacI'ground: and attributes of
\lndividuals from their accent ‘but also modifying our’ behaviour. towards ’
then accor:dingly.~ Given tha,t the vast maJority of this work high’lighted
' Yeactions to male speal'ers, the question remains as to how. people use
aceent as a means of ma!\ing proactive attributions when encountering women
for the fivst tme.” - i oo o2 0T TE. R
. - Ag a first step in exploring this issue, we together with OlweNElyan .
¥ and Richard Bohrhis (Elyan, Smith, Giles & Bourhis, "in press), déﬁigst a
¢ study using the matche'd-guise technique {Iambert, 1967) which required 76
Bris‘tol students to listen to and rate a series of people we had tape-
recorded reading a standard passage of prose. ~The stinul\!s voices on this

. were able ‘to read realistically the safe passage il a standard accent and
in their lcical Lanc¢ashige accents. They read the passage in both guises
attempting to maintainz
impression of temperamgnt throughout. An indepenaent sample of over 1CO
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tape incluaed those _prépared by two bidialectal middle class women wh ’ "
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students validated.ths authenticity of these Standard and Lancashire g .
=% gulses. Cther male and female voices were recoro.e? for inclusion on the Ty
_ tape in oxder to disgulse the fact \;hat sorne of the sgeakers appeared _
twice. The voieés ‘were then randomly amnged together with a practice i ¢
volce onto the stimulus tape. The study was introduced to listeners in
. R Hhat s 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
Voices- a task analogous to listening to unseen spea_kers on the radio. No . .

L~y ,

mention was made of course to our interest in regional accent or to women.,
Each voice was listened to and rat separately on.25 rating scales chosen

on the basis of cui{'rent research on voice evaluation, sex trait stereotyping s, ‘
m/ ©~ . and sex role ideology (Giles & Iowesland, 1975; .Willians, Giles, Edwards, o
‘ """ Best and Daws, 1977, Spe\nce, Helmreich &*Stapp, 1974). " o . \
~. Two-way ANOVAs with the factors of accent of ,speaker and- sex of
v 1istener were performed on each of the scales. Main effects for accent of ’

t

'.,spepker, emerged on 18 of:these (all ps<.Cl). - Listeners considered'the'

- o standard speakers to be significantly higher in self-esteeii, ‘to be clearer, - .

' _ more fluent intelligent, self-confident, adventurous, independent

g . feminine and less weak tha.n the regional accented women. In addition, . - L

‘ z standard speakers were more likely to be perceived to have a JOb ‘which was ¢

o well-paid and prestigious and have an egalitarian relation,ship with their o

'+ £ spouse in the hpme, but’ less likely, to have children than +the Northern . ' N

accented speakers. At the same time, regional speakers §ere perceived: to ]

,* . be nore’ sincere -and likeable, and less aggressive and egotistic ‘than their

L standard accented’ counterparts. Accent of " speaner in‘teracted significantly
with sex of listener on' six'of the scales (ps <401) found to be due to':

female listeners polarizing their mjings of the spea}:ers indicé.ted, by .the <
M m7dn effects. L ~ ST { ‘ v

P In summary, st'andard accented women were upgraded in terms of competence ' ‘_,\“,

‘ "_ . ~aN1 communicative skills, but downgraded in térms of «social attractiveness
v .and personal integrity relative tc regi.onal accentéd female$., Such data ‘
{ L corroborate the stereotypes associated with ‘male speakez‘s previously. < ’ ’g,a

oy Perhaps more interestingly, nowever, standard accented ‘Wwomen #ere expected
‘ to bear fewer children, to create a'more egalitaﬁan relationship with’ “ha

their husbands and they were seen to be more masculine in thelr sex tra.its, ..

both positive *and nbgatiVe (hilliams. et ali, 1977),"_‘while at -the same »;ere ' j,; .
, . rated higher on thefemininiiy trait ‘than Northerh ac;cented females, While *' U
k'/" ) . befng extremely cautious about the, generality of theseaﬁindings with regarq\ L J
J— to Vother regional accents in. other British conununities, the data suggest a
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articulate, lacking in warmth masculine in certain ways and yet feminine,‘
and'espousing egalitarian ideals between the sexes. Interestingly, this . .

ofile’ is highlighted more by women than by men., . . .
At first sight the ‘results may geem contradictory in the sense that j 3 i

accented women are seen as both nighly masculine on certain traits
- and. ye definitely high on, the femininhity scale as well, Recent research '
~on ps chological androquy/ﬁBem, 1974 ), which will be discussed i -
. succeeding Lepers (Smith, 1977, J. Giles, 197), suggests that these data .
+ are, afenable to an interesting, yet speculative,Linterpretation. A number

. of workers have measured ma‘&hlinity and femininity as two independent & ' y

"dimensions allowing the expression of. both characteristics in individuals ' : g

of either sex. These studies have found that between 30 and 45, of some
American college populations score high on both masculinity and femininity ,
scales. (8pence, Helmréich & Stap“b 1974; Bem, 1975). , These {ndividuls, *

. displaying vwhat has been termed psycholog;cal androgyny, represent themselves .

% -
\

as being stxongly masculine in dertain ways and strongly feminine in others.

- .

r - It-hds been suggested that andrégynous persons have a wider. behavioural
- repertoire from which to choose épabling them to cope with the demands ofs
a wide range of social, and often stressful situations (3 Giles, 1977) N
Q}ven}this, it is not perhaps surprisinﬂ to propose that people may be able ‘
to pe;geive both masculine and feminine qualities in the behaviour of others.

Tentatively then, one could label the, femalc standard accent as a "perceived ' °'?%;

‘\, 2

voice of androgyny". ~§x
In Britain and in the United\States, it has been found. that women more -

cx\

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

Trudgill; 1974) apdl our.data may shed” some 1ight on why this may happen...In - o oy
;. - a ‘recent pilot in stigation, we replicated.the study with male voices and.” | A

found that male standard accented speakers were, not androgynously perceived. . - }
Hence, women may reap more social rewards for assuming a standard accent than

men; T3t allows thém to emphasize their femininity’while at the:same time,
they aré perceived asAPOSsessing certain valued masculine characteristics as, , °¢

4

{

- welY, Future’ work .on the causal agents of androgyny, perc\iyed and actual -
_ pills likely Lelp us clarify why the female standard voice migh'lk&e stereotyped .
, in an androgynous fashion. 1In addition, we. need to determine what
construe to’be dimensions of the scale "femininity" in less socialIy- : .
laboratory settings. Ve would also be interested to determine thé linguisé%axﬁ% ) ii'h
.. charactéristics of actual androgynous and‘non—andrggynous males and females “ !
(cf. Smith, 1977).' o - Wl
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-7 At any rate, the study has suggested ‘that aceent could well be an S
important basis for stereotyped proactive attributions about the probable
) behaviours and attitudes tgat women manifest and hold. Regional accent.is,
) ‘ however, only. one, "albeit impontant aspec} of a woman s speech style ‘that may
,be a potential source for mal-ing first impressions there may be many others.
Yet, rather than move limply from one linguistic feature“to another and
detexrmine i&s soctal meaning for listeners, we . were compelled\to return to’ our
theoretical modél and attempt dnother approach. It may be recalled that
. Berger & Calabrese (1975) propose that we make proactive attributions in order’
to reduce cognitive uncertainty about another s background attitudes and
\ beliefs, Thus, it would seem important,to ask the question. what»are people
ii m-: most concerned with reducing uncef%ﬁﬁnty about when meeting women for the
~ first time? Obviously, an answer would necessarily be conteAtually-specific, '
" and would require 4 large-scale factor analytic study to come to any important ‘
conclusions, However, in an informal-pilot study, we asked §tudents what
) characteristics they: would "be looking out: for initially when meeting a young
woman casually for thé first time. As you night expect, there were many
) idiosyncratic replies '"but, one feature mentioned by almost everybody Was the
LT -ﬁxtent to which the target female was affiliated with feminist ideals. This‘

3 -

[5Y
. appea to both. sexes to be quite an important‘famtor to predict An these

-

timés of a changing relationship between the sexes so that they could guide
tﬁeir self pnesentations more effectively. If thén speech stylé,is a potential
- Y ) medium for proactive attributions in any'meaningfyl theoretical sense, we ‘would
+° - have ta determine whether ‘womens' volces do allow listeners to make inferenceS“
about their profeminist views. In other words if feminism is afsalient _
dimension on which to reduce uncertainty, then, it is important to determine if
speech style cues are used for this purpose, * o N
*/ Yith this in mind, we designed a study with Caroline Browne to determine

- whethexr listeners perceive differences in the speech of "feministm and -

94
4

nonfeminist'women, and whether these differences are evaluatively meaningful.
v . Twenty-four?hni4ersity undergraduates Were interviewed and taperecorded in .

‘o .their own hdmea by aségggépatﬁVestigator. After the interviewfmwhich was B

) . concergég'wit? discé g a so-called "rivial® topic (clothing End fashicn) &1

o ‘and a m j'serious" topic (I'hrgaret Thatcher as the first'female Frime Minister
o gof‘%% bin), the informants were adminj.stered the Spence, Helmreich &’

’ Stapp £1973) “Attitudes Towards Uomen Scale"n A low score on this.scale.. R

indicates that the informant accepts tﬁe inferior'role of women in relation tomen

. . whereas é hiah scamscore reflects a great dsal of dissatisfactioh with ‘the oy
‘ unequal treatment of women in society. Sixteen of these women scored low and
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relativ% ¥y high and these*will be referred to as the "feminis€" group. A
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these will be referred Xo as the "nonfcminist" group, while eight scored™

Y.
furthei-eight were subsequently interviewed who were known to b¢ actively
involved in the local lomen*s Mo¥ement; they scored no differently from the
other so—called feminist .women on the Attitudes Towards LOMen Scale, The
inclusion of this subgroup was not-only to- increase the size of the feminist
group interviewed} bt also to investigate the relationship between membership,
“or active comhitment to the Vomen's Movement and their speech, In other words,
if differencés were perceived betweern ‘the speech styles of feminist and non- .
femifilst women, would they be accentuated in the eight whoﬂgere’active members )
of the Movement? The interviewer told‘the 1nformants 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 3C seconds of the 1nformants
speech on each 'of the two topics discussed were edited out. These 64 extracts
were then randomly placed onto a stimulus tape which was played to sixteen, »
linguistically—untrained male and female students who” wer&asked to rate each

extract on a number of speech-related and personality’ scale§§ﬂumen .on the basis«

. of preVious research (Giles & Fowesland, 1975, Giles, Bourhis, Gadfield, Davies

& Davies, 19763, Bourhis & Giles, 19 )*‘ ch scald’yﬁs submitted to three- |
way ANDVA with the xactors of feminist group, sex of 1istener andftopic discussed.
The%results showed that irrespective of topic, fepinist speakers vere rated as
signific ntly more profeminist**, as having a higher lucidity of argument** and
as seeming more intelligent* and sincere* Nonfeminist §peakers ﬁFre rated as
squnding moae frivolous*¥*, superficial* and,as having more-standard accents"

- No important effect emerged, for sex of 1istener or topic discussed and ne inter-

actions appear worthy of mention, Hithin the fem%gist group of* speakers, another .

set of ANOVAs showed signi}icant differences between the two subgroups. The
committed" feminist speakers, those active in the Jomen = Movement were rated
astore 1ucid¥* \confident** intelligent** likeable* and,sincere** but 1ess
monotonous* and superficaal** than the "uncommitted" feminist spzékers.

S

]

These findings demonstrate the importance of speech style i mediating‘between

social attitudes and social\perception.m,The speech and personalities of feminist

. . 1
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_ and nonfeminist‘speahérs Are seen to differ (at least among Britishicollege

‘women.) in interesting ways,.as are-indeed those of the committed and uncommitted
subgronps. /Thetpicture emerges of the feminist speaker as a lucid, intelligent‘
person, confident and sincere in what she‘is saying, and as we would expect,~
perceived to be profeminist. 1In conttast, the, nonfeminist speaker sounds more _
superﬁicial and frivolous even when talking about politics.. It is interesting —
to note that the nonfeminist speakers‘were Judged to have npre standard “accents .-
_too., The differemces between ‘the committed and uncommitted feminist seem of the

Same order as well in that the more committed to a liberatiohist'vieépoant a fy
., R 1/
- woman"%s, the more accentuated the profile becomes. .o v

This study, however, involved the recording of spontaneou speech and hence

-

any differences arising from the analysis might be due simply to the content of’
what was said rather _than to the speech style. From 1istening to the tape - .
this did not seem to us to be the case. Therefore, with Sarah Uhiteman, we
' repeated the study‘Put this time using conteént-controlled material with a larger ,
group of listeners. Five female students who scored high on the kttitudes Towards,
Homen Scale (the feminist speakers), and ffve who scotred low (the nonfeminist
speakers) were recorded-reading a negtral passage of prrose which they rated
subsequeptly as néither masculine nor feminine, pro- nor anti-femfﬁist afd wap <
interesting and not difficult to read; these speakers were not in fact used in :
the previoﬁs invgstigation. Forty linguistically-unsophisticated male and
female students 1istened to these»voices and rated them on, more or less the same
Scales as Peviously.. This time, a pilot study was conducted to detexmine the
test-retestr reliability .of: the speech-related scales and all the correlations
were highly signiffcant. s ». v,
ANOVAs the ratings showed once again that differences were percelved
between the speech styles~of feminist and ponfeminist women., Feminist.speakers
vere perceived to be less flueni¥* and standard accented** lower: in pitch*
less precisély enunciated* more masculine* and less feminine-sounding* than 7
the nonfeminist speakers. In.this formal reading context,—the voice of feminism
appeared to be at'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, péople can still

detect differences in the speech style of feminist ans\qonfeminist women, ~One ‘

ebvious interpretation of these findings is that feminist students may be -

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

group in society, perhaps in an attempt to share in its social power (Giles & )

Glles, in press) In’this sense, it would be interesting to monitor feminists

speech patterns during the course of naturally-occurring ch%ggés in their social .
. Ve
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Nevertheless, othcr quite potent alternative
First, it Is possible that
the speech style characterizing feminist women is in actual fact’ that ‘associated
with females who are’ committed to some isshe, whether it be environmental

identities, policies and’actions,
explanations for these differences can be proposed.

' pollution, child/health care; anti-aboxrtionism or whatever.
"VQice of feminigmﬁ?:E§%i§§ﬁt‘hawe the "voice of commitment".

Bather than the .
Second it could ',

be that fe 6<;nd nonfeminist views are simply components of two larger .
sociopoliti ief structures such,as for example liberalism and conservatism
respectively, In such a case, we would expect the same speech style differences “

s these are responded to in return by women. v , = -

Just described to distinguish between other' ideological parameters - perhaps even
among men. These are 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 s\ciald&%tributes.

Ye ha trie§<t6‘make women a proper subject of first impression in their

own right rather than as an adgmnct to males, In this véin, we have- suggested

- that, on the Jasis, of admitf%dly exploratory data a woman's voice can provide her_"

interactants with a rich sburce of data from which to make proactive attributions
about her bacnground, personality 2nd social attitudes, It seems possible that on
- the basis of voice cués alone, people will make inferences about a woman's -

' psychological androgyny and her' femlnlst perspective.
determined how these proactive attributions are translated into behavio l' .
responseS‘by di fferent-types of interactants in different situations, and how ) '

Cur theoretical startingp01nt has been to consider sSpeech style cuecs in’ a
framework of *impression format;on where they are oné source of- information useful
"4n reduqing cognitive un ertainty about: another. Implicit in ‘our paper has been °
the notion that this ﬁnajewbrk may provide the much needed integration for the
various person perceptual cues we Use to formylate: first impressions. It seems '
to us that determining the effect of dress, voice, face, etc. in isolation from 1"
one another, or even in combination, is ultimately theoretlcally sterile. An

alternative apprcach that we intend to promote is to determine what dimensions of

Obviously, it needs to be: |

" -

cognitive’ uncertainty interactants are seeking to reduce i different situations, -
: r___and to determine how these dimensions are marked in others by.facial expression, '
' voice, dress and so forth, ‘In this waj, vwe can build up a coherent picture of the
b . role of first impressions for men and women, not onlx,in the immediacy ~and S
o perhaps transience - of the initial encounter, but also in the wider context 8f a
‘—> "developing relationship. - AR l':“ ‘ "t “ N ‘ ,
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