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|qy and Why Are Women More
Polite: Some Evidence from
a Mayan Community

Penelope Brown

Introduction

Two separate lines of linguistic inquiry.have yielded results which suggesr that;ffi:fr:;TlTi,1ifi;'I;'* o''r'" "" i""i-* r'lu" i" ou,.."",io,," uy
rensed version reprinted in ,n,]l.il1 

o"* 
l:u<lgill (Labov 1972; Trudgill l9ii,*r,yp"."o..".i,;,'r,'* l;;.;# ii il,l,T,i;: ril*Iil,"l:ffi:ilTfl :r"r,::lllstatus and Ievel of formality) wor"r ""a,a r.r.*,;r" L ;il:il: ;f :J,f ;,ffi::ti.T,'1il'T:l;:r:':trTll

::::.I:JdSttle,roffers for this phenomenon is rhat, since *r-." i*o to gain theirstatus through how they ap?ear (r.ather than ,t -"gf *i;, ;i.y)r.- you n, in"o_.;,rhey try to secure their social status <""a ,*r"."rr"1.#r""of ,.tin"rn.r,, "ndsophistication) through signals of status in ,r,.,, ,0.*i ti.ririir, ,n s, nr-r1. u,conrrast, the tendency of men to actuar, lr.._,r," ,1"i", tiu.iJirn.,, ,0".., o ,."nas evidence that men have a ,,co
assrgrrng prestige ,o ,t . *"na".aufilrlorm" 

of prestige that runs contrary to that
To this claim that women renera_lly speak in a more formal style than men, wemay add an apparently relateJ clarm to be.found in the work of.Robin Lakoff. InLanguage and. Wonan's place, Lakoff describes hairs *f,i.fr ln.lrgg*t" are char_acteristic of ,.women's language,, _,a 

_rnt 
,.r, .r*r*t";;;;;"":,':"""rring in therexrcon, rn syntax, in phonology and prosodics;-the, U"iri'r''," "'",y'e,, in whichwom€n express themselves hesitar

ff"-f;i *li;:*nj,..,"il1*[ii:iiffi il,;;l l; ltJ,1'#f,i;,"ti,.j,i5
nomen leel unsure of themselv* (:tl-11' 

status' that is' her sense of inferioiitl:
har e been-taughr . .;',;,;;::#fi .1H:::J.ffj"::,:,lTlffi:T.Ti
markers of uncertainty.r This insec
ror their propensif ; ;;;,fi:lJ;'*: 

b,f:ffr argued, accounts as werr
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Now intuitively it seems reasonable to predict that lt'omen in general will speak

;;;;;i;";; -ore politelv, since women a'e culturallv relegated to a secondarv

;il';;iil;;.n "r,i rin."" higher level of politeness is expected from inferiors

il;il;;t.il *ight eu"n p'"di"i iiat th" inte'nali'"tion of inferior status would

lead to a conventionalization ot -ot" potitt forms in women's speech so thrt their

,"J;;;i; a. more polite than men's even when addressed to equals or to

inferiors. If we turn from Englistr to j"pnn.r., a language spoken in a culture where

women's subordinate status i' -otJ on"'tty l"stiiutionalized' we do indeed find

evidence that wom€n are -o." potia in many situations (Martin 1964: 407 15;

Miller 1967; Uyeno l97l; Jorden 1974)'

However, in opposition to 'uth " '*t"pi"g generalization. we'find that in the

l{arrslttli["g. studied by Elino' Ke"na"l *lrntn "tt considered to be /rss polite

than men - that in tact *o-.n ,.gr,;ly and habitually violate the^norms that both

;;;;; *;." say should gou"lrn 'p""king' norms favouring ron-confrontatron

""i'rri"*,** in speech lreenan lvz41. There is no suggestion that women are

il-r,.tl"*t ,i"" -"n i" tt'i' Malagasy communt:t: t" tT-:tlj*tv' the way rn

-T,""ft rn"" tU"t ,ne norrns is '"t" f,y -"-U"" of the society as support for and

evidence of their superiority to women'

So the relationship btt*"tn tr'" 't"tu' of women and the politeness or formality

of their speech is by no means "'-"i-pt" "na straightforward as has been assumed'

The bulk of recent t"t""t"h on iffi"gt "na sJx has focused- on documenting

differences between the speech of me'i""i *o-"t i" 'ome respect for some srmple'

i"".[y-.*"-p."ied bv ihe suggestion that.the difTerence:-ti t"l**t" usage are

ettributable to social dilterences In the position of women and men in the soctety'

what is notably l"cking, no*"u.r, is a way of analysing language usage so that the

features differentiating the "p""i ol rn"n'""d women can be related in a precisely

"*JnlUf. *", a ,he 
-social-structural 

pressures and constrrints on their behaviour'

1;;;"1t, I have three u"'it to'npt"int' about the work on women's speech

to date:

I Linguistic features said to differentiate women's and men's speech have
' 

il;;;;J;. a "oll"ction of random linguistic facts But th€ elements

;;;;t" up any one of these putative "feminine" styles are-not tust

". oal ."ff"",i".; they make an internally coherent picture' they "go

;;#t;;;;;*td..i,,,gs"tt tn"t tl'it is because when women speak' thev

are following certarn straregres' intending to do certain kinds of things'

,,,J "" "r""i" r"pport with the;ddressee' or flatter the addressee that her/
"h"" 

"pilr"t it winrt soliciting, or assure the addressee that no imposition

is intended.
Z ii. ,*l"ftgi""l conceps utilized in studies of wom€n's speech have been

eouallv random and arbitrary' Women are seen as following certain "rules"

;'qfi.-.;;;ili,J'uth"uiout laid down bv societv'- such as "Be

iri " ttl'Sp*t Jorrectly," with no sense of the rational choices that lie

behind such rules.



Hon and ll/hy Arc Women More potie g3

3 There is no explicit corrncction drawn between the linguistic facts (traits ofwomen's speech) and
rD socrety) r" "r",rr.r'nlTilllogical 

facts (the secondaiv position ofwomen

This study, then, is in parr aso"ioringuistic a,,arr,^,,i" "",l"li'ill.lf":ltihf#;;ff ,:ffir,,,::ilT:what rhey do because of the social ,i* ii, *iiJii"y iJ;ff;;i,.r. what is miss_
il::::fffi:il:,#;::"- speech is an ".;";;i;il;;"s being made and

If we bring humans m ratioml actors into. the picture, we come up with a set ofconnections between lanRuage r
au^. s**t nimiiri;il:" ::"* 

and social categories which makes sense of the
individuals involved in ,h"rn ;::j:plt Yith whom one interacts regularly) give the
motivate their ;;il; ;#::"11.:':!-'o':**n: 

(the soals and desiies that
meanstoachieveth,..'*,o,l"o'lnll-l:i:::i:";;;i:r:,K;::;:,,:,::,|::X;r:;
wrlt eflecrively implement thos
't'"n ttt "t""',o 

^#;il;;t"::T:licatiYe strategies' The linguistic choices
the coherence *h;J^;;;;il 

w^rrn respe-ct to the communicative strategies, and
explained. wirh r; ;;;il'! 

leatures of a style (such as a "rtminin" Jtvle'1 is.oL"na*.i.r,J"tio;rffi ff lLl;?::"1:il:iH;:::tTff ;?Hfi i*".: 
lijh 

the socio_political system within *nl"ir,,f,.y ,i""....."-"To illustrate the power of a strategic """lyri" ;;;;p;;;ng the contention thatwomen are ..more polite,,' I will examine the "1"." ;i:r#;r;ftons related rothe preservation of face, to the eeneral a.ri.. ,i", _.rnul.";;:;*n communityattribute to one another, the des-ire tha, o".,. r"." u.'r"ri"",.1. iili ".ru_" ,r,", .u
$:H:*Jil#'#X]lli,l';:*:,:::1,'h.", ";[;;;;;#e!i.s ro, s",i,ryins
can reveal what politeness *r",,t1 

tn reYerse' an examinadon of samples of speeci
account can.then 'b" 

,i"." "i'*#'.i'" 1;:'T.,ff"f,ffi: ,:r.n'e*";ffi ili:li:ffi: +iliJ5:: H;.ll;" ?::l i::'r'p'a ; i""f i"'"-"Jrr -a s''pr'*
i n a, ran gu a ges. *o", ;; il;ff JJffi lii:',#l;ll';*:l,,m,.jnlf ::and predicring the kinds ofl inguistic srrategies which wil l be emploved in particular

;:Tff:iff:.#,::::.:l*,*y" ;' i'r"''"rrv o**;* 
"#i 

appried to the
muntty o[ Mayan Indians in chi", '  

*ottn t and men's speech in Teneiapa' a com-

:lT :lll#iiil;:#*::1"::l *x"_*:lrl ;1.,.:,,::il:tr J fi;f,{::*
;:JiliL;:li::l"es 

and under what social conditions JJao-i,ii""li"na,r,", *o,n.n

A Theory of politeness

Wha( polireness essentially consistrdoing thinss i" ,".h; ;;y';"';;il;:j::ff,ili::T;:j*fft; di,#: B:
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the whole that means that what one says politely will be less straightforward or
more complicated than what one would say if one rvasn't taking the other's feclings
into account.

Two aspects of people's I'eelings seem to be involved. One arises when *-hatevcr
one is about to say may be unwelcome: the addressee may not want to hear that bit
of news, or to be reminded of that fact, or be asked to coop€rate in that endeavour.
A request, for example, or anything that requires a definite response directly imposes
on the addressee. One way of being polite in such situations is to apologize for the
imposition and to make it easy for the addressee to refuse to comply. So we try to
give the most interactional leeway possible, and this, in one sense, is what it is to
be polite.

Our long-term relations with people can also be important in taking their feelings
into account. To maintain an ongoing relationship with others, one greets them on
meeting them in the steet, inquires about their health and their family, express€s
interest in their current goings-on and appreciation of the things they do and like
and want.

These two wavs of showing consideration for people's feelings can be related to a
single notion: that ofFACE. Two aspects ofpeople's feelings enter into face: desires
to not be imposed upon (negative face), and desires to be liked, admired, ratified,
related to positively (positive face). Both can be subsumed in the one notion of face
because it seems that both are involved in the folk notion of "face loss." IfI walk past
my aeighbour on the street and pointedly fail to greet her, I offend her face; and if
I barge into her house and dernand to borrow her lawnmower with no hesitation or
apology for intrusion (for example, "Give me your lawnmowerl I want it") I equally
offend her face. So blatantly and without apologies inposing oz and blatantly and
without apologies rgnoring the people with whom one has social relationships are two
basic nals of offending their faces.

Three factors seem to be involved in decidine whether or not to take the trouble
to be polite:

One tends to be more polite to people who are socially superior to oneself,
or socially important: one's boss, the vicar, the doctor, the president.
One also tends to be more polite to people one doesn't know, people who
are somehow socially distant: strangers, persons from very different walks
of life. In the first situation politeness tends to go one way upwards (the
superior is not so polite to an inferior), while in the second situation
politeness tends to be symmetrically exchanged by both parties.
A third factor is that kinds of acts in a society come ranked as more or less
imposing, and hence more or less face-threatening, and the more face-
threatening, the more polite one is likely to be.

These three factors appear to be the
politeness a speaker will use.

maln determinants of the overall level of



How aal Wh1 Are l{omer More Polite 85

Now given that politeness is about respecting the other's face'.the.waY to tncorpor-

ate politeness into the structure of one's utterance is to ensure that in the very act of

il#;"d;;;n.-ai""'-' the threat bv showing that one does indeed care about

the other's face. Posttfue Potttenest aims to disarm threats to positive face' Essentially

;;;;;;;, i'.,""t' tt'" addressee as a member of an in-group' a friend' a

o'.iro" *f,*" desires and personality traits are known and liked, suggesting that no

;;;;;; ;;;i";;' of th" add'es'ee'" face is meant despite anv pot€ntiallv face-

threatening acts the sPeaker may be performing Especially--clear cases of positive

""fi"-.t"illfta. "*p.""sion' of interest in the addressee ("What magnificent roses

;;;;;;;, M;"-j".es, where 'tid vou get them?") exaggerated expressions of approval

ffiilt';;;;To'";-i"uuro.,, dress, ilenriena!';); use of in-group identitv markers

irf"ng,.oa"-r*it.tting into the "we" code' in-group address forms and endearments'

as in "Give me a hand *itn tr'o' p"i;); itt" tL"king of agreement and avoidance of

disagreement (using safe topics, suih as the weather' and stressing similarity of point

fi:;;;;jil;;t:i-i"g '"fl'"iuitv of goals (that I want what.vou want and vou

want what I want); claimrng '""'protitiiyou help me and,.l'll help you); and the

t*t." ti*ritt,l. fi" fo'- 
"of 

good', sympathy' understanding' and cooperatton'

Strategies ofttlgar, ';e pontettes, on'theoth"t h"nd' "" "ttentially avoidanca-based'

and consist in assurances that the speaker recognizes and respects the addlessee's

negatiYe face and will not 1or *iil only minimallyl interfere with his or her free-

dom of action. The classtc n"g"tiut polit"tt"" stiategies are characterized by self-

effacement, formality, '""t""tt, *ht'" potential thr€ats to face are redressed with

apologies for interfelng- o'^t'""'gr"""itg ("I'm terribly sorry to ttother you' but

.. ."); with hedges on ,n" 'ot"" if the ipeech act (using expressions lTke: maybe'
'pnrnopr, 

posr*tl,i al'4ou please)..lrnd questio;ing rather than asserting ("Could you do

X for me?"); with impersonaltztng mechanisms (for example' passives) that distance

the act from both speaker and "dl'""""; and with other softening mechanisms that

;;;;';;il;." an "out" so that a compliant response is not coerced'

Evidence ofsuch strategles rn people's speech allows us to infer' given the appro-

priate supporting context, that th"y "t" "ttt"ding to one another's face wants' they

il. "i"tt'* *H"i' presumably this is quantifiable: the more face-saving strategies in

evidence, the more Polite'
Such strategies in speech take time and effort As such' they contrast with seg-

-*" "irp"".rt *here no face redress appears at all - where.the speaker is express-

ing him/herself in the most aitttt, "tt"i unambiguous and co'ncise way possible'

;;t"-tfi.; ";i."t lr*i-t ti'conversation (Grice 1975)(for example' saving:

"Give me live dollars now," meaning exactly that)' Stch bqld on recotd exptesston

iri""it*-" g"lt l. clarity and efficieniy, but runs whatever risk attends ignoring the

addressee's [ace.
Sincetwoof thethreef ic tors inf luencinglevelofpol i tenesshavetodowi ththe

so.iai relatlonsfrip betrveen the interlocutors' and since relationships (except arnong

lovers, and so on) tend t u"-ltt"titay stable' particular stable relationships of

politeness will reflect particula! relationships' So strategies are tied to relationships'

;;";;;;.r, l"u.l i, '"l"tiu" io iit '"p""t"d level for that relationship [ ]
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IJL,.TI"'*fllfr t*';:l+Tilfl];:*-*fti,,l.**,itrt*r,'.l,,,'.#tl'ffi {i[}f t**fl,JJ$:ff
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Being polite in Tzeltat 
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mru*NwNruffi



88 Cender DtJJircnces in Contersational Practice

reallv assert/request/promise,/declare, and so on." So they may be classified crudely
as strengtheners or weakeners of the force with which the speaker performs thc
speech act.

Some examplcs should clarify how the particles operate (the Tzeltal transcription
is roughly phonemic, where <x> corresponds to the sound spelled <sh> in English,
<j> corresponds to <h>, and <'> indicates a glottal stop between vowels or
glottalization of the preceding consonant):

Strengtheners rhetorical assurances of sincerity or emphatic opinion:
(l) we'an $e ts' in ch'i.

Do eat, thenl (polite emphatic offer of a meal)

(2) nelel te lo'one, ma jk'an.
Truly, rs for me, I don't want it. (stresses the speaker's sincerity)

Weakeners - performative hedges:
(3) tal ne kilat iwayuk.

l"re cone if I may to see you for a night or so. (hedged request)

(4) mach'a mene ts' i lr l
Who is that one, do 1ou suppose? (a.roids presuming that the addressee knows the
answer)

Although the meanings conveyed by these particles in contexr are extremely subtle
and complex, in combination with intonation and prosodic patterns thxt themselves
either emphasize or weaken, it is usually possible in particular cases to identify
whether they are acting as speech act str€ngtheners or weakeners.

Now the point to stress here is that any particles or words or expressions in any
language that do this kind of thing, that is, that modify th€ performative force of
speech acts, are prime candidates for formulating polite utterances. This is because
speech acts are intrinsically potent things, because they presuppose various things
about the addressee (for example, that he,/she doesn't know the truth of what is
being asserted, or that he/she is able to carry out the order, or that he,/she is willing
to perform the act requested, and so on). Therefore, to hedge these acts is in general
to be negatively polite, and to emphasize them (in many cases) is to be positively
polite. (Of course, the validity of such a generalization depends on the semantics of
the sentence in question. If a speaker ernphasizes a speech act of criricizing or
insulting the addressee, it is hardly positively polite.)

It seems clear that the Tzeltal particles provide rich resources for performing
strategi€s of positive politeness (which requires emphasizing one's appreciation of,
approvalof, similarity with, the addressee) and ofnegative politeness (which requires
hedging of one's encroachment on the addressee's territory, or softening the force
with which one does face-threatening speech acts, or giving thc addressee an ,,out"

in interpreting what speech act is being done). So it might be reasonable to expect
that a simple count of particle usage would provide a rough index of the extent
of face redress being employed in speech. On the basis of our above hypothesis
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'l:fi :i:ffilfff :il5Ht$il?"::ii'r#T'Hffi::::T:[il::'{
in so'cietY) in anal;ses to date'

lH,"[il.rlil:,'l ffJlil':'#u,rlilF,lliijl":lll i:;iljilil:
i*i'*'":L',,'".,1illi*: jl'';L'J.;';;l"m:il,.:':ilT::'t'Hlffi $:
*;:n,fi'**:l'-':::::i:::::,'ll,jl'l"l;.lll'l 1il"tr,H,i:'1,: iiT:
:""11';il:i ,iil, iii,ix}f:' SjjTf JJl:lh,*' luru'ffIii"i:::",*:
;:'JllT'il1J11[3"J'liir':ffi -""""""certritcommunio::i:,:;::':::;t:;

Tfi x+:T:ffii*:l**'m;lJ:1il'iirill':il::iiguis'�ic 
ch'ices

:*:n,:::'1ff ?[*":ili:i:i:**;q,:**:i'.T;lT:1;i;"Tl
",,nr",*r. wnn'."1 ".T'd:l l:';1ilm:U1;5""|H$ffi ;;:\:ilt::;
il:::Tffn:"f':-llillii i'il; ;i'�nin *t'icn rheY occur -,-

::"H*-:*:,}rff {l;1l*gf:t**;**l',*:ffi*ffiliT,ii":::iiiir$T"**ff l*{1u',1;11i:i**,*'""1,'iffi
|l:fi'":lf UT:,, : :tHJ ;:.;l;";*1*ry;:^"?ffLT;tX1,t
;:!,:'"",Tlil1'.Ji"'";:r,.i:;1"i*.'m;:;::lnni";i.ii"nds,.ph"n
l".'fi:::+;::,:F.Tr,ill?li.'i:.r"""n*,r*x;.1;:.1'ill'ff.1'#"H::
il.il#,ii;1iJllF4li':.ffi rir{i:x}l ;*:::::tt'l#' llrl!:
.i,.um,t"n..,. rn rhis srudv ,"'i..i:;;;= ""0 ",i1,;:"::l]lJll".,1lii,l":#;
iliy,"J ;l$:'i'J;;:H:.ffT;;0";; *;.'"o Fina'v' I ll-1s'^"16,o-. r'vpo.',","'

$:::'1+"".*:LT'J-iffitlff Tifi ::#ffi"'"'11""'Lil"u o*'na'� women
are more Polite 

'

A TheorY of Politeness

Y,H ni[::: ;:illil":lil.;il 1"1j'ff:J:il'"T:[::::t.,':1''il:'si
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Now given that politeness is about respecting the other,s face, the way to rncorpor_ate politeness into the structure ofone,s utteralnce is ,o.nru.a ,h* rn the very act ofthreatening face, one disarrns the threat by showing tn", on" do;, rndecd care aboutthe other's face. positire politezer.,"ims to disarm ,f.."r, io poriiir. f""". Essentiallyapproach-based, it treats the add.ressee as a member oi an in_group, a liiend, aperson whose desires and personality_traits are known and liked, luggesting that nonegatiye eyaluation of the addressee's face is meant a"rplt. ,ny potentially face_threatening acts the speaker may be performing. nrp*irily-"["', cases oI positivepoliteness include expressions of interest ln tt e idd.esr"e 1::Whrt rn"g'lti".nt .or",you have, Mrs. Jones, where did you 
_g_et theml,,); exaggerat"d .rprerrior,, of"pp.ou"l("That's the most fabulous dress,--Henrietta!';| *i,f ir_S."'"p ,aentity markers(slang, code-switching into the ,,we,' code, in_group addr.r, iorrni rna .rrd""r."ntr,as in "Give me a hand with this, pal"); the "..ling of "gr..,n.rrt and avoidance ofdisagreement (using safe topics, such a. th. *""th"i "nd iir.ssing"i_il"rity ofpoirrtof view); ioking; claiming reflexivity of goals (that I *;;;;;r;" want and you

layt 
wh-at.I- want); claiming reciprocity (you help me and I,ll help you); and the

o"il-t-:l,rlf,:; '" the form of goods, symfathy, una..r,"nair,g, "id "oop"."tion.Jrraregres ot [treg4lrve politeness,, on the-other hand, are essentially avoidance_based,and consist in assurances that the speaker recognizes ,na ,lrp"i , the addressee,snegativ-e face and will not (or will only minimjty) int..f.r"-iuiit to or her free_do-m of action. The classic negative politeness *.*.gi." "r" J";acterized by self_effacemeng formality, restraint, where potential threats to face are reclressed withapologies for interfering or transgressi;g (,,I,m terribly "or.y-ao Uotf,". you, Uu,.. ."); with hedges on the force,of the. ipeech "., 1*ing.*i."r. ions like: maybe,
!ir!Pt, l"ytilty, rfyou please) ana questronrng rather than asserting (..Could you doX for mcl"); with impersonalizing mechanisris A- *"_pi, p"r.Ls) that distancethe act from both speaker and addressee; and with other softening mechanisms thatgive the addressee an ..out" so that a compliant response is not io".c.d.

^.,L':i:::Iyl 
stratesies in.people,, "pe""h "llo*, ". i, i.,r.r, si"* the appro_pnare suppornng context, that th€y are attending to one another,s ia.. ,{"nrr, ih"yare "being polite." Presumably this is quantifiable: ,f," ao." aa._rau,rrg strategres inevidence, the more polite.

Such strategies in speech take time and effort. As such, they contrast with seg_ments of speech where no face redress_ appears at all _ where the speaker is express_ing him/herself in the most direct, clear, unambiguou, *a .oj.. way possible,following H. P. Grice,s Maxirns of Converr",ion 16.i".-tOi!) 1"fo, o"_pf", ,"yl"g,"Give me five dollars now," meaning "*".rfy ,n"rl. iu.i iota"o"o )"rora ,rpr.""roninvolves a Bain in clarity and efficiency, but runs whatever .irl ",i.na, ignoring theaddressee's face.
Since two of the three factors influencing level of politeness have to do with thesocial relationship between the interlocutor; and ,i.* ."f.,irrrnii, (except amonglovers, and so on) tend to be relatively stable, particularui"iiJ ,.r"tlonrfrip, ofpoliteness will reflect particular relationships. So ,r",.g1., "r. ild m relationships,and politeness level is rclative to the expected level for that relatronship. [.. .]
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:""1ffi"ilf :s:l'*;:*tffi:?;,t.,J,il':ilTiil"*il:l"J::'H:"":
toTiltltt;"-ott' 

should clarifv how the particles operate (thc'Tzeltal transcriPtion

:,:TlI#;;I;:'f;'"*;:iitr:lllhllix'-l'"*f li"'I.''lll'i;
niotoi,z",ion of the preccding consonant):

Strengtheners rheturical asiurances ol sinceritv or emphatic opinton:

tt' 
;::,]ir,jliiJi'li" "-pr'"'i" orrer ora mear)

(') 
T,!;:,r','^:';:Xli fJl *"". it (stresses the speaker's sinceritv)

Weakeners - Performative hedgcs:

u' 
ilJ:"*ti]nj:i to see vou ror a night or so (hedged request)

(4) maci a meners'l'ulo 
'ou 'uoo^" (avoi<ls presuming that the addressee knows the

answer)

Arthough rhe meaninss .:Tr;lll,*""T"T'"::H:1ifri:ifilfXTffi,i.fi
:llJ:Hfi*:J"JT:il1, ir :il']ifr**ij ; i:'i;:r]:
whether they "lt *tiic 

i: :T: is that any particles or words or expressions in any

'""H:Tlt11,'1l*rll":,'[il:li*l***::JJi:'Tl[:f;;::
J,,::.liri:i"[F]]likl,*'trt.::';.:l'll;:"lffi J:;']'-*i::
#mxl:l, n':n*:*i: *iin:* ii+T ** ":ff '*T*s

*;$nttlt***t'{l :rx[:'i1':::J[lllTli',il ii;n;i';'ticres provide :i..l ]"ou:

u'**it'*-r$****$*,11ffi f*',i{*ifi",ffi n;i::1#;:'.X**il*T..",.ff tTruil:;:",.*".ab,e,oexpec,
in interpretins what sp€ech act 

: ::t:Y.,::i:'*i"'""r"r*rt index of the extent

*?"":if :Jil*;iru:l;i:Xilillf';'T:t""""1f i;'"0"""hvpo'�hesis
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about the differences between
predict that: 

men's and women's speech in 1'ene1apa, we might

I Women use more stre
than to men, "no -o.l1tl.l':q 

particles when speaking to women (more
2 women ;;; ;.* 

jl"n men speak'ing to men);

women, and -or" ,n"Ilnt 
o"rticles when speaking to men (more than to

3 women,|*ilil:#fJ:'j:J;:Hl:| overar, than men to men

,_-tf-*" 
":Tl"r. the speech of male and femare dyads, matched so as ro neuhar_rze status differences, familiaritv

culturally rated fac.-thr""t"nino;i:::t:1i1""1*f 
differences, and differences in the

*rri.r, ou, th"of .i;;;;;',1ittt 
tt the material being discussed (the three factors

natural conversation 0",. "11o* ,;l1tls-for 
determining politeness levels), insofar as

relations do "oo;;#;;il;ll1}l'n'^Y' 
it-turns out that some such crude cor-

onty *t.n tn. i".tr;;;;.'t 
tne speech of women and men But th.y "pp...

u",y a.p.,,ains u;;;ffi; ;[:,:'j,: *ll#:ff T: TiT :fi :::*:*l*rs a crucial variable, for both men r

n'1ru';::;:*y:ffi::l'l.i'il:ilT ff ?ff "i'-11T[il:::Hili';
they think or feel. But *n." ,r;ntl-ltill 

*hen giving value iudgments about what
(roughlv) comparabb ;;i;;#;:1j":ors 

are minimized bv choosins passases with
Ing sex differences. 

y' gross counts ofparticle usage do show interest-
The results for a few samoles

see Brom rs?s, .h.- ;i. i;t: 
are summarized in table I (for further details,

sex dvads, iirpf.n rh;, ;;;"":^1]:l 
th: counts-.or particle usase in same--o." .r"bo."t.,r th- ;;,, ;;;;::;:"#fi"ti,T:1i';,;x1:J:jhHff:";negatrve-politeness hedging, as far as the ur. oi pr*r.ti, i" ""r.#"0, for on the

2//e ,/ Summary table of particle usage (average number of particles for 100 speech acts)

Strengthenen Weabeners Tolal portiles
Women to women
Women to men
Men to men
Men to women

z t . z

J J .  /

t4.4
24.1

34.1
24.1
l 8 . l
33.1

31.2

25.6

59.3
60.2
32.6
57.2

)v.5

44.9

Totals regardless of sex of addressee:
Female speakers
(n = l0) 28.3
Male speakers
(n = 6) rc.2

Soare: Original data.
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order of half again to twicc as many particles, both weakeners and strengtheners,

appear in the female conversations. So our hypotheses about the speech of women

to women as opposed to that of men to men appear to be supported by these

passages, although of course we would need larger samples to ascertain statistical

significance. The hypotheses for cross-sex dyads, however, are not confirmed in my

counts. There appear to be no clear<ut differences between men and women in

terms of the number of particles they use when speaking to one another. That is, I

have not found as predicted that women use more strengthening particles to women

than to men, nor that women use more weakening particles to men than to wom€n.

Indeed, in both these cases the data actually reverse th€ order expected. Women use

more strengtheners to men than to women, and women use more weakeners to

women than to men, although I hesitate to draw any broad conclusions from this

very small sample. This result is at least partly due to the fact that natural conYer-

sation yields little of comparable semantics in the speech of cross-sex dyads in my

data, so the comparability of samples is highly questionable.

However, the gross differences between women and men in same-sex dyads are

very large, and even when sex ofaddressee is ignored and particle usage ofwomen is

compared with that of men (see table l, lower section), Gmale speakers came out as

using considerably more particles than male speakers. We may conclude, then, that

despite the semantic/pragmatic difficulties in counting particles, they do appear to

offer a possible quantitative index to politeness strategies, albeit a very crude one

More revealing differences b€tween the speech of men and women appear when we

examine qualitative differences in their particle usage. To get a real understanding of

the sex differences in verbal strategies, we must look at the characteristic leminine

and masculine usages to which the particles are put. For women, irony, rhetorical

questions, and negative assertions used to convey the opposite (positive) assertion,

are characteristic usagcs. For example:

(5\ nah yl ' aaa ma ja'uk ya'wil!
Lit: Perhaps beca\se malbe it's not so, as it oere, lou tee.
Implicating: Isn't that iust how it is!

(6) ia'
I-it:

yu'un ma va rrr xlaj itak'intik yu'une, yakubeli.

Implicating:
It's because our moneyTtrsl doesn't get used up because of drunkenness
It /oar get used up!

(7) vu'
Lit:

bal 1o'on ay ba ya lta tak'ini

Implicating:

Because as for me, is there anywhere I'll come up with money?
Of course not!

bi yu'un zl.r ay.ra'na' sts' isel ek a?
Lit: J\st ohly oould yon know how to sew?
lmplicating: Of course vou uouldn r.

Ironies and ironic rhetorical questions are used to stress feelings and attitudes;
by asserting the opposite of what one feels or thinks, one stresses the shared

(8)
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assumptions about such feerings betw_een speaker and addressee, the share, views
l}_-:u. ,ru..n. o"nies interpretable. ," ,n[ _","',i., _"1""ii.u._poti,"n.r" ,,.",_e$es' emphasizing in-group feerings and attitudes. n" *n.i,Ji" my dara, women
ffi:: il:.,:#:,alkins 

about feelinss and *,irtra* ,,*",iivents than do men,
Anorher positively polite feature of particle usage among women is the extensiyeuse of the diminutive a/a as a r." r,,r",,.pp.,,,,"p;;,";,; ffiI::":::tri*:Ii:i:ffi** 5]';, *

lljr..:r'o'.i: 
being conveyed, uot tr,. p*po. li;;il;';, ; r,..rs their sharedrnterests and feelings. The follo.

between an "r,r"il;;;;;;;*h:: |il|il, fj,:l#;jl,*io,lls 
r.om a .onu".""tio,,

(9) Da: ay binti ya kala pas xaneJ-xon yu,un, nail to joy ta koral kala mut.There is something er.e lrr,a_r,rrc ao, r s";; i;;;Jft;;Jrl sather rosethermy_/rlrle chiclens in an enclosure_
Mo: Ia wan a, joy ta koral ̂ ,., ata mut.
^ Iou perhaps pur your_/rrtlr chiclens inro an enclosurelD,l: la. ia,in 1a slo'laben [a1a k,ale.

I did. It's because they ,
Mo: ya slo' ta me ya x'alacat 

my-hffle cornfield up for me (ifl donl confine them).

^ 
They eat (it) if it a_title f..]o, s up (big enough).Da: a/a lawaltikix!
h,s a_little grown alreaoyt

The subject to which the diminut iviz-ing. ala is applied moyes from what Da is goingto do, ro her chickens, to her cornfierd, ," ,h.'iJ;-,;;l;d;; ""r,, srows: thefunction of ala here is to stress the emotional bond U",*."n l.l" "na Da in engagingin this conversation, not to literally der*ib. D",;;;;;":;;;";;*r, and so on.
I1:-:iPn":t:*t 

usage,of ala is a trait of women,s speech; men consider it to beremrnrne and ,,soppy," althoueh r.*,_pr",,o '.inil,i;; ; ffiil:: ::T':,il]i,,ff T:""::"forother 
reasons, for

(10) ya i l 'an kala k,inal. ya ipas kala na.

:^::-:rt,,,r 
ol, (]lhld, to make nyJiule house (there).(as when a son asks his hther for his share of Iand)

or to minimize the implications of what one is doins:

(ll) ya x'ala yakubon jo'tikike.
We are 

fsort of I getting drunk.
j a tirtle bit I
lmerely )

'I..:l_"-1n":" 
one example on tape.where r man proliferates the use ol.a/a in oneutterance in a way apparently similar to ,f,. *rn.'"";, ,""*.1 

"'" ""'
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(12) ma ,yuk, ya nar jk,an, wr
iatsem yalojur,. 

"okol k'opta, ay sts' isben yula jun kalach,in kerem, ay laj

l)""."*llil]T:;;:f,:fi::i;i"'i'l; 
;'�uourd 

sew ur rbr rne rhe r'1e book orrn1
But.as. rhe gloss indicares. the

il:xili; :* *ffitn il;';t"ji,iil illl.:,'' fi::';:;:fir:},i;
l:::'l:"H;fi :'r:iiffi h:i:,,r,"dT;:H;::rTt jnir;ff iiil;,,.3,;,li.,T;;j,,i:t:::i:i::1.ll,J::i1il l?,1:i.i,;:fillJ* n,r, orien,e,l ,o
' fhus 

it appears ,hri;;,i;;;,i '" ' ' 
w'men also have ..,-. ^i^.s."" ". do;br.;;;; ;;;:"":,:, il:lTlJ :fflJ:*:.,i,;"'JilffT1i..i:lJ_ffi ,:: j::H?';T":?:f : ln:i,;,;," i"";';:1'ff :n:H;:J|,ff ,,::

, , r ,  
i : . : : "  

jmet  to , ranr ik  yu ,un  rs  rn  zar .
,,,, 

,.,u.r, really am sad then bcca"*' ;li,i.:,j ht*;i .}..,jfti :: ::, !";" ^
Here the hedges in combination 

- (that is' miserable) because of it then' isnl i

l1*'**'lr**+**l$;i*$'-'r:.d:rlil#,fi [l
fi ii:.TTffi TJ::l;:*":,,x";*irilrii:il#H;1Til::t'",,T:;
115l pucrsa (,erlal rs,in zal.!

,"Jii;:J'�; #h"H:1,5;/:i1:'",,",,,

"?:,f ,Tl",q ̂::lJ,T,:";:i:'i:i.J}l:"ilJJ-J,#l,usaFes or,he pan icres;T,lltil..#g:r:i.;**;;*:* j*,m",j:1,,t"{#*h,Hjf
"'), K::1, ::',y: :#ii J: i.ffi ,:;:,l, :::, ;:::,:y l; i,lii; 0", ","n ",,,u" " ili ff #;,? ;: ;l,",fl ,:":#,:i.fr 

ffi::;: ;t;,ri,;,":,J' _*
,T ;,.:;h'j ;::.ffi lj,x.Tx'il;#"11ff,1,THff :l:,^"ili,1:x:llft T:lJ
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feature of such public spcaking is the liberal interpolation of Spanish words into the

;;;; ;;;; M.n tend to pudi"ty flaunt their knowtedge of spanish; women' tn

contrast, tend to hide their l"t*fttfg'" ;"J p*tend tu unclerstand Spanish less well

ffiftil;;;;. tt -"t" puuil"t 'pt"king ont "l'o ht"ts th,ree spanish-derived

words used like the Tzeltal emphatit oi"trtt' to "ttts the strength of the speaker's

commitment to t hat he is saling These are m(ru' Puru' ano oun'

(18\ meru nelel Ya kil\

That's rcallY ftre, (as) I see it!

(19\ wlel lonbol te promotor, parr bats'ilk'op ya yak' ta nopel' paru lom bolik

The teacher is t ,//y ttupia, lt-te"aiitt-nott'-g tut f'atal' he's real/y (that is' purely'

completelY) stuPid'

rz0r r:r -'1.' u' *. ri1.l:T"::):f 
)"1;.,',ffilJi;. a rut. rha, reacher.

He fishts very much' 'oJ" docs

Thiskindofparticle-l ikeuseofspanish-derivedexpressionsappearstoberestricted
to male sPeech.

SPeech and stYle in Tzehal

I hope to have demonstrated that the speech of men and women in-Tzeltal differs in

"v"t"-"ti" wavs. First of all, it differs in terms of how manY Particles membl1;f

;;;;Ji; tte, thus establishing frequency ofspeech-act modifiers as a promrs-

;il;;;;il ";mplex.verbal stratigies that speakers are emploving we mav con-

clude that such qua"ot"uut to*i"i'i* "'" u"ful "' " 'ough q"1*.:" *h"t i: 
T,:l:

on at the strategic level' althoug'h thev will not replace the painstaking compar$on

of individual shategies €mplovel in Jpt"tft Theoreticallv 
lt-:lTtd 

O" possible to

quantify underlying mtentrons 'i"rt "l ttt""oes *d 
:"1::^':"tT' 

tp' but a meth-

odoloev that would allow us to do that in any rigotous *9 i: ttilt in its infancy (see

;;;l'#;;il" rss7l whil";" louta 'Ju"t up Tzeltal ironies' it-wouldte

itt"rt -"* aim*lt to isolate all the instances of positive-politeness strategres tn a

il;;.*;;r' ;tl :':'::"^'il.;:',;*: ffi Xi:::1Jll.,i,ii"::; ll*:,''li';
the sPeech of women and men o

il; ilil, ;;;ura """a ""'i"'""torv of the kinds of politeness strategies (rn

addition to the use of particles ,onroi-iry pertor-ative force) available in the Tzeltal

ttTf:I;*.., 
of the conventionalized linguistic resources for positive politeness'

available potentially to both *;;;J iren' would include the following: the

.-pft"il 
'p""i"f"t 

ias illustrated abov-e' and includinga number of others); exagger-

atedempatheticintonationandprosodicpatterns;negativequestions(..Won'tyoueat
now?") as offers which nt"";;;;"tn;tiue r:'ptv; 

Tl"l:t-:'d 
other wavs of

stressing interest ",ta "g'""t"'it; lt"rt'" "nd- 'htto'i""i q""stions-as ways of stressing

shared point of vie*, ur. ", orr"'"iiy qroted conversation; diminutives and in-g;roup
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addrcss forms; expressions like ..y ou kno-w,, 
,(.ya,va,y) and ..you see,, (.ya , wit) which

;l1il';:1Ti':T;,f,:'T;:1:r (*n,"n' "r;; p;;J;;;";;red know'�edge and
speech act is for the commontve-n',e 

used to mean "I" or "you"' pretending that the

Linguistic realizations ofneeative_politeness strategies in Tzeltal rnclude performat_ive hedges; indirect speech aci; p.es.simirti. formut"ion oir"ou"o, "na orr.r, 1,,vouwouldn't have any chickens to selr");minimiza,;;;;;i;;;;i;, (..a tittle,,, ,,for a
l.f;il#lH:';;,H;ll;. $f,L,a't'**' 1i"'r"ii"r"'i ""i, a',o. n'rn 0,,",,
uilirir,g m.ci;ni;;;#}"i1:l3l:zation); 

and depersonalizins and derisponsi-
ro... o'r *,i, f".ii.;i;;;ti:,:t"t 

the speaker is not takins responsibilitv for the
Although members olboth sexes have access to these resources, the usage of menand women differs systematicallv. both in ;, ;iii; ;;i!-s,"" ,1,"y choose touse and how much effort thev nut into fa"" ,.a..o, *n.riiirr,d"* ,. rr.*nr". .an.

;:i'T'ff:1il:'lli ;:hlif.:{:i;;;:il'J;Jlii,'11qu"n,i,*'"rv,,.
th"t *o,n"n ur. th. ;-,..n';"r;i'1i:,Tlot 

ol 'lt basis of simple particJe counts: (a)

T-l:l y"" ..:il;H"r" ","fi ilffi11._:?l:fi,n'$,i:l.,l,l*1;,H:ffi :strategres of positive politeness "na'eg"tiv. polit r;;;":;;;;,.ight be ca'ed"feminine styles" can be isolater
especially sexy ioki ,, <** u,rorl^]'lllarlv' 

there.are-usages characteristic of men,
*nl:l 

t1.". Linds or ryp;car'':rili,,h:',i'1"*claimins stvle discu*'a "uou.,
rn lab€ttng these systematic o:

I"ll,,*,"",.a*.;'s",rie,,#..fi il!;!*TTr:Tn;"':ljil*:jH,il::;
tanguage with no reference to why particular stylisti. f*i".* g;,;,her or what is
:h::1i:1,H;;i.:1'.?,'il'1;;i*l',1.;;;;';;;;'1.'.1'amcraiming
il*"',fiff il'i:'#,:; [.#'ii'iii?::nflT"'"',':;:,Tiffil.T:'i,1'"x:
knowledge, shared a,,i,.a., ";o jtl."ll polite conr''ersrtional style: to stress in-group.h. f..,*., ;;;;;;;;;i#J:lJj};l',ff iil:,* :1.rf,*"."."? #j_ilil,t1
::::":^.i1." 

negative politeness. It is the employment of or",.gi., thar generatesurrace-structural fearures that can.be called -siyle-. fifrr*i.,. t.rn Oiffers in twostlles it is because ranguage is being used for differenr irir. 
"ri'l, 

argument hassrgnlhcant implicarions for sociolir
ing below the surface ""0 ,o"r,,it-Tlt""^t!:t:t' l"t the claim is that only bv prob-
they speak *" ;;;;;;.Luyrng 

the strategies that actors are pursuing when
pr"n, or.num"n "1",,.'o,'r',",riil,i::"-il"ff,""|;j:.,T:,.J:JI;:l;:"1,,."r,j:
relationship between language usage and social facts.

Ethos and social context

We may conclude that women are, overall, more polite than men rn Tenejapansocietv. That is, the general quarity of in"*"iir"ioi."" *ffi'li'l,, inr.r"",ionrr



:*:*i:.:i,:::",,3,: 

HoD and whv Ate women Morc potie e5

;;r:riF*, ;r :".:ffi *t.ilat j#iln*kl:;*"fu :*This result conbadicts i

iffi t1f*:li'j,j*{.Ti.::':r,J#i##ii:ffi"T#:i::"?
,'f,fi,Llmi,T,ffi ft l+i.#,".*#il,.gd,'*;"1,.1;

n+,'il3*#ffist*-#.iffi
qr#$$-**.l;--**muffi #fi ,*fr.{'
******u**fi[uru,;'l"*f
ie#*fi *;"m;rmt'l::"1,"-l$Ti,F,i:"marryin,.,heir
ll,{.,11#t**ffL':#ii,;yjffi tfif"ifd,:fi*.:;;"#::: ;x ;:,H.#::,"?x.ri".:l:iil1;l.r*,il*nffi:;:Y$T:#,1#:;+:*'i,{l:t.'',:'m�:;;

ffiffi;,-d-*#*ffi
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rhe negat i ve poriteness g"-:'i ;:l'l';, 1 illHl--l;::l ;l Jff ::li 
"i;i;

illi"''[.,1i::i:Hi:1,lilo.,lft'*;l..;'i';; ;;;;"" n''::l:'":]1 rhe ra"er Pos-

**l$nltx'nxi:**;**1*ia;''*l;rf'';nffi'i'ii;il
and of Roger Shuy fo' At"t"* ffi' 'h"t *o-tn''hu* greatersensitivity to the

'i;i'.'ffi *i!!:t*'"ffi ig3i,;:';*;*lf :*,Tg:r'''ffi
iiliki:i'4"-"'ffi ,liffi l*q-:nnx"::lLu::';"::
;*T:nl'n'*:"1ffi"::1 :i ::;:1,1x',J'll"'"" ,',iineiapa Ar,hou'h cer-
tain social forces make *o-tn.uuln"'"blt' thete are several reasons why women are

l,:,",:I]i:ilH1".'iffi ;u:.y*ml*{,;.::ff:,.i,'dT,..:','i'i
+t*+irtilHixi#ni:[tTn*i;:1iqqi1;:i'.'"#::;J:fi; 1:; ;.;;;" -:i'111:":i,ilil*:1 Hffi :;; ::lHl,HilJ:: H"i
and the embarrassment or shame 

::l,;^"*,::.:."';,1 ,n unn'"r.i"d *o men (tebtom

#,:#,?fi ,,}***t"1"":ilT:*#til':"ffi1=:*TlIw'rked'rivingx;ff ;J;";i:' ; ;i':-' *:L:i':l"l*:i:f*:*X; i: ;:':::i'l";i5:
:ilil'."ffi:;? ;Tl"!!11 Ttj:il:ffi i.;jLU;X,",iona,,y r,ownp,ays
,,il:'J":'JTi:i."l:,'";ilLf il;*ili#:J:'$**"'"',";m:;4;q
motive for minimizing differenttals t *"t:'l 

i'l:-::.;--^ '',m" .ft". on and the

"..,o,","a annuarrv or "t""':l'lffl"r*:iiJ::i,ilj:#X *iih "..,,-ur"t"d

;l:if ::T'J,"Iil:liiil.j.'';';".;;;H:il::*',.#;;f qff,1;4"4i1;
i$*k##rn*:"'::*sl*i::'r*Ti"1*[r5'i:i:;:Tr?
of things, not simpfy i" tnert tip'"aiJti""'itrr"tt u"' ln maintaining and guarding

:iii*?nr#[-+l**;1.'1;*i**r.s*]rtr,;:tri#
*S*lJilii.T:l';i[":"T;1"iffi arn"'"'"" u"**;,:l:.llo'"*"'' that there

T##',"J*f ::;' jff liilifi'J'il:il::;'n::"':;::lrx*;i:fi liii
- husbanrls routinelv give #'Tn"J""#i'"'*u-,iT1';lti::';"":T1:::
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sug€iest tl{o hypotheses which could fruitfully be tested in further cross-cultural

research:' * =*.=.*i]['**itt**l!$i:,,,i,""*#*
Tdlf$''ffi [+flt];,;i"";,.gi*#;' uti*$*;1Esl'365;56y;'1;;ffi
*r**yx*;1'gS*fi"*1q' .5*'I-T!''iil
llJ"t'i:ilH"'il;';;;;"'0"*

i"l*'*rr".*rrri'?il"ll"i'*'*'l 
theoreticar and empiricar; see ror exrmpre Dubois

'$mffmt*$**g*N*ffi
Rrrgnrncns

Bateson.c(rqs8)Nrur,,,s:1-lr-:'i,;l*-]'i:t:'iJilT:t-::"i""";tl;:iitffi '-fl :i'*:?:l ":;1")$1"'i"i" "*age and socie'�l' R.'ieor

"1:*.::'l:]'',fJ#**t*'* i'"i'�$f:'["#3T'?ffi1'xi':::1i :i
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