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Abstract
The present study aims at exploring gender representation in the current Arabic, French and
English school textbooks which are used in the Algerian Primary, Middle and Secondary
Schools. It was hypothesized, in general, that the design process of these textbooks is done
from an unawareness perspective. More particularly, it was hypothesized that these textbooks
maintain females’ invisibility as well as the gender stereotypes, make use of sexist language
forms and portray the males and the females frequently interacting with each other.
Regarding comparison, it was hypothesized that gender bias appears in different degrees in
such textbooks. Methodologically, content analysis is employed to collect data. After the data
had been collected, it was found: first, the females were portrayed more invisible than the
males mostly in all the textbooks. Second, both genders were mostly stereotypically
portrayed regarding both the traits and the roles except the findings that indicated that the
females were mostly represented more positive than the males in most of the textbooks and
that both genders were portrayed in prestigious and low status professions in all the
textbooks. Third, the females were represented in more gender-mixed interactions than in
female-female interactions in all the textbooks. Fourth, all the textbooks make use of sexist
language, but in different degrees. Regarding the section of comparison, it was found that,
first, the females were the most invisible in the Arabic textbooks. Second, the English
textbooks were the most gender stereotypical regarding the traits and the entire textbooks
were equally gender stereotypical, regarding the roles. Third, the French textbooks were the
most gender-unbiased regarding the interaction among both genders. Finally, the English and

the Arabic textbooks were more linguistically-biased than the French ones.
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General Introduction

Statement of the Problem

The textbooks play a significant role in the children’s socialization and development
(Zinec-Anima, 2002). They not only indoctrinate knowledge, but they also have a decisive
role in conveying social values and gender roles to the learners (Amerian and Esmaili, 2015).
Consequently, the era of the 1970s and the 1980s saw a flurry of investigations of how
gender was represented in the foreign language school textbooks, for reason. Owing to their
gender significance, those foreign language school textbooks can be regarded as data worth
analysing. They are, in fact, heavily populated with characters who both relate socially to
each other and interact frequently verbally with each other (Sunderland et al., 2002). The
general problem is that the males’ and the females’ portrayal in the school textbooks, as it has
been proved by the previous studies, is most of the time biased against the females. This was
claimed by Sunderland (2000a, p. 212) who said that the findings of the early studies
indicated that the women were poorly portrayed in the school textbooks in terms of “in
“visibility, stereotyping of personality traits and occupational roles (including illustrations),

and derogatory treatment”.

From the above point, the specific problem that this study focuses on is examining
how both genders are portrayed in the Arabic, French and English language school textbooks
in the Algerian context, on the one hand, and comparing them to each other to see which
language school textbooks convey more bias, on the other hand. Adell et al. (1976) believed
that if the textbooks constantly portray the girls in particular roles and the boys always in
other different roles, the minds will be limited by these determinations. In so doing, the
present study can have a significant impact on the learners through providing them with more
gender-fair language education because the fact of uncovering gender bias in the language
school textbooks helps the teachers to avoid such bias and the Ministry of National Education

to review the quality of the current learning materials.

1
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The significance of such research resides in five aspects. First, it investigates the
element of gender in the language school textbooks which are crucial socialization agents
which can lead or mislead the learners’ perceptions about masculinity and femininity.
Second, it is of a world-wide recognition because it is one among the issues that the
UNESCO focuses on in order to provide the children with bias-free education. Third, it
investigates the second generation textbooks that have been recently launched by the Ministry
of National Education in Algeria. It is, thereby, pioneer in tackling the issue of gender
representation in the second generation language school textbooks in Algeria. Fourth, this
research addresses gender representation in the school textbooks from a comparative
approach. It contrasts gender portrayal in the Arabic textbooks to that of French and English
textbooks. Finally, such study contributes to the improvement of the quality of learning that
the learners receive because the fact of uncovering gender bias in the textbooks and pointing
at it leads to avoiding such obstacle by the teachers through making them aware to such
gender bias in the learning materials and by the Ministry of National Education through
urging it to review such learning materials regarding the aspect of gender.

Aiming at solving the problem of gender representation in such learning materials,
several attempts to examine gender portrayal in the textbooks have been undertaken through
examining mainly gender invisibility, stereotyping and the sexist language forms.

The present research fits in the overall field of language and gender studies because
this field of study deals with two important issues which are how the man and the woman use
language and how they are talked about and represented through language. This research,
indeed, tackles one among the important issues of language and gender studies which is how
the men and the women are being represented in the language textbooks. Its findings,
thereby, can help and contribute to clear understanding how language functions to represent

the men and the women.
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Rationale

Men’s and women’s representation through language is one of the most important
subjects that the field of language and gender studies focuses on. It is this subject of gender
representation through language that underlies the issue of this research. In other words, this
research examines men’s and women’s representation in the language school textbooks,

The majority of the examined previous studies of gender representation in the school
textbooks have mostly been dealt with mainly from a representational side. Put differently,
most of those studies examined only how the males and the females were represented in
particular school textbooks, but they haven’t gone further to deal with the issue from a
diachronic or comparative approach. However, this research differs partly from those studies
as it approaches the issue from the representational and the comparative aspects. More
specifically, it not only attempts to investigate gender representation in the Arabic, French
and language school textbooks, but also it tries to compare gender representation in these
language school textbooks to each other to see which of these language textbooks are more
biased. Moreover, there are no similar studies which have been conducted in the Algerian
context. Therefore, this research is undertaken to fill this knowledge gap.

Tackling the issue of gender portrayal in the school textbooks is important because
“the textbook is an essential vehicle for the socialization of gender at school” (Tahan, 2015).
Moreover, Sadker et al. (2009) assured that the students spend from 80% to 95% of the
classroom time making use of the textbooks. So, owing to the significant role textbook plays
in the gender socialization of the learners and the great amount of time the learners spend
using the textbooks, it is necessary to make research of this kind to eliminate gender bias in
these learning materials

Regarding the comparative approach that makes this study different from the previous

studies, it is necessary not only to examine gender representation in the language school
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textbooks, but also to compare such representation in these textbooks to each other for the
aim of revealing which language textbooks transmit more gender-bias. Due to the fact that
the learners spend more time using different language textbooks at the same time, detecting
gender representation in only one language textbook is not enough for them to receive a
language education which is not gender-biased if the other language school textbooks carry
gender bias. In other words, this research is necessary in providing the learners with gender-

fair language textbooks.

Objectives

The objectives that this research aims to reach come as follow. First, the ultimate
objective is to provide the young generations with a gender-fair language education. This, in
fact, occurs through, first, uncovering gender bias in the language school textbooks, then,
exposing such bias to the Ministry of National Education to revise gender bias in such
learning materials. Second, another objective is to check which language school textbooks,
Arabic, French and English, are more gender-biased because it is believed that the languages,
themselves, carry bias differently. Finally, this research aims to check the extent to which

these language school textbooks really depict the gender roles in the Algerian society.

The Research Questions

This study tries to find answers to the following research questions:

1. How are man and woman represented in the Algerian current Arabic, French and
English school textbooks?

a. Are both genders equally represented?
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b. Are both genders portrayed stereotypically at the level of their roles and
characterization?

c. Are the women represented as an isolated group?

d. Do these language school textbooks still make use of sexist language forms?

2. Which ones of the these language school textbooks are the most gender-biased?

The Hypotheses

The following hypotheses are advanced:

1. The designing process of the opted corpus may be done from a gender unawareness
perspective.

a. The males may be represented more visible than the females.

b. The school textbooks may maintain rather than challenge the gender stereotypes.

c. Both genders may be represented frequently interacting with each other.

d. The school textbooks may still make use of the sexist language.

2. Gender bias may appear in different degrees in these language school textbooks.

Methods

To test the research hypotheses, content analysis is used to gather data. The corpus of
this research is the Arabic, French and English language school textbooks that are used in the
Algerian Primary, Middle and Secondary schools. Four categories of bias, invisibility,
stereotyping, fragmentation and linguistic, are examined in this research. About comparison,
these categories in the Arabic, French and English textbooks are contrasted to each other at

each school level. Put differently, the Arabic and the French Primary school textbooks are
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compared to each other regarding all the former categories of invisibility, stereotyping, etc.

and the same is done regarding the Middle and the Secondary school textbooks.

Limitations

About the limitations which are encountered during research, the corpus of this study
is limited because it is a combination of both old generation and second generation language
textbooks because the Ministry of National Education hasn’t launched the second generation
language textbooks at the secondary school yet. This process of second generation school
textbooks publications is a bottom-up one i.e. the Ministry of National Education had, first,
launched the second generation textbooks in the Primary School. Then, it moved to the

Middle school and it is going to launch those of the Secondary School in the coming years.
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Chapter One: Gender and Language Education

Introduction

This chapter is generally designed to provide an overview about gender and language
education research that brings language and gender studies together with the field of
education. More specifically, this chapter discusses a number of issues that gender and
language education research has investigated. First, this chapter provides an introduction to
the field of language and gender, the scope in which this study is undertaken, and how this
field has been approached by the different scholars. Second, it deals with the link between the
field of language and gender studies and the field of education. Third, it highlights the
literature which has been written about language, gender and education. Finally, it mentions
the various educational issues that language and gender researchers have investigated namely
the hidden curriculum, classroom interactions, feminist classroom, gender representation in

the learning materials.

1. The Evolution of Language and Gender Studies

The men and the women are, generally, supposed to act differently from each other in
their daily life regarding all the life sides, for instance the men and the women are expected
not only to dress differently and to perform different domestic activities, but also to speak
differently. Regarding the speech expectations of both genders, they are merely
commonsensical ones. As a result, language and gender as a branch of sociolinguistics

appeared specifically to deal with such issue in a scientific way.

Language and gender is one of the important language variations that the sociolinguists
attempted to study. The sociolinguists believe that language use varies from one context to

another, from one region to another, from one social class to another and from one gender to
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another. This latter language and gender variation gained much interest among the
sociolinguists. Consequently, it becomes a vital area of research within such field. According
Wardhaugh (2000, p. 309), “a major topic in sociolinguistics is the connection, if any,
between the structures, vocabularies, and ways of using particular languages and the social

roles of the men and women who speak these languages”.

The history of language and gender as a non-academic field goes back before the second
wave feminism which emerged during the late 1960s and early 1970s. The popular attempts
to discuss and understand how man and woman actually speak and how they are expected to
do so, in fact, started for centuries ago before language and gender develops into an academic

field of study (Sunderland, 2006).

When discussing language and gender as a field of study, it is inevitable to mention the
year of 1975 because in this year three foundational books have been published. These books
are: Language and Woman's Place which is written by Robin Lakoff, Male/Female
Language of Mary Ritchie Key and that of Barrie Throne and Nancy Henly Language and
Sex: Difference and Dominance. These scholars problematize the facts of identifying the
masculine norms as the human norms and the biological determination of the bahaviour of
both genders. These are not the only issues that the early research of language and gender
focused on. However, it was also mainly interested in documenting empirical disparities in
the woman’s and man’s talk, chiefly in cross-sex interactions, reciting the speech of women
in particular and recognizing the role that the language plays to create and maintain gender

inequality (Tannen et al., 2015).

Early gender and language research has been broken up into two categories. The first one
involves the way language represents men and women and the latter deals with the way men

and women make use of language (Speer, 2005). According to McElhiny (2003), within the
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traditional paradigm, language and gender researchers draw on four theoretical controversial
postulations. First, they believe that gender is strongly linked to sex and dealing with gender
is also directly associated to dealing with heterosexuality. Second, they see gender as an
attribute that the human beings are born with. Third, they necessarily link studying gender to
studying the individuals. Fourth, they think that gender can be best investigated wherever it is
most salient.

Unlike the sociolinguists, who were interested in examining how language varies across
gender and use the terms sex and gender as synonyms, the western feminist scholars were
known for their foundation which was distinguishing sex from gender (Holmes and
Meyerhoff, 2003). One of the advocates of this view is Shapiro (1981) who put clear lines
between the sex and gender terms when he said: “I would use the term "sex" only when I was
speaking of biological differences between males and females and use “gender™ whenever |
was referring to the social, cultural, psychological constructs that are imposed upon these
biological differences. ... ”(cited in Holmes and Meyerhoff, 2003, 22).

Simone de Beauvoir also established such differentiation between sex and gender, a
decade before Shapiro, in her book The Second Sex (1972) when she stated: “One is not born,
but rather becomes, a woman”. To the best of my knowledge, Simone de Beauvoir uses this
statement to convey the meaning that the individuals are not born as men and women, but
they become so because of the social and cultural environment they live in through what is
named as gender role socialization process. In so doing, sex is an inherent biological feature
and gender refers to the fact of being masculine or feminine.

Another clear distinction between sex and gender is stated by Holmes (2009) when she
said: “Sex refers to whether a person is considered female or male, based on the kind of body

they have. Gender describes the ideas and practices that constitute femininity and
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masculinity”. Put differently, the word ‘sex’ means whether the person is a male or a female,
but the word ‘gender’ refers to the femininity and masculinity practices.

Sex and gender distinction, in fact, tries to oppose those thoughts that attribute differences
and asymmetries between men and women to the biological sex (Holmes and Meyerhoff,
2003). According to Pilcher and Whelehan (2004, 56), this distinction has another aim which

is the following:

The purpose of affirming a sex/gender distinction was to argue that the actual
physical or mental effects of biological difference had been exaggerated to
maintain a patriarchal system of power and to create a consciousness among

women that they were naturally better suited to ‘domestic’ roles.

Hence, sex is, used in this study, to refer to those biological features that divide the
human race into males and females. Whereas, gender is used to refer to those roles and
characterizations that males and females are expected to perform and have respectively.

The differentiations which appear at the level of men” and women’ speech have been
understood in different ways by the different language and gender researchers. Consequently,
four approaches emerged within the field of language and gender. Three of these approaches
are known as the traditional approaches, they are the deficit approach, the dominance
approach and the difference approach. Then, it comes another revolutionary approach which

is labeled the dynamic approach.
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1. 1. The Deficit Approach

According to the deficit approach, women are disadvantaged and underprivileged
users of language. When using language, women show much uncertainty and lack of
authority (Crawford, 1995). Moreover, this approach is used to refer to every approach
which considers the linguistic differences amongst the males and the females as an evidence
of women’s powerless and subordinate status when compared to men. Robin Lakoff is
generally recognized as an important supporter of this approach. Within Her book Language
and Woman's Place (1975), she investigated the linguistic disparities from two aspects: first,
how the women are expected to talk i.e. the way the make use of language. Second, how the
women are talked about i.e. the way in which they are represented in the language (Speer,
2005).

Before Lakoft’s research, Otto Jespersen is another pioneer to the field of language
and gender. His book Language: Its Nature, Development and Origin (1922) is regarded as
one among the ‘classic’ texts in the field (Mulyani, 2014). One among the issues that this
book addresses is woman’s language in a chapter which takes the title of “The woman”. In
this chapter, Otto Jespersen provides a description of woman’s language in comparison to
man’s. To the end of describing men’s and women’s speech, Jesperson brings examples from
different places in the world. Jesperson’s characterizations of women’s language come as
follow: First, women’s vocabulary is limited in comparison to men’s. Second, women also
make use of the “adverbs of intensity” such as “awfully pretty” and “terribly nice”. Third,
women are characterized by their linguistic conservatism; whereas, men tend to be
“inventive” because they are able to create new vocabulary. Finally, the women produce the
half-finished exclamatory sentences.

Although the significant contribution of Jespersen’s research is widely acknowledged

within the field of language and gender studies, it was not far from the feminist criticism.
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Cameron (1985) is one of those who declare their criticism about Jespersen’s work when she
stated that Jespersen is constricted between his fantasies and prejudices to generate sexist
stereotypes about woman’s language. Speer (2005) also claimed that Jespersns’s work
received criticisms of the feminists because it communicates sexism, it is self-serving and
belittling and it is based on the folklinguistic stereotypes about the woman’s language.
Furthermore, Mulyani (2014) claimed that Jespersen’s interpretation of man’s and woman’s
language is essentialist in the sense that it considers the disparities in the language of men and
women as a consequence of their biological sex as well as their gender differences.

Robin Lakoff, the American linguist, also brought influential contributions to gender
and language studies through publishing her book Language and Woman's Place (1975).
This book is widely regarded as the key which opens the door of language and gender
studies. Moreover, it is considered a foundational book in feminist linguistics (Speer, 2005).
There is a number of language and gender scholars who acknowledged the significance of
this work among them is Cameron (1998c, 216) who claimed that Lakoff’s book “did more
than any other text before or since to bring issues of language and gender to wider attention
and to place them in the context of the post-71968 Women'’s Liberation Movement”. Jane
Sunderland (2006) also admits the weight that this book gains when she says “Language and
Woman's Place is commonly recognized as a pioneer work of great importance. It held and
still holds extensive influence.

Lakoff (1975) thinks that “women experience linguistic discrimination in two ways: in the
way they are taught to use language, and in the way general language use treats them”.
According to her, women are discriminated linguistically at two levels: at the process of
language learning when women are trained to use the language and at the linguistic
representation level. For her, the linguistic discrimination occurs through: First, downgrading

women into passive roles such as being “sex-object” or “servant”. Second, language
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marginalizes the identity of the women because it prevents them from expressing themselves
powerfully and it promotes the trivial and uncertain talk among them.

In her article Language and Women Place (1973), Lakoff specified women with some
linguistic features which come as follow: First, she claims that there is some lexis which is
much present in women’s speech than in men’s such as the names of colours. Second,
women’s speech is characterized by using “particles” which the grammarians consider as
having no meaning. Moreover, she said that the women’s use of such “particles” in official
settings is trivialized. Such trivializing necessarily means underestimating women in weighty
contexts. Third, women are differentiated by their use of admiration adjectives like adorable,
charming, lovely, sweet and divine. Fourth, women use tag questions which carry the
meaning of lack of confidence, uncertainty and reluctance. Finally, women show more
politeness in their speech than men do. Consequently, Lakoff (1973) considered that these
linguistic behaviours that women show are just the consequence of the treatment that women
receive during their socialization process.

In spite of the great contribution that Lakoff’s work brought to the field of language
and gender, it receives a number of criticisms which are mainly related to Lakoff’s gender
assumptions and the methodology that she adopted. Concerning her assumption, she was
criticized because she assumed that woman’s language is deficient and man’s is the norm. In
so doing, Talbot (2003) claimed that Lakoff’s work shows ‘women as disadvantaged
language users’. Methodologically, Lakoff’s work received criticism because she drew on
her introspection to collect data and she uses her intuitions to analyze the gathered data.
About Lakoff’s introspection, Sunderland (2006, 95) stated that “Lakoff was not being
obtuse: she was writing at a time when introspection...was more usual than it is now”.

Hence, both Jespersen and Lakoff reached similar findings that the language of

women is ‘inferior/ deficient’ when it is contrasted to men’s language. However, they



15
Chapter One: Gender and Language Education

interpreted their findings differently. Jespersen viewed the linguistic deficiency of women as
essentially biological; whereas, Lakoff viewed it as socially determined i.e. the subordinate
status that women have in the society engenders the linguistic deficiency among women

(Mulyani, 2014).

1.2. The Dominance Approach

The dominance approach to language and gender emerged in 1980, five years after the
publication of Lakoff’s work Language and woman’s place. This approach believes that men
quite dominate women regarding both the amount of talk and the control over the
conversation topics (Speer, 2005). In general, this approach considers the differences in
man’s and woman’s language use as a mirror image Of their power relations where the men
are dominant and the women are subordinate (Mulyani 2014). As Weatherall (2002) claims
that “power can be thought of as part and parcel of language, not as separate from it”.
Zimmerman and West (1975) and Spender (1980) are the well known supporters of this
approach.

According to Zimmerman and West (1975), the relationship between men and women
is a dominant-dominated one. Men’s dominance is also communicated in their conversations
with women. To prove this, Zimmerman and West, in their study, found that in cross-sex
(male-female) conversation, 70% of the interruptions were done by the men. Such
interruptions led directly to silencing the women for a long duration. Moreover, the men were
able to alter the topic of the conversation, initiate topics on which they had upper hand and
end the conversation through the use of the minimal responses. For them, those interruptions
allowed men to contravene female right of expressing themselves easily. However, in same-
sex (female-female) conversations, they found that the interruptions were nearly equally

allocated. They concluded that those interruptions, silencing, topic initiating and discussion
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ending which occurred at the level of cross-sex discussion were just an extension of male
dominance at the macro-institutional level.

Dale Spender is another proponent of the dominance approach. Her contribution to
this approach is her book Man Made Language (1980). In her book, Spender strongly
defended the idea that the language is sexist because it is constructed by the socially
dominant men. For her, men do not only make language in a way which serves them, but they
produce the reality as a whole and name it according to their perception. However, the
women are kept far from the process of language making. Furthermore, Spender provided
examples which prove that language is ‘man-made’ when she mentioned that in the English
grammar, there are persistent rules which consider ‘man-as-norm’, these examples are the
generic man and he.

Although the dominance approach gives a clear understanding of how language and
power coexist and it is helpful for understanding how gender and language interrelate in a
variety of contexts, it neglects highlighting how gender interconnects with class, age, and
ethnicity. This approach also receives criticism because it keeps gender away from being a
central variable in researching language and it encourages for situations where women adopt
men speech styles (Weatherall, 2002). This approach portrays women in only the weak and
submissive position and it deemphasizes the context where women can be in powerful status
which allows them to interrupt, silence men and take long turns as O’Barr and AtKins‘s
(1980) study shows that when women have a high status, they avoid the use of that kind of

language which is inferior and conveys subordination and dependence.
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1.3. The Difference Approach

The difference approach is founded on the assumption that males and females are
socialized, at an early age, into different sub-cultures where both of them learn different
interactional styles (Talbot, 2003). Unlike viewing the women as weak as claimed in the
deficit model and as victims as claimed in the dominance model, the difference model
attempts to view the women’s language not only as different; however, positively esteemed
(Litosseliti, 2006). Moreover, Cameron (1995b, 39) said that the model of “difference was
the moment of feminist celebration, reclaiming and revaluing women’s distinctive cultural
traditions . Tannen (1990) and the supporters of this approach believe that both genders have
‘different but equally valid styles’. In other words, the men’s and the women’s speech styles
are different from each other, but none of them is superior to the other. About the well-known
promoters of this approach, they are Tannen (1990) and Maltz and Borker (1982).

Maltz and Borker‘s (1982) contribution to the field of language and gender, in
general, and to the difference approach, in particular is worth mentioning. Their contribution
to this approach is their work A Cultural Approach to Male-female Miscommunication. In
this work, Maltz and Borker takled the issue of miscommunication at the interethnic as well
as the cross-sex levels. Regarding the cross-sex miscommunication issue, like the proponents
of the deficit and dominance approach, Maltz and Borker admitted that man and woman tend
to have divergent speech styles. However, Maltz and Borker provided another explanation to
man and woman divergent speech styles. They argue that man and woman are the products of
distinct sociolinguistic subcultures where both genders learn to use the language differently
when conversing with each other. Consequently, a number of cultural miscommunication
problems appear among man and woman. Maltz and Borker also explained how man and
woman learn different cultural beliefs about the friendly interaction. They argue that when

being young at the age period between five and fifteen years, both boys and girls acquire a
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range of interactional rules mainly. Those rules are learned through interacting with the peers
of the same sex i.e. boys learn the interactional rules from their boy peers and the same is for
the girls and such rules are maintained when the boys and the girls get older. Maltz and
Borker described boys’ and girls’ play where both genders develop particular speech patterns.
They claimed that girls’ play was homogeneous, private or semi-private, cooperative and
non-competitive. That kind of girls’ play, according to Maltz and Borker, leads to
establishing and maintaining friendship which is generally expressed through intimate and
non aggressive talk. Meanwhile, boys’ play tends to be in large and hierarchically structured
groups. As a result, boys’ speech appear to be more competitive.

The sociolinguist Deborah Tannen’s donation to the difference approach is her work
You Just Don’t Understand: Men and Women in Conversation which was published in 1990.
Tannen is influenced by Maltz and Borker‘s (1982) cultural model which addressed the issue
of miscommunication and the cultural discrepancies among men and women. Similarly,
Tannen maintained that young men and women “grow up in different worlds of words” 1.e.
males and females are socialized to use dissimilar speech styles. She added that
communication between men and women is similar to the cross-cultural one where the
individuals speak different dialects, but for men and women, they, instead, articulate distinct
genderlects. Tannen put it as follow: “communication between men and women can be like
cross cultural communication, prey to a clash of conversational styles”. Tannen also listed a
number of characterization for both male’s and female’s speech styles. When trying to do
describe both genders ‘speech, Tannen, first, described male’s speech, then, she opposed it to
female’s. For Tannen , male ‘s speech is the report , lecturing, public, status, oppositional,
independence , whereas female’s speech is the rapport, listening , private, connection,
supportive and intimacy. About Tannen ‘s characterization of male’s and female’s talk,

Talbot (2003) claimed that male’s speech characterization is merely an extension of the
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privilege and power that males enjoy at the societal level, however, female’s speech
characterization celebrates the traditional role of the woman as a nurturer.

The difference approach was in the centre of criticism because of a variety of
assumptions. First, it emphasizes on separation among boys and girls and it doesn’t highlight
why there exists same-sex play. This separation engenders gender segregation (Talbot, 2010).
Second, it claims that both man and woman are not responsible for the tensions that occur in
the cross-cultural situations (Eckert and McConnell-Ginet, 1992). Third, this approach
overemphasizes on miscommunication amid man and woman serves as a powerful instrument
which sustains gender hierarchy in the communities (Henley and Kramarae, 1991). Fourth, it
suppresses the element of power and neglects the gender inequalities that may appear it
assumes that men and women are merely equal-but-different. This occurs because of
disregarding the broader social context (Talbot, 2010). Finally, the difference approach serves
as an interactional resource for reproducing gender hierarchy and oppression (Eckert and
McConnell-Ginet, 1992).

Early research of language and gender which includes the deficit, dominance and
difference frameworks, received a number of criticisms. It tended to be very speculative and
not to reflect critically on the concept gender, it, rather, merely drew on the commonsensical
assumptions of males and females. This reliance on commonsense led directly to the
reproduction of the sexist stereotypes (Talbot, 2003). These frameworks understand gender
from an essentialist perspective. According to this gender essentialist perspective, gender is
viewed as a fixed attribute which is inherent in males and females. Language use, in this
respect, is seen as reflecting one’s own sex. As a result, three important problems have been
identified in this essentialist view. The first problem underlies generalization because all men
and all women are believed to have particular speech styles. This generalization disregards

the divergences amid men and amid women. The second problem with this gender essentialist
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understanding is that of gender reification i.e. reifying gender is to understand the social
construct gender as a biologically determined feature. The third trouble of this perspective
involves the larger social context which is seen as a measure which is prior to and determines
males’ and females’ linguistic choices. As a consequence, males and females have no agency.
They are expected to talk in particular ways and they simply reproduce the gendered social
arrangements through their talk. The essential view engenders another trouble which is that
the advocates of the above three approaches start from the belief that both genders are
essentially different. This assumption unsurprisingly leads them to find differences at the
level of males’ and females’ talk and they use gender as a variable to explain the found

differences (Speer, 2005).

1.4. The Constructionist Approach

This constructionist approach appears recently and it is also named the dynamic
approach for the reason that the dynamic features of the interaction are centralized. Within
this approach, the gender identity is regarded as a socially constructed category rather than
being a given one. What differentiates this constructionist approach from the previous ones is
its assumption that gender is not conceived as being static and a joined trait of the speaker,
however, it is accomplished through talk (Coates, 2004).

This approach has revolutionized the thought that individuals have about language
and its function in the society. It uses the term ‘discourse’ instead of the term ‘language’
because the term ‘discourse’ admits that language is value-laden. This perpetuates the view
that the neutral discourse doesn’t exist. When the individuals speak, they should choose
between a variety of meanings and values that they wish to convey. Under this dynamic
approach, language use is also seen as dynamic i.e. the speakers are able to subvert, resist and

partake critically and actively in constructing the meaning and the ‘selves’ including being
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masculine and feminine (Coates, 2004). About the role that the language plays in
constructing the gender identity, Wood (1995, p.18) stated that “/anguage not only expresses
cultural views of gender but also constitutes individuals' gender identities. The
communication practices we use define us as masculine or feminine, in large measure, we
create our own gender through talk”.

This approach also revolutionizes the concept of gender. Gender, within this regard as
mentioned above, is regarded as socially constructed. According to Coates (2004), this
gender conceptualization and distinguishing sex from gender become common in the field of
sociolinguistics only at the beginning of the 1990s when Judith Butler extended her theory of
performativity in her book Gender Trouble (1990). She claimed that “there is no gender
identity behind the expressions of gender; that identity is performatively constituted by the
very expressions that are said to be its results” (Butler, 1990, p. 25). Unlike the traditional
thought which believes that we use the language according to whether we are masculine or
feminine, Butler (1990) believes that masculinity and femininity are performed through
language use. Viewing gender as performed in the daily interactions makes the researchers in
the field of language and gender change their aims from seeking to explain how gender
interrelates with the use of specific linguistic patterns to explaining how the speaker uses the
language to accomplish their gender identity (Coates, 2004).

Under the constructionist perspective, gender is not dealt with in isolation from the
facets which constitute the speaker’s social identity. Gender, instead, is just one aspect that
the individuals exhibit when they are speaking. Cameron (1996, p. 34) as cited in Coates
(2004) declares this view when she states that “gender . . . has turned out to be an
extraordinarily intricate and multi-layered phenomenon — unstable, contested, intimately
bound up with other social divisions”. Because gender is conceived as more fluid,

sociolinguists, in general, and language and gender researchers, in particular, were urged to
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give more importance to the social context. More specifically, these researchers were urged
to insist on what is named communities of practice. The ways of talking exhibits to which
community of practice we belong. Moreover, these communities of practice help the speakers
to construct their identities and position themselves vis-a-vis others. Above all, working
within the approach communities of practice helps the researchers to understand how gender

interrelates with age, class, race and sexuality (Coates, 2004).

2. Language, Gender and Education

The concept gender is omnipresent everywhere across all settings, including education,
media and the workplace, etc. The field of education was not a central interest for only the
educationalists; however, it has gained the interest of the researchers across all the human and
social sciences including the language and gender researchers. The marriage of language and
gender studies with the domain of education gives birth to a body of research named
language, gender and education research. According to Litosseliti (2006), this sort of
research has emphasized mainly on interactions that occur between the students themselves
and between the teachers and the students, on the one hand, and on the language teaching

materials and language learning, on the other hand.

The school milieu is a point of focus for both the social and the human studies because of
the vital role that the school performs in both promoting or in undermining the cultural, social
and political beliefs to the young generations. Such importance of the schools has been
widely admitted by the researchers. Stromquist et al. (1998) admitted this when stating that
the educational institutions function as influential ideological institutions which do not only
transmit the prevailing values, but they also work as social control mechanism. Stromquist et

al. (1998, p.83) added that “schools transmit values that not only reproduce social class but



23
Chapter One: Gender and Language Education

also main gender structures...the formal school system contributes to the reproduction of
gender inequalities . Put differently, the schools not only convey values about the social
class and the gender structures, but they also take part in reproducing the gender inequalities.

Gender and language researchers are also aware of the significance that the
educational context plays in perpetuating the gender ideologies. Litosseliti (2006, p.88) stated
that: “The educational settings are important settings for the construction of gender and the
(re)production of a range of gendered norms, practices, relations, representations and
identities . In other words, the schools are a significant site where gender is constructed and
the gendered identities, practices, norms, relations and representations are produced and

reproduced.

Regarding the relevance of gender in the educational setting, Sunderland (2018)
claimed that gender is made relevant both formally and informally at the educational systems.
Formally, when the educational systems distinct between the male and the female students.
Informally, when the educational systems emphasize the routine talk or the learners. Gender
is as well made relevant in the teaching materials where most of the characters are overtly

males or females. Therefore, gender is a portion of the ‘hidden curriculum’.

The history of Language, gender and education is as old as language and gender
studies. In other words, they evolved in parallel. Moreover, the body of the conducted
research within the framework of language, gender and education tended to update the
conceptual shifts which happened at the level language and gender studies thought. The most
remarkable conceptual shift in language and gender is the move from the essential
perspective, which imprisoned the language and gender researchers’ thought during the 1970s
and 1980s, to the fluid perspective which emerged during the 1990s. This shift has a great
impact on the research in language, gender and education. Litosseliti (2006, p.73) admitted

this when she stated: “more recent work marks a shift away from gender generalizations and
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differences, to examine discourse and gender identities that are at work in educational
settings”. This impact was also acknowledged by Swann (2003) who is an important figure
who theorizes about language, gender and education research in her paper Schooled
Language: Language and Gender in Educational Settings which is going to be discussed in

details in the following section of the literature review about language, gender and education.

3. Language, Gender and Education: Literature Review

Swann (2003)’s contribution, which is mentioned above, to language, gender and
education research literature is explored in this section in details because it discusses most of
the language and gender issues in the educational context.

Swann (2003) started her paper by clarifying what she means by “schooled language”.
For her, this means the spoken and the written language which is used in the schools and the
classrooms to organize the teaching and learning processes. When exploring the relationship
between language and gender in the educational environment, she claimed that that gender in
the educational context is done, to a great extent, through the use of language and she
maintained that the gendered language has an effect on the development of the male and
female students and on their educational and life experiences.

Swann (2003) tackled three important issues. The first one involved the shifts that
occurred at the level of the concepts of ‘language’ and ‘gender’. The second one dealt with
how the conceptual shifts in the field of language and gender influenced the educational
policy and practice in Britain and in the neighboring countries. The last one was about how
language and gender conceptual shifts were transported to the electronic communication.

To begin with the conceptual move of ‘language’ and ‘gender’. Within this respect,
Swann (2003) claimed that most of language, gender and education research tended to

document the differences and the asymmetries that appear when boys and girls use language.
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Regarding the differences, studies within this respect observed that the boys and the girls
showed divergent speech styles and reading choices and they chose to write about different
topics and in different ways. Regarding the asymmetries, it was observed that the boys tended
to have control over the interactions that took place in the classroom, whereas the girls
remained having less opportunities to participate in such interactions. Such asymmetries also
appeared in the learning materials which overrepresented the males and underrepresented the
females.

According to Swann (2003), this body of research which was undertaken within the
difference and inequality paradigms was challenged by the postmodern shift which affected
how the concepts of ‘language’ and ‘gender’ were conceived and how they interrelated. For
her, ‘language’ and ‘gender’ conceptions moved “‘from relative fixity to relative fluidity’.
Concerning gender, the postmodern shift tended to focus more on diversity among men and
among women rather than viewing gender from a binary perspective. The context and
performativity were also emphasized because gender was regarded as being done and
performed within context. Concerning the shift in language conception, the postmodern shift
had the tendency to view language as context-bound and its meaning as ambiguous and
uncertain.

To imply for this postmodern shift, Swann examined three papers that challenged the
idea that girls have cooperative speech styles and the boys have competitive ones. Those
papers were those of Hewitt (1997), Sheldon (1997) and Swann (1997). According to her,
Hewitt (1997) differentiated between two forms of speech. The declarative form which tends
to be oriented toward self-interest and the coordinative one which is oriented toward
collectivity and interconnectedness and he observed that both the coordinative and
declarative forms may occur simultaneously in interaction; moreover, he claimed that a form

can carry the meanings of competition and collaboration at the same time. The second paper
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was that of Sheldon (1997) whose argument involved that the girls are able to perform both
the competitive and the oppositional speech, but that depends on the culture and the context
where the girls live. In her study, Sheldon observed that both the boys and the girls
employed double-voice discourse, however the girls employed it more frequently. In spite of
such difference, Sheldon tended to downplay it and she emphasized the crucial role of the
culture and the context. The third paper is that of Swann‘s (1997). Swann (1997) also
problematized the issue of cooperation when she analysed a discussion of two students, a boy
and a girl, who were required to write a text together. For Swann (2003), Swann’s paper was
different from Hewitt’s and Sheldon’s because it emphasized ambiguity and uncertainty. For
Swann (1997), the girl’s questions are ambiguous because they can be interpreted both as a
sign of cooperation and as a strategy to impose her own contribution. Similarly, the written
text was also open to different readings.

When combining the three papers, Swann (2003) stated that all of them addressed the
meaning of cooperation and they viewed the speech as multifunctional, ambiguous, uncertain
and context-bound. When foregrounding the difference between these studies, Swann
claimed that Sheldon’s paper was different from the other two papers since she deemphasized
the differences and she viewed gender from more performative and contextualized
perspectives.

The Second issue that Swann (2003) tried to highlight was the relationship between the
shifts that occurred within the field of language and gender and the educational policy that
Britain and other countries adopted. About this, Swann (2003) mentioned that male
dominance in the classroom interactions led to the emergence of “equal opportunities”
projects to resist such inequality. Language issues and gender issues were part and parcel of
such projects. The English curriculum was taken as an example. That curriculum included a

whole chapter that discussed the educational implications which dealt with the gender



27
Chapter One: Gender and Language Education

differences which appeared at the level of language use. Boys’ underachievement was also
central issue for the policy makers of education. The educationalists offered a variety of
explanations to such phenomenon including gender differences in the learning styles and in
maturity. Swann mentioned that a variety of publications were designed specifically to deal
with boys’ underachievement. Can Do Better booklet was taken as an example to be
discussed. That booklet, according to her, treated boys’ underachievement from a variety of
facets ranging from boys’ performance in the four skills of the English language to explaining
how the English curriculum implementation could influence boys’ learning and to clarifying
how the teachers could deal with the issue of boys’ underachievement. According to Swann,
such booklet emphasized the interests of the boys over those of the girls and it also provided
a characterization of boys’ speech styles which was just similar to the one which was
provided by the early language and gender researchers that boys are competitive and interrupt
more when they take part in the discussions. Can Do Better did not deal only with the oral
aspects but also it dealt with boys’ reading and writing preferences such as non-fiction,
fantasy and action. Regarding this, the booklet suggested that such preferences should be
emphasized; otherwise, the boys will be disadvantaged learners.

Swann (2003) provided a number of criticisms to the booklet of Can Do Better
because of a number of reasons. For her, the booklet viewed gender from polarized and fixed
perspectives; it didn’t consider the differences amid boys and amid girls, it didn’t take into
consideration the different social aspects such as race and class, the context was totally
deemphasized and it didn’t show awareness that the meaning that the language convey is
uncertain.

According to Swann (20003), as a reaction to such uncritical publication, a number of
academic texts and official publications appear. Alloway and Gilbert (1997), within the

Australian context, published Boys and Literacy to address boys’ achievement in literacy.
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Unlike Can Do Better, this publication provided practical suggestions and it acknowledged
differences amid boys and amid girls.

The third issue that Swann (2003) addressed was shifting context toward
communication. Regarding this, she claimed that communication practices were in constant
change because of the technological advances. For her, the electronic communication
produces texts which challenge both the traditional authorship and readership and the English
education. According to her, several researchers continuously speculated to which extent the
electronic communication developed new shapes of the interpersonal relationships and Turkle
(1995) was one of them claimed that the students feel that they perform different identities as
they move from one communication practice to another. For Swann, the electronic
communication is a postmodern means that allows flexibility to the individuals when they
present themselves to the others and it encourages for a sort of “identity-hopping” which is
difficult to be achieved in face-to-face communication.

Swann (2003) stated that unlike the feminists who claimed that the electronic
communication could be beneficial for the girls and women, Spender (1995) argued that this
kind of communication didn’t differ from the face-to-face communication where the males
dominated the interactions and the inequalities were prevailing and reinforced.

All in all, Swann (2003) tried to address how the gender element functions in
different ways in the English language classrooms, but she overlooked the issue of how

gender can be addressed in the EFL and ESL classroom.

4. Addressing Gender in the EFL and ESL Classroom

According to Norton and Pavlenko (2004), gender can be addressed in four ways in
the EFL and ESL classroom setting: developing a lived curriculum, imagining alternative

worlds, tackling challenging topics and sharing power.
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According to Norton and Pavlenko (2004), developing a lived curriculum refers to
the process of designing fresh programs, including new modules and classes, and altering the
current ones to the end of meeting the needs of the learners. In the ESL classroom context,
these innovations frequently tend to meet the immigrant women’ needs because their access
to ESL classes is restricted by a number of reasons such as their domestic and work
engagements together with the problems of transportation and safety. Within this regard,
Norton and Pavlenko (2004), gave a number of examples about the curricular innovations. El
Barrio Popular Education Program was one among the curricular innovations that Norton and
Pavlenko (2004) mentioned, such program was investigated by Rivera (1999), it took place in
the New York City. It was designed for the Latinas who wanted to learn English. Most of
those learners were mothers, who were unemployed workers, whose children attended public
schools. That EIl Barrio Program met the needs of those women through: organizing meetings
when the children were taking courses at the schools. Those meetings were organized near to
the learners’ houses; moreover, those learners were exposed to a Spanish-English curriculum
which suited better their experiences. Norton and Pavlenko (2004) claimed that El Barrio
program was just an example among those which occurred in different contexts with different
learners of different social and cultural backgrounds (Norton and Pavlenko, 2004).

The second way of addressing gender in EFL and ESL classes that Norton and
Pavlenko (2004) suggested is imagining alternative worlds. According to them, unlike the
curricular innovation, this way of addressing gender is interested in the practices of and the
materials used in the feminist classroom setting. They gave variety of innovative practices
within this regard. The first one is that of Schenke (1996) that claims that teacher makes use
of the students’ interest to discover their histories that they call to mind Another practice is
that of Cohen (2004) who used the provoking texts together with new teaching sequences that

were always based on the students’ experiences to the end of improving the students’ oral,
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writing and interpretive proficiencies Life writing is one more practice that Toff (2002) used
with her students occasionally controversial issues to help her students evoke their
imagination and tackle their personal and occasionally controversial issues. Norton and
Pavlenko (2004) concluded that such innovative practices not only enable the students to
reflect on their experiences and situate them within the larger social setting, but they also
push them to imagine themselves as different individuals.

Tackling challenging topics, according to Norton and Pavlenko (2004), is the third
way of addressing gender in the ESL and EFL classrooms. It is about how the teacher brings
controversial issues in the classroom. Norton and Pavlenko (2004) gave a number of practices
within this regard. The first practice is that of Nelson (2004) who examined how a teacher, in
a modal auxiliaries lesson, discusses the lesbian and gay issue with her students in a skillful
way. Norton and Pavlenko (2004) claimed that such practice helped the teacher to see to
which extent sexual identities are socially and culturally constructed, rather than being
inherent. In another intonation lesson, Morgan (1997) supplied his students with a text which
addressed the gender roles in the Chinese family and he asked them how to deal with a
situation where a female wanted to learn English, but she couldn’t because of her family
restrictions. The teacher incorporated the students’ discussion into a scripted dialogue which
was helpful for both the students and the teacher. Norton and Pavlenko (2004) concluded that
discussing such challenging issues about gender and sexuality helps the students to be more
familiar with the discourses of such tricky issues.

The fourth way of dealing with gender in EFL and ESL classroom, Norton and
Pavlenko (2004), involves sharing power between the teachers and their students. Norton and
Pavlenko (2004) talked about two ways of sharing power in such context, the first one was
used by Fujimura-Fanselow (1996) who discussed a curriculum which was composed of

mini-research projects and she proposed that both the teachers and students to be the audience
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of such projects. In this way, she mitigated the rigidity of the power asymmetries and made
them sound less hierarchical. Another way of sharing power was introduced by Jordon
(2004). He suggested making a writing centre because he thought that it was a better site
which encouraged the students to produce knowledge. Furthermore, Jordon (2004) argued
that such writing centre hunted for decentering authority, more specifically the one which had
to do with gender asymmetries.

In sum, all of the four ways of addressing gender that Norton and Pavelenko (2004)
invited for drive the EFL and ESL students toward both language proficiency and familiarity
with gender and sexuality across the larger context, however, smoothly. So, what are the

other gender issues that have been examined in the language classroom?

5. A Brief History of Language and Gender in the Classroom

The school setting, in general, and the classroom