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Abstract

The present investigation lies within the fields discourse analysis and gender
studies. The author of the study aims to monit@ pinocess of gender discourse
democratization as manifested in such widely-reéastyle magazines as Men’s
Health and Cosmopolitan. The central ambition @& thsearch is to illustrate the
process of gender topic and gender language cdfpépna by conducting a critical
analysis of a selection of texts taken from the amages under analysis. As a final
result of her research, the author of the studysep and classifies the evidence of
co-penetration between what is known as ‘tradifionmale and female
topics/situations, as well as language choices. grasent study represents a rather
new approach to gender discourse analysis asathstepolarizing male and female
discourse, it focuses on certain “unisex” discouesgures that reflect the ongoing
social change in terms of the traditional conceptemininity and masculinity. Apart
from the fields of discourse analysis and lingestithe results of the study can be

used for further research within such disciplinesaciology and media studies.



1. Introduction

The present investigation lies within the domaindi$course analysis and gender
discourse studies. One of the vital aspects ofectranalysis exploited in this paper is
the concept of addressee. Quite a number of schblave put forward the idea of
language purposefulness suggesting an obligat@seprce of a target addressee in any
type of discourse. Following Bakhtin (1981), Verseten (1999) elaborates on the
notion of ‘superaddressee’ and introduces a terrfvidial interpreter’ to denote a
hypothetical addressee to whom a written textrisatéd. Verschueren (1999) suggests
that in terms of written discourse a ‘virtual irgegter’ is an entity created by the
author’'s imagination, which may or may not matcle ttharacteristics of the real
addressees the text will encounter. However, udirtaddressee’ comes across as a
critical element to demystify while performing disgse analysis as it is the element
that defines characteristics of the discoursefit$gbddard and Patterson (2000:108)
stress the importance of the relationship betweanrator’ and ‘narratee’ (author and
addressee) in the analysis of written discoursees&hresearchers suggest that
identifying a ‘narratee’ or ‘narratees’ of a tegta complex process that would involve
identification of at least the following qualitiegender, possible age, colour of skin,
linguistic identity, physiological condition, rehdity, positive or negative bias and
power among the others. The present investigasoparticularly focused on gender
language and social positions of men and womereateftl in language, which
automatically places the study within the framewofkdiscourse and gender studies.
The role of gender in discourse has been a ratbpular field of investigation in
discourse analysis, pragmatics and sociolinguistvsr the recent decades. Quite a
number of researches have pointed out phonologg@mmatical and semantic

features that male and female discourse can Dbetifiddnwith. Key (1975) has



suggested that the most prominent differences legtweale and female language in
English occur on grammatical and syntactical lewehere women’s discourse is
claimed to be less direct and far more hedged nhale discourse. Women are argued
to use such features as intensifiers, reduplicdehs, tag questions, and modal
constructions more often than men. In terms of oy, women are claimed to
employ a great variety of emotionally colored antpbatic adjectives, whilst men tend
to opt for the forms that emphasise masculinitghsas:barbed; bristly; lusty, etc
(Key, 1975:75).

A great importance has always beenbatied to the gender-related stereotypes
gradually formed and reinforced by society and gutgd through mass media.
(Fairclough,1995:27). Goddard and Patterson(20Q0(s88gest that gender awareness
is a socially-constructed term that is being ‘taugheach member of society since the
very first moment of interaction with the world. Tiustrate, these researchers suggest
that media reinforces the socially-accepted idedl$emininity and masculinity by
depicting women, for instance, as wives and motlagi men as breadwinners and
qualified professionals. Caldas-Coulthard (1992)28dggests that men are usually
addressed in media with factual and analyticalrmftion, while female addressees are
often associated with ‘ideal and emotive novelaatof events’. Connell (2001: 142),
in his attempt to define modern concept of masdaylimliscusses dimensions of male
gender stereotyping in mass media. This scholastithtes the tendencies of depicting
men as fearless and risky individuals who are miatich of drink-driving or playing
hard in sports. As far as women representation assymedia is concerned, Marin
Arrese (1993:216) argues that women tend to bebattdd a whole set of
characteristics, such as “powerlessness, domgsticiteviancy, vulnerability,

irrationality, and emotional and sexual excesshame the few of them. In terms of



factors that shape male and female discourse, Lgké75: 55-77) brings about the
socially conceived stereotype of “women are ladies well as the idea of “male
bonding”, that both result in women’s alienationsiociety that, in its turn provokes
hypercorrectness of female discourse.

Previous research in gender discourse laslyrfocused on polarization of male
and female linguistic choices, leaving out a ratmecent matter of discourse
democratization. (C.Caldas-Coulthard,1996). The npheenon of discourse
democratization can generally be explained by theem social change manifested in
merging of former gender-attached roles and resigapf femininity and masculinity
(C.Caldas-Coulthard, 1996; R.W. Connell: 2001).

This paper focuses on a rather recerh@menon of co-penetration between
male and female language choices manifested thrthmliexts of popular male and
female lifestyle magazines, namely Cosmopolitan lslieth’s Health, December 2009,
March 2010, April 2010 UK issues, as well as thmrrespondent WebPageEhe
hypothesis of the present paper can be stated adlfovs: there is a certain evidence
of co-penetration between what is known as ‘tradibnal’ male and female
topics/situations and language choices in Men’s Hih and Cosmopolitan lifestyle
magazines.The author of the present study expects to firdttipic co-penetration in
such magazine sections as: Career Tips, Food ao#irgp Body Care and Health,
Body and Working Out, Fashion, and Sex. The languagpenetration, in its turn, is
expected to be revealed on grammatical, syntasticsamantic levels.

In order to prove the stated hypothe#is, present study aimsto analyse a
selected corpus of texts in order to reveal thesgshof gender language co-penetration
on the level of interest areas shared by male amdale addressees targeted by

Cosmopolitan and Men’s Health magazines. Furthiee, study will focus on the



analysis of selected extracts in order to singletloel possible instances of gender topic
and gender language co-penetration.

Astools of the analysisthe author of the present paper aims to employ the
existing theories of the field, namely: the ideahs# changing discourse of masculinity
put forward by Connell (2001); the issue of gendgated stereotyping (Goddard and
Patterson, 2000, Fairglough, 1995, Lakoff, 1978k theory of a great shift in the
traditional female and male social roles proposgdHmlimes (1992), the idea of
scientification of male discourse and “beautifioati of female discourse in mass
media mentioned by Goddart and Patterson (2000¢; issue of discourse
‘novelization’ introduced by Caldas-Goulthard, (199the idea of gender differences
in the use of imperative constructions and vocalulae advocated by Key (1975) and
Lakoff (1975: 55), as well as author’'s own obsdorat and unofficial observations left

by the participants of the study.



2. Theoretical Background

For the purposes of the present investigation siadic notion of context analysis as
addresseshould be defined as the point of departure. Quitember of scholars have
put forward the idea of language purposefulnesgesigng an obligatory presence of a
target addressee in any type of discourse. FollgBiakhtin(1981), Verschueren(1999)
claims that language always possesses the qudlitgirectedness’. Bakhtin (1981)
brings up a notion of a ‘superaddressee’ to whanguliage is directed. As quoted in
Verschueren (1999: 87), Bakhtin(1981) defines pésaddressee’ as “a mental model
of something or someone able to perfectly undedstahat one is saying(whether a
person, a god, truth itself, or history).” Verscrere (1999) himself elaborates on
Bakhtin's ‘superaddressee’ by coining the term that interpreter’ to denote a
hypothetical addressee to whom a written text reatied. Verschueren (1999) puts
forward the idea of an utterrer/author of an oralvatten text to be identified with the
‘virtual interpreter’ as the identity of the lattezsults from the utterer's imagination,
which may or may not match the reality. Bearingmind the fact that language is
always destined for a certain recipient one carcloaie that there might be a direct
connection between the features of the languagéhencharacteristics of the addressee
targeted by this language. Thus, the identificatibrihe target addressee emerges as
one of the vital procedures in context analysis.

Goddard and Patterson (2000:108) stressiriportance of the relationship
between ‘narator’ and ‘narratee’ (author and addey in the analysis of written
discourse. These researchers suggest several sgrerehich one should focus when
aiming to identify the ‘narratee’ of a written texuch as the number of ‘narratees’,
gender, possible age, colour of skin, linguistientity, physiological condition,

reliability, positive or negative bias and power cag others. Apart from



conceptualizing the direct ‘narratee’ of a text,d@ard and Patterson (2000: 109)
emphasize the importance of indirect ‘narrategsossible readers of a text who do not
feel identified with an idea of a ‘superaddressemistructed by the author. Should this
be the case, according to G. and P. (2000:108)eth@er becomes an observant of the
interaction who is constructing his/her pictureagbossible ‘narratee’ addressed by the
author. This idea has also been widely discussed/drgchueren (1999: 85) in his
description of possible interpreters involved in emeraction. Apart from direct
addressees, the system developed by Verschuere®9:859 comprises ‘side
participants’, bystanders’ and ‘overhearers’, whaepresent different types of indirect
addressees. Despite the fact that Verschueren®my®f interpreters has been
developed with regard to oral discourse exclusivahg could as well attribute its
qualities to written discourse, as written textsdt¢o have a wide range of interpreters
apart from the one originally intended by the autho

Analysing the identity of a hypothetiaddressee, the gendafr the addressee
should be one of the basic aspects to pay attetdiorhe role of gender in the issue of
topicality and language use have been rather popolgics within investigation
practice in pragmatics, sociolinguistics and disseuanalysis over the recent decades.
Fairclough (1995:27) points out that media discedends to make use of ‘pre-existing
categorization systems of ideologically powerfukt'sin order to practise gender
discrimination. This researcher suggests that hiasdia discourse could be
characterized by depicting a woman in terms of becially determined gender
segregated roles as, for example, her husbandés wimother or as a sexual attraction
for men. The idea of stereotyping in the domaimafle and female social roles is
developed in detail by Goddard and Patterson (3&)0who claim that every member

of society shares a pragmatic awareness of geygredlsupposed male and female



roles, as well as what is implied by the idea ofcuginity and femininity. According to
these scholars, gender awareness is a sociallyrootesd term that is being ‘taught’ to
each member of society through linguistic formudessl images since the very first
moment of interaction with the world. By analysitige characteristics of toys aimed
for boys and girls, G. and P. (2000: 36) came actlos striking explicitness of gender
stereotyping. To illustrate this concept, boys wexpected to be attracted by solders,
pistols and other war craft imitating gadgets, ehiirls were supposed to play with
little kitchen sets, baby-dolls and decoration kiteys that are aimed to teach children
about the future social roles they will be expectedundertake. Colour-coding is
another gender-dependant feature discussed by ?GPaf2000:37) in terms of their
analysis. The results of the study have showngimktand shades of pink were marked
as feminine colours, while masculinity would becasated with darker colours or army
combat colours. It is worthwhile to notice hetettcolour-coding as a tool of gender
segregation in society does not end in childhooguéi® a number of objects meant for
adults are colour-coded as well. A raiser for méor, instance, will never be
manufactured in pink colour, while the one aimed flamale customers would more
likely be pink or any other bright colour. Goddaadd Patterson (2000: 38) would
agree to the remark above and claim that ‘gendpoettayal of sexes’ once started in
childhood is continuously maintained by societythlough the live of an individual,
which makes society believe that gender-bound kaolas are actually a norm of
behaviour. It should be noted here that any typsogial behaviour not coinciding
with the one socially defined as appropriate fornme@ women is likely to be
considered as a deviation from the norm. Anothemn®le that would illustrate the
point argued above is the comparative analysiswai &dvertising campaigns of

cosmetics aimed at men and women, conducted byn@.PFa (2000: 38). These
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researchers have found out that women clients wepected to be attracted by such
traditionally feminine concepts as ‘delicacy andtiety (‘hint of a tint’), virginity and
innocence (‘peach blush’), as well as romanticirsgsdt while men were supposed to
buy the product for the reason of its functionality problem-solving and science
oriented description. Caldas-Coulthard (1992:2%Hyas this observation and suggests
that men are usually addressed in media with faetod analytical information, while
female addressees are often associated with ‘@@hkemotive novelization of events’.
In addition, in her analysis of female lifestyle gaaines, this scholar argues that
aesthetically unattractive visual information tertdsbe concealed from the reader or
substituted by something fictionalized as a respiit ‘beautification’ discourse
constraints.(Caldas—Coulthard,1992:264). Howevannén (1990: 112) in her analysis
of male and female communication styles claims timatelization of events as media
technique is gradually becoming popular in both dkEmand male directed press. The
example discussed by this scholar in connectioh this assumption is an article taken
from New York Times “Business” section that tellsstory of a quality control
inspector giving a whole set of minor personal iietiiom the life of this inspector,
including the detailed description of his looks aedhotions. Tannen (1990:113)
suggests that telling personal details in media,wbat used to be defined as
“gossiping” and attributed to female readershipypris now becoming one of the
leading strategies of reader involvement.

Key (1975) speaks of gender-dependanguistic differences as divided into
three major groups: phonological, grammatical agrdantic. Phonological differences
between male and female language imply differemtgsonunciation and rhythm that
male and female speakers posses or expose whKkegato the opposite sex.

Grammatical differences, according to Key (1975) @6uld further be divided into
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grammatical ones and syntactic ones. As to genifferehces on a grammatical level
in the English language, this researcher mentibassuffix—ess which is designed to
coin female terms out of the unmarked male oneg: (actor — actress; poet — poetess;
author- authoress; etc.) Goddard and PattersorO(2p@lso evoke this feature in line
with the suffix—ine that means “like” (e.g.: bovine — like cow; vulpir- like a wolf;
Geraldine — like Gerald) as the basic featureseafidle markedness in the English
language. Speaking about grammatical differencésds® male and female language
in English, it is vital to mention the standard wdethird person masculine in generic
sense. The ‘sex-indefinitee rule’, according to Coates (1986:23), has beeorg |
disputed matter of sexist attitudes in the Englisiguage. Lakoff (1975:45) as quoted
in Coates (1986:23) suggests that the abolitiogesferic use ohe in English is an
enterprise that is bound to fail due to its longrsting use in standard grammar. As to
syntactic differences between male and female istiguforms, Key (1975: 75) points
out that women tend to use more intensifiers (esg,. such, quite, etc.); more
reduplicated forms (e.g.: teeny-tiny; itsy-bitsg)pre modal constructions (e.g.: may;
might; should; would, etc.) and tag questions. Hiter two aspects are traditionally
interpreted as the lack of certainty and definissni@ the female speech. According to
Key (1975: 76) the use of imperative constructienene more feature that indicates
male/female speech. This scholar claims that womgmrompared to men, try to avoid
using direct and abrupt imperatives opting for Emgonstructions and questions
instead. Another grammatical feature that differghe male and female discourse is
the use of vocabulary. Key (1975:75) argues thaham have a strong tendency to use
emphatic forms, such as, for instanadorable, precious, bubbly, exquisite,.gfoates
(1986:18) paraphrasing Lakoff (1975:53) argues wahen give certain preference to

extensive use of ‘empty’ adjectives, suchdasne, charming, cuteetc. Men, on the
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contrary, tend to opt for the forms that emphasissculinity, such adarbed; bristly;
lusty, etc (Key, 1975:75). Another characteristic of exchaty female speech defined
by Lakoff (1975:55) is hypercorrectness in terms gsthmmar and vocabulary.
According to this scholar, women tend to use carsé@ndard grammar constructions
and standard neutral or even formal vocabulary|sivimen are more likely to use
vernacular forms and jargon of a field. Lakoff (8951-56) explains this phenomenon
by the general concept of “women are ladies” coresbby our society. The status of a
“lady”, as explained by Lakoff (1975: 51-53), imgdi a certain degree of formality,
where a woman is perceived as a certain exampderoéct social behaviour. However,
being an “example” understates a certain degrealiehation of a woman from the
male society, where she is not a member of a gamapthus, she is not allowed to use
the same language as members of the group do. iL@RI5:76) illustrates this idea by
a common example of a group of men, who change kinguistic forms as soon as a
woman joins the conversation. The concept of “wormenladies”, according to Lakoff
(1975: 54) influences not only the linguistic forthgt men choose to address women,
but also, naturally, the linguistic forms that womehose to address men. This scholar
claims that female speech in general can be claized by the lack of assertiveness.
Lakoff (1975: 52-56) argues that women tend to kpeaitalics and use a lot of
hedging instead of voicing their opinion clearlydagirectly. She periphrases Miller,
who analyses female speech according to Grice’smsagf communication and states
that: “(...) a women’s discourse is necessarily iediy repetitious, meandering,
unclear, exaggerated — the antithesis of every ain€rice’s principles — while of
course a man'’s speech is clear, direct, precisetathe point.” (Lakoff, 1975: 73).
Speaking of vocabulary used in medialédine gender distinctions, Goddard

and Patterson (2000: 31) suggest that the imadf@eatieal man constructed by media
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would be described as follows: ‘tall, powerful acidarming’, while the image of the
ideal woman would be as follows: ‘ slim, long-ledgand beautiful’. Needless to say
that this vocabulary choice in description of bagnders definitely imply certain
physical and character traits that are traditignalttributed to men and women in
society.

Socially reinforced gender segregationings about the phenomenon of
exclusiveness attributed to certain domains orsacéanterest. Goddard and Patterson
(2000:38) suggest that cosmetics, for instancesowsally conceptualized as female
domain only as it comes in line with the socialbcepted ideals of femininity. On the
other hand, Connell (2001: 144) argues that carstrg and the traditional concept of
masculinity have evolved hand in hand being conwaeatly associated with each
other. In his attempt to define modern concepmmaisculinity, Connell (2001:142)
discusses dimensions of male gender stereotypingass media, such as men'’s bodies
as tools of masculinity expression and severalgygiedivisions’ or tensions that men
are depicted to experience in modern press. Th&areher argues that the way society:
“practices gender in everyday life constantly iwesl bodily experience; bodily
pleasures and the vulnerabilities of bodies.” (Ghr2001:142). In other words, the
ways men and women use their bodies, accordinpisorésearcher, conveys gender-
dependant information. For instance, such areas@fest as sport, sex or fashion tend
to involve body-related practises that receiveeaddht treatment in discourse depending
on the gender of participants. (Connell, 2001:14%.to the ‘divisions’ mentioned
above, Connell argues that there are several ensi@mt men are portrayed to endure
in mass media, namely the tension between sexwiledand social norms of sexual
behaviour, as well as the tension between sucdesafaers and social recognition

from one side and family life and yearning for eimo&l security, from the other.

14



(Connell,2001:142). Connell (2001:146-147) argukat tmass media deliberately
enhances stereotypical ideals of masculinity, sash for instance, unconditioned
bravery in taking any types of risks, alcohol aboseuthlessness in the struggle for a
victory in sports. As to female representation iass1media, Marin Arrese (1993:216)
points out that women are usually described by m@hm@ whole set of characteristics,
such as “powerlessness, domesticity, deviancy, evability, irrationality, and
emotional and sexual excess” to name the few ahthe
Another constraint that plays importaote in shaping male and female
discourses has been defined by Lakoff (1975: 77jrade bonding” in reference to the
ideas of anthropologist Tiger and his bddkn in Groups.This researcher argues that
men have historically had more reasons and opptdsrio form powerful groups,
which results into collective sense of identityttheen tend to enjoy nowadays, where
the importance of being a good team player is afdor the construction of male self-
esteem. Women, however, are not accepted by mamteggal parts of their groups,
neither they bond among themselves to create dveir powerful units. (Lakoff: 78).
Lakoff (1975: 78) quotes Chesler to define theatsd position of a woman in society:
Women, although similar to each othemany ways, are more isolated from
each other in terms of groups than men are. Womemat consolidated into
either public or powerful groups. Women as mothaes “grouped” with their
children (who grow up and leave them), and onlygerarily, and superficially
with other women: for example in parks, at womemsiliary functions, and at
heterosexual parties.”
This isolated position of a woman in society, is furn, provokes uncertainty and
hypercorrectness of female speech, where a womprecswiutious to hedge her speech
So as not to provoke any undesired effect withih&rlocutors as representatives of
powerful groups to which she does not belong. Tan@i®90: 100), however, argues

that female bonding does exist, though not in tesfrigowerful groups created in order

to make decisions, but in terms of women groupshéat with the principal goal of
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sharing their emotional experiences. This researclagms that male and female way
of perceiving things as well as linguistic forms @fpression depend on two basic
constraints: status and connection or solidariffannen (1990:36) suggests that men
tend to seek status in their hierarchical commuimnawith others, while women are
not generally interested in dominating others arel l&kely to opt for establishing
connection in a parallel communication, which resuh different communication
styles that men and women develop. Thus, accortindannen (1990:39), men
perceive other men as possible alligators for theisonal status, whilst women are not
viewed as a threat in this sense due to their camuation strategies aimed at building
solidarity. Further, exactly this style of commuation is often perceived by men as
lacking power and certainty.

Holmes (1992:220) suggests that thennfaictor that influences gender
discourse is not gender itself, but the socials@ad social networks where men and
women participate. In this context it is vital teention the ongoing social change and
continuous process of reshaping that the concepteasculinity and femininity are
subjected to. Due to the various political chaniies took place over recent decades,
as well as feminist movement and the modern reoactgin of masculinity (Connell,
2001) the former clear distinction between male famale roles in society is getting
blurred, and so does the formal distinction betwten gender-related situations, as
well as between gender-bound linguistic featur€aldas-Coulthard, 1996). Caldas-
Coulthard (1996) defines this phenomenon as gedideourse ‘democratization’ and
argues that gender marked forms and patterns icowdlise have a tendency to be
substituted by unmarked ones and women appearkéo detive part in prestigious

discursive situations.
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3. Method and Procedure

3.1. Corpus and Questionaire

In order to reach the aims of the present invesStigathe author of the paper has
created a corpus compiled of texts on diverse $ofgiken from different issues of two
lifestyle magazines: Cosmopolitan, December 200&dl 2010, July 2010 UK issues
and Men’s Health, December 2009, June 2010 isguemaller part of the corpus has
been taken from the respective Websites of thegmani@es. For the purpose of present
investigation, the texts for the corpus were chomeriusively from the sections that
both magazines under analysis had in common. &uyrtlorpus has been used to create
a guestionnaire, which served as a basis for agdatfte present investigation. The
guestionnaire comprised twenty separate texts eividto six sections according to the
section of magazine these extracts were origirtakgn from. According to the aims of
the research, the original titles of the sectiomseanchanged into the ones that would
not bear any gender connotation. The sections usetthe questionnaire were as
follows: Career Tips, Food and Cooking, Body Camnd &lealth, Body and Working
Out, Fashion and Sex. The extracts were placedatdm order so that two extracts
from the same section would not appear next to etiodr. This random organization
of testing material allowed the author of the pntggaper to obtain more objective
results and eliminate any possible bias as comisstaad to concentrate on a topic
different from the preceding one each time theydraa extract and they could not
compare extracts belonging to the same area ofestteThe questionnaire aimed to
identify the areas of interest shared by men ancheg which, presumably, could
contain the highest degree of gender language wetfion. Thus, potential
contestants were supposed to answer two multiptecehquestions, which are as

follows: Who could be interested in the topic oé thxtract?; Who is this text written
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for?. The options for an answer in both cases wkten, Women, Both, Hard to
Decide. The first question of the questionnaireuésd mostly on the area of interest
one or another extract could be attributed to atingrto the contestants’ point of view,
whilst the second question aimed to disclose anpialeaddressee of each and every
extract taking in consideration the topic area afheextract and the language used in
each extract, as well as the sensitivity contesthate demonstrated to both topic and
language.
3.2. Subjects

The questionnaire has been offeredty fmntestants, twenty males and twenty
females aged 20 to 55. All contestants either hpbficiency level of English or were
native speakers of the language. All participarftshe research were employed as
language teachers or office workers and claimeddd lifestyle magazines often.
3.3. Procedure

This research represents a mixed cresesal research as it monitors a range
of texts coming from a variety of different domairihe quantitative procedure of
analysing data has given the author of the studypgortunity to create clear picture of
results’ distribution. Furthermore, the qualitativeethod of research has permitted to
analyse instances of gender language co-penetmaitbout being tightly bound by a
fixed procedure, as well as it has enabled theaaugththe research to attend to specific
features of interest each extract under analysihinaffer.

The procedure of the research compribegle stages, which are as follows:
Stage One, aimed at creating general picture oporedents’ performance as to
addressee identification applied to the extractstia questionnaire; Stage Two,

dedicated to identification of topic areas with teatest score of gender-topic co-
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penetration and Stage Three, dedicated to the efsyender-topic and gender language
co-penetration on the level of most relevant exsrfom the corpus.

On the first stage of the research, the study hedysed the overall result per
guestionnaire per contestant taking into considmrathe second query of the
guestionnaire only. Further, the analysis focusedhe results obtained from the first
qguery of the questionnaire centred on the genssaki of topicality on the level of each
of six sections in order to reveal the sections dippeared to be complex as to the issue
of gender-topic identification and thus, interegtio the present investigation. Thus,
the author of the study has obtained the genectlingi of contestants’ performance, as
well as a detailed representation of results pearhesection. Then, the present
investigation has focused on some of the extramsiqusly identified as the most
controversial ones in terms of gender discourseodeatization as well as on four
complete articles coming from the general corpudiciv were treated from
sociolinguistic, cognitive and pragmatic pointswéw. Close attention was paid to
lexis and syntax, as well as to the social stepmstyof masculinity and femininity in
search for suitable explanations for the phenomeobmender topic and gender
language co-penetration. For the analysis of tdipjcéhe author of the study has used
the ideas of such scholars as Goddard and Patt286), Connell (2001) and Lakoff
(1975).As to linguistic analysis, the author of the pregsaper employed the existing
theories of the field, namely: the idea of sciecdifion of male discourse in mass media
mentioned by Goddard and Patterson (2000); theeisd discourse ‘novelization’
introduced by Caldas-Goulthard, (1991); the ideay@fder differences in the use of
imperative constructions advocated by Key (1975) &akoff (1975), the idea of

“hypercorrectness” of female speech as comparechdate put forward by Lakoff
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(1975) as well as author's own observations andfieied observations left by the
respondents of the questionnaire.

Finally, the results obtained in the ceur§the three stages of the analysis were
contemplated as a whole in the light of discoursmakratizatiorwith an aim to single

out topical and linguistic elements of female aralerdiscourse co-penetration.
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4. Results and Discussion

4.1. Stage One

On stage one of the analysis the author of theeptgsper discovered that the majority
of respondents had a considerabl