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Introduction
I e

This study compares the results of two sociolinguistic

experiments 1nvestigating the perception of
politeness 1n the speech of men and women in

Russian.

It examines whether linguistic gender stereotypes and
expectations about politeness norms tend to
influence participants’ evaluations of 1dentical

utterances.



Introduction
I e

The focus 1s on requests, intended broadly as instances of
talk 1n which another person’s assistance or cooperation 1s
solicited. Requests are particularly subject to discursive
conventions and social expectations.

Previous research (Zemskaya et al. 1993; Mills 1999; Mills
2003) has shown that, in line with traditional gender
1deologies, men tend to be considered more direct and
assertive 1n interaction, whereas women are often supposed
to be more polite, cooperative and indirect, especially
when requesting the interlocutor to do something.



Exp.1: Aim and RQs

To 1nvestigate linguistic gender stereotypes and
their effect on the perception of [linguistic
politeness 1n Russian

(1) Do certain linguistic choices tend to be
associated with a particular gender?

(2) Do gender stereotypes tend to affect
participants’ perception of politeness? Are
identical requests evaluated differently depending

on whether they are associated with a man or a
woman?



Exp.1: Methods

Two online questionnaires, containing 19 requests presented in
written form. The utterances were derived from the transcriptions

of two corpora of Russian spoken language (Odin Rechevoy Den’
and Rech’ Moskvichey).

In the main questionnaire (Q1) participants were asked, for each
request, to guess the speaker’s gender and evaluate the degree of
politeness on a 5-point scale. This served to examine both
linguistic gender sterecotypes (RQI) and politeness perception
depending on imagined gender (RQ2).

To further explore RQ2, an auxiliary questionnaire (Q2) was
designed. It included the same requests as Q1 (in the same order),
but 1 this case participants only evaluated the degree of
politeness. No gender-guessing task or reference to gender
(control group).




Exp.1: Participants (1)
I
251 participants (125 completed Q1, 126 completed Q2)
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Figure 1. Gender and age distribution in Q1 and Q2.



Exp.1: Participants (2)
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Figure 2. Participants’ educational background in Q1 and Q2.



Exp.1: Participants (3)

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0%
Estonia 40.8% Russia 46/8%
Russia Italy
Estonia
Italy Kazakhstan
Kazakhstan Georgia
Czech Republic Ukraine
Latvi Uzbekistan
atvia
_ Belarus
Ukraine I.afvia
Uzbekistan Germany
Finland Netherlands
Lithuania
Germany
I France
Spain Bulgaria
Great Britain Belgum
Serbia Brazil
Mongolia
France
Luxembourg
Greece Thailand
Armenia Azerbaijan
Turkev Croatia
, i Serbia
Switzerland Greece
Poland Great Britain

Figure 3. Distribution of participants by country in Q1 and Q2.



Exp.1: Participants (4)
TN
Languages used on a daily basis:

Russian 94.4% Russian  96%

English  59.2% English  53.2%

Estonian 35.2% Italian  17.5%

Italian 15.2% Estonian 7.9%

Ukrainian 8.8% Ukrainian 4%

German 4.8% German 3.2%

French 4% French 4%

Spanish  3.2% Spanish 4%

Finnish 2.4% Georgian 4%

Polish 1.6% Uzbek 3.2%

Czech 1.6% Dutch 1.6%

Latvian, Lithuanian, Greek, Belarusian 1.6%

Chinese, Georgian, Uzbek, Tajik 1.6%

Armenian, Romanian, Turkish, Latvian, Lithuanian, Greek, Portuguese, Bulgarian,
Japanese, Kazakh 0.8% (each) Arabic, Chinese, Kazakh, Serbo-Croatian, Tatar,

Mongolian, Kyrgyz, Abkhaz 0.8% (each)



Exp.1: Results (RQ1)

Direct, unmitigated requests (stereotypical
masculinity) were consistently assigned to men,
whereas  indirect  formulations  containing
diminutives, mitigation markers, hesitations and
hedges (stereotypical femininity) to women.



(Yxons Ha pabory)
"Saxpou 3a muou! Hy oasau. [loka!"
T

(Leaving for work)
“Close the door behind me! Alright. Bye!"

Man
17.60%

Probably woman
23.20%

Probably man
54.40%

Figure 4. Example of request mainly associated with a male speaker in Q1



(Teneghonnwiii pazeosop ¢ UT-cneyuanucmom) "Anexceti, Boi uzgunume paou 6oea, Ho mue Makcum ckazan 4mo 6ul
euje noka 30eco 6 llumepe. YV mens ooun eonpocux, 6yKeaibHo MUHYMKY, 1 0ymaro, 3atmem. Y nac mym eom
KOMNbIOmep, KOMopblil 6HU3Y Y AHATUMUKOS... Y Hac celiuac npocmo onepamusHas o4eHb paboma, HAM depe3 Nambp
OHell Ha0o 2pynny 8vlC1amy Ha 3aKas... Bom, mvl 06pabamueieaem uH@GOpMayuio u oH... y HAC KOHEYHO C8EPKU...
mopmosum. Bom yuumwigas, umo Mapuna ananumux... Ymo moorcno denams [c komnvromepom/]?"

Aleksey, excuse me for gods sake, but Maksim told me that you are still here in St.
Petersburg. I have one little question, it will take literally a minute, I think. We have a
computer which is downstairs in the analysts’ office... We have right now some very
urgent work, in five days we have to send a group for an order... So we are processing
information and it... we obviously are checking... slows down. Well considering that
Marina is an analyst... What can be done [with the computer]?

Probably man
16%

Probably woman
44.80%

Figure 5. Example of request mainly associated with a female speaker in Q1




Exp.1: Results (RQ2)

Participants’ evaluations of politeness: mean scores
T
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Figure 6. Mean politeness ratings



Exp.1: Results (RQ2)

Participants’ evaluations of politeness: mean scores
T

5.00
4.50
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woman/probably
woman
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man/probably man

No reference to
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Exp.1: Results (RQ2)
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Exp.2: Aim and RQ

The second experiment shifted the focus from
imagined speakers to real voices.

The aim was to 1nvestigate whether formally
identical utterances are evaluated differently
depending on whether participants hear a male or a
female voice.

Do female-voiced stimuli tend to be rated as more
polite than male-voiced stimuli (in line with the
findings of the first experiment)?



Exp.2: Methods
T

The study employs a method inspired by the verbal-guise
technique (see Dragojevic & Goatley-Soan 2022) to
elicit evaluations of formally 1dentical utterances
produced by male and female speakers.

12 utterances from the first experiment were recorded in two
versions, each by a male and a female native speaker,
matched for sociolinguistic background.

Two versions of the questionnaire were created so that
utterances voiced by female speakers in one version were
voiced by male speakers in the other, and vice versa (6
FV and 6 MV — each voice appears only once).

Between-subjects design: participants heard only one version
of each utterance.




Exp.2: Participants (1)
TN
226 participants (113 completed Q1, 113 completed Q2)

Gender (Q1|2| Prefer not Gender (Q2)
on-binary to Say Non-binary Man
2% 2% 2%

Man,
39%

Woman,
58%
Woman

77%

Figure 7. Gender distribution in Q1 and Q2 (Exp.2)



Exp.2: Participants (2)

Over 65 Under 18

55-64_1% | 3%

Figure 8. Age distribution in Q1 and Q2 (Exp.2)



Exp.2: Participants (3)
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Figure 9. Participants’ educational background in Q1 and Q2 (Exp.2)




Exp.2: Participants (4)
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Figure 10. Distribution of participants by country in Q1 and Q2 (Exp.2)




Exp.2: Participants (5)

Languages spoken daily (Q1)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

100%

Russian
English
Estonian
Ukrainian
German
Finnish
Czech
Spanish
French
[talian
Serbian
Turkish
Belarusian
Romanian
Portuguese
Greek

Chechen

Hebrew

Languages spoken daily (Q2)

Russian
English
Estonian
Ukrainian
ltalian
German
Spanish
Armenian
Bulgarian
Georgian
Serbian
Finnish
French
Belarusian
Romanian
Uzbek
Swedish
Japanese
Greek
Chinese
Hebrew
Yiddish
Azerbaijani

0%

20% 40% 60% 80%

100%

Figure 11. Languages used on a daily basis by participants (Exp.2)




Exp.2: Results

Comparison of mean evaluations of female and male voices
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Figure 12. Mean evaluations of politeness




Female voice > Male voice
I

English translation

Requests

Linguistic
formulation

Extralinguistic
aspects

Voice in Q1

Voice in Q2

2. Cepér, y Tebs1 curapeTsl He
oynet?

‘Sereg, do you have a
cigarette?’

Truncated colloquial
vocative; negative
interrogative

(indirect format)

Smoking as a socially
marked activity

Female voice*
18-24
Russia

(has been

living in Estonia for

Male voice**
25-34
Russia (has been

living in Czech

several years) Republic for several
years)
4. (Ha pa6ote) Ur... mxk... | (At work) ‘Ig...se...selfish | Pre-request ~ move, Female voice Male voice
IIKYpHBI ~ BOTMPOC ~ HACYET | question about the | hesitation, wuse of 25-34 25-34
cemHanumatoro uucna. To | seventeenth. Could you | colloquial language; Ukraine (has been | Ukraine

MCHA YaCOB B BOCCMb HC

cover for me at around

negative interrogative

living in Estonia for

TIOMEHSIEIIh? eight?’ (indirect format) several years)

10. Tak, a kakoro Tel xpeHa | Well, and why the hell are | Exclamatory sentence | Domestic interaction, | Male voice Female voice

CUJIMIITh TEJIEBH30p | you sitting [there] | with coarse language; | childcare, homework, | 45-54 25-34

cmotpuib! Beictpo camuck 3a | watching TV? Get to your | unmitigated reproach Russia Russia (has been

ypoku! homework right now! imperative  (direct living in Estonia for
format) several years).

12. (Ha pa6ote) 3-5 3HaunuT y | (At work) Ehm so I have a | Pre-request ~ move, | Workplace Male voice** Female voice*

MeHd K BaM  mpock0a. | request for you. Please, do | explicitly announced | interaction, hierarchy, | 25-34 18-24

Crenaiite, noxanyiicta, | a full check... what we | request, repeated | institutional task | Russia (has been | Russia (has been

CBEpPKY IOJIHOCTHIO... TO, uTo y | have, what has been done, | politeness marker | management living in  Czech | living in Estonia for

HaC €cTb, TO, YTO cenaHo u... [ and... Because, well, and | ‘please’;  mitigated Republic for several | several years)

I[lotomy 4ro Bor, Hy, u | please put the dates at the | imperative  (direct years)

CBEpXy, MOXaiyiicTta, BOT | top format)

IIOCTAaBbTC HAThI.




Male voice > Female voice

Requests English translation Linguistic Other relevant Voice in Q1 Voice in Q2
formulation aspects

1. ITo3BoHU Mmue, | ‘Call  me, please, if | Politeness marker | Difficulty with a Female voice Male voice*
MOJKaJayHCcTa, eCliM MOXHO. | possible. My phone is not | ‘please’, conditionals, technical matter 25-34 35-44
VY mens uro-to tenedon He | working very well... Well, | reason, hesitations, Russia (has been | Russia (has been
oueHb xopomo... Hy, ecmu | if you have time, call me, | repetitions; highly living in Estonia for | living in Estonia for
€CTh BpeMs, N03BOHH MHe, | there is something wrong | mitigated imperative several years) several years)
y MEHS 4TO-TO co 3BOHKOM. | with the ringtone. I can't | (direct format)
S He MOTYy MOHSATH understand.’
3. (doma) Hy uro xe sto | (At home) ‘Why is your | Exclamatory sentence; | Domestic interaction, | Male voice Female voice
TeneBu3op y Teds tak opér! | television  yelling  so | mitigated imperative | reproach 45-54 45-54
Cnemnait noruie, | loudly! Turn it down, | (direct format) Russia (has been | Russia (has been
noskamymcra! please!”’ living in Estonia for | living in Estonia for

several years) several years)
7. Cdotkait mens On*aw! | Take a picture of me f**k! [ Obscene language; | Having one’s | Male voice* Female voice
(...) Ter BoOOmE cBepxy | (...) You just take the | unmitigated imperative | photograph taken (with | 35-44 25-34
choTxkaii! picture from above! (direct format) attention to camera | Russia (has been | Russia

angle) as a socially | living in Estonia for
marked activity several years).

11. Jlaii-ka mue TenedoH, | Give me my phone, | Colloquial particle —ka, | Pressure and urgency | Female voice Male voice
noxanyicra, Moi. Om | please. It’s ringing over | repeated politeness 45-54 45-54
3BOHUT TaM rae-to. Iloka | there somewhere. Before | marker ‘please’; Ukraine Ukraine
HE cOpocunu, Boga, | they hang up, Vova, hurry. [ mitigated imperative

notoponu®. [Toxanyiicra!

Please!

(direct format)




Conclusion

The comparison of the two experiments shows that gender-
related differences in evaluations are more pronounced
when participants infer speaker gender than when they
hear an actual male or female voice.

In Exp.1, participants rated 17 out of 19 requests as more
polite when they attributed them to a female speaker.

In Exp.2, no clear pattern emerged. Of the 12 utterances,
4 showed no statistically significant difference, 4 were
evaluated as more polite in the male-voiced version and
4 n the female-voiced version.
Evaluations were less dependent on social expectations
and stereotypes and more sensitive to the specific
realisation of each request.
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