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The Category of Gender in Present-day Englishues®f Grammar and
World View

Abstract This paper demonstrates that in Modern Englisimdgged references depend on the
context and register of discourse as well as thitudiés of speakers. Two interesting features, lgrgel
ignored by prescriptive grammar, can be identifieghresent-day non-dialectal spoken English. One is
related to the influence the sex of the speakerdmthe choice of the pronominal substitute. Thus,
women are more likely to use masculine forms in mber of contexts where male speakers prefer
their feminine counterparts, particularly in domaimssociated with gender-related behaviour (e.qg.
cars, tools, etc.). The other interesting featwréhie use of the feminine pronoun she to referhard-
to-identify referent or to an entire situation, aage shared by male and female speakers alike. This
usage has been identified in basically all majorietes of English.
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1. Preliminary remarks

It has been argue that the grammatical categogentier has lost much of its weight in
English primarily because it was a purely gramnadteategory without being grounded in
reality (Leisi and Mair 1999:140). In Leisi and Maiaccount of English gender, exceptional
feminine and masculine nouns include names of cmsand “machines men have a close
emotional relationship with” (e.gnotorbikg; these nouns are referred toaa®pted natural
(psychologicalgendet. Additionally, the class of allegorical gender imbés abstract nouns
whose gender, according to the authors, is largaged on the gender associated with noun

! This category is traditionally known asetaphorical gender(cf. Kortmann 1999:83).
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in the original classical language. Thleje can be masculing’iLat. amor), peacefeminine
(DLat. pax).

More recently, Brinton (2000:105) follows the mamesm view that modern English has
natural gender as opposed to its earlier grammatical gender.sBites that English gender
is generally acovert categoryin nouns, while the related categoryasfimacybased on the
oppositions animate vs. inanimate is expressed in personal, interrogative and redati
pronouns \yhat vs. who; which vs. who). Interestingly, her account postulatesaaimacy-
based classification: humans and higher animals,then one hand, lower animal and
inanimates, on the other. Animals thus appear dh binles of the scale. The cut-off point
can vary on all levels of lectal variation (diasqcio-, idiolect), depending on the speech
event, context, speaker attitude, addressee, etc.

The most recent significant contribution to geniotemodern English is Huddleston and
Pullum’'s Cambridge Grammar of the English Langua¢#002). The authors’ line of
argumerntt is very much in Corbett's (1991) vein: since agneat is the defining criterion of
gender and since English does show agreement, lthioug very restricted way, it follows
that English has gender, though it is not an itifbe@l category and not as strongly
grammaticalized as in other language (HuddlestahRadlum 2002:485).

Typical wording can be found in the actual disttibnal properties of masculine he,
feminine she, and neuter itle and she referring to males and females respectivaty,
referring to “entities which are neither male nemfle” are identified as tlwore usef the
pronounshe, she andit. As this definition ofit excludes its use with animal and human
antecedents, there is an extra section on thesp#owal uses. With regard to non-human
antecedents (nouns referring to animals), PaynéHaiidlleston (2002) state the following:

« It is generally used when the sex of the referenn&hown;

« He andsheare “more likely with pets, domestic animals, andatures ranked high
in the kingdom of wild animals” (e.g. lions, tigeesc.);

« The use oheandshe‘indicates a somewhat greater degree of interest empathy
with the referent than do&$

It is the third factor that is remarkable and nsespecial attentiorgs this is what every
native speaker would say in an impressionistic astand what has been the focus of socio-
pragmatic approaches to gender for some decadesi&thiot and Roberts 1979, Morris
1991), but what has not been taken up in preseegiammars so farWith regard to use of
it for human antecedents, the authors combine aitmadi commonplaceit(can be used to
refer to babies) with an approach based on speaétiifudes: used in such a maniiterends
to signal resentment and antipathy on the parthef dpeaker. Another special case they
mention concerns the use sfie with inanimate non-female referentéccording to the
authors, such usage is possible with the followtagegories of nouns: nouns denoting

2 Gender is treated in chapter 5 “Noun and nounggs‘aby John Payne and Rodney Huddleston, to
whom “the authors” will refer in the remainder dfet subsection that discusses Huddleston and
Pullum’'sCambridge Grammar of the English Langug8602).

® Biber et al. (1999) argue along the same limesjghaot as consistently as Payne and Huddleston.
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countries, when considered as political, but nogesgraphical entities, and nouns denoting
ships “and the like”

Ships represent the classical case of this extensedf she, but it is found with other kinds
of inanimates, such as cars. There is considekadsiation among speakers as to how widely
they make use of this kind of personification.sloiten found with non-anaphoric uses of she:
Here she is at last (referring to a ship or bughqes), Down she comes (with she referring, say,
to a tree that is being felled). Huddleston anbiuifu(2002:484)

The extent to which personification is involved Maé discussed in a later section. For the
moment, it suffices to say that, in the absenca oéferent, we can hardly be dealing with
personification, as the pronoun is not used anagdity. Personification cannot be involved
when reference is made to an abstract idea ottisitugas this is what most of the instances
of shein their examples seem to refer to). Payne anddiston do approximate the actual
situation by not trying to provide a grid or talet lists gender classes, a modern approach
which makes it clear that almost 20 years haveguhsice the structuralist approach of
Quirk et al. (1985).

2.1. The socio-pragmatic view based on speaker attiles

Faced with speaker-based variation in gender, domgeists have dismissed the concept
of gender in English and argued that, althoughvédlin the language use, English gender
cannot be regarded as a system (Erades 1956, Ma#8ia®). “Can we speak of gender in a
language where the same may at one moment be nmescal another feminine or neuter,
and, let us mark it well, in the language of thengasspeaker and sometimes in one and the
same sentence?” (Erades 1956:9). Erades conclhde&nglish has no gender, unless the
term is reinterpreted “beyond recognitiofVhat Erades suggests is that the “system”
amounts to variation in pronominal substitutes adicg to the mood, temper, frame of
mind, and psychological attitude the speaker: “Blte schoolbook rule to the effect that a
male being is éhe, a female being ahe and a thing ant applies when the speaker is
emotionally neutral to the subject referred to;saen as his language becomes affectively
coloured, a living being may become inthis or what and a thing &e or she (Erades
1956:10).

Erades (1956) rightly emphasizgseaker attitudeand variability inherent in the English
gender system, but he too abandons its systematirenin favour of speaker whims.
Contemporary sociolinguistic research has showh gshaech patterns within communities
are often systematic and explicable in terms afrimiation about extra-linguistic factors. In
other words, speaker-based theories are not inthermegular.

The recognition of its variability is a componehgat is instrumental in understanding
grammatical gender in present-day English. Howeveris equally important not to
overemphasize unpredictability. Although biologisalx is not absolutely predictive, there
are regular, identifiable patterns that are bothas#ic and sociolinguistic. As Vachek (1976)
has pointed out, if “all factors that co-operatedi&termining the pronominal reference are
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duly considered and if their hierarchy is carefuigtablished, the apparent confusion
becomes clarified and the knotty relations disegitth In other words, if the situation of the
speaker and his approach to the extra-lingualtyehé is handling are satisfactorily stated,
his pronominal reference to this reality shouldpeefectly predictable” (Vachek 1976:389).
There must be a system of gender, he concludészah be so systematically manipulated;
the gender category may not be strictly grammatiedlit is lexico-stylistic (by which he
seems to mean semantic and affective).

Attempts to predict the semantic and extra-lingeifstctors determining English pronoun
reference, most of which postulate emotional ingatent on the part of the speaker, have
met with limited succes&/arious studies aiming to identify the factors detiming emotive
gender referenclave proposed that masculine and feminine refesetainanimate objects
reflect negative and positive attitudes on the péarspeakers towards the referent. Noting
that exceptional gendered associations clustemadreame typical invariants and have social
values, Vachek (1976) formulates a scale with arakwnmarked reference between two
polar extremes for positive and negative feelimygatrds the facts of any given reality. With
regard to these marked uses he states:

The reason why the feminine set was chosen to tef¢he positive kind of approach
(signalling the thing referred to as amiable, itiely known, delicate, etc), while the
masculine set serves to denote the opposite, neddtid of approach (signalling, in its turn,
the concerned thing as huge, strong, unwieldy aeggly unpleasant) is too obvious to need
detailed specification — it reflects the commonnaaption of the feminine vs. masculine
features regarded as typical of each of the twesg¥achek 1976: 388)

Other linguists (Traugott 1972) concur with thisdabof theaffective gender system
arguing that the correlation between feminine aositijve, on the one hand, and masculine
and negative, on the other, is transparent. Asafaranimate nouns are concerned, the
consensus is that the masculine and feminine arewuomarked. Speakers can express their
negative feelings towards an animate refererddayngradinghim or her tat.

The correlations between feminine and positive,quise and negative are, however, far
from obvious. Apart from conveying the speaker'sipee attitudes towards the referent,
feminine references may also reflect negative ualtis about, for instance, frailty or
weakness; similarly, masculine references can bgtipy® when size and strength are
considered

Combining a structuralist approach and speakevsl#ement, Joly (1975) downplays the
role of biological sex distinction in his accourfttbe English gender system. He proposes a
model in whichanimacyandhumanityare the top two parameters for determining geraler,
reflection of fundamental distinctions in Indo-Epean, which are revealed once the
language “did away with” morphological gender (J4§75:248). To account for gender-
related fluctuations, Joly relies on speaker atggiand perceptions of the referent:

* The polar positive/negative distinction is farrfrdeing as neat and sharp as these scholars suggest
For a more detailed study of referential gender thas this dichotomy, see Mathiot (1979).
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My contention here is that Modern English reprodueery consistently at least  part  of
the Indo-European pattern of gender, viz. the bagpmosition animate-powerful vs. inanimate-
powerless. In English, whenever the speaker fde$ an object or any inanimate notion
possesses some kind of power, the neuter anapbramoun it may be replaced by one of the
two animate pronouns he or she pertaining to thergpof humanity which is the proper sphere
of power. (Ibid.:254)

The opposite applies as well, when a human beidgpsived of power and/or personality
and the anaphoric animate pronotmsandsheare replaced by the neuter pronaunioly
further distinguishes two degrees of powerajor power (masculine) andminor power
(feminine). Thus, the choice of a gendered prorfouran inanimate is not based, according
to Joly, on biological sex distinctions but power distinctionsMoreover, he argues that
there is the tendency to use the lower power filnstin inanimate (it is closer to its original
no-power status) unless compelled to do otherwités vacillation in gender assignment
reflects speakers’ emotional attitudes, rangingifemotional involvement to contempt.

It is impossible to identify the factors instrumanin gender assignment, although it is
possible to recognize patterns. On the other hpostulating a dichotomy between natural
(unmarked) gender and affective gender in Englisluld mean treating the fluctuations as
exceptional and thus excluding them from the basanmarked system. More productive
would be to devise a system that incorporates ‘wketh and ‘marked’, ‘neutral’ and
‘emotive’, ‘natural’ and ‘unnatural’ gender refereas (cf. Baron 1971, Curzan 2003). Such a
system for English gender can still be describeblefisg semantic, though, as Curzan (2003)
points out, not all of semantics can be broken dimtmcomponential binaries. This is in line
with Corbett's (1991:32) reminder that in all setiarsystems “it is important to bear in
mind that the world view of speakers determinesctitegories involved, and that the criteria
may not be immediately obvious to an outsider oleer

2.2. Special referent classes

In the course of this paper, it has been mentiaepeatedly that nouns which trigger
gendered pronouns deserve a special status. Then&jay categories to be discussed in what
follows are instances of personification and refees to animals. Additionally, a specific
use of feminine pronouns merits a closer investigafT his specific use will be labelled non-
referentialshe

2.2.1. Personification of inanimate entities

Personification can be defined as the figure okspeawhich attributes human qualities to
non-humans and things (animals, plants, elementsatfre, and abstract ideas). The entry
for personification inThe New Fowler's Modern English UsagBurchfield and Fowler
1998) links the loss of grammatical gender with tise of personification, citing examples
from theOED:
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Personification arises partly as a natural or nliggbphenomenon and partly as a result of
the loss of grammatical gender at the end of thgléM®axon period. In Old English a pronoun
used in place of a masculine noun was invariablyimelace of a feminine noun heo (= she),
and in place of a neuter noun hit (= it). When $lystem broke up and the old grammatical
cases disappeared, the obvious result was thewiag@aown of he to a male person or animal,
she to a female person or animal, and it to nedflyemaining nouns. At the point of loss of
grammatical gender, however, he began to be apiil@gically’ to some things personified as
masculine (mountains, rivers, oak-trees, etc.hasOxford English Dictionary has it), and she
to some things personified as feminine (ships, fazrriages, utensils, etc.). For example, the
Oxford English Dictionary cites examples of he usédhe world (14c.), the philosopher’'s
stone (14c.), a fire (15c.), an argument (15cg,dhin (16c.), etc.; and examples of she used of a
ship (14c.), a door (14c.), a fire (16c.), a can(ibfc.), a kettle (19c¢.), and so on. At the present
time such personification is comparatively raret byamples can still be found: e.g. Great
Britain is renowned for her stiff upper lip approachadversity; | bought that yacht last year:
she rides the water beautifully; (in Australia and) she’s right; she’s jake; she’s a big country,
etc. (The New Fowler’'s Modern English Usage)

A distinction should be drawn betweepersonification in its own right and
personification as aub-component of metaphor(as inthe mouth of the rivér While the
latter use occurs frequently in everyday speectticodarly in idioms and proverbs, we are
concerned here with the former use only — whictaégording to thé&New Fowler's Modern
English Usageare.

Personification is more common literary discourse where abstract nouns frequently
take as pronominal substitutks or she(i.e. they are personified¢f( Stefanescu 1988). The
process of referring to a non-human entityhasr she(instead of the normativie) is known
asupgrading®. A speaker makes use of upgrading to connote waritegrees of positive
involvement towards the referent.

Nouns such aghurch crime, fate, liberty, life, music, nature, sciensgisdom are
feminine. Consider the following illustrations beto

(1) I love wisdommore tharsheloves me.

(2) Crime...shewas not the child of solitude.

(3) Musicwith her silver sound.

(4) Sciencehas failed becaushehas attempted an impossible task.

(5) Maupassant striggfe of the few poor rags that still covieer. (Stefanescu 1988:178)

In fiction names of townmay be treated as feminine:

® The reverse process whereby the personal proindsiised to refer to persons is also possible. This
process is known agowngrading and it connotes various degreesnefjative involvemeran the
part of speaker, as in the following examples:n caderstand whtheytook the silverware. But
why didit take my piggy bank?
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(6) In the third place, it is obvious that no very @osr instructive analogy can be established
betweenRomein her relations with the provinces....

(7) Pariswasherself again.

(8) Oxfordtaught as much Greek and Latinsagcould. (Stefanescu 1988:177)

Names ofcelestial bodiexan be masculine or femininkglars andJupiter are masculine
while Venusis feminine.Sunis masculine and so isne andyear. Moonis feminine like the
names of thseasons In many cases the gender of nouns used innjteliscourse depends
on the nouns’ corresponding gender in Latin (Kngsi 1931).

In a corpus-based study on personification, MacKag Konishi (1980) investigated the
use of what they callHuman pronouns” (i.e. he she and their dative-accusative and
genitive formshim, her, his hers respectively) to refer toon-human antecedents The
authors based their analysis on a database of dpmtely 35,000 pronouns collected from
an anthology othildren’s literature . They distinguished three large classes of antaisd
animals(including real, imaginary, and toy animal@ntasy creaturegincluding imaginary
beings such as fairies, ghosts, giants, and trals)things (including abstractions such as
thoughtandtime) (MacKay and Konishi 1980:151). Though designed atudy dealing with
personification it soon turned out that personifma played only a minor role when
deviations from the prescriptive patterns occurred.

Their findings are highly unexpected in light ofepcriptive grammarians’ eyes: of the
approximately 450 pronominal references to animalsre than 80% were masculine and
feminine (with the masculine outhnumbering the femeénby 3 to 1) while it occurred in only
18% of the examples. Next MacKay and Konishi cfessithe pronouns according to
whether or not the antecedent was personified,naisguthat personification would play a
significant role in triggering non-neuter pronouAfthough, in general, this was found to be
the case, the figures for the non-personified autents were surprising and unexpectedly
high, as th&able 1shows.

Within the class of nouns denoting animals, pefgmation could account for the use of a
human pronoun in approximately half of the cas&dl (@ 452). In the non-personified cases,
as shown ifrable 1, a “human pronoun” was recorded in more than twwal$ (69%) of the
examples. This figure clearly shows that the pronibus rarely used to refer to animals.
These figures for thanimal class, however, stand in marked contrast to therdig for the
classes including nouns referring fantasy creaturesnd things which clearly follow the
expected norm. All examples of fantasy creaturésgbeferred to ake or sheare instances
of personification, and in only six cases did speakuse a “human” pronoun to refer to
things.

Pronoun used
Total he she it

Nature of N N % N %
antecedent

Animals 218 150 69 68 31

Fantasy 0 0 0 0 0
creatures
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Things

26

6

23

20

77

Total

246

156

64

88

36

Table 1 The use ofhe and shevs. it for non-personified antecedents (based acKaé4y and
Konishi 1980:152)

Corpus-based studies eferyday use of spoken Englishon the other hand, show that
personification is generally restricted to ttedling of myths and legend®agner 2003).
Borderline cases between proper personificationdialéct use of English include references
to the phenomenon known alsoigsis fatuusand jack-o'-lantern which can be seen at night
as a pale, flickering light in meadows and marstacgs and around which many popular
superstitions clustér This phosphorescent light flitting at night ov@wvampy ground is
sometimes called “jack-o’-lantern or “Jackie thaté&an” and referred to anaphorically ias
orhe

It would be inappropriate to claim that personifioa is involved when a watchmaker
refers to one of his watchestasor when the anaphoric pronobreis used by a cider maker
when referring to an apple. As Wagner (2003:12@ues in her corpus-based analysis of
referential gender in English, these examples ypiedl of true dialect use deriving from a
linguistic system that has nothing to do with peication. Her claim is supported by the
provenance of masculine pronouns in these domaidstlae fact that personification has
been associated with feminine forms, as can be &eam the following quote and the
standard system described in the previous section:

Many nouns are given variable gender, dependingvibether they are thought of in an
intimate way. Vehicles and countries are oftenetbkdheas well ast (She can reach 60 in 5
seconds France has increased her expgrt®ets are ofteie or she A crying baby may
becomait.

It is not obvious why some entities are readilyspeified while others are not. Nor is it
obvious why most entities are given female perswatibns. It is not simply a matter of
feminine stereotypes, faheis used in aggressive and angry situations asasel affectionate
ones: guns, tanks and trucks which won't go rershn (Crystal 1995:209)

The representation of ships as female is geneirgitypreted as personification, probably
on the basis of the imagery of a ship as a womb-didntainer ¢f. among others, McArthur
1992; Wales 2002). This interpretation is besehwgroblems, especially in dialect use of
English. A corpus-based analysis of Newfoundlandylish, for instance, shows that
fishermen would never usi¢ to refer to their ships. It is therefore highlylikaly that

6 These eerie lights have given rise to many stipers. Tradition varies as to their nature. Foriye
these lights were supposed to haunt desolate andands for the purpose of misleading travelers
and drawing them to their death. Another supeostitiays that they are the spirits of those who have
been drowned in the bogs, and yet another sayshbatare the souls of unbaptized infants. Science
now attributes these ignes fatui to spontaneousbastion of gases emitted by rotting organic
matter.
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personification is used in 100% of the cases (Wag0€3:121). Wales (2002:333) argues
similarly: “personification is obvious to generallabel to cover what seem to be quite
complex analogical or metaphorical hierarchies afesce according to such value(s) as
occupation, local environment and climate and gdnetevance to human needs, as well as
subtle forms of gender symbolism”.

2.2.2. Animal referents

Another class of nouns that deserves special aitewith regard to the degree of
personification involved in gender assignment &t thf nouns referring to animals. As we
have already seen in the previous section, acaptdinmost grammars of modern and early
stages of English the appropriate pronoun thatldhoel used when referring to an animal is
it, except for cases where the sex of the animahisvk’. As we will see in this section,
actual language use, however, cannot be more refnootethis prescriptive statement. Even
a cursory examination of speakers’ linguistic beétawvshows that occurrencestuandshe
outnumber instances of prescribdeth everyday spoken discourseln what follows we will
discuss the findings of several corpus-based sutliat addressed the issues of gender
assignment and pronominal substitutes with noufesrieg to animals.

Premature as it may seem, the first conclusion ftbease studies can be drawn here
already: while hundreds of masculine and femininenpuns referring to animals can be
found, there is only a handful of neuter forms. fBising as it may seem, a detailed
investigation of additional corpus data dealinghwihis issue reveals that the observed
pattern is the rule rather than the exceptichhgmong others Marcoux 1973; Morris 1991,
MacKay and Konishi 1980; Wagner 2003).

In a corpus-based study of students’ use of patgmonouns in tag questions, Marcoux
(1973) examined nouns referring to countries, shigsimals and humans. He found
surprisingly high occurrences of [+ human] pronoused to refer to animals of unknown
sex, which would be against the prescriptive pattirat imposes the pronoun as the
appropriate pronoun that should be used when mefeto an animal whose sex is unknown.
Some of the sentences he used in his study am loéow, together with the pronominal
forms that were recorded in the tags:

(9) My dog will eat anything. le 88, it 5, she3, aberrant 12)

(10) Thatcat looks hungry. (it 46, he 43, she 9, he/she 2, abeB)

(11) This canary sings beautifully. (it 69, he 23, she 7, he/sHe/aberrant 8)
(12) Tweety, myparakeet, is sick.  (she 42, he 40, it 14, he/she 2, abe@)

The analysis leads Marcoux to the following conidos. First, “the presence of a proper

noun seems to encourage the use of either a masaulia feminine pronoun rather than the
neuter form” (Marcoux 1973:104). Second, the maseupronoun is highly favoured over

" When the sex of the animal is known, the prondweendshecan be usediternatively

51

BDD-A3709 © 2009 Ovidius University Press
Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.121 (2026-02-25 01:40:50 UTC)



Diana Hornoiu

the feminine on® This latter tendency is corroborated by other ieiogl studies as wellc.
Morris 1991).

A cursory analysis of personal pronouns referringahimal antecedents in the spoken
section of the BNC reveals the same pattern: tleatgmajority of pronominal substitutes
referring to such nouns degandcat were marked, as shownTiables 2and3:

N %
masculine form 162 56.6
feminine form 23 8
neuter form 101 35.3
total 286 99.9

Table 2 Pronouns for antecedethbg in the spoken sample of BNC

N %
masculine form 88 52.7
feminine form 38 22.7
neuter form 41 24.6
total 167 100

Table 3Pronouns for antecedetwt in the spoken sample of BNC

Although slightly different form Marcoux’s findingghese surprisingly similar results
support the expected pattern: masculine pronowngharunmarked choice in spoken English
when referring to a pet such as a dog or a catlahthican be assumed that most of the
instances of feminine pronouns referring to dogsused by speakers who know that the dog
in question is actually female, aable 3 shows, cats are more likely to be referrecdlzes
generically, presumably due to the prescriptivddgwal-semantic patterrdog is neuter or
[+ male] (as opposed to the feminibich); cat is neuter and [+female] (as opposed to the
masculingom-caj.

Pronoun switches are frequent and various emo#igtoffs play a significant role in the
choice of pronouns when referring to animals. Aalgsis of the BNC has shown that the
owners of a cat are very likely to refer to the diogt chased their cat @srather tharhe or
she This pronominal choice will enable them to sigmat only their intimacy and
involvement with their cat, but also distance tadgathe dog. The reverse pattern, on the
other hand, holds for the owners of dogs. The falg examples fron{13) to (15) taken
from BNC are representative of this pattern(118) a police officer is being questioned about
dogs on the force. The fact that he himself hagnewned such a dog and the rather formal
nature of the speech event would account for his frses of the neuter pronoitnOnce he
gets emotionally involved though, talking aboutagdecoming a member of the family of
the leading officer, he switcheshein the two final references.

8 It is unclear why the results for the two birdar(ary and parakeet) differ to such a large ext&nt.
possible explanation could be that a parakeet i meadily perceived as a pet; in other wordss it i
more prototypical category than a canary.
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13)

....Alright? Next question. Yes young man.

[PS000]: What was it like when you had your polilogy?

[PS1SF]: I never had a police dog. I've never healier been on er the special force. A lot of people
like it because basically the er when you lookradt@olicedogit becomes your pet as well, you take
home with you and you takie to work with you, and you will have a police dag Kort of likeits
working life of seven or eight years, so basicgtiy’re gonna haviim for seven to eight years ahd
becomes a fa- like a family pet.

In (14) a farmer is talking about fox hunting. Althoughpoeting a rather general
procedure, the speaker obviously has one spedaificid mind, which will explain why he
usesshein all instances.

(14)

[PS2VX]: Aye. Aye. And erm say the fox had beerttie ground, and the [...] and the the young
cubs, for about three or four days. And we usellear somebody saying there was a vixen there and
some and some young ones. [...] we went up there thigthdogs and let them in in to the burrow.
Block everywhere, let them into the burrow. Qidwg would go in, andsheéd just shakeher tail and
come back, you couldn’t gier in afterwards becausheknew that they'd cleared off.

In (15) the owner of the cat (PS1D1) uses masculine pru@xclusively, while her
friend (PS1CX) uses only neuter pronouns.

(15)

[PS1D1]: Come on puss, shh, shh, shh

[PS1CX]: Where'st gone Rebecca? Where’s pussy?
[PS1D1]: puss, puss, puss puss

[PS1CX]: [laughing] Where'# gone?

[PS1D1]: Ishe there? Can you sd@m? Can you sebim?
[PS1CX]: Go out, out cat [shooing away]

Pets are more likely to be referred tchagather tharsheor it when their sex is unknown.
Thus the masculine pronoun still serves as gen@geoerally, researchers agree that personal
involvement seems to be the most relevant factprémoun choice.

The use ohe andsheseems to signal personal involvement or empathyhie referent in
the case of [...] an owner of an animal, someone Bhemotionally attached or values the
referent, [...] or someone attached to a specificnahi By the way of contrast, the useibf
seems to signal lack of involvement or empathy whth referent in the case of [...] [a speaker]
who is not personally attached to the referent ishes to devalue it, an entity which is acted
upon, and finally a nonspecific animal or classofmals with which personal involvement is
out of the question. (MacKay and Konishi 1980:155)
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The cut-off point within the class of animals difdrom speaker to speaker, depending on
various factors such as profession, environment, Fedr someone who grew up in a large
city and has hardly lived in the countryside, ippi@bable that only pets, or even just dogs
and cats, can be referred to sk or he whereas wild animals such as badgers, bears or
foxes will be referred to dk On the other hand, it is extremely likely thdaemer will refer
to the animals on his farm &e or sheor that a hunter will refer to a hunted animal and
fisherman to the fish in his catch laes

To conclude this section, it should be pointed that the prescriptive rules of grammar
concerning the anaphoric use of pronouns refertmganimals are hardly followed in
everyday conversations. As some degree of persomalvement is usually present when
speakers talk about animals, neutral pronounsherkeéstexpected forms. Pets will hardly
be referred to a#, unless they are talked about in a derogatoryetaathed manner. Other
factors that may influence pronoun choice arestiieencyof the animal in the discourse (i.e.
centrality in MacKay and Konishi's terms, 1980:155), #ize (the bigger the animal, the
more likely the use oit), and various real or supposed attributes (‘brawe’se’ = male;
‘weak’, ‘passive’ = female, etc. see also the sertn Mathiot and Roberts, 1979).

2.2.3. Non-referentialshe

A closer analysis of samples of both spoken andtemiEnglish reveals an interesting
pattern which is generally not mentioned in preggoré grammars. This pattern is illustrated
by the following examples:

(16) Watch out! Hereshecomes! (speaker is sea-sick)

(17) Hereshecomes!

(Paddock 1991: 30, referring to an approaching hezetont)

(18) Shés fine; shés cool; shéll be joe

(synonyms of ‘It doesn’t matter’; Orsman 1997:717 )

(19) Well..it rolled in at my feet and he’d pulled t'mout! | got out o’ that hole faster than | went
in, and upshewent!

Middlesborough 027 (MidSL); explosion caused byengde (referred to as it)

In all the above examples the referent of the petspronounsheis either difficult to
identify or, more frequently, it refers to a geleyaconcrete situation. This pattern can be
found in all varieties of English, thereby pointitegthe fact that it is not restricted to regional
or social language use.

As the examples fronil6) to (19) show, one of the major characteristics is the word
order. More often than not, extraposition resuitam output of the foriX-S-V instead ofS-
V-X. X is usually realized by a spatial adverb suchhease or there Alternatively, the
preposition of a prepositional verb is extraposeihg rise to patterns such ap she Vor
down she VAn analysis in terms of theme/rheme or given/i@farmation is inappropriate
in most cases. The fronted element, though usgaltyaining new information, is generally
not the topic of the utterance in question. Matteesfurther complicated by variations of this
pattern such akere/there PP she Which seem to assume an almost idiomatic meaning,
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making it impossible to attribute any type of infation status such as theme/rheme or
topic/comment to the individual elements at all. the other hand, the pattern cannot be
interpreted as signalling some feminine charadtesieither. It is probable true that most

people who use non-referentgieare not aware of it. The construction seems te tiaund

its place among all the uses of emjptthat are common in everyday English conversations.

3. Gender in American English

3.1. The sociological view

In an influential article published in 1979 Mathiahd Roberts investigate the use of
referential gender in American English. Adopting a sociological raththan purely
linguistic approach to the category of gender, thegattitudesandmental representations
to explain language use. They argue that speakkoste of pronominal substitutes is based
on specific sex roles that are manifested in laggu@heir data, collected over a period of 10
years, were grouped into two subsets: one illiagdahe Los Angeles area and the other one,
the Buffalo area. Their examples are taken fronefacface conversations (Mathiot and
Roberts 1979:5)

Mathiot and Roberts identify two patterns of refégi@ gender:standard andintimate.
The latter accounts for the usetaf or shefor an inanimate referent or the useitofor a
human being. Their data revealed that while thenadive pattern predicts constant use of
one pronominal form, “in the intimate pattern, g@me entity may be referred to with either
one of the three pronominal forms by the same spédkiathiot and Roberts 1979:7).

The intimate pattern

As in the standard pattern, the intimate patteina®s two basic oppositions in the choice
of pronominal substitute¢ie andshevs.it, on the one hand, and within this oppositiba,
vs. she on the other hand. According to Mathiot and Rthethe first contrast can be
attributed to semantigpgrading (if he or sheis used instead df) or downgrading (if it is
used instead dfe or shg. While the authors’ assertion that upgradingéneyal corresponds
to personification is debatable, their associatibfipositive involvement on the part of the
speaker” seems an appropriate way to tackle the.isSimilarly, downgrading stems from
speaker’s negative involvement and applies to oapeeviously upgraded items as well (i.e.
return to the standard pattern). Their analysisthef data revealed an unexpected high
frequency of the intimate pattern which made themr-@eneralize when they argue that “it

° The authors do not specify whether the example® weéicited or they were taken from
naturally occurring conversation. Moreover, thehaut speak of “off’ and “on” data
collecting, meaning that they were not primarilyjcerned with systematicity.
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seems that any non-human entity can be referrad &ithethe or she i.e. upgraded, without
regard to its nature” (Mathiot and Roberts 1979:11)

While the contrast betweet) on the one hand, argk andshe on the other, is relatively
straightforward, much more variation occurs witttie intimate pattern when it comes to the
he vs. sheopposition. The authors differentiate betwesan’sandwomen’susage as they
assume that differences in mental representatiarifest themselves in the intimate pattern.
Tables 4and5 illustrate the meanings dfe andshefor men and women as they emerged
from the authors’ analysis:

‘she’ ‘he’
Men'’s mental Men's  attitudes| Men’s attitudes| Men's
image of women towards or feelingg towards or feelingg mental image
about women about themselves | of themselves
Prized possession Appreciation
Challenge to one’'s  Eagerness, Respect Brave, gallant
manhood resentment,
frustration Warm affection | Good-natured,
Reward Pride A regular
Sensual pleasure fellow
Beautiful Admiration Self-depreciatior Ugly
Incompetent Contempt Self-esteem Competent
(emotional, (not emotional,
unintelligent, weak) intelligent,
strong)

Table 4 Meanings manifested in men’s usagsloéandhe within the intimate pattern (from
Mathiot and Roberts 1979: 14)

Items in bold indicate areas where men and womé#éardn their attributed meanings,
while they agree on all the other attributes. Wébard to the shared meanings, the authors
argue that “it is clear from even a casual knowtedfAmerican culture that these meanings
originate from men rather than from women” (Mattaod Roberts 1979: 15).

To give an example of shared meanings considefdii@ving example from Mathiot
(1975:19); the example deals with the evaluativ&esy of appearance and is based on the
opposition ugly/beautiful. The notion of being befl corresponds to the feminine form
she the notion of being ugly corresponds to the miaseudorm he. The notion of being
beautiful is manifested in a range of attributeshsas ‘dainty’, ‘delicate’, ‘slim’, ‘trim’,
‘sleek’, ‘graceful’, ‘elegant’, ‘young’, ‘clean’, white’, etc. The notion of being ugly is
manifested in a range of attributes such as ‘uredudic ‘slow’, ‘awkward’, ‘bulky’, ‘large’,
‘loud’. The stereotypic attribution of beauty to sven and ugliness to men is conspicuous in
the following exchange between two girl room-mates:

(20)

A: What are the names of the other plants?
B: They don't have names.
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A: Not even this one? (aboutactusin bloom)
B: No.He’s is just a spindly thing.

A: And Elisabeth? (about\dolef)

B: Oh, butshés lovely

(Mathiot 1975:20)

An example of differentiated usage involving ag#ie evaluation system applied this
time to achievement potential shows that men’s gion of their role in society is that of
competentigent as opposed to women who are seen, by mamaaspetentWomen, on the
other hand, conceive of themselves as mature, tablake care of themselves, while they
regard men as infantile, even inconsequential.

‘she’ ‘he’
Women’'s mental Women's Women'’s Women's  mental
image of themselves attitudes towards of attitudes towards of image of men
feelings about feelings about men
themselves
Mature Self-esteem Cuddly affection Cute little fellow *
Mild Unconsequential *
disparagement Helpless *
Pity A pain in the ass *
Exasperation

Prized possession  Appreciation

Challenge tol Eagerness,

one’s manhood resentment,
frustration
Reward Pride
Sensual pleasure

Beautiful Admiration Self-depreciation Ugly

Incompetent Contempt Self-esteem Competent (not
(emotional, emotional, intelligent,
unintelligent, weak) strong)

Table 5 Meanings manifested in women'’s usagesbé and he within the intimate pattern (from
Mathiot and Roberts 1979: 16)

Mathiot and Roberts’s analysis is beset with profsle Although they provide many
examples to illustrate all the categories they tified, it seems that no clear-cut system of
pronominal use can be developed, but rather ampirgation of more and less incidental
facts. Moreover, it is unclear how many instancethe intimate pattern they found in their
data. The examples given in the analysis itself gudo approximately 130, with masculine
and feminine distributed fairly evenly. Taking ind@count the examples provided and the
relevant forms included in the appendices (exclgdime animals), the following picture
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emerges: men usheor her about 40 times to refer to an inanimate entityilevhot a single
use of a masculine pronoun is mentioned; womenhemther hand, use masculine pronouns
about 60 times to refer to an inanimate entity;italthlly there are also approximately 10
instances of women using feminine pronouns to mefénanimate entities. If these examples
and figures can be taken as representative of ramte female usage, an interesting
conclusion can be drawn: when it comes to refertinimanimate entities, pronominal use in
the intimate pattern depends on the sex of thekspea where men prefer feminine
pronouns, women will generally use masculine oRgsvever, despite this pattern in the use
of non-neuter pronouns, this use is by no meantemsdic. Mathiot and Roberts provide
numerous examples of spoken English in which spsakeiitch pronouns without any
observable pattern within the same spate of talk:

(21) Do you realise how many times | have pickeh up?He keeps slipping of the shelf. Next
time this happens I'm going to leaiteon the floor. See hahe likes it [referring to towel]

(22) What the hell is the matter with this thinigjust won’t work for meHe usually isn’t like that.

[referring to typewriter]

Mathiot and Roberts (1979:33) interpret the shiritthe examples above as instances of
attaching negative attributes to entities that ha@en previously upgraded. However, their
assumption is relatively limited in its explanatgywer, as it does not apply in all contexts.
In the examples above the speaker’s irritationbisiaus, thus the use dfin all slots would
have been consistent with the theory proposed thistaand Roberts. The switch backite
is rather unexpected and inconsistent with theioti.

The pattern identified by Mathiot and Roberts irmyday language use in Los Angeles
and Buffalo in the 1970s is by no means regionadl i@tated to this time span alone. This
pattern can be extended to areas of the Unite@sStat well as the following examples taken
from modern American fiction and movies or overlgegr naturally-occurring conversation
among Newfoundladers show:

(23) Ok, crack’er up! - from the movieTitanic USA (1997); the speaker is an American male,
referring to thesafebeing brought up from the ocean floor

(24) Where isshe? If she will give us the pleasure... thesbeis! - from the movieThe red violin
the speaker is a male auctioneer, presumably Canmatditking about aviolin that is going to be
auctioned; the turntable is not working propertytise audience has to wait a bit for the violin

(25) Up she comes — picture subtitle taken from The Early Sleopi4/10/96; the pronoun she
refers to theoof.

Mathiot and Roberts’ observation regarding theniatie pattern of pronominal use is
similar to patterns identified by other linguistsch as Svartengren in fiction in the 1930s,
Morris in Canadian English in the 1990s and evenl®ain Tasmanian Vernacular English
in the 1970s. Thus we can safely assume that taiterp of pronominal use is rather
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prototypical of non-standard spoken English in geheather than a pattern restricted to a
regional linguistic variety.

3.2. The vernacular view

In three essays very similar in content, Svartem@i®27, 1928, 1954), one of the earliest
scholars to study Modern English gender variatiodétail, investigated exceptional uses of
feminine pronouns for inanimate referents. He bdsedtudy on works of Americdiction.

His database included 79 texts of contemporary Agaerauthors, among them such well-
known names as Jack London and Mark Twain. Hisyaisatevealed that there is a tendency
for American fiction writers and the charactersythmortray to use feminine forms when
referring to inanimate entities. Interestingly egbua similar phenomenon does not occur for
the masculine counterparts. A possible explandtorthis state of affairs might be that he
did not encounter strange masculine forms or,ast)eéhey were far fewer that feminine ones
and thus these forms did not deserve any commaéstn®n-existence, or at least the extreme
scarcity, of masculine pronouns referring to inaatienentities in American fiction is in line
with the pattern described above and supported drows dialectal studies that for the
average speaker of American English the gendemabpn of choice is feminine.

It is worth noting that all of the instances of ieime pronouns used to denote inanimate
referents stems from males, either in direct spe@cBome sort of internal dialogue, or
simply because the author is a man. Additionallgpther noteworthy feature about
Svartengren’s study is that novels dealing witharpgnd middle class life contributed very
little to his database. For him the phenomenorearty not geographically restricted but, at
the same timeyernacular andrural in nature, opposing thus literary language. Thiss h
findings need to be treated with some caution. t8ngren himself is aware of the bias of his
database when he argues that:

Examples show clearly that it is a distigotloquialismat home chiefly among men familiar
with the stern realities of life and whose speexchninfluenced by literature- this practically
all over the United States and Canada. Most of thtenal [....] hails fronthe fur, the timber,
the miming, and the cow countrjeghich may, or may not, represent the actual sththings,
for we must add, works describing life in the indliaé centers have been drawn upon only to a
limited extent. (Svartengren 1927:113; my emphasis)

Svartengren (1927, 1928) lists several classeohs that take the anaphoric feminine
pronoun and that, due to the diversity of referemins, should more appropriately be seen as
a collection of nouns which often share no morentbae semantic feature. Svartengren
(1927:110) himself is well aware of this: “everyeapt to confine to certain categories of
nouns the instances when the feminine is to be ouest be abortive”. Working from the
premise that the use of the feminine for inanin@igcts is an American phenomenon that

1% For an analysis of gender-related patterns ofqgmonal use in West Country and
Newfoundland dialect corpora, see Wagner (2003).
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has influenced British English, he identifies tb#dwing classes of objects that can take the
feminine:

1. Concrete things made or worked upon by man:
a) Machinery, industrial plants
b) Hollow things, receptacles
i. Rooms, houses, and their uses
ii. Musical instruments
c) Other things made, created, worked or worked upoman
i. Various small object not
ii. Large scale undertakings
iii. Picture, film, newspaper
iv. Clothing, wooden leg
v. Food and drink
vi. Coins, money, amount of money, amount generally
vii. Organized body
viii. Districts
ix. Road, trail, distance
X. Natural resources exploited by man

2. Actions, abstract ideas:
a) Actions
i. Expressions containing an imperative
ii. Other expressions denoting actions
b) Abstract ideas
i. Pronoun referring to substantive mentioned
ii. No substantival propword

3. Nature and natural objects not worked upon by ma:
a) Nature
b) Celestial bodies
c) Geographical appellations
d) Material nouns
e) Seasons, periods
f) Fire, temperature, weather conditions, ice, snow
g) Human body and its parts

The feature that unifies these three categoridbast the use ofhe reflectsemotional
interest on the part of the speaker, a bond of living amatkimg together. Svartengren
concludes that “the emotional character is theirdjsishing feature of the phenomenon.
Consequently she (her)does not so much mark the gender of a more or flssful
personification — though there are more than traéesich a thing — as denote the object of
an emotion” (Svartengren 1927:109).

At this point one issue deserves particular atbentiAs we have already seen in the
previous section, some of Svartengren’s categdriekide items which are capable of
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triggering feminine pronouns even in te@ndard language(e.g. nature, celestial bodies,
cities, etc).

Svartengren supplies many examples illustratingcthseses listed above, some of which
are cited below:

(26) Starther off! (referring to making pancakes)
(27) Watch out! Hereshecomes! (speaker is sea-sick)
(28) “How do you like it, Tim?” ‘Shés is alright.” “Fill "er up!” (refuelling a vehicle)

After having dismissed possible influence by foreiganguages, the explanation
Svartengren offers for the choices regarding the ofsanaphoric gendered pronouns in
spoken American English is grounded in the infleenaf other regional varieties.
Svartengren argues that, although this phenomeragnhve its origins in Great Britain, it is
now American at heart “and is, no doubt, rathewhloinvading British English as well,
aided possibly by northern dialectal influence”§8engren 1927: 113).

Although Svartengren associates the choices oftemmappronouns outlined above with
lower (working) classes, he does not dismiss themviong or a result of poor learning.
Rather, he assumes that the “emotional charactehdsdistinguishing feature of the
phenomenon (Svartengren 1928:51) and subsumesdirue more general label of
personification. He argues that emotional inteiisstmirrored by the feminine gender”
(Svartengren 1927:110) and the use of the pergmmalounshe instead ofit to refer to
various classes of inanimate entities, such asstdoktruments, machinery, etc., can be
accounted for in terms of the “familiarity and tfeeling of companionship between the
artisan and his tools"il{id.). Svartengren’s “emotional interest” amounts &ttfto some
form of personal involvement rather than persoatfan in its strict sense.

4. Canadian English

In her doctoral thesis, Morris (1991) investigatee category of gender in modern
Canadian English, drawing on both spoken and wridata. Although her study is not
corpus-based, it deserves consideration sincedieades all possible types of referents, from
human to animals and inanimates, and it also imdugdersonification and other relevant
factors that may influence pronominal usage.

4.1. Animal denotata
Morris’ criteria for assigning gender are very muchine with the factors that have been
identified as crucial in previous research. Animasying a particular role in discourse will

be referred to ade or she rather thanit. Tabel 6 shows the categories that Morris
distinguishes.
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it background, non-individual; generally acceptedavéur of species

he foreground, specific; individual; behaviour diféett from expected
norm/peculiar

she behaviour typical of species

Table 6 Gender assignment for animal denotata accordindptois (1991)

Table 6 highlights two major traits that occur in studieseéstigated the catagorization of
animals references according to gender:

* The major distinction between animate and inanimeflected in the use af vs.
he/she

» The factor responsible for a change in the gendsigament pattern is pragmatic
rather than grammatical: an animal that is foregdmd as the topic of a
conversation will very likely be referred to lasor she

In her datehe rather tharsheis the most frequently used anaphoric pronourubstiute
for nouns denoting animals. Moreover, Morris redatiee choice betweelme or sheto the
behaviour of the animal in question. The data Mowuses for her analysis shows that
feminine pronouns referring to animals are rare€Canadian EnglishiFigure 1 shows the
hierarchical system for assigning gender to nougmisoting animals according to Morris
(1991:125):

clearly animate 4«——inanimate

he it

+ female - female (neutral)

l l

she he

Figure 1 Gender assignment for nouns denoting animals irris1(t991)
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4.2. Biologically inanimate denotata

Morris’ data show that, unlike the use of anaphgionouns referring to animals,
inanimate pronominalization predicts the usesloérather tharhe In her opinion,'speaker
familiarity” is responsible for many of the instances of thmiriéne pronounsheused to
refer to inanimate entities.

Very often, the feminine pronoun occurs in impemtsentences. Morris argues that the
use ofit would convey the sentence the illocutionary fatan order. The feminine pronoun
she on the other hand, has an inviting, “attenuatifigct” (Morris 1991: 159). Such an
attenuating effeatan easily be assumed as an explanatory factdahdooccurrences of non-
referential feminine forms in general. AdditionalMorris contrasts the use adrhinineand
neuterpronominal forms along another dimension:

she—» particular denotatum, partigsuiimpressions of a given denotatum
it——eoncept/norm of that type of denotatum

What plays an important role in choosing the promainsubstitute is the prototypicality
of a given referent. While a prototypicdénotatumwill generally be referred to ds, the
speaker has the tendency to shift to a femininea fas soon as attention is called to anything
peculiar or noteworthy about the referent.

Unlike the use of pronominal substitutes for angrdenotataidentified in Morris’ data,
masculinepronouns are basically non-existent for inanimatierents. She points out that
“while masculine reference to any type of inanimate dduootais extremely rareno
examples at all were found in which a native Efglgpeaker usethe to represent an
intangible, difficult-to-identify type of denotatuiniMorris 1991:164; my emphasis).

Based on the few examples of masculine pronoumsried to inanimate entities that she
was able to collett, Morris establishes the following contrasts betwé#ee uses oheand
he

she___ familiarity, well-known; predictable, foresable
he— maintains features of the unknown; lessilfamunpredictable,
more individualistic

According to Morris (1991:175), “the primary furmti of pronoun gender” is “to
represent and express the manner in which a spéalseformed his mental image of the
denotatum”. Overall, pronoun choice is thus lardedged ordiscourse-pragmatic factors
and in Morris’ system, generalizations or prediati@re difficult, if not impossible, to make
as it is predominantly the speaker’s world viewt tilfluences the choice of a pronominal
form.

1 Morris’ database for this category is rather smiallcomparison to other categories. Of the
approximately 1,500 examples which make up herallvdatabase, only 80 instances of masculine
pronominalization are used to refer to inanimatdities. These include 15 instances of
personification and about 30 examples taken frdmroauthors’ studief, Morris 1991:166).
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5. Conclusion

Much of the current work on Modern English gendeows that gendered references
depend on the context and register of discourseeadisas theattitudes of speakerall of
which are affected and in many ways determinedhieysocial concepts of sex and gender.
The way in which English language users make ditins betweemale andfemaleand
betweenmasculineand femininein their culture will be reflected in the distinctions they
make betweemasculineandfemininein their language as long as the gender system is a
semantic onelLike gender in society, gender in the English laagpi represents a set of
constructed categories, categories whose boundaileghange over time, reflecting the
evolution of ideas about sex and gender.

Instances of gendered anaphoric pronouns that biokxical lines are not exceptions to
an underlying “real” or “unmarked” system of natugender; they are part of a natural
gender system which is natural because it correspdo speakers’ ideas about and
constructions of gender in the world about whickytBpeak.

Sections3 and 4 should have clarified a number of issues. Althotigh varieties and
methodologies investigated could not have been rdifferent, these studies have come to
very similar conclusions. In everyday, casual spokmglish, possibly world-wide, the
pronoun of choice when referring to an inanimateimand wishing to convey extra-
linguistic information is a form of the femininegmounshé? Mostly, this extra-linguistic
information has been identified as connoting sommg sf emotional involvement, either
positive or negative. In contrast, the pronoun i§fimy non-involvement or simply
disinterest is the neuter pronoifirwhich is reserved in prescriptive grammars for irmate
referents.

The corpus-based studies discussed in this papealranother interesting feature that has
been ignored by prescriptive grammars. The sek@fspeaker may influence the choice of
the pronominal substitute to the extent to whichm&o are more likely to use masculine
forms in a number of contexts where male speakeefeiptheir feminine counterparts,
particularly in domains associated with genderteglabehaviour (e.g. cars, tools, etc.).
Although concrete nouns receive gendered referemmes often than abstract ones, there
seems to be no restrictions, semantic or othervdsethe type of noun that can take a
feminine form in anaphoric reference.

Another interesting feature of non-dialectal spolemglish is the use of the feminine
pronounsheto refer to a hard-to-identify referent or to antiee situation, a usage shared by
male and female speakers altkeThis usage has been identified in basically afljon
varieties of EnglisH.

Ovidius University Constanta, Romaa

2 This choice is by no means a new developmentyagehgren’s data indicate (1927, 1928, 1954).

13 This pattern of pronoun choice identified in tipelsen Standard described in sections 3 to 5 siands
sharp contrast to the dialect systems of Southiegtand and Newfoundland, where the masculine
pronoun he and its corresponding dative-accusdtirras occur in a large percentage in the slots
filled by the feminine pronoun (cf. Wagner 2003).

14 |n the Australian and New Zealand English syst#tissusage has been reported to be on the increase
(Pawley 1995a, b).

64

BDD-A3709 © 2009 Ovidius University Press
Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.121 (2026-02-25 01:40:50 UTC)



The Category of Gender in Present-day English:dssaf Grammar and World View

References

Baron, Naomi S., (1971): “A reanalysis of Englisammatical gender”, ihingua27:113-140

Biberet al (1999):Longman Grammar of Spoken and Written Englisindon: Longman

Brinton, Laurel J., (2000)the Structure of Modern EnglisAmsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins

Burchfield, R.W. (ed.) (1998)fThe New Fowler's Modern English Usagexford: Oxford University
Press

Corbett, Greville G. (1991)Gender Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Crystal, David, (1995)The Cambridge Encyclopedia of the English Langu&genbridge: Cambridge
University Press

Curzan, Anne, (2003)Gender Shifts in the History of Englishambridge: Cambridge University Press

Huddleston, Rodney D. and Pullum, Geoffrey K. (200€ambridge Grammar of the English
Language Cambridge: Cambridge University Press

Joly, A. (1975): “Toward a theory of gender in mod&nglish” in A. Joly and T. Fraser (ed3judies
in English grammarParis: Editions universitaires, 227-87

Kortmann, Bernd, (1999):inguistik: EssentialsBerlin: Cornelsen

Leisi, Ernst and Mair, Christian, (199%as heutige Englisch: Wesensziige und Prohlétealelberg:
Winter

MacKay, Donald and Konishi, Toshi, (1980): “Perdmaition and pronoun problem” iVomen’s
Studies International Quarterly: 149-163

Marcoux, Dell R. (1973): “Deviation in English gemtlien American Speect#8: 98-107.

Markus, Manfred (1988): “Reasons for the Loss of @&rin English* in D. Kastovsky and G. Bauer
(eds.)Luick Revisited. Papers Read at the Luick-SympoaiuBcthloR Liechtenstein, 15.-18.9.1985
Tabingen: Narr: 241-258.

Mathiot, Madeleine and Roberts, Marjorie (1979):X$eles as revealed through referential gender in
American English” in Madeleine Mathiot (edgthnolinguistics: Boas, Sapir and Whorf Revisited
The Hague: Mouton, 1-47

McArthur, Tom, (1992)The Oxford Companion to the English Langua@&ford: Oxford University
Press

Morris, Lori, (1991).Gender in Modern English: The system and its ,u8eP thesis, Université Laval,
Quebec

Orsman, H.W. (ed.), (1997)fhe Dictionary of New Zealand Englisiuckland/ Oxford: Oxford
University Press

Payne, John and Huddleston, Rodney D. (2002): “Namnch Noun phrases” in Rodney D. Huddleston
and Geoffrey K. PullumCambridge Grammar of the English Langua@ambridge: Cambridge
University Press

Pawley, Andrew, (1995a): “Gender assignment in Taasam Vernacular English”, Australian National
University: unpublished draft

Pawley, Andrew, (1995b): “Some characteristics a§mManian Vernacular English”, Paper presented at
the Australian Linguistic Conference, Canberra, Septs, 1995

Quirk, Randolphet al. (1985): A Comprehensive Grammar of the English Languagendon:
Longman

Stefanescu, loana, (198&nglish Morphologyvol.2. Bucuresti: Tipografia Universitatii Bucurest

Svartengren, T. Hilding, (1927): “The feminine gendor inanimate things in Anglo-American” in
American SpeecB: 83-113

Svartengren, T. Hilding (1928): “The use of thegeeral gender for inanimate things” in Dialect Notes
6:7-56

65

BDD-A3709 © 2009 Ovidius University Press
Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.121 (2026-02-25 01:40:50 UTC)



Diana Hornoiu

Svartengren, T. Hilding (1954): “The use of femmigender for inanimate things in American
colloquial English” inModerna Sprald8: 261-292

Traugott, Elizabeth Closs, (197A:History of English SyntaXNew York: Holt

Wagner, Susanne (2003kender in English pronouns: Myth and reali§hD thesis, University of
Freiburg

Wales, Katie, (2002): “Everyday verbal mythologyroRouns and personification in non-literary
English” in S. Scholz, M. Klages, E. Hantson and Rbmer (eds.)Language, Context and
Cognition Papers in Honour of Wolf-Dietrich Bald’s 60th Bidhy. Munchen: Langenscheidt-
Longman, 327-335

66

BDD-A3709 © 2009 Ovidius University Press
Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.121 (2026-02-25 01:40:50 UTC)


http://www.tcpdf.org

