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1. Topic Statement and Research Objectives  

 

In my research paper, I make an attempt to investigate political discourse in a gender 

linguistic perspective to see to what extent the variables of power and gender influence 

political discourse, and which of the two is more dominant.  

I also investigate if some findings of gender linguistics that have been proven by 

researchers to be valid in everyday language use are also valid in political discourse. Power 

rules of institutionalised communication define the question as to what extent the language 

use of politicians in the government party differs from that of opposition politicians, that is to 

say, is the dividing line between politicians in power or in opposition, or between men and 

women? In my research paper I also analyse the strategies of the different utterances, taking 

into consideration whether the speaker intends to blame somebody, to hedge, or to take 

responsibility.  

I also aim to investigate if the so-called queen bee syndrome can be observed in the 

Hungarian parliament. This theory claims the closest female politicians are to the source of 

power, the less they give an account of sexist phenomena in the parliament. An explanation of 

this theory claims that women in high positions are anxious not to lose their positions and 

perceive the threat to be coming from among fellow women, so they try to distance 

themselves from them and to assimilate to the dominant community, thus protecting their own 

fragile status.  

 

2. Hypotheses and their Theoretical Background 

 

2.1. The First Hypothesis and its Theoretical Background 

 

The binary opposition of indirect and direct questions is not specified by sex but by the 

intention of the utterance and the power position of the MP.  

Gender linguistics has a number of stereotypical statements about the language use of 

women and men. One of these stereotypes is that women use significantly more indirect 

statements than men. Several researchers agree with the reasons for this statement, e.g. Lakoff 

thinks women are usually socialised to be tactful in all situations, to use nuances as well as 

polite and indirect questions so as not to offend their interlocutors (Lakoff 1975). Even in 

contemporary research, we can encounter the statement that women prefer indirect, whereas 

men prefer direct ways of communication, because indirect statements offer a possibility to 

hide the intentions of the speaking agent, and do not put the same amount of power pressure 

on the participants of the discourse as direct statements (Leinfellner 2011: 113–115). There is 

another stereotype saying that women strive for making and building relationships during 

communication, and this strategy is best served by indirect forms, whereas men use more 

concrete language and direct forms to convey information immediately (Nelke-Mayenknecht 

2011: 221–224). The Hungarian researcher Dóra Boronkai also arrived at a similar 

conclusion, namely that in their speech acts, women prefer hedging, defensive, and mitigation 

strategies, whereas men use more explicit language and more direct language forms (Boronkai 

2006: 83). Indirect statements enable the speakers to partly cover their intentions, as they can 

be withdrawn easily. My hypothesis states that the openness of the act of blaming someone or 

the response to it – be it using direct communication forms or communicating using indirect 

methods, innuendo and prompting – depends on whether the speaker is a member of the 

governing party or the opposition. 

The face-threatening effect of direct statements is significantly higher than that of indirect 

statements. If we say that women use more indirect, and men more direct statements, we also 

say that men use a higher number of face-threatening speech acts. Even if this statement is 



3 
 

true in terms of general language use, I assume that on the political platform there is no such 

relationship between politicians’ sex and the face-threatening utterances they use. 

 

2.2. The Second Hypothesis and its Theoretical Background 

 

In political discourse Grice’s Maxims are inverted (Csepeli 2013: 196), and in this 

respect the difference is not between women and men, but between MPs in power and in 

opposition, because their objectives, and therefore strategies, are different. Politicians in 

opposition are not as likely to violate Grice’s Maxims because openly blaming someone 

makes their strategy more effective than vagueness and glossing over the truth. 

A social psychologist, György Csepeli states in his book A hatalom anatómiája [The 

Anatomy of Power] (2013) that politicians are right when they use an inverted version of 

Grice’s Maxims, they do not trust the receivers, and treat them as potential enemies. Seen 

from this perspective, the maxims of political communication are the following: “Be 

irrelevant.” “Say more or less than what is necessary.” “Use vague, ambiguous language.” 

“Do not say things that you know are true.” Csepeli states that politicians cannot speak about 

the issue itself as they must not pronounce that the only thing they want is power. Instead, 

they can speak about justice, reforms, national unity, and other sufficiently general issues 

without letting the receivers know what they are exactly speaking about. When politicians 

lists clichés in their speeches to divert attention, they either use significantly more words than 

necessary, or use very few words so that receivers can project into their words exactly what 

they want to hear. What is more, politicians cannot pronounce anything they do believe in 

because it is advisable for them not to anchor themselves to truths or values that can be 

uncomfortable in a time when they make their decisions based on other truths and values 

(Csepeli 2013: 196).  

In his research paper, Csepeli describes how inverted Maxims of Quantity, Quality, 

Relation, and Manner prevail in political discourse, exemplified by successful politicians’ 

utterances. 

 

2.3. The Third Hypothesis and its Theoretical Background 

 

The explication of the agent depends on the purpose of the speech, in other words, 

whether the speakers use strategies to assume responsibility, to defend themselves, or to 

blame someone. The use of strategy is in accordance with power status. In other words, 

there is a relationship between explicating the agent and being in power or in opposition.  

Someone who blames others will be ready to use first person singular, whereas someone 

who wants to escape responsibility will use medial verbs, generic subjects, and passive 

structures. I assume, therefore, that the claim of researchers about the use of first person 

singular – namely that women use it more frequently in everyday life, whereas men use a 

grammatical form of a general subject – does not hold on the political platform (Huszár 

2009a: 61).  

Below, I am going to list some examples from researchers who detected differences in the 

frequency of use of implicit and explicit forms depending on the sex of the speaker.  

 

“Women use the first person singular more frequently, whereas men use 

grammatical forms with generic subject” (Huszár 2009a: 61).  

 

The statement was first published by Schnyder in 1997 and was based on research into mixed-

gender conversations. The research studied the conversational characteristics of men and 
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women in everyday settings (Schnyder 1997). I believe that institutionalised political 

discourse creates a setting for participants that overwrites the everyday rules of conversation.  

 

“In their speech acts, women prefer hedging, as well as defensive and 

mitigation strategies, whereas men use more explicit language and more direct 

language forms” (Boronkai 2006: 83). 

 

My hypothesis assumes that on the political platform, the most important factor is not sex, but 

whether the MP is speaking from power or opposition, i.e. the purpose of speech is blaming 

someone, assuming responsibility, or denying it. Taking everything into account, I assume 

that positioning the subject is based on the purpose of speech.  

 

2.4. The Fourth Hypothesis and its Theoretical Background 

 

We can find the same number of explicit gender markers at both sexes, both in power 

and in opposition. The explanation for this is that in an official setting, neither men, nor 

women use markers indicating gender. The gender identity of individuals does not 

surface during their speeches, so in all four groups we can find a similarly low number 

of gender markers.  

A narrow definition of gender marker is an act when speaking agents use expressions about 

themselves, referring to their own sex. At the same time, I felt it was important to investigate 

gender markers according to a broad definition as well: to see how many people in parliament 

wish to express the gender identity of the person named, so I also included the number of 

these in the results. 

Kegyesné studied the collocations and stereotypical gender markers of the lexemes woman 

and Ms/Mrs/Miss. The highest number (621) was found in the literary sub-corpus, 560 

instances were found in the personal sub-corpus, and 541 in the press sub-corpus. In the 

scientific sub-corpus, she found 168 collocations that can be interpreted as stereotypes, 

however, she found no instance at all in the official sub-corpus (Kegyesné 2004b: 6). These 

data led me to the conclusion that I will find few gender markers in the corpus in all four 

groups –male and female government MPs, and male and female opposition MPs –, because 

an official setting does not encourage the use of gender markers. 

I found very important information in a 1992 paper by Elinor Ochs (1992: 335–359), 

where she elaborates on gender indexing. She states that a direct definition of gender using 

linguistic criteria is impossible, because there are very few linguistic signs, gender markers, 

that refer unambiguously to the speaker’s sex. A definition can only be created on cultural 

conventional bases. 

 

2.5. The Fifth Hypothesis and its Theoretical Background 

 

In political discourse, tag questions serve to emphasise the theses pronounced by the 

speaker. Its use is neither phatic, nor a sign of uncertainty, and its use does not show any 

kind of gender preference. 

In her paper titled Women Speaking Up Getting and Using Turns in Workplace Meetings 

(2008: 92–118), Cecilia E. Ford summarises the findings of gender linguistic relevant to this 

question. Her historical review starts with Robin Lakoff’s invaluable research titled Language 

and Woman’s Place (1975), where Lakoff assumes tag questions to be typically feminine 

language use, and she also states that women use tag questions to express their uncertainty 

and wish for reinforcement.  
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Hungarian uses tag questions much less frequently that English, but Hungarian has the 

modal and the affective types too, so Lakoff’s claims can undoubtedly be disproved in the 

Hungarian language as well. I think in political discourse, and in speeches in parliament, tag 

questions at the end of utterances serve to emphasise the theses pronounced by the speaker.  

Pamela Fishman published her views in her paper titled Interaction: The work women do 

(1978: 397–406), saying women use tag questions much more frequently than men, but they 

do so to get some kind of reaction from their interlocutors. Using tag questions in this context 

evokes the phatic function. Having said this, we can conclude that tag questions can be 

divided into several groups, so our research results will be much more accurate if we 

investigate their uses separately.  

The research results of Janet Holmes (1984a: 149–178) prove that tag questions are used 

both by men and women for multiple communicative purposes. She distinguishes two 

separate groups of tag questions. In the first case, speakers want reinforcement from their 

interlocutors concerning the content of their utterances, this is what we call “modal” tag 

questions. In the second case, tag questions have an affective function, which is maintaining 

the conversation. Holmes states that women use affective tag questions more often, while men 

prefer modal tag questions. Holmes thus concludes that when women use tag questions, they 

do not express their uncertainty, but tag questions are a tool of their cooperative language use. 

Holmes’ findings are especially important because they state clearly that context can 

overwrite gender. That is to say, gender is not the only thing to define how we use language. 

It was this thought that led me to setting up the whole set of my hypotheses, all of which 

regard context and setting as predominant.  

 

3. Research Methods 

 

The methodology of my research is primarily based on non-intrusive content and discourse 

analysis, but I also used a questionnaire as an additional quantitative method. To match the 

five hypotheses, I created my own text corpus from parliament records, making sure that the 

text quantities are equally distributed among the groups defined by the variables investigated; 

therefore the quantity of speeches made by women and men in government, and women and 

men in opposition should be equal. Thus, I analysed 1220 speeches, i.e. 305 speeches per 

group.  

I devised coded categories to match the five hypotheses, which served as indicators when 

testing the respective assumption. Besides the quantitative indicators I also provided 

examples, which I analysed using the methods of discourse analysis.  

To investigate the attitudes behind the linguistic phenomena, I conducted a questionnaire 

survey among female MPs to get first-hand data about the background of the queen bee 

syndrome. I created a questionnaire that was designed to collect the opinions of female 

government and opposition MPs about gender stereotypes, professional judgements, and the 

gender inequalities in political decision-making in the parliament.  

The questionnaire consisted of a mix of questions and statements. With the latter I wanted 

to get weighted information about the views of my informants, so I used a 5-point Likert scale 

ranging from the answer “fully agree” to “strongly disagree”. When compiling the survey, I 

made sure not to include double-barreled questions combining several interrogations, and I 

also avoided negative and prompting questions (Babbie 2003: 276–281).  

The questionnaire was sent to female MPs who got their parliamentary seats in 2014. I 

decided to include female MPs who presently have parliamentary seats as informants, because 

many of the female MPs from the previous parliamentary term (2010–2014) now work as 

civilians, so their present jobs might influence their opinions. In this parliamentary term there 

are 20 female MPs in parliament, therefore 20 women – all female MPs of the present term – 
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were sent the questionnaire. Nine of them are in government benches, and 11 of them are 

opposition or independent politicians. I treated independent MPs together with opposition 

MPs.  

 

4. Research Summary 

 

4.1. Empirical Test of the First Hypothesis 

 

The binary opposition of indirect and direct questions is not specified by sex but by the 

intention of the utterance and the power position of the MP. 

I studied all linguistic factors relevant to directly and indirectly blaming someone, as well 

as assuming and shifting responsibility in my four separate corpora – government men and 

women, as well as opposition men and women.  

Thus, I studied the varieties of the personal pronouns én/engem/nekem [I/me/to me] and 

ön/önt/önnek [you/to you as 1SG formal address], and the direct categories of blaming and 

assuming responsibility. The indirect versions of these pronouns are 

mi/minket/nekünk/bennünket, [we/us/to us] and önök/önöknek [you/to you as 2PL formal 

address]. Another case of direct and indirect language use is when specific party names are 

pronounced, or when simply the phrases “the opposition thinks it wrong”, “the faction 

discusses”, or “the party approves” are used. This deliberately vague category includes the 

words faction, party, opposition, and government.  

There is another case of direct communication that directly seeks to clarify responsibility 

or to assume or shift responsibility, when the speakers use the name of their interlocutors, 

posing their questions or presenting their arguments directly to them, thus trying to justify 

their own ideas. There is a more sophisticated case when only the position of the person is 

addressed, but this is, again, a case of blaming someone or denying responsibility directly. 

Such position addresses are “dear fellow member (MP)” (both male and female), “dear state 

secretary” (both male and female), or “dear faction leader”. In the period discussed, there 

was no female faction leader present in any political platform. Concerning the terms 

“minister/ministress”: there was one woman in a ministerial position, her addresses were 

treated together with addresses of male ministers under the label “minister”.  

The groups containing direct and indirect linguistic elements are primarily different in the 

extent of being face-threatening.  

The terms “faction” and “party” are only counted as indirect if they stand alone, without 

any further clarification. In two cases I encountered the term “governing party”, this is 

obviously a specific form. 

Regarding direct addresses referring to position, I found that there was no female faction 

leader, so the female form of the address “faction leader” was not used. The address “fellow 

MP” was only taken into consideration when the speakers used it as an address and their 

words were directly addressed to the listener. 

 

Results of the First Hypothesis 

 

The most direct linguistic elements were found in the speeches of female opposition MPs. 

Indicators of indirectness were most frequent in speeches of male opposition MPs. 

The data are presented according to a male–female group division so that the gender 

specificities of the results can be discovered. This separation according to gender revealed the 

fact that male politicians used both direct and indirect linguistic acts more frequently than 

women. 
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When the results are investigated in terms of an opposition–government division, we find 

that opposition politicians use both direct and indirect linguistic acts more frequently than 

government politicians. 

The first part of the hypothesis, i.e. that direct questions and statements are primarily used 

by opposition politicians, has been justified. The statement that direct acts are more frequently 

used by opposition politicians, especially women, is true. According to my research the claim 

found in literature that women use more indirect linguistic forms than men (Leinfellner 2011: 

113–115) does not hold in political discourse.  

At the same time, the study of indirect statements yielded unexpected results: both data in 

literature (Boronkai 2006: 83) and my own hypothesis were disproved. Indirect questions and 

statements were the most frequently used by opposition politicians, more precisely, opposition 

male politicians. The claims found in literature, saying that indirect statements are more 

frequently used by women, cannot be held according to my findings, neither the statement 

according to which government politicians use indirect statements more frequently so that 

they can be made unspoken more easily.  

I tested the results using a chi-square test for independence to find out to what extent the 

correlations can be generalised to the base population in statistical terms. The chi-square test 

yielded the following result on the direct speech acts of the first hypothesis: p<0.05, so the 

result can be regarded as significant. 

 

4.2. Empirical Test of the Second Hypothesis 

 

In political discourse, Grice’s Maxims are inverted.  

There is no difference in this respect between women and men, but there is a difference 

between MPs in power and in opposition because their objectives, and therefore strategies, are 

different. Politicians in opposition are not as likely to violate Grice’s Maxims because openly 

blaming someone makes their strategy more effective than vagueness and glossing over the 

truth. 

 

To justify my hypothesis, I am going to use the inverse of the following sub-maxims as 

indicators.  

The two sub-maxims of the Maxim of Quantity are the following (Grice 2001: 216–217): 

 Make your contribution as informative as is required. 

 Do not make your contribution more informative than is required. 

 

The inverse of this maxim: 

Make your contribution more or less informative than required. 

 

Examples:  

Tautology: Privacy is privacy. An exit is an exit.  

Metaphor: croaking opposition.  

Irony: Thank you for your “considerate” question. 

Undercall: We are carrying out an unconventional economic policy.  

Hyperbole: Hungary is at war with unemployment. 

 

The Maxim of Quality (Grice 2001: 217): 

  Do not say what you believe to be false.  

 Do not say that for which you lack adequate evidence. 
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The inverse of this maxim: 

 Do not say anything that you mean literally. 

 

The Maxim of Relation (Grice 2001: 217):  

 Be relevant. 

 

The inverse of this maxim: 

 Be irrelevant. 

 

The two sub-maxims of the Maxim of Manner (Grice 2001: 217):   

 Avoid obscurity of expression. 

 Avoid ambiguity. 

 

According to the hypothesis, the inverse of the two strategies will be observable in the 

minutes of the parliamentary platform.  

Be vague.  

Be ambiguous. 

 

Results of the Second Hypothesis  

 

The division of the study of inverted maxims according to government and opposition groups 

shows that according to the corpus studied, government politicians were 40 percent more 

likely to violate Grice’s Maxims. 

If we see the results in groups of men and women, we do not find a significant difference. 

In the corpus studied, there were only 21 instances when men used inverted maxims more 

frequently. Considering the size of the corpus, we cannot regard this difference as important. 

If we study the data concerning the second hypothesis in the four groups, we find that the 

Maxims were most frequently violated by government men, and then the order of frequency 

was the following: opposition women, government women, and then opposition men resorted 

to violating the Maxims most frequently. The fact that after government men, it was 

opposition women who violated the Maxims most frequently can be explained by stating that 

these women suffer an additional negative discrimination in a political group lacking power 

whatsoever, so for them, it might be important to adopt the practices of the prestige group. 

My hypothesis was therefore justified, government politicians violate Grice’s Maxims 

more frequently, and in this respect there is no important difference between female and male 

politicians.  

The result of the significance calculations was p<0.05, so the results can be regarded as 

significant.  

 

4.3. Empirical Test of the Third Hypothesis 

 

The explication of the agent depends on the purpose of the speech. 

My third hypothesis states that opposition MPs use first person singular more often than 

government MPs, who tend to use a form with a generic subject. If this hypothesis is proven, 

we can state that political communication strategies overwrite the theses of gender linguistics.  

I analysed the results concerning the third hypothesis in female–male, as well as 

government–opposition relations. Thus I was able to make statements about the methods of 

assuming and denying responsibility, as well as blaming someone in the different groups. 

The indicators of openly blaming someone were the personal pronouns “I” and “you” 

(polite form) and its derivatives, e.g. “I would like to know...” “Have you taken measures in 
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this issue...?” There were 283 instances of this kind of openly blaming someone from female 

opposition politicians, whereas male opposition politicians used it less frequently, in 248 

instances.  

Sharing blame was defined as one containing the plural personal pronouns “we” and “you” 

(plural form) and their derivatives, e.g. “We think...” “You have made a mistake...” . This 

kind of shared blaming was more frequent in the case of male opposition politicians, the 

corpus studied contained 374 cases, whereas opposition women only used it in 293 instances. 

Covert blaming using generic subjects could be found most frequently in speeches of 

opposition women, in 227 instances altogether, whereas the same figure was 205 in the case 

of opposition men. 

 

Results of the Third Hypothesis 

 

Having summarised the findings in the corpus studied we can conclude that opposition 

women use both open and covert blaming more frequently then opposition men. Shared 

blaming was predominantly used by opposition men. 

When studying the speech acts of assuming and denying responsibility we can state that 

assuming responsibility can be open, concerning only one individual, or shared, using a plural 

structure, thus sharing responsibility, whereas denying responsibility can be achieved using 

distancing and using generic subjects. 

The results show that both assuming responsibility openly, and sharing responsibility could 

be observed more frequently in the case of government-party women. They assumed 

responsibility openly in 126 instances, while government men did the same only in 84 

instances. If we have a look at sharing responsibility, the difference is smaller: women 

produced 89, whereas men produced 81 instances. 

Denying responsibility using a generic subject was 50 percent more frequent in the case of 

male government politicians than their female government colleagues. The linguistic devices 

of distancing were produced in 227 instances by male government politicians, while female 

government politicians only used them in 146 instances. 

The division of the results into female and male groups reveals that female politicians use 

the speech acts of openly assuming responsibility and blaming someone, as well as the 

sharing strategy, more often. As opposed to this, the results of male politicians show that in 

this group covert denial of responsibility using generic subjects and blaming someone 

covertly are more frequent.  

These results reinforce the statements of previous research: in the political platform too, 

women use first person singular more often than men. 

The statement that men prefer to use a grammatical form with a generic subject (Huszár 

2009a: 61) has been confirmed only partially. The generic subject was used both by 

opposition women and government men to the same extent, in the corpus studied, in 227 

instances.  

Opposition politicians use first person singular and generic subjects more often, so the 

hypothesis that the position of the subject depends on the purpose of the speech has been 

confirmed only partially. When opposition politicians use the speech act of blaming someone, 

I found that they use the first person singular more often, but they also use generic subjects 

more often.  

If we compare the use of the first person singular and generic subjects, we find that a 

generic subject is used much more frequently than any form of the personal pronoun “I”. 

These results lead us to the conclusion that in political discourse, generic subjects are used 

much more frequently than the far more concrete personal pronoun.  
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The significance test of the generic subject yielded a result of p <0.05, so it can be regarded 

as significant. 

 

4.4. Empirical Test of the Fourth Hypothesis 

 

We can find the same number of explicit gender markers at both sexes, both in 

government-party and in opposition groups. 

My hypothesis assumes that the speech situation in the parliament does not facilitate 

expressing gender identity so I expect to find a similar number of, and only few, gender 

markers at both sexes. Taking power hierarchy into consideration we can see that the dividing 

line is between groups in power and groups in opposition.  

My study included 11 expressions, induced by a preliminary reading of the texts involved. 

In my analysis I used a narrow category, identity markers relating to the speaking agent, and a 

broader category as well.  

When listing the words I took their current meaning and also their context into 

consideration. I found two instances belonging to the narrow category of gender markers 

among the examples relating to the speaking agent, and those two were found in speeches of 

female opposition MPs.  

 

Results of the Fourth Hypothesis 

 

My assumptions proved t be true. In the whole of the corpus I found no more than 2 narrowly 

defined gender markers, and if we also have a look at the broader category, we find that the 

use of gender markers is strongly connected with subject matter.  

The most frequently used gender marker is the lexeme nő [woman], which is used by 

female politicians much more frequently than by their male colleagues. The most instances, 

94, came from female opposition politicians, this is followed by government female 

politicians, with 31 instances. Male politicians used the lexeme nő or -nő (as a suffix, like 

actress) only 21 times: male opposition politicians used it in 18, and male government 

politicians only in 3 instances.  

From the 11 indicators, 7 referred to women and 4 to men. The gender markers denoting 

woman were the following: nő and -nő, anya [mother], feleség [wife], hölgy [lady], szül [give 

birth], menstruál [have a period], férjhez megy [marry a man]. The gender markers denoting 

man were férfi [man], apa [father], férj [husband], nősül [marry a woman]. The gender 

markers denoting women were used in 226 instances, whereas those denoting men were used 

in 24 instances. We can conclude that there were ten times as many gender markers denoting 

woman in the corpus – in a parliament with 386 seats and only 21 female MPs.  

The general use of gender markers shows a variation depending on both gender and power 

distance. Female opposition MPs used expressions referring to sexual characteristics much 

more frequently. If we have a look at men, we can see that male opposition politicians used 

gender markers twice as frequently in their speeches as male government politicians. Female 

politicians used three times as many gender markers in the corpus studied as male politicians, 

so the use of expressions referring to gender is determined by the gender of the speaker. If we 

consider power distance and compare the gender marker use of female and male opposition 

politicians, we find that they use over twice as many gender markers as members of the 

government group. 

Women in opposition use gender markers twice as frequently as women in the governing 

party. We can find a similar proportion in the case of men. However, we can also observe that 

opposition women use them 3.5 times more frequently than opposition men. This proportion 

is exactly the same in the case of government politicians. 
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This shows that there is no direct correlation between the sex and power position of users 

of gender markers. Getting into power influences the use of gender markers in the same way 

in the case of both female and male politicians. 

 

4.5. Empirical Test of the Fifth Hypothesis 

 

In political discourse, tag questions serve to emphasise the theses pronounced by the 

speaker. Its use is neither phatic, nor a sign of uncertainty, and its use does not show any 

kind of gender preference. 

In Hungarian, the type of utterance using the question form ugye? at the end of the 

sentence is not used so frequently as the feature known as “tag question” in English. More 

exactly, in the Hungarian National Corpus the number of declarative sentences using ugye is 

9383, whereas the number of questions with ugye is only 5885. 

However, if we consider all functions of the particle ugye, we see that the use of this 

expression in Hungarian is quite versatile. I would like to distinguish three groups, all of 

which are significantly different from each other pragmatically: 

 

1.: Tag question seeking reinforcement: When we left I locked the car, didn’t I? 

2.: Phatic function: You want some more soup, don’t you? 

3.: Statement concealed as question, stressing the thesis pronounced by the speaker: I told 

you to fold your clothes, didn’t I? 

 

The utterances in the third type barely show any interrogative features, they are used as 

statements, and the particle ugye functions as a marker of added emphasis. It can be seen as a 

relational word that presupposes a positive answer.  

If it is used as an interrogative, the tag question always follows a declarative sentence and 

transforms it posteriorly into a question, usually a yes–no question (Keszler 2000: 384).  

The particle ugye also tells us about the attitude of the speaker. It conveys the idea that the 

speaker, to some extent, expects a positive response, the particle even prompts this. Although 

it does not explicitly want agreement, the speaker expects that the listener’s opinion is similar 

to the speaker’s. The particle, therefore, also expresses the hopes of the speaker. 

 

Results of the Fifth Hypothesis  

 

The incidence of the particle ugye is exactly the same in the case of female and male 

politicians. Fourteen instances were found in one of the three functions mentioned above. In 

the group of women, I found two instances of seeking reinforcement, but I found no example 

of the phatic function. The particle was used to add stress twelve times.  

Male politicians did not use the particle to seek reinforcement at all, and the phatic 

function was only used once. On the other hand, the particle was used to add stress thirteen 

times.  

When I analysed the data on the basis of the government–opposition dichotomy, I found 

that opposition politicians used the particle in 18 instances, while government politicians used 

it only in 10 instances. When I had a look at the function of adding stress, I found that 

opposition politicians used the particle three times more frequently than their government 

colleagues.  

If I analyse the results according to the four groups (government women and men, 

opposition women and men) I see that female opposition MPs used the particle to add stress 

most frequently; the order of frequency is then as follows: the group of male opposition MPs; 
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male government MPs; and finally female government MPs, who used the particle ugye to 

add stress the least frequently. 

Having obtained these results my reflections to my pre-research hypothesis are the 

following: 

In political discourse, ugye questions are used for the following purposes: 

- in the corpus studied they were used to add emphasis to the speaker’s views, in 25 

out of 28 cases, the MPs used them in this function;  

- they do not express uncertainty and do not take on a phatic function, they fall into 

the third category of ugye questions; 

- they are not determined in any way by gender, both female and male politicians 

used them in 14 instances in some sort of function; 

- opposition and government politicians used the particle ugye in 18 versus 7 

instances respectively to add emphasis; 

- all the other functions of the particle ugye were used in 18 versus 10 instances.  

 

The significance test of the particle ugye yielded a result where p>0.05, so the result cannot be 

regarded as significant.  

 

5. Interdisciplinary Perspectives – A Survey 

 

The general idea of the questionnaire study I conducted is the assumption that highly qualified 

women will more willingly belong to a group of similarly highly qualified men than to a 

group of disadvantaged women on the periphery of society (Koncz 2011: 25). As an analogy, 

we can say that women close to sources of power will serve the logic of power. I assume that 

the closer female politicians are to the source of power in parliament, the less they are willing 

to give an account of sexist phenomena. First, because they deny being subjected to them as a 

way of adapting effectively to the ruling ideology, second, because people in power will not 

use this kind of contemptuous symbolic weapon on them. Female politicians on the 

government side do feel this kind of suppression in their everyday political communication, 

but they themselves also use the common negative stereotypes and do not want to facilitate 

new female politicians getting seats in parliament. I suppose that female opposition politicians 

will receive the idea of a gender quota more enthusiastically, and they will uncover sexist 

phenomena in political life. I do so because I think women who achieve position and political 

power (clearly a minority group in parliament), will not let other fellow women achieve the 

same. The biggest threat for them is the very same group they belong to, so they constantly try 

to secure their power by assimilating to the majority group as much as possible. 

 

Results of the Survey 

 

The variable of the questionnaire is power position. The on-line questionnaire was filled in by 

8 female government and 11 female opposition MPs. One government MP refused to answer. 

The questionnaire focussed on the following topics: gender discrimination in parliament, 

judging the career paths of female MPs, ways of addressing female MPs, the addressees of 

speeches, recognition, relations between professional competence and sex, sexism in 

parliament, gender stereotypes, gender quotas. 

Summarising the findings of the questionnaire we can conclude that female MPs on the 

government side do not experience any kind of sexism in parliament, they reject the idea of 

the glass ceiling syndrome, and they are less willing to accept the idea that equal opportunities 

should be provided to everyone. From the feedback received we can conclude that the queen 

bee syndrome prevails in the case of female MPs on the government side, who try to protect 
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their position and adopt a male logic of power; whereas female opposition MPs demonstrate a 

willingness to help other women assert their interests.  

Some think that the queen bee syndrome could be eliminated in parliament by reaching 

critical mass, but this would require a proportion of approximately 30 percent female MPs in 

the Hungarian Parliament (Koncz 2014: 517). 

 

6. Summary 

 

My research was based on the dynamic model of gender linguistics, and investigated three 

issues: whether gender differences in language use are observable in the world of politics; 

language use is homogenised in political discourse; or differences are observable according to 

power, leading to homogeneous language use on the government and the opposition sides. My 

hypotheses were based upon the latter train of thought, i.e. the logic of power overwrites 

gender in political discourse. The focus of my assumptions was the idea that in a political 

setting, gender differences in language use do not prevail, but it is power position and the 

corresponding communication strategy that set the standards. 

The research I conducted based on five hypotheses and a questionnaire confirmed four of 

the five hypotheses and demonstrated that political utterances were influenced by power 

position, and gender is not a significant factor in political discourse.  
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