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AbStrACt: Recently there has been growing number of women running 
for national political positions. This study presents multimodal gender 
communicative-structures of female politicians. We analyzed 80 politi-
cal interviews by all female politicians who ran for the 20th Knesset in 
Israel (n=40). The findings revealed novel integrated structures that com-
bine masculine-verbal and feminine-nonverbal communicative-patterns. 
Unexpectedly, the adaptation of the mixed multimodal communicative-
structure was strongly correlated with power, particularly in terms of 
seniority. In contemporary political communication, the inclusion of 
feminine-nonverbal communicative-patterns is a manifestation of politi-
cal strength rather than of weakness. However, female politicians from 
cultural minorities express masculine-verbal and nonverbal commu-
nication-patterns, constituting the traditional communication-pattern 
of female politicians, which assumes that the key to female politicians’ 
success is adopting masculine communicative-structure.

KeywordS: female politicians, gender, intersectionality, nonverbal com-
munication, political communication, verbal communication

A significant political development over the past decade has been the 
growing number of women running for senior national political positions 
(Fracchiolla 2011). This trend has sparked broad academic interest in gen-
der and political communication (Cheung and Helpern 2010; Schneider 
2014). However, studies on female politicians have highlighted a gap in 
our understanding of political communication from a gender-oriented 
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perspective (Carlson 2007; Gidengil and Everitt 2003). The current study 
aims to fill this gap and to analyze the multimodal gender communicative 
structure of female politicians.

Gender communicative structure is conceptualized as the generalized 
descriptions comprising the features and behaviors expected of males and 
females (Shaw 2000). The objective of the current study is to present a theo-
retical and analytical framework of a multimodal communication approach 
that assesses both verbal and nonverbal modes and their association with 
gendered political communication. The study provides a complex analy-
sis of the communication patterns of female politicians, comprising an 
advanced political communication framework. The proposed framework 
synthesizes and develops the theoretical perspectives regarding the gender 
communicative structure of female politicians.

Moreover, this study aims to expand intersectionality theory by analyz-
ing the gender communicative structure of female politicians in the context 
of social categories of seniority, age, political orientation (left- or right-wing 
parties), and central or niche party. This novel analysis of a wide range of 
social categories delineates the communicative patterns of female politi-
cians and enhances our understanding of female politicians and gender in 
political communication, particularly during political campaigning.

Furthermore, this is the first study to analyze the gender communica-
tive structure of female politicians from cultural minorities and politically 
underrepresented social groups running for national positions. This anal-
ysis presents a complex explanation of the multidimensionality politics of 
inequality and the interconnection between perceived power and gender 
communicative structure of female politicians.

Gender in Political Communication

Up until the nineteenth century, women were excluded from the politi-
cal sphere. Aristotle, the father of political rhetoric, directed his theory 
solely at men, assuming that women lacked the necessary skills to adopt 
his theory of political rhetoric (Glenn 1997). For many years, this basic 
assumption strongly influenced the male monopoly over political com-
munication. Accordingly, the discipline of rhetoric was shaped by male-
patriarchal agendas, ideas, and values that reinforced male control and 
dominance over many areas of the political game (Field 2013; Grebelsky-
Lichtman and Bdólach 2017).

The patriarchal agendas that were embedded in numerous fields of 
life structured theories concerning women’s supposed “deficit” in order 
to entrench male control (Alexander 2013). The post-Freudian scholar 
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Jacques Lacan defined women’s language as defective compared to that of 
men (Cixous and Kuhn 1981). According to Lacan, women’s sense of this 
deficit influences their language and the shaping of subconscious themes, 
their sense of inferiority, and ultimately the manner in which language is 
portrayed (Irigaray 1997). The argument was that women conform to the 
symbolic order and adopt language that reflects an essence of absence and 
deficit (Barber 1989; A. R. Jones 1997).

Lacan’s theory was fiercely criticized by feminist scholars (Cixous et al. 
1976; Irigaray 2002a; Kristeva 2019) who rejected the idea that women’s 
language is impoverished (Alexander 2013) due to their inability to iden-
tify with a rational father (man) figure who has the power to control all 
levels of language (Cixous and Kuhn 1981; Irigaray 1987). Lacan’s theory 
was also criticized on the grounds that it embodies sexist thinking that 
oppresses women and regards them as negative stereotypes (Alexander 
2013; Kristeva 2004).

The feminists’ argument was that women are silenced and alienated from 
general discourse so that their voices remain unheard (Cixous et al. 1976). 
Thus, women who express themselves and move to center stage will save 
women in general from the silencing and oppression they face (Alexander 
2013; Cixous and Kuhn 1981). The emphasis was on the importance of female 
expression, which should free women’s subconscious from the shackles of 
social norms (Irigaray 1987). In contrast to Freud’s subconscious, that of 
women is not universal and fixed but is connected to history—the old sto-
ries concerning femininity are raised again, but always with the opportunity 
for change and correction (Irigaray 1997; A. R. Jones 1997; Kristeva 2019).

The emerging feminist movement led to public awareness of the 
unequal power relations between men and women and the interconnec-
tions between inequality, gender, and language (Barber 1989; Irigaray 
2002b). This awareness encouraged gender research in applied linguistics, 
reviving discourse on the “deficit” theory, which focuses on women’s sta-
tus and the way it is manifested in language (Alexander 2013; Cixous and 
Derrida 1994). Different scholars applied this theory in different ways, 
but the dominant approach was that male language is the normative one, 
while female language has negative features that deviate from the male 
norm (Davis and Skilton-Sylvester 2004; Irigaray 2002a). This approach 
reinforced Hélène Cixous’s claim that society glorifies male expression 
but suppresses female expression (Cixous and Kuhn 1981). According to 
exponents of the “deficit” theory, women suffer from a deficit in their own 
female discourse, stemming from repression (Kristeva 2002). Numerous 
articles have depicted women’s language as inferior, limited, and deficient 
compared to that of men and as a problem that requires a solution (Davis 
and Skilton-Sylvester 2004; Henley and Kramarae 2001).
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Feminist scholars discussed this perception of a “deficit” that has 
influenced many disciplines over the years (Field 2013) and argued that 
male rhetorical tradition developed as the exclusive history of men who, 
over the years, attributed to themselves qualities consistent with their 
control of women (Glenn 1997). These qualities, such as strong oratory 
and persuasive skills, have helped men maintain their dominant position 
(Kristeva 2002). In this manner, the deficit that ostensibly exists in women 
was manifested in every action they performed. Many women attempted 
to “learn” to eradicate these supposed defects and thus constantly attempt 
to prove themselves (Irigaray 2002).

Communication differences have been found between male and female 
politicians, corresponding to gender communicative patterns (Carlson 
2007; Shaw 2000). Characteristics such as independence, assertiveness, 
self-reliance, competitiveness, and being task-oriented are considered to 
be masculine, whereas characteristics such as communality, caring, other-
orientation, nurturing, kindness, submissiveness, and helpfulness are con-
sidered feminine (Schneider 2014). Moreover, masculine communicative 
patterns are considered more important to a political leader (Dumitrescu 
et al. 2013) and are strongly correlated to perceived power, confidence, 
and persuasiveness (Dumitrescu et al. 2015).

Thus, there has been a common assumption in the political sphere that 
female politicians had to adopt the male communication structure, both 
verbally and nonverbally, if they wished to succeed. The key to female pol-
iticians’ success was to adopt masculine communication patterns (Coyle 
2009), as in the case of Margaret Thatcher in Britain. Edgar Wilson (1992) 
discussed how Thatcher’s advisors encouraged her to speak more like a 
man; for example, training her to lower the pitch of her voice and speak 
more slowly. Likewise, Israeli Prime Minister Golda Meir was told, as a 
compliment, that “she was ‘the only man in the government’” (Madzini 
2009). This preference for a masculine communication structure was rein-
forced by the predominance of masculine metaphors, particularly in media 
coverage during political campaigns of confrontation, war, aggression, and 
sporting events, particularly male-dominant sports like boxing (Gidengil 
and Everitt 1999). These metaphors of political leaders both reflect and 
reinforce society’s dominant cultural values. Specifically, they reflect a 
deeply rooted conception of politics as a male preserve.

Recently, the conservative masculine communicative pattern has no 
longer been acceptable for contemporary female politicians (Tinsley et al. 
2009), who now face a tradeoff between likeability and competence. When 
a female politician is perceived as being too masculine (for example, Hill-
ary Clinton), she will be seen as capable but unlikeable; whereas a female 
politician who is perceived as being too feminine (such as Sarah Palin) 
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may be liked but viewed as incompetent (McGinley 2009). This tradeoff is 
explained by role congruity theory (Eagly and Karau 2002), which argues 
that women who aspire to political leadership positions face a double 
bind (Hooker and Tillery 2016): if they conform to their gender role, it will 
be considered a failure to meet the requirements of their leader role, but if 
they conform to their leader role, it will be considered a failure to meet the 
requirements of their gender (Dumitrescu et al. 2013). In simulated elec-
tions, female candidates received more votes only when they were evalu-
ated higher for both masculine and feminine characteristics (Cheung and 
Helpern 2010).

This suggests that the public is interested in a new feminism that embod-
ies a combination of masculinity and femininity (McGinley 2009; Rudman 
and Fairchild 2004). As Cixous (1981) noted, the discovery of a combined 
communication pattern is important: any feminine expression, however 
small, has the potential to improve the status of women and has significant 
ramifications for the status of women politicians, enabling the partial free-
ing of politics from male control and the expansion of female dominance.

Studies have indicated that women have several communicative fea-
tures that are not considered valuable in the political sphere (Fox and 
Oxley 2003). For example, women are expected to be “nice” and avoid 
aggressive behavior (Rudman and Fairchild 2004). These characteristics 
give male politicians an advantage and impede female politicians. Senior 
female politicians face a complex communication challenge that has many 
internal contradictions. Female politicians are forced to successfully com-
bine masculine and feminine communicative aspects and to negotiate a 
series of obstacles in order to be perceived as worthy (Deutsch 2007; Eagly 
and Karau 2002). The current study aims to address this challenge. Based 
on the theoretical ground, we hypothesized:

H1: The gender communicative structure of female politicians will present 
a new, combined structure of both feminine and masculine communicative 
patterns.

A Multimodal Gender Communicative Framework

This study develops a multimodal communication approach (S. Jones and 
LeBaron 2002) that analyzes the verbal and nonverbal modes in order to 
present a comprehensive examination of the communicative framework 
of female politicians. Most previous studies have examined these commu-
nication modes separately and focused on either verbal or nonverbal com-
munication. The current study aims to fill this gap in the research literature.
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Based on aggregation of numerous studies, this study presents the 
multimodal gender communicative framework that maps a wide range 
of verbal and nonverbal gender communicative patterns in the research 
literature that are defined as masculine or feminine. The gender commu-
nicative framework is constructed as a matrix with two axes: communi-
cation mode (verbal/nonverbal) and gender communicative structure 
(feminine/masculine). This framework delineates four dimensions: ver-
bal feminine communicative patterns, masculine verbal communicative 
patterns, feminine nonverbal communicative patterns, and masculine 
nonverbal communicative patterns. This theoretical and analytical frame-
work enabled us to define the dominant gender communicative structure 
among women in the political sphere.

Intersectionality and Female Politicians’  
Communicative Structure

In accordance with intersectionality theory (Ludvig 2006), an examination 
of female politicians and gender in political communication should con-
sider multiple identities of social categories, which represent axes of iden-
tity that interact on multidimensional levels affecting gender perspective 
(Crenshaw and Thomas 2004; Kristeva 2004). Recently, the multidimen-
sionality politics of inequality, intersectionality, and complex inequality 
has been widely accepted in the study of gender and race across the social 
science disciplines (Kristeva 2019; McCall and Orloff 2017) but has yet to 
be as successfully integrated into studies of electoral politics and political 
campaigning (Hooker and Tillery 2016; Strolovitch et al. 2017).

The present study aims to fill this gap in the research literature and 
develops intersectionality theory and the multidimensional perspec-
tive of identity, arguing that differences exist between different women 
according to background factors such as age, ethnicity, class, and nation-
ality (Ludvig 2006; Hooker and Tillery 2016). Groups of women should 
not be studied as monolithic entities; instead, attention should be given 
to internal differences to ensure reliable and more comprehensive find-
ings. Based on intersectionality theory, the current study examined the 
difference between various women politicians in terms of their communi-
cative patterns, between women from cultural minorities and those from 
the mainstream, and between women from different sectors—right- and 
left-wing parties, different ages, various levels of political seniority, and 
differences between central and niche parties.

The use of intersectionality theory led us to complex findings concern-
ing the communicative patterns of women politicians. This study built an 



112   |   Tsfira Grebelsky-Lichtman and Keren Mabar

innovative female political communication model that contained various 
women politicians and mapped the communicative structure according to 
diverse social categories. The intriguing question that lies at the heart of 
our analysis is whether the combined gender model, as suggested in H1, 
is indeed adopted by all women politicians, or whether differences can be 
found against the background of social status.

Previous research has argued that masculine expressions are also iden-
tified with greater social power (Dumitrescu et al. 2013; Lakoff 1990), while 
the combined model includes the adoption of feminine traits that studies 
have shown are interpreted as expressions of weakness (Suleiman and 
O’Connell 2007). Accordingly, the political game is not only one between 
masculine and feminine, but also between strong and weak (Baxter 2010; 
Gidengil and Everitt 2003). Therefore, it follows that socially and/or polit-
ically strong women (attributed mainly to seniority) will adopt masculine 
communicative patterns, while those considered “weaker” in social and/
or political terms will adopt feminine patterns. On the basis of the theo-
retical background, intersectionality theory, multidimensionality politics 
of inequality, and previous research, we hypothesized:

H2a: Seniority of female politicians will be positively correlated with mascu-
line verbal and nonverbal communicative patterns.

Regarding the categories of age and political orientation (right- versus 
left-wing parties and central versus niche parties), studies have indicated 
that masculine communicative patterns are considered more conserva-
tive patterns of political leaders (McGinley 2009; Rudman and Fairchild 
2004). Thus, female politicians of right-wing and central parties and older 
female politicians will display a more verbal and nonverbal conservative 
masculine communicative structure. Nonetheless, female politicians from 
the niche parties, who tended to portray themselves as “revolutionaries” 
(Baxter 2010) may seek to overturn social norms and will therefore display 
novel gendered communication structures. Accordingly, we advanced the 
following hypotheses:

H2b: Age of female politicians will be positively correlated with masculine 
verbal and nonverbal communicative patterns.

H2c: Female politicians from central parties will display more masculine 
verbal and nonverbal communicative patterns than female politicians from 
niche parties.

H2d: Female politicians from right-wing parties will display more mascu-
line verbal and nonverbal communicative patterns than female politicians 
from left-wing parties.
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Communicative Structure of Female Politicians  
from Cultural Minorities

A cultural minority group is defined as a category of people differentiated 
from the social majority and from those who hold the major positions of 
social power in a society (Laurie and Khan 2017; Sanchez 2014). This differ-
entiation may be based on one or more observable human characteristics, 
including ethnicity, race, religion, ability, or wealth (Davis 2008; Thompson 
2002). Usage of the term “cultural minority group” has been applied to 
various situations and civilizations throughout history, despite the popu-
lar misconception that it necessarily refers to a numerical and statistical 
minority (Cliff 1998). In the social sciences, the term “minority” is some-
times used to describe the social power relations between dominant and 
subordinate groups, rather than merely indicating demographic strength 
within a population. Furthermore, from an intersectional sociological per-
spective, any given individual may simultaneously occupy both a majority 
and a minority identity, depending on the intersection of different social 
categories (such as those surrounding age, religion, and so on).

Members of cultural minority groups are liable to be treated differen-
tially within the countries and societies in which they live (Sanchez 2014). 
The discrimination may be directly based on an individual’s perceived 
membership of a minority group, without considering that individual’s 
personal attributes or achievements. It may also occur indirectly, through 
social and political structures that are not equally accessible to all (Shapira 
et al. 2013).

There is a lack of research into the communicative patterns of women 
politicians from cultural minority groups. The present study is the first to 
include these women as a distinct focus of study, despite the challenges 
involved due to their underrepresentation in politics. These women from 
cultural minorities are “the ‘dark continent’ that is not unknowable, only 
so far unexplored” (Cixous et al. 1976: 884).

The present study takes a further step by adopting the intersectionality 
approach and the multidimensional perspective on identity (Cliff 1998) 
to female politicians from cultural minorities, emphasizing the need to 
examine women from different sectors, who constitute a minority within 
a minority in the cultural/social sense (Strolovitch et al. 2017). While most 
previous studies have analyzed gender, racial, and class inequality sepa-
rately, we offer a complex identification approach to recognize multiple 
dimensions of power, difference, and inequality.

This multidimensional perspective is central in the context of the rela-
tions between social power and communicative conduct in the politi-
cal arena (Hooker and Tillery 2016). Since cultural minority groups, by 
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definition, suffer from relative political weakness (Shapira et al. 2013), we 
may expect that female politicians from these cultural minority groups 
will display more feminine communicative patterns. As previous studies 
have indicated, feminine expressions are attributed to less social power 
(Lakoff 1990) and have been interpreted as expressions of weakness 
(Suleiman and O’Connell 2007). Based on the existing theoretical litera-
ture, we hypothesized:

H3: Female politicians from cultural minorities will be characterized by 
feminine verbal and nonverbal communicative patterns.

Method

The Corpus of the Study

The study analyzed 80 political interviews by all of the female politicians 
(n=40) who were candidates in the campaign for the elections to the 20th 
Knesset in Israel, during 2014–2015, from the date of announcement of the 
election (8 December 2014) through Election Day (17 March 2015). Table 1 
presents the descriptive analysis that elaborates the corpus of the study, 
including the names of the female politicians, affiliation at the time of 
the analysis (the position that each female politician holds in the Israeli 
parliament), age (in years, M=38.5; SD=19.1), seniority (in years, M=11.6; 
SD=19.8), name of their political party, characteristics of their political party 
(right/left/centrist, as defined by the party itself, central party (65 percent), 
or niche party (35 percent), and the concrete dates of the analyzed political 
interviews (with two political interviews for each female politician). (Please 
note that tables, figures, and photographs follow the main text.)

All of the political interviews were in the context of the national political 
campaign for the elections to the 20th Knesset in Israel. These elections rep-
resent an important development in the political arena due to the high rate 
of election of female Members of Knesset, who for the first time in Israel’s 
history accounted for more than a quarter of the 120 members of the coun-
try’s single-chamber parliament. Moreover, in contrast to previous years, 
women’s representation in Israel’s left-wing parties over the past decade 
has not outstripped their representation on the right (Shapira et al. 2013). 
Women participated actively in campaigning and most of them secured 
strong positions in the electoral lists of their respective parties.

However, despite the trend of an increasing number of women running 
for national office, a United Nations report1 indicates that women are still 
underrepresented in leading political positions. This has occurred despite 
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their proven abilities as leaders and agents of change and despite their right 
to participate equally in democratic governance. Regarding the representa-
tion of women in Israeli politics from a comparative perspective, an exami-
nation of women’s descriptive representation in the Knesset shows Israel’s 
dismal situation compared with other countries. As of March 2013, Israel 
ranked sixty-fourth in the world in terms of the percentage of women in 
parliament, and twentieth among the 34 OECD states (Shapira et al. 2013).

All political interviews were broadcast on televised political programs 
on national television channels: Channel 1, Channel 10, Channel 2, and the 
Knesset Channel. The political interviews were of roughly equal lengths 
(M=5.43; SD=0.21). In all of the political interviews, the female politician 
was the only interviewee. The political interviews were randomly selected 
from YouTube, because YouTube is a video sharing platform that is used 
by both political parties, individual politicians, and also by media corpo-
rations, thus almost all political interviews are available at YouTube.

Furthermore, this study examined the verbal and nonverbal commu-
nicative patterns of all female politicians, including those whose voices 
are not heard; that is, women from underrepresented groups in Israel on 
the right and left of the political spectrum, and including women from 
cultural minorities (7.5 percent): Israeli-Arabs (5 percent), and Ethiopians 
(2.5 percent).

Analyzing the Communication Modalities

Each political interview was transcribed according to the conventions of 
conversation analysis (CA) (Hamo 2004; Stivers and Sidnell 2012), which 
preserve the nuanced meanings of the interaction. Based on CA conven-
tions, the transcriptions include vocalic aspects such as tone, fluency, 
pitch, rate of speech, and volume. Appendix 1 provides an example from 
political interviews that clarifies the transcription methods, grounded on 
the conventions of CA.

The transcribers were two undergraduate research assistants, each of 
whom underwent approximately eight hours of training. The percentage 
of congruency among the transcribers was found to be 96 percent. The 
interactions were coded by two other undergraduate research assistants, 
each of whom received approximately 15 hours of training.

Coding of Verbal Communication

The coding of verbal communication and the categories of analysis were 
based on content analysis. The transcribed political interviews of female 
politicians were divided into utterances, which are the basic units of 
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semantic content (Courtright 2014). An utterance is defined as the gram-
matical realization of a communicative act. Psychologically, a communica-
tive act concerns one unit of experience. Conveying two distinct points of 
experience requires two communicative acts. “Theoretically, each utter-
ance corresponds to one point of contact. The goal of unitizing specifi-
cations is to accurately represent one psychological unit of experience 
communicated between speaker and other” (Stiles 1992: 108). Operation-
ally, an utterance may be smaller than a sentence, and a sentence may 
include several utterances. Appendix 1 illustrates the division into utter-
ances. In the presented coding scheme, it is possible for an utterance to 
represents multiple categories that are not mutually exclusive. This cod-
ing scheme characterizes and interprets verbal communication.

As Table 2 shows, the speech act expressed for each utterance was spec-
ified (Blum-Kulka 2003). Speech acts attributed to the feminine structure 
are: concrete example, emotional reference, personal example, hesitant 
speech, passive speech, softened statement, request, apology, receiving 
approval, asking questions, and empathy.

Speech acts attributed to the masculine structure are: action demand, 
activity, expressed significant opinion, display solution, assertive speech, 
rationality, pertinacity, direct speech, accusing speech, speech in the first 
person singular, and angry speech.

Coding of Nonverbal Communication

The coding of nonverbal communication was based on gestures, facial 
expressions, and vocalic cues, in order to address fundamental aspects of 
nonverbal behavior. The coding was based on functional theory (Bavelas 
1994) in which a gesture is defined as a form of nonverbal communication 
that involves visible bodily actions communicating particular messages, 
either in place of or together with speech. Gestures include movements of 
the hands, face, or other parts of the body (Afifi 2007). Operationally, cod-
ing nonverbal gestures and facial expressions used a multitiered system 
for observed nonverbal communication, classification, and analysis. In 
this coding scheme, it is possible for a nonverbal expression to represent 
multiple categories that are not mutually exclusive. This coding scheme 
characterizes and interprets nonverbal communication.

As Table 2 shows, nonverbal communication expressions attributed to 
the masculine structure are: displays of anger, such as knocking on a table; 
sharp movements; broad hand movements; assertiveness hand move-
ments; gestures that reinforce the verbal message; sarcasm; deep voice; 
clenched fists; slow speech; stable and monotonous speech; and angry 
facial expressions.
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Nonverbal expressions attributed to the feminine structure are: round 
movements, making eye contact; high/grating voice, smiling, expressive 
voice, rapid voice, diverse intonation, weak voice, hesitation/fluency 
problems, small movements, and expressive facial expressions.

Intercoder Reliability

Ten percent of the political interviews were randomly selected and coded 
separately by two coders. Intercoder reliability was tested using Harold 
Guetzkow’s (1950) Unitizing Formula 10 on the division into verbal and 
nonverbal expressions; u=.02. Cohen’s Kappa was computed for the four 
coding types, as follows: (1) masculine verbal communication [0.93]; (2) 
masculine nonverbal communication [0.89]; (3) feminine verbal commu-
nication [0.91]; and (4) feminine nonverbal communication [0.90]. Table 2 
elaborates the Cohen’s Kappa values for each verbal and nonverbal com-
munication pattern.

Study Design

The study used a multivariate design. The dependent variables consti-
tuted the gender communicative patterns (Table 2) of masculine verbal 
communication; masculine nonverbal communication; feminine verbal 
communication; and feminine nonverbal communication. Boxplots were 
conducted to analyze the particular gender communicative structure of 
female politicians. The boxplots display the extreme values of maximum 
and minimum, the lower and upper quartiles, and the average for female 
politicians’ masculine verbal communication patterns, feminine verbal 
communication patterns, masculine nonverbal communication patterns, 
and feminine nonverbal communication patterns.

Furthermore, quantitative multiple regression models were conducted. 
Operationally, aggregation of the dependent variables of feminine/mas-
culine verbal/nonverbal patterns within each political interview were 
conducted to create the scales. Due to the nested nature of the data (inter-
views within politicians), first, we employed a two-level hierarchical 
multiple regression model, in which Level 1 captures within-person vari-
ability across interviews and Level 2 captures within-person variability 
across politicians for all dependent variables (masculine verbal, feminine 
verbal, masculine nonverbal, feminine nonverbal patterns).

Moreover, we computed multiple logistic regression models to examine 
the unique contribution of the independent variables: seniority (in years), 
age (in years), political orientation of right-wing party/left-wing party 
(dummy variable), and central party/niche party (dummy variable).



118   |   Tsfira Grebelsky-Lichtman and Keren Mabar

In addition, we presented a qualitative analysis of female politicians 
from cultural minority groups. Two case studies of cultural minorities 
were analyzed: Israeli-Arabs and Ethiopians.

results

Female Politicians Multimodal Gender Communicative Structure

The findings revealed a novel multimodal gender communication struc-
ture of female politicians. Confirming H1, the analysis of masculine ver-
bal/nonverbal communication patterns versus feminine verbal/nonverbal 
communication patterns, revealed that female politicians introduced us 
with a new communicative structure, that represents an advanced gen-
der-integrated framework (feminine verbal/nonverbal communicative 
patterns, M=4.60; SD=1.90, compared to masculine verbal/nonverbal 
communicative patterns, M=5.08; SD=2.21). This multimodal communica-
tion structure represents a mixed gender communicative structure among 
female politicians, which included both masculine and feminine patterns 
(see Figures 1A–1D).

Analyses of the advanced multimodal communication structure of 
female politicians revealed that female politicians’ multimodal gender 
communicative structure contains patterns of masculine verbal commu-
nication with patterns of feminine nonverbal communication. Compre-
hensive analyses using a two-level hierarchical multiple regression model 
of the diverse communication modes supported H1 and found a mixed 
multimodal gender framework. In the first model, we predicted mascu-
line verbal communicative structure and feminine verbal communicative 
structure. The results of that model showed a significant negative connec-
tion between feminine verbal and masculine verbal communicative struc-
tures (B=-.69, SE=1.07, t(39)=-1.65, p<.04), such that lower feminine verbal 
communication predicted greater masculine verbal communication. In 
the second model, we predicted masculine nonverbal communicative 
structure and feminine nonverbal communicative structure. The results 
showed a significant negative connection between feminine nonverbal 
and masculine nonverbal communicative structures (B=-.76, SE=1.24, 
t(39)=-2.27, p<.02); among female politicians, lower masculine nonverbal 
communication predicted greater feminine nonverbal communication.

Therefore, female politicians during the campaign conducted them-
selves according to a new integrated gender communicative structure 
based on a combination of nonverbal feminine patterns with verbal mas-
culine patterns that were suited to the political sphere.
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Female Politicians’ Verbal Communicative Structure

In keeping with H1, the communication structure of female politicians 
represents a mixed gender communicative structure, which included 
mainly masculine verbal patterns. As Figure 1A shows, the masculine ver-
bal communication pattern most prevalent among female politicians was 
the use of rational statements (such as “It’s always been this way” and 
“After all, this didn’t start now”) (M=7.9, SD=4.1). This was followed by 
assertive speech and the presentation of personal positions and opinions 
(“I don’t think there’s room for discourse between us”) (M=6.4, SD=3.4). 
Their verbal communication was also characterized by active first-person 
speech (for example, “I’m working,” “I always say,” “I’m doing”) (M=6.2, 
SD=4.2).

As Figure 1B shows, the feminine verbal communication pattern that 
was found most often among female politicians was soft speech (“I think 
it might be worthwhile”) (M=3.2, SD=2.6). This was followed by the use 
of questions (“What does this mean?”) (M=2.6, SD=2.1).

Female Politicians Nonverbal Communicative Structure

Supporting H1, the mixed gender communicative structure of female 
politicians expressed mainly feminine nonverbal patterns. As presented 
in Figure 1C, the masculine nonverbal communication pattern that was 
encountered most frequently was the use of gestures reinforcing the verbal 
message (M=5.5, SD=4.6), followed by sharp movements (M=5.4, SD=4.5) 
and the use of broad hand movements (M=4.02, SD=3.2) (see Photo 5).

As can be seen in Figure 1D, the feminine nonverbal communication 
pattern adopted most frequently by female politicians was diverse intona-
tion (M=6.38, SD=5.1), followed by round movements (M=5.5, SD=4.1) 
(see Photo 2 of Yael German) and smiling (M=4.9, SD=3.1), as can be seen 
in Photo 1 of Ayelet Shaked.

As noted above, female politicians adopted a combined communica-
tion structure, which supported H1 and is characterized by the use of mas-
culine verbal patterns with feminine nonverbal patterns.

The Effect of Seniority on Female Politicians Communicative Structure

Seniority was a significant predictor for the mixed-gender communicative 
structure. Multiple regression models revealed (see Table 3) that greater 
seniority was significantly related to communicative structure of mascu-
line verbal patterns (B=1.63, SE=.35, t(39)=4.60, p<.001). As we predicted 
in H2a more senior female politicians made more use of masculine verbal 
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communicative structure. Regarding the nonverbal communication, con-
trary to the assumption in H2a that more senior female politicians will 
make more use of masculine nonverbal communicative structure, we 
found (see Table 3) that greater seniority was significantly related to com-
municative structure of feminine nonverbal patterns (B=1.46, SE=.56, 
t=4.60, p<.05). Thus, senior female politicians displayed the mixed gen-
dered communicative structure of masculine vernal communication com-
bined with feminine nonverbal expressions.

An example was Zehava Gal-On, who as head of the Meretz list 
expressed her anger at a (male) Member of Knesset from another party 
who urged electors not to vote for Meretz. Gal-On verbally attacked the 
politician and chastised him on live television. However, Gal-On non-
verbally displayed gestures that expressed a pre-occupation with self-
appearance and her hand gestures were rounded (see Photo 3). Another 
example was Tzipi Livni, the minister of justice (see Photo 4) who made 
firm comments about aspects that need changing in Israel, but these were 
accompanied by soft hand movements and the use of rounded move-
ments. In other words, the more senior female politician more studiously 
adopted a combined gender communication model based on masculine 
verbal patterns and feminine nonverbal patterns.

The Effect of Age on Female Politicians Communicative Structure

In the advanced multivariate design, when we conducted multiple 
regression models, the effect of age was not significant (see Table 3). 
Older female politicians did not significantly express masculine verbal 
and masculine nonverbal communicative structure. Thus, results did not 
confirm H2b.

The Effect of Political Orientation (Central versus Niche Political Party) on 
Female Politicians Communicative Structure

The contribution of political orientation of central versus niche political 
party, on female politicians’ communicative structure was significant. In 
accordance with H2c, it was found (see Table 3) that female politicians 
from central parties showed a statistically significantly greater use of mas-
culine verbal patterns than female politicians who belong to a niche party, 
which showed less masculine verbal communication (B=-10.3, SE=5.75, 
t(39)=-1.79, p<.05). As for the nonverbal communication, female politi-
cians from niche parties showed greater feminine nonverbal communica-
tion patterns than those of central orientation, although this effect was not 
significant (see Table 3).
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As can be seen in Photo 5, Miri Regev from the Likud party displayed 
very broad hand movements that occupy a large space—a characteristic of 
masculine communicative nonverbal behavior.

The Effect of Political Orientation (Right-wing/Left-wing/Central Party) on 
Female Politicians Communicative Structure

In terms of predicting gendered communicative structure of female poli-
ticians, results indicated that the political orientation of right-wing/left-
wing/central party has a significant effect. In accordance with H2d, female 
politicians from left-wing parties displayed significantly more the advanced 
mixed-gender communication structure of masculine verbal patterns and 
feminine nonverbal expressions. As can be seen in Table 3, female politi-
cians from left-wing parties used feminine nonverbal patterns more than 
those from the central parties; the difference was statistically significant 
(B=8.25, SE=4.22, t(39)=1.96, p<.05). Furthermore, supporting the mixed 
gendered communicative structure, female politicians from left-wing par-
ties used masculine verbal patterns (B=11.78, SE=6.72, t(39)=1.75 p<.05).

For example, Tzipi Livni (see Photo 4) from the Zionist Union made 
firm comments about aspects that need changing in Israel, but these 
were accompanied by soft hand movements, smiles, and the use of small, 
rounded movements.

The Effect of Cultural Minority on Female Politicians Communicative 
Structure: Two Case Studies

Case Study I: Israeli-Arab Female Politicians
In contrast to H3, the study found that the verbal communication of 

the two female Israeli-Arab politicians—Haneen Zoabi and Aida Touma-
Suleiman—followed the masculine verbal and nonverbal model. Their 
answers tended to be forthright, their speech direct, and they used accu-
sations and angry speech. By way of example, when Zoabi was asked how 
she was doing, she replied “Not good.” It should be emphasized that this 
use of accusations and angry speech was an extremely strong feature in 
both these politicians. For example, Aida Touma-Suleiman accusingly 
declared “You don’t care about the housing crisis in the Arab public!”

The Israeli-Arab female politicians’ use of the masculine verbal com-
munication was also apparent in their preference for first-person singular 
speech, together with a forceful and direct style. For example, Zoabi pre-
sented firm statements in a factual manner: “I threaten the status quo of 
Israeli society!” “I’m the one who favors equality!” Both politicians used a 
forceful and accusatory style. For example, Aida Touma-Suleiman launched 
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a verbal attack after she was asked whether she would sing the Israeli 
national anthem: “Why do you expect me to sing the anthem? It doesn’t 
represent me!” The two politicians also frequently included rationaliza-
tion in their arguments, presenting not only causes, but also outcomes. An 
example was a forceful comment by Zoabi: “We won’t recommend ‘Bou-
gie’ [Labor Party leader Isaac Herzog] because of the inequality that the 
Labor Party creates.” Thus, the verbal communication of the Israeli-Arabs 
female politicians examined in this study was strongly masculine.

It is interesting to note that, unlike female politicians from the majority 
group, the Israeli-Arab politicians also adopted the masculine model in 
their nonverbal communication (see Photo 6). When Zoabi and Suleiman 
raised harsh accusations (on issues such as the national anthem, Israel’s 
policy regarding the housing crisis among Arab citizens, and the confis-
cation of Arab land), their gestures and para-linguistic communicative 
aspects (voice, intonation, volume, pace of speech, etc.) were also highly 
accusatory and firm, in keeping with the masculine nonverbal commu-
nicative model. For example, when Zoabi criticized Israel’s conduct, she 
made extensive use of sarcasm, a feature of the masculine nonverbal 
model that accompanies forceful communicative behavior. Zoabi retorted: 
“And why don’t you? Why don’t you think about the occupation”; “You 
wanna get into a competition about who’s angrier? Ok, let’s get into that!” 
Zoabi made extensive use of accusations: “Instead of accepting responsi-
bility, why do you run away and start talking about Da’esh?” Her gestures 
reinforced these verbal messages, including the extensive use of sharp 
hand movements and fist movements. Her face was tight and angry, like 
a person saying things that anger them. It is also interesting to note that 
the Israeli-Arab female politicians paid less attention to their appearance 
and did not display gestures that expressed a pre-occupation with self-
appearance, contrary to one of the hallmarks of feminine nonverbal com-
munication, as in the example of Touma-Suleiman.

Zoabi’s hand gestures were assertive, reinforcing her angry, threatening, 
and assertive speech (see Photo 7). Her speech was also slower, including 
words she wished to emphasize, such as “inequality” and “oppression.” 
Her facial expressions were angry, matching her harsh sentences. As can 
be seen, Zoabi did not adopt the feminine communicative model in either 
the verbal or the nonverbal communication modes.

Case Study II: An Ethiopian Female Politician
The analysis of the communicative structure of Member of Knesset Penina 
Tamanu-Shata, who is of Ethiopian-Jewish origin and is a member of the 
Yesh Atid party, showed that both of her communicative modes (verbal/
nonverbal) followed predominantly masculine patterns. This finding 
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contradicts H3. For example, she rarely smiled, and she conveyed a sense 
of forcefulness and assertiveness, accompanied by angry facial expres-
sions and clenched eyebrows (see Photo 8). She did not tend to include 
emotional statements in her comments and her answers were dominated 
by rationalization. For example, when asked whether she thought she was 
not active enough on her Facebook page, she interrupted the interviewer 
and declared forcefully: “It’s important to know how to do things in the 
right measure.”

In addition, the adoption of the masculine communicative model that 
was dominant in the past was also reflected in the verbal expressions in 
the use of active first-person statements, such as “I think,” “I’m creating,” 
“I’m doing.” Tamanu-Shata also expressed clear positions and noted the 
importance of the issues she discussed.

In keeping with the masculine nonverbal model, Tamanu-Shata’s ges-
tures reinforced her verbal message. When she said “I,” she made gestures 
with her head to emphasize this word, while simultaneously raising her 
eyebrows, further reinforcing the verbal message. Other uses of masculine 
nonverbal communication features included the use of slow speech when 
uttering words she wished to insert into the public conscience. Her utter-
ances were usually consistent with her gestures; for example, when saying 
“no” she also shook her head. For example, when responding to a ques-
tion, she declared: “I don’t think that I’m less present in social media than 
others,” she accompanied the word “don’t” with a head gesture. Thus, 
the verbal and nonverbal communicative patterns of this female politician 
from the Ethiopian minority were found to be consistent with the mascu-
line communicative model that had been popular in the past.

discussion

This study developed a multimodal gender communicative framework 
for female politicians. Based on the aggregation of numerous studies con-
ceptualizing masculine and feminine verbal and nonverbal communica-
tive patterns, the proposed framework showed that female politicians 
present a mixed communication structure that combines masculine verbal 
and feminine nonverbal patterns. This framework presents a novel reper-
toire: a blend of masculine and feminine communication that characterize 
female politicians in senior positions in the political sphere.

The combined multimodal framework expressed masculine verbal com-
munication and feminine nonverbal expressions. Female politicians do 
not display entirely masculine forms of verbal and nonverbal expressions, 
but instead adopt a unique mixed gendered structure. These politicians 
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conduct themselves according to a new integrated structure that consists 
of feminine and masculine communicative expressions employed in dif-
ferent communication modes, within the political sphere.

This conduct may be explained in light of contemporary central pro-
cesses in political communication; that is, a trend toward emotionalism 
and personalization as key aspects in political communication (Fairclough 
2002). Political personalization is defined as a dynamic process (Balmas 
and Sheafer 2013) that is expressed in an increase in the weight of the indi-
vidual political leader and a decline in the weight of the group (mainly the 
political party) in politics over time. Processes of political personalization 
are characterized by a strong, but mostly implicit, normative and behav-
ioral focus, which privileges and emphasizes individual figures, human 
conduct, and the emotive state of individual politicians (Balmas 2017).

This mixed multimodal communicative framework may account for 
the way in which female politicians manage the challenge of dealing with 
the dual expectations they face in the process of political personalization 
(McGinley 2009). On one hand, female politicians have to act as leaders 
and exhibit masculine verbal communication patterns; on the other, they 
are expected to display feminine nonverbal communication expressions. 
There may also be some contextual explanations for the Israeli female 
politicians’ use of masculine verbal communication. One explanation is 
grounded in the relatively low representation of women in Israeli politics 
(Shapira et al. 2013). Furthermore, in Israel, women are excluded from 
some parties, particularly the ultra-Orthodox and some of the Arab fac-
tions. Another explanation may be attributed to conservative social and 
political perceptions, in which masculine communicative patterns of 
political leaders are still dominant (McGinley 2009; Rudman and Fairch-
ild 2004). However, this study argues that the perception that a female 
politician has to be more masculine than a man has been replaced by a 
advanced mixed multimodal communication structure.

Intersectionality and Female Politicians’ Gender Communicative Structure

The political sphere serves as a space in which the social balance of power 
is expressed, and particularly that of gender power (Moi 2008). Grounded 
on intersectionality (Ludvig 2006), an examination of female politicians and 
gender in political communication establishes that the multimodal commu-
nicative framework of female politicians varies according to social categories. 
Based on our findings we can conclude that feminine communication, and 
particularly feminine nonverbal communication, does not necessarily indi-
cate a lower status position—as has been previously represented (Alexander 
2013)—and is not derived from a sense of inferiority (Lakoff 1990; Suleiman 
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and O’Connell 2007). Female politicians at the highest levels demonstrate, in 
addition to masculine verbal communication, feminine nonverbal patterns 
(Grebelsky-Lichtman and Katz 2020) in a mixed gender communication 
structure. This mixed structure represents a political communication pattern 
adopted by female politicians with the goal of gaining political power.

This study expands the gender perspective of political communication 
and delineates the effect of a wide range of social categories on female pol-
iticians’ verbal and nonverbal communicative patterns. As the intersec-
tionality theory suggests (Crenshaw and Thomas 2004), social categories 
of female politicians represent axes of identity that interact on multidimen-
sional levels and affect gender communicative structure. The innovative 
finding here is that the relationship between female politicians’ commu-
nicative structure and social categories is explained in terms of perceived 
power and status. The adaptation of the mixed multimodal communica-
tion framework is strongly correlated to power, particularly in terms of 
seniority. In contemporary political communication, we are witnessing a 
phenomenon whereby the inclusion of feminine communicative patterns 
is actually a manifestation of political strength rather than of weakness.

This study also suggests that the political party to which female politi-
cians belong influences their communicative behavior. Female politicians 
from more conservative parties and from mainstream (non-niche) parties 
are more likely to adopt masculine communicative patterns that have been 
perceived as “stronger” in traditional politics (Baxter 2010). This phenom-
enon can also be explained in terms of the profile of female politicians from 
the niche parties, who have tended to portray themselves as “revolutionar-
ies” who seek to overturn social norms. Female politicians from the centrist 
parties sought to preserve the status of women. Accordingly, female politi-
cians from the niche parties and left-wing parties adopted more “revolution-
ary” and feminist communicative patterns than those from the mainstream. 
This finding supports the results of studies in various fields suggesting that 
small groups adopt different patterns from more socially dominant groups 
in order to secure access to the media frame (Wolfsfeld 2003). This finding 
also exposes contemporary communicative models and an accompanying 
generation gap, with the emerging use of patterns that were not acceptable 
in the past, when women in the political sphere were dominated by the 
masculine communicative model (Coyle 2009; Grebelsky-Lichtman 2017).

Cultural Minority Affects Female Politicians’ Gender Communicative Structure

This study makes a unique contribution through the case studies of female 
politicians from two cultural minority groups: Israeli-Arabs and the Ethio-
pian community. The study shows that these female politicians face a double 
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challenge in the political sphere, constituting a cultural minority within a 
gender minority. Their behavior is groundbreaking, both within their gen-
der and in the sociocultural sectors from which they come. Interestingly, 
the study is the first to show that their communicative behavior is closer to 
the masculine model, in a manner reminiscent of the behavior of Margaret 
Thatcher or Golda Meir (Coyle 2009; Madzini 2009; Wilson 1992)—women 
who were among the first to reach senior positions in the political arena and 
were required to be “more masculine than the men” in order to prove their 
personal worth and political status.

Today, female politicians from cultural minorities are also trailblazers 
in their own communities. In order to achieve legitimacy as capable actors 
in the political realm, they adopt the masculine communicative model in 
both the verbal and nonverbal modes. This suggests that they have not 
managed to free themselves from the shackles of patriarchy and to develop 
a feminine model. They meet the definition of traditional patriarchal sys-
tems that have “trapped” women within overtly masculine communi-
cative norms (Abu-Beker 1998). Another explanation for the masculine 
communicative structure of women from cultural minorities “whose voice 
is not heard” in politics (Alexander 2013) is that they display more asser-
tive, confrontational behaviors in order to make their voices heard.

Summary: Limitations and Avenues for Future research

This study has presented a unique multimodal gender communicative struc-
ture of female politicians. Drawing on intersectionality theory, the study 
expands the theoretical and analytical framework and exposed the novel 
relationship between feminine nonverbal communication and social power. 
Moreover, this is the first study to analyze the effect of cultural minority on 
the expression of masculine verbal and nonverbal communication, consti-
tuting the traditional communication pattern of female politicians.

These conclusions may have theoretical and practical implications regard-
ing female politicians and gender political communication, since power 
reproduces itself through the political discourse (Fairclough and Fairclough 
2012). The presented complex and unique communication patterns of female 
politicians may influence political discourse, enable a critical examination 
of female politicians, and change perceptions of power and influence in 
terms of the social construction of gender (West and Zimmerman 2009).

The design presented here was carefully scripted, conducted under rig-
orous conditions, and thorough analyses of verbal/nonverbal masculine/
feminine communicative structures that contained a rigid selection of the 
corpus of the study that constituted two political interviews for each of all 
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female politicians, during the political campaign, for the elections to the 
20th Knesset in Israel, randomly selected from YouTube. This strict meth-
odology has advantages and disadvantages. On the one hand, it enabled 
us to reveal the multimodal gender communicative structure of female pol-
iticians. On the other hand, it may limit the generalizability of the results.

Future studies could add information on aspects of gender and political 
communication that are still lacking. The theoretical and analytical frame-
work proposed here could be applied to examine female politicians from 
other excluded social groups or other underrepresented cultural minori-
ties. Bringing women, and minority women in particular, within the scope 
of research into political communication, which is still a male-dominated 
field, may help to deconstruct the conventions of political research and to 
expose innovative and new trends.

Future studies could also examine additional social parameters. This 
study has focused on a unique examination of the impact of the social 
factors of age, political seniority, political orientation (right/left), and 
the political center, as opposed to the periphery. These distinctions have 
permitted a deeper understanding of the variance among female poli-
ticians from a sociopolitical standpoint. Further studies could examine 
other parameters that may also influence communicative patterns, such 
as education, place of residence, and even individual characteristics, such 
as personality traits. The theoretical and analytical framework proposed 
here provides a foundation for further research of the complex relations 
between gender, politics, power, and society.
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tAbLe 1: The Corpus of the Study—Descriptive Analysis
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tAbLe 2: Gender Communicative Structures and Reliabilities

 Communicative Cohen’s Communicative Cohen’s
 Patterns Kappa Patterns Kappa

Feminine Communication
 Verbal Communication Nonverbal Communication

Concrete examples (Dow and Tonn .93 Emphasis on appearance (Cheung and .90
1993)  and Halpern 2010)
Emotional reference (Johnson 2005) .90 Making eye contact (Coyle 2009) .91
Personal examples (Campbell 1989) .89 High voice (Knapp et al. 2013) .88
Hesitant speech (Lituchy and  .88 Smiling (Knapp et al. 2013) .92
Wiswall 1991)
Passive speech (Gudykunst 1998) .87 Expressive voice (Knapp et al. 2013) .87
Softened statement (Dixon and .91 Rapid voice (Knapp et al. 2013) .89
Foster 1997)
Practice educational issues (Fox and .92 Diverse intonation (Marini 1990) .88
Oxley 2003)
Requests (Gudykunst 1998) .93 Round movements (Fox and Oxley 2003) .91
Apology (Holmes and Stubbe 2003) .89 Weak voice (Klofstad et al. 2012) .87
Receiving approval (Rudman and .90 Hesitate - Fluency problems (Leaper  .89
Fairchild 2001)  and Robnett 2011) 
Asking Questions (Mullany 2007) .94 Small movements (Hargie 2006) .91
Empathy (Gibson and Heyse 2010) .86 Expressive facial expressions (O’Kearney  .90
  and Dadds 2004)

Masculine Communication
 Verbal Communication Nonverbal Communication

Action demand (Holmes and Stubbe .88 Display anger such as knock on the table  .91
  (Brooks 2011)
Activity (Gudykunst 1998) .89 Sharp movements (Fox and Oxley 2003) .92 
Expressed of significant opinion .90 Broad hand movements (Marini 1990) .93
(Mullany 2007)
Display solution (Hargie 2006) .92 Assertiveness hand movements (Hargie .89
  2006)
Assertive speech (Banwart 2010) .89 Gestures that reinforce the verbal message  .92
  (Hargie 2006)
Rationality (Eckert et al. 2013) .90 Sarcasm (Rockwell and Theriot 2001) .88
Pertinacity (Baxter 2010) .91 Loud voice (Knapp et al. 2013) .90
Direct speech (Hargie 2006) .92 Deep voice (Klofstad et al. 2012) .89
Accusing speech (Fox and Oxley 2003) .92 Clenched fists (Carney et al. 2010) .94 
Practice economic issues (Fox and .94 Slow speech (Knapp and Hall 2013) .89 
Oxley 2003)
Speech in the first person singular  .93 Stable and monotone speech (Fox and  .90 
(Mulac et al. 2001)  Oxley 2003)
Angry speech (Fox and Oxley 2003) .90 Angry facial expressions (Brooks 2011) .91
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tAbLe 3: A multiple regression model of politicians’ social/demographic/political 
variables contributes to prediction of feminine/masculine verbal/nonverbal 
communicative structure 

FIGureS 1A–1d: Masculine and feminine verbal and nonverbal communication 
patterns of female politicians 
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Photo 1: Ayelet Shaked, Channel 10, 4 March 2015

Photo 2: Yael German, Knesset Channel, 3 March 2015

Photo 3: Zehava Gal-On, Channel 1, 7 March 2015
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Photo 4: Tzipi Livni, Chanel 2, 9 March 2015

Photo 5: Miri Regev, Knesset channel, 12 March 2015

Photo 6: Aida Touma-Suleiman, Knesset channel, 23 February 2015
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Photo 7: Haneen Zoabi, Knesset channel, 3 March 2015

Photo 8: Penina Tamanu-Shata, Channel 2, 9 February 2015



140   |   Tsfira Grebelsky-Lichtman and Keren Mabar

Appendix 1

Yifat Shasha-Biton: (0.3) My political vision is very similar to what Kulanu 
proposes.1 I define myself as a centrist.2 I’ve always defined myself [as 
such]3 … =in recent years,4 I should emphasize,5 when I began my doctor-
ate I was not just right-wing6 but extreme right-wing.7 I came from Kiryat 
Shemona8 with the Katyusha rockets and terrorists.9 And then during my 
doctorate I went through a process by means of peace education10 where I 
examined whether it’s possible to change young people’s attitudes toward 
peace .11 And that shows that I <truly> believe that everything begins at 
that point.12 We saw that it did help,13 and a well-designed process can 
help moderate extreme positions.14

The transcription conventions:

Sequencing 
1, 2, 3   Upper numbers, indicate numbering of utterances - In this 

example, the female politician’s speech is divided into fourteen 
utterances.

=   Equal sign, indicate no 'gap' between the utterances or words, 
called latching.

Time intervals
(0.0)  Numbers in parentheses, indicate elapsed in time silence, by tenth 

of seconds. 

Characteristics of speech production
° °  Degree signs, indicate an utterance or a word pronouncing in 

low volume. 
WORD  Upper case, indicates especially loud sounds relative to the sur-

rounding talk. 
< > Right/Left carets, indicate speeding up. 
> < Right/Left carets, indicate speeding down.
         Arrows, indicate marked shifts into higher or lower pitch in the 

utterance immediately following the arrow.
Word  Underscoring, indicates a word or an utterance that is 

emphasized.

Transcriber’s comments
((  ))  Double parentheses, contain transcriber’s comment.

↑

↑ ↑


