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Abstract

The link between vocatives and power is one that can be expressed through politeness. The use of terms of address has been linked to power by Brown & Ford (1961 (1972)) and has made an appearance in Brown & Levinson’s (1987) work on politeness. However, authors traditionally ascribe power and politeness to the individual. There has been a move among some (e.g. Goffman 1967, Barnes 1988, Leezenberg 2002 and Watts 2003) towards an interaction-based view of power and politeness that says that power and politeness are based not on the individual and the power they possess, but instead ascribes the negotiation of power to the specific interaction.
In this study, I have examined a corpus of 39 erotic BDSM stories found on the internet, and analyzed the vocatives found in the dialogue. BDSM is defined as “consensual power exchange” (Easton & Hardy 2003: 4). Though some have claimed that BDSM erotica lacks reality (Lewis & Adler 1994: 439), connections between media representations of reality and fantasy have been used by previous researchers in the past (e.g. Hall 1995; Queen 2004). After examining the different vocatives used, I have found that the vocatives not only reflect the power relationship, but are also used to establish the power relationship, from the submissive as well as from the dominant. Dominants tend to use vocatives that place the submissive in a lower position, either through insulting them, objectifying them, or reducing their age or status. Submissives likewise establish their submissiveness by using vocatives that place the dominant in a higher position, typically through standard form of “respectful” address, such as “sir”. 

These findings show that the power roles in the BDSM interaction are established not just by the dominant (the leader) but also by the submissive (the follower). This confirms that the move to a dynamic approach to power and politeness, as suggested by Goffman (1967) Barnes (1988), Leezenberg (2002) and Watts (2003), is a better description of language in action than a static, individualistic approach. Recommendations for further study are given at the end.
This paper contains excerpts from age-restricted material. It contains profanity and scenes of a sexual nature. 

Keywords: Vocatives, Power, Politeness, BDSM, Sociolinguistics, Discourse Analysis, Goffman, Watts, Barnes

0.0 Introduction

One of the most common topics in etiquette is the type of term that one uses to address others. The use of terms of address has been linked to power by Brown & Ford (1961 (1972)) and has also made an appearance in Brown & Levinson’s (1987) landmark work on politeness, which includes power as one of the determining factors that govern politeness. Studies of vocatives today (e.g. Afful 2006) also recognize that power is just one of the factors that decide which vocative is used. But as Spencer-Oatey (1996) and Leezenberg (2002) point out, studies of power in linguistics are often muddled, by “intimacy” in the case of Brown & Ford, by “social distance” and “face risk” in Brown & Levinson, or by numerous other factors such as age, sex, socioeconomic status and others in Afful. My question is, what is the effect of power on vocative use, and how does it fit in with current theories of politeness?
In a quest to try and isolate the variable of power from other variables such as intimacy, I have chosen to look at vocatives in the BDSM (i.e. sadomasochism) context. BDSM is defined as “consensual power exchange” (Easton & Hardy 2003: 4), where the power relations are much more transparent than in other types of relationships. Specifically, I will be examining the use of vocatives in the dialogue between dominant and submissive partners in BDSM erotica found on the internet. Though some have claimed that BDSM erotica lacks reality (Lewis & Adler 1994: 439), others have noted that linguistic variation “in the mass media indicates a conscious effort to perform social juxtapositions that are found in the everyday world of the audience” (Queen 2004: 516)
. Thus, by examining how power is performed in BDSM erotica, generalizations as to the general nature of power can be made. 

In this study, I will examine a corpus of 39 erotic BDSM stories found on the internet, and analyze the vocatives found in the dialogue in terms of the type of vocative, the differences in use between dominants and submissives and other patterns of vocative use. The results from this analysis are applied to current politeness theory. After examining the different categories of vocatives used, the status of the person saying them and the manner in which the vocatives are used, I argue that the vocatives not only reflect the power relationship, but are also used to establish the power relationship, from the submissive as well as from the dominant. Dominants tend to use vocatives that place the submissive in a lower position, either through insulting them, objectifying them, or reducing their age or status. Submissives likewise establish their submissiveness by using vocatives that place the dominant in a higher position, typically through standard form of ‘respectful’ address, such as “sir”. These findings show that the move to a dynamic approach to power and politeness, suggested by Barnes (1988), Leezenberg (2002) and Watts (2003) among others, is more helpful than a static, individualistic approach. Recommendations for further study are given at the end.
1.0 Literature Review


In considering vocatives in the BDSM context, three components must be addressed. The first is the vocative and what influences its usage. The second is power, its definition and its effects. The third is politeness and its relation to both power and vocatives. All three of these components are combined in the BDSM context: the power exchange in BDSM affects the politeness, which can be shown in the vocative use. In this literature review, I cover previous studies on vocatives and terms of address, power, politeness and how there is a movement towards a dynamic view of power and politeness and their use in language. There is also a short introduction to BDSM, the terminology and how power and politeness are thought to be used in the context.

1.1 Vocatives

The vocative is a very specific part of speech. Biber et al. (1999: 140) define a vocative as a noun or noun phrase used to directly address one of the listeners. Other authors (e.g. Holmes 1992) prefer to call them terms or forms of address. Biber at al. also state that vocatives serve three functions: getting someone’s attention, identifying someone as an addressee, and maintaining and reinforcing social relationships (Biber et al. 1999: 1112). It is the third function that I address.

Quite possibly the most influential work on address comes from the work of Roger Brown (Brown & Gilman 1960; Brown & Ford 1961 (1972)). His first work, with Albert Gilman, focused on the use of T/V pronouns (e.g. tu and vous in French) and how they relate to power and solidarity. His second work, with M. Ford, looked at how vocative use of title-last name combinations and first names reflect different power structures. In both of these two works, Brown used a duel-axis approach to analyzing relations. In Brown & Gilman 1960, the vertical axis is solidarity, and the horizontal axis is power. In Brown & Ford 1961 (1972), the vertical axis is respect, and the horizontal axis is intimacy. Even though these pairs of axes have different labels, we can clearly see that “social distance” and “intimacy” are essentially the same, implying that “power” and “respect” are likewise the same (Spencer-Oatey 1996). The key point here is that Brown and his partners broke down a single item, terms of address, into different variables that affect the use. Using these two axes, Brown and his partners were able to consider more closely how vocatives and terms of address reflect social relations. Their dual-axis approach has been used since then in evaluating forms of address.

Two other influential studies on vocatives include Arnold Zwicky’s 1974 “Hey Whatsyourname!” and Eleanor Dickey’s 1997 article on forms of address. Both Zwicky and Dickey compare vocative noun phrases (vocative NPs) and referential noun phrases (referential NPs). Zwicky was much more concerned with the syntactical function of vocatives. He noted that some noun phrases can only be used as vocatives while others can only be used as referentials (Zwicky 1974: 788-789). In the area of interpersonal relationships, he draws attention to the sociolinguistic markedness of various terms, saying, “vocative NPs, much more than referential NPs, locate the speaker and the discourse in a particular social world” (ibid: 795) and, “there is virtually no affectively neutral vocative” (ibid: 796). Essentially, vocatives are sociolinguistically marked NPs that are used to establish the interpersonal relationship between the speaker and the addressee. Zwicky declines to discuss the factors that may make up these relationships, though. His work is an excellent description of vocative use, and emphasizes that vocatives reflect relationships, but not what kind of vocatives are used for what kind of relationships.

Eleanor Dickey, by contrast, chose to focus on the status relationship between the speakers involved. She was also concerned with how people referred to others in conversation and how it differed from the vocatives they used toward that particular person. Dickey’s data was divided by relative status. In Figure 1 (Dickey’s Table 2
, Dickey 1997: 266), you can see that her data correlates the relative status of the individuals with the terms of address. 

However, Dickey does not explore the power relationship between the individuals fully. She takes it for granted that parents and teachers have higher status than children and students, but she neither gives definition of this status difference nor does she attempt to explain them. In her conclusions (Dickey 1997: 272-273), she mentions “power” and “familiarity”, echoing Brown’s framework of status and solidarity, but she does not make these terms explicit. 
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Figure 1: Dickey’s Table 2
Other studies on vocatives in recent years include Jaworski & Galasinski (2000), Afful (2006), Angermeyer (2005), Cao (2006), Clyne et al. (2006), and Paasonen (2006). The studies have ranged in a variety of contexts, including Polish politics (Jaworski & Galasinski 2000), non-kinship terms in Ghana (Afful 2006), letters in China (Cao 2006), politeness in court interpreters (Angermeyer 2005), T/V pronoun use in German and Swedish (Clyne et al. 2006) and pornography (Paasonen 2006). All of the studies acknowledge that power and status play a role in defining which form of address to use in a given context, but none of them explicitly discuss the effects of power on the vocative use. 


These previous studies on vocatives have been very important in showing that vocatives reflect relationships between people, but they have not clearly defined how power affects the vocatives. One reason for this may be that when the authors have considered power as being a factor that influences vocative use, they have not clearly defined what power is and what its effects may be. The clear relationship between power and vocative use is apparent, but there is still room to discover more about this relationship.

1.2 Power

The relationship between vocative use and power has been clearly established, though few authors are inclined to discuss the concept of power thoroughly. When they have, they have usually opted for a more traditional approach to power, using either layman’s terms or a very static, individual-based approach. This sort of difficulty in dealing with power and language has been much discussed by linguists, yet solid conclusions are few and far between. By looking at two linguists who criticize current notions of power and using Barry Barnes’ concept of power, I propose that power is much more than just being able to influence somebody, but is instead a dynamic variable that stems from interaction.

Much has been said about power in linguistics, but concepts of power vary widely in different articles. Robin Lakoff in 1974 took differences in “women’s language” and “men’s language” to argue that the language is repressing women, putting women into powerless positions. As philosophy on power and language progresses, later authors proposed that power is status and is separate from social distance. Spencer-Oatey (1996) makes this distinction, as do Holmes (1992), Yeung (1997) and Meyerhoff (2006). A contemporaneous school of thought equates power with social distance (Kress 1989), often along a scale with power on one end and solidarity (a measure of social distance) on the other (Eggins 1994, Bargiela-Chiappini & Harris 1997, Verschueren 1999, Griffin 2003). Some draw a firm distinction between status and power (Gallois 1994, Huls 2000), without mentioning social distance. Others say that power is the ability to influence the actions of another person (Argyle 1969, Holmes 2005). What all of these studies have in common is that they make power into a static variable that a person either has or doesn’t have. This view, as we will see, is quite limiting and inaccurate.


In the vast amount of literature about language and power, there have been a few dissenters. Helen Spencer-Oatey (1996) and Michiel Leezenberg (2002) are two notable critics of modern theories of power. Both of these authors point out some of the confusion surrounding the concept of power and how power interacts with language. Taken together, though they look at different problems, they point toward a need for a new approach to power in linguistics.

Spencer-Oatey quite clearly outlines in her article the complete confusion that arises when different people use different terms to mean the same thing, or when the same term refers to different things. She then goes on to describe how the term power is used in nineteen different studies and points out several contradictions.

The contradictions that Spencer-Oatey points out illustrate that linguists do not agree on what “power” means. For example, while all of the articles examined in her study offered a continuum of power, the descriptions of these continuums varied. Some of the samples gave a continuum of high power to equality, whereas others gave a continuum of high power to low power (Spencer-Oatey 1996: 10). Furthermore, even specific examples of different power relations conflict each other. Spencer-Oatey specifically mentions the examples of driver and passenger and waiter and customer (ibid: 10) as two examples of relationships that some have claimed are equal and others have claimed are unequal.

Spencer-Oatey concludes by saying that if studies are going to be made cross-culturally, words like “power” should be avoided because they carry so many connotations, most of which are firmly rooted in Western thought. 

As Wetzel (1993) argues, it is extremely difficult to find a term that is sufficiently neutral and unloaded to be applicable in a range of cultures. She suggests 'vertical relationship' as an alternative. This is certainly a neutral term, and useful from a cross-cultural perspective. However, it gives no indication as to the nature of the dimension, and if used with 'horizontal', the meanings of the parameters become even less clear. (Spencer-Oatey 1996: 21) 

Spencer-Oatey firmly outlines the terminological problem in contemporary studies of interpersonal relationships, but she does not suggest any sort of solution. One reason for this may be because she does not fully investigate the underlying assumptions of the authors. It is time to question not just how the terms are treated in the literature, but also what the underlying assumptions of said terminology are.


Another major critic of current studies on power and language is Michiel Leezenberg (2002). Leezenberg sets out to tear down Searle’s assumptions about power that permeate current theoretical linguistic theory. Whereas Spencer-Oatey focused on the confusion in terminology that current studies present, Leezenberg focuses on the confusion of basic assumptions and how they relate to pragmatics and semantics. 

Leezenberg takes aim at assumptions of static views of status and agency, epitomized by Searle’s speech act theory. Searle, Leezenberg claims, sets up a theory of power that is agreement-based, abstracting from the social relations that surround the interaction (Leezenberg 2002: 900-902) He blasts the idea of power abstracted from other social factors (ibid: 894). His biggest problem by far, though, is the focus on consent and agreement. Leezenberg states that for Searle, “[Power] arises from the collective action, or interaction, of the different social actors involved” (ibid: 899) and “is legitimate by definition, and the result of agreement rather than of force or struggle” (ibid: 900).
In contrast, Leezenberg presents a picture of power that is interaction-based, intentional, pervasive, and productive of most institutional power (Leezenberg 2002: 906-907). In his conclusion, he proposes a “conflict view” (ibid: 906) of language that includes (among other things) negotiation.

[Power] is not an individual property as much as a relation between two or more actors. Power is rarely if ever simply given or unproblematically present in any individual actor; rather, it arises from interaction. That is, negotiation, struggle, and challenge are internal to it. (ibid: 906, emphasis added)

The difference between Searle’s “consent” and “agreement” and Leezenberg’s “negotiation” is the fact that Searle’s “social contract” view of language only accounts for an individual’s agency towards individual and mutual benefit (ibid: 900-903). Individual agency is not something that one can assume when looking at power and language, but the dynamic interrelational aspect is of great importance to the field. He is adamant that linguists should stop assuming that the individual is the base of all action. Essentially, power, communication and intentionality are much more complicated than people think they are.

Spencer-Oatey (1996) confirmed that the waters of language and power are murky, but Leezenberg (2002) argued that the reason for this murkiness is the underlying currents of assumptions. Leezenberg’s focus is the relationship between power, agency and negotiation. Spencer-Oatey comes closest to Leezenberg’s theoretical problem on page 21 when discussing Wetzel’s (1993) problem with the current idea of power having a distinct Western bias toward domination and control. This contrasts with Searle’s view of power being entirely consensual and based on agreement. Neither view is entirely satisfactory. Both Spencer-Oatey and Leezenberg point out that current studies of power and language are both confused and confusing and that change is needed. Here I propose using Barry Barnes’ (1988) concept of power. His idea of interactional power has many benefits and will be integral in discussing power relations.

Like Spencer-Oatey and Leezenbeg, Barnes found issues with social-anthropological theories of power. Like Leezenberg, Barnes also disagreed with the individual agency that sociologists assigned to the person with power. He argues that while most sociologists assign power as an inherent characteristic, power is something that can be taken away by others, and hence has its roots in others (Haugaard 2002: 117). His contrasting theory has a stronger focus on interaction and is based strongly on his reading of Emile Durkheim and Erving Goffman (Barnes 1995: 69). 

By allowing power to be created through interaction, Barnes transforms the leader of a group from a catalyst to a “social object” (Haugaard 2002: 120). Social objects are not only defined by their own actions and demeanor, but also by the actions and demeanor of those around them. Barnes (Barnes 1988: chapter 2) illustrates this concept with the diagram in Figure 2. The circle in the center is the leader, and the circle around the leader is the leader’s ring of influence. The small lines are the outside people who are looking towards the leader, giving him his power. In this metaphor, it is not the circle in the center that represents the power, but instead it is the interaction between the center circle and the outside circle. Without the outside circle, there is no power, and the object in the center is just an isolated individual. The individual is constantly interacting with the others and negotiating his status. The power comes from both the projected image of the leader as well as the responses and actions of the group.
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Figure 2: Barnes’ Leadership Representation

The implications of Barnes’ theory for linguistics are not insignificant. Most linguists do not recognize the agency of the others when considering an individual’s power. Barnes’ approach is able to account for the different dynamic aspects of power.
One good example of interaction-based power can be found in Esdahl’s (2003) look at power struggles among adolescents in Denmark. For Esdahl, power is “about gaining control of the conversation” (Esdahl 2003: 79), and she uses the term “negotiation” to refer to how the adolescents manage power and conversation. 
This is the only example in the conversation where Esen’s [one of the girls] position is threatened. In the rest of the conversation she is in charge and she uses her language resources to have her way and to keep the other girls from having theirs. In this case, where Esen is having problems for the first time, she uses switches between Danish and Turkish in the power negotiations in the situation…. Thus increasing her position in the interaction only through her language choice. (ibid: 85) 

Here, Esdahl is claiming that the girl, Esen, reacts to a challenge to her authority by using different languages to negotiate her power. This could only occur if we think about Esen’s power being based on the interaction with the other girls. Power struggles can only come from a definition of power that includes consent and negotiation. Perhaps the fact that Esdahl used the word “negotiation” to refer to the power struggle could also be taken as to show that the less-powerful girls still have some agency. Barnes’ dynamic approach to power accounts for all members of the interaction and allows not just for one person’s individual agency, but for the group’s collective agency as well. 


Both Spencer-Oatey and Leezenberg agree that current discussions of language and power in the field of linguistics are problematic. Spencer-Oatey points out that concepts of power vary widely, and Leezenberg points out that the confusion may be due to underlying assumptions about agency. I propose using Barnes’ work on the nature of power to help solve these issues. His concept of power accounts not only for the dynamic aspect of power, such as the driver/passenger problem Spencer-Oatey mentions (see page 6 above), but it also brings out the importance of interaction in power negotiation. Once we accept that power is dynamic and built through interaction, we can begin to see the relationship between language and power more clearly, and how it affects language use, such as vocatives.

1.3 Politeness


The link between vocatives and power is one that can be expressed through politeness. From a layman’s perspective, the ‘correct’ or ‘proper’ choice of vocative to express the ‘appropriate’ power relation can be said to be ‘polite’. Indeed, many etiquette books speak on how to properly address different types of people, making vocative use a part of general politeness. However, the connection between power and politeness has given rise to parallel issues. As views of power have become more dynamic, so have the views of politeness. By examining leading politeness theories, I show that politeness is not a black and white subject, but, like power, is heavily dependent upon interaction and the social relations at large. 

Most politeness theory is based on the work of Erving Goffman. Goffman, as Barnes pointed out, was an interactionalist who rejected “the enduring stability of the individual” (Barnes 1995: 70) in favor of a more dynamic interaction-based view of society. He is most known for his theory of “face” and “facework”, an idea adopted by many subsequent researchers, linguists included.

Face, as Goffman defines it, is the “positive social value a person effectively claims for himself by the line [expression of a situation] others assume he has taken during a particular contact” (Goffman 1967: 5). He argues that people use linguistic means to “save face”, or, as he puts it, “conduct facework”, as people are emotionally involved with their face (ibid: 6). 

For Goffman, facework is fluid and varies from culture to culture (Goffman 1969: 13), and the facework strategies likewise vary. Most of the strategies for facework involve establishing good face or protecting the face from possible loss in threatening situations. While Goffman recognizes that there are many different facework strategies, he does not attempt to list all of them, instead listing just deference and demeanor. These two categories cover both verbal (Goffman 1967: 72-73) and non-verbal (ibid: 77-78) means of conducting facework. Or, to put it more simplistically, there are many different strategies employed to preserve both the individual’s face and the face of others.
One of the main points Goffman makes is that face is “on loan from society” (Goffman 1967: 10). Face is a reflection of how well the individual’s actions (verbal and non-verbal) correspond with the social values and standards around him. The connection between interaction and face is strong, and he says face “is a condition of interaction, not its objective” (ibid: 12). This makes face and facework necessary for social interaction.

Essentially every interaction involves facework of some kind. His discussion of deference and demeanor covers most kinds of polite conversation, but even Goffman seemed to recognize that there was impolite conversation, which he briefly mentions as being “aggressive”. In the section on aggressive facework he considers people’s use of facework strategies to deliberately reduce another’s face. He gives (Goffman 1967: 24) the example of revengeful suicide forcing others to feel remorseful. In these types of aggressive interactions, the individual attempts to lower the other person’s face, often while raising their own. Yet even this aggressive facework is still facework, and even a nasty fight is an interaction. This again shows that facework is necessary for interaction, be it cooperative (ibid: 43), or aggressive.
Goffman’s concept of face was quickly picked up in linguistic circles and was applied towards politeness theory. The most influential work on politeness is Brown & Levinson’s 1981 book, Politeness: Some universals in language use. Brown & Levinson ostentatiously base their theory on Erving Goffman’s face theory, even to the extent that their book is dedicated to him; yet closer examination reveals some substantial differences. 

Brown & Levinson’s definition of face is “the public self-image that every member wants to claim for himself” (Brown & Levinson 1981: 61). This is very similar to Goffman’s definition of face. Not content to stop there though, they then expand Goffman’s theory into positive and negative face. Positive face is “the desire that this self-image be appreciated and approved of” (ibid: 61), while negative face is “the basic claim… to freedom of action and freedom from imposition” (ibid: 61). These two forms of face are represented in positive and negative politeness, which together has become one of the core sociolinguistic interpretations of politeness (c.f. Holmes 1992, Meyerhoff 2006). In terms of vocatives, vocatives can be used to show either positive politeness, by showing increased solidarity, or negative politeness, by showing increased respect.
One of the most novel things that Brown & Levinson did in their discussion of politeness was to speak about the factors that influence politeness. Among these factors are those of social distance, relative power and absolute ranking of the imposition in the particular culture (Brown & Levinson 1981: 74). It should be noted that Brown & Levinson are clear that these factors are relative to the speakers’ perceptions of the relationship, and are by no means objective (ibid: 76). Power is defined as “the degree to which [the hearer] can impose his own plans and his own self-evaluation (face) at the expense of [the speaker]’s plans and self-evaluation” (ibid: 77). These three factors of social distance, power and imposition ranking are combined into a formula for computing the seriousness of a face-threatening-act, which is used to determine the appropriate politeness strategy (ibid: 76). For Brown & Levinson, power is one factor that determines politeness, but it is always from the speaker’s perspective. 

Though Brown & Levinson are explicit in basing their concept of face on Goffman’s concept of face, there is one serious theoretical difference. Brown & Levinson disregard the role of the other in their definition. Essentially, Goffman and Brown & Levinson’s definitions are the same – “positive self-image that the person claims for himself” – but Goffman includes “by the line others assume he has taken”. While this difference is subtle, it clearly shows that Goffman bases his idea of face upon interaction with others whereas for Brown & Levinson face is based solely upon the individual. Politeness, being a kind of facework, is for Brown & Levinson based entirely upon the individual.

Goffman did not, in any case, come up with an explicit linguistic explanation of politeness but instead a general philosophy, while Brown & Levinson came up with a fully developed scheme of politeness. Brown & Levinson are often quoted and their linguistic theory of politeness has been often studied. Nonetheless, Brown & Levinson are not without their critics. In the forefront of the Brown & Levinson backlash is Richard J. Watts, whose 2003 book, Politeness, outlines some of the problems with Brown & Levinson’s theories.

Though Watts’ book is entitled Politeness, one of his areas of focus is impoliteness. By considering impoliteness as well as politeness, he is able to tear down Brown & Levinson’s “universal” politeness theory and build a new politeness theory that is based more strongly upon Goffman and is “dynamic, flexible and emergent” (Watts 2003: 201). 

One of Watts’ biggest problems with classic notions of politeness lies in the fact that Brown & Levinson’s theory does not help us understand impoliteness. He points out that most theories of politeness only focus on what is polite, which is insufficient because speakers usually only comment on what is ‘rude’, ‘impolite’ or ‘discourteous’ (Watts 2003: 5). This leads Watts to conclude that a theory of politeness would not be based entirely on what is polite, but would also consider how a single expression can be polite in one situation and impolite in another. He calls this new approach “(im)politeness” (Watts 2003: 8), and later uses the word “appropriateness” (Locher & Watts 2005) instead of ‘polite’. 

Another difficulty for Watts is Brown & Levinson’s concept of face. He makes the point that though Brown & Levinson claim that their theory is based on Goffman, the strategies used stem from Grice’s maxims (Watts 2003: 92). Further, Brown & Levinson do not take into account that face, for Goffman, is socially attributable. This problem is characterized by Watt’s criticism of the concept of negative politeness. Brown & Levinson’s definition of negative face is very individualistic (Watts 2003: 102), and cannot be constructed by others’ perceptions, a key component of Goffman’s concept of face (ibid: 105). Negative face, then, can be neither universal (not applying to more collectivist societies) nor can it reflect Goffman’s notion of face. 
Watts prefers to derives his theory of (im)politeness from Bourdieu and Werkhofer (Watts 2003: 142-163), in concluding that (im)politeness is socially constructed. Because social situations vary much more than the individual who participates in them (Locher & Watts 2005), there is an explicitly dynamic aspect to politeness theory. The move from the individual to the social context is much more closely related to Goffman’s original idea of face involving both the individual and others. 


Traditionally, theories of politeness have said that other factors, such as power, determine politeness. This is true in the case of Brown & Levinson. While it is important to recognize a link between power and politeness, this is not the only way to conceptualize the relationship. Though Watts still conceptualizes power as being in the individual, he recognizes that social practice necessarily involves power struggles, thus placing the emphasis more on negotiation of power instead of plain expression of power (Watts 2003: 201-202). In studies of both power and polieteness, there has recently been a move away from a static and individual view (e.g. Brown & Levinson) to a more dynamic and interaction-based view (e.g. Watts). This move argues that instead of power dictating politeness, (im)politeness is essential for power struggles.

Though most western studies have traditionally placed the primary agency in the individual, there are some authors who have argued for a more interactional view. Barnes argued that power came from interaction. Goffman argued that facework was necessary for interaction. Watts argued that (im)politeness is a kind of facework (though not the only kind). All three of these authors argued against focusing on the individual (as Western culture generally does), and instead looking at the entire social setting, all members included. By this logic, (im)politeness, which is essentially facework, is necessary for interaction which in turn creates power – politeness is necessary for the negotiation and creation of power.


Even though Brown & Levinson recognize a connection between power and politeness, they fail to grasp that politeness, as a type of facework, helps to construct power, rather than the other way around. Future work on power and politeness should allow for social construction and agency from all members, rather than just the ‘powerful’ one. Vocatives, as a quintessential component of what constitutes ‘polite’ language, should likewise be looked at from an interactionalist approach, as opposed to the positive and negative politeness approach favored by Brown & Levinson. In this study, I will show that vocatives are used to construct the power relationship in BDSM erotica, not just from the top down, but also from the bottom up, as Barnes, Goffman and Watts suggest.
1.4 BDSM


Sociolinguistics, in the last decade or so, has increasingly become interested in fringe groups, among which are sexual minorities. Studies have begun to look at language use by homosexuals and transsexuals in an attempt to understand identity and social relations. This has even included studies of terms of reference, such as Harvey (1997). One sexual minority that has not received much attention is BDSM. 

The term ‘BDSM’ encompasses Bondage and Discipline (B/D), Dominance and submission (D/s), and Sadism and Masochism (S/M). While many authors (Lewis & Adler 1994; Thompson 1996; Easton & Hardy 2001, 2003; Hoff 2006) refer to BDSM as SM or S/M, here I choose to follow Farley (2007) in calling BDSM by the full acronym to show that it encompasses many aspects. In a BDSM interaction, often called a ‘scene’ (Easton & Hardy 2001, 2003), generally each person assumes an established role. Sometimes scenes reenact common roles from everyday life, such as teacher/student, guardian/child or simply master/slave (Thomspon 1996: 141). One person is the person in charge, often called the ‘dominant’ (‘Dom’ for men and ‘Domme’ for women) or ‘top’. The other person is called the ‘submissive’ (or the unisex ‘sub’) or ‘bottom’. There are also some people who play either role, called ‘switches’. I have chosen to use the gender-neutral terms ‘dominant’ and ‘submissive’, and use the pronoun ‘they’ unless I mention a specific character in a story. 
All BDSM interactions involve power (Williams 1989). In fact, BDSM is sometimes referred to as erotic power exchange (Easton & Hardy 2001: iv). Easton and Hardy say that, “In any S/M exchange there is a sharing of power – the bottom lends his power to the top for the duration, the top adds power, and together they make a lot of voltage” (2003: 10, emphasis in original). The amount of power exchanged in a BDSM scene can vary, but the focus on power and its inequality could help when studying power. The sharing of power is often negotiated beforehand, but is constantly being tested and negotiated during the scene, leading to a very dynamic power situation.

The effects and interpretations of the power exchange in BDSM can vary considerably from person to person and interaction to interaction. One possible explanation for this variation is due to the relation BDSM has to fantasy. Thompson (1994: 160) says that all real-life BDSM is based on fantasy, and that is what makes it exciting. BDSM how-to books often encourage practitioners to put their desires and fantasies into practice safely and legally (e.g. Easton 1997; Easton & Hardy 2001, 2003), and BDSM erotica is one expression of these fantasies. However, the relation between fantasy and reality in BDSM has been contested. Lewis & Adler (1994) say lesbian SM erotica does not reflect reality. One example of this is the lack of safewords in erotica. “Safewords” are a means for partners to say “stop” without having to use the word “stop”, and are widely used in the BDSM community. Contrary to Lewis & Adler’s findings, safewords are mentioned in two stories in the corpus and used in one, showing that one cannot generalize even BDSM erotica.

Because both real-life BDSM and BDSM erotica are based on fantasy, their linguistic similarities should be similar. Queen (2004) made the parallel between mainstream American films and real-life conversation, and Hall (1995) drew a connection between the language used by fantasy line operators and real-life stereotypes. As regards BDSM, Busbee (2000: 20) says that “speakers in dominant and submissive relationships must modify the predominant social frameworks for conversational interaction”. It is for these reasons that I am using erotica in lieu of naturally collected data. Language, being a superficial aspect of the scene that is in no way dangerous or illegal, is perfectly comparable to real-life scenes.
The relation BDSM has to fantasy requires practitioners to work to establish their roles and power relations. In BDSM, power is constructed either physically through violence, or psychologically through rituals and symbols. Easton and Hardy mention (2003: 20) that language is one ritual in constructing the power relationship, for example, the names used to address one another (See also Hoff 2006: chp. 2). Terms of address in particular are often used to show the speakers’ relative status. In at least one BDSM how-to book, it is mentioned that submissives should only speak when spoken to, and when they do speak, to use an honorific such as “Sir”, “Mistress”, “Master”, etc. (Abernathy: 1996: 14).  

While much has been said about submissives’ vocative choice, not much has been said about the dominants’ vocative choice. On internet chat rooms and web boards, BDSM practitioners often debate about which titles the dominants prefer to be called, though the only debate about naming practices for submissives is about the difference between ‘sub’, ‘slave’ and perhaps ‘subby/ie’. Dominants often spend time “training” their submissive to take control of their body, mind and identity. But the main focus in most literature and discussion is on the submissives’ words and actions. If BDSM is an “erotic power exchange”, how is the power ‘exchange’ manifested in vocative use?

Barnes advocated a dynamic look at power that allowed for power to come not just from the leader in question, but also from their followers. Watts suggested that we follow Goffman in considering politeness as a form of facework. Vocatives, being recognized as a type of politeness, can be analysed through a facework structure to see the power relations. Therefore, in considering the vocatives, we must consider the interaction between the speakers and the vocatives in order to more clearly see Barnes’ sense of power.
2.0 Methodology

In selecting the erotica stories for the corpus, I have opted for a stratified random selection process. The stories have been taken from literotica.com, a website that has thousands of different erotica stories of various genres, all submitted anonymously. The stories were then stratified by gender of the dominant to more closely align with real-life figures. From the vast number of stories available, 39 were chosen. The authors were contacts through literotica.com in order to obtain consent (See Appendix A) though at the time of printing, only one has responded. As several profiles had not been updated in several years, I do not expect many responses.
The first criterion was genre. My stories have been taken from the BDSM category, although stories in other genres may have BDSM elements. The category is classified by the editors as they see fit. At the time of writing, there are over 11,000 stories in the BDSM category. I have chosen to take advantage of their “story spinner” feature, which randomly chooses a story from the collection
. 


From the stories presented through the story spinner, I have chosen to look only at first-person accounts that have a significant amount of dialogue (as opposed to all narrative accounts, or those that mostly involve written communication). By “significant”, I mean that dialogue accounts for at least 10% of the total word count.

The demographics of the stories have also been taken into consideration. In BDSM interactions, gender is not related to the role; dominants can be male or female, as can submissives. Couples are often referred to as M/f, F/m, F/f or M/m, with the capital letter referring to the gender of the dominant and the lowercase letter that of the submissive. While the exact numbers of BDSM practitioners and their genders/roles are unknown, these numbers may be hinted at by looking at personal ads on the internet. 

For determination of the ratios, two dating websites were examined, informedconsent.co.uk and alt.com, in addition to a third unpublished study that examined bondage.com. Informedconsent.co.uk is a BDSM website where practitioners can share information about events, discuss various topics on bulletin boards, chat, and meet new people from personal ads. The focus is on real-life face-to-face interaction with other members of the BDSM community. On informedconsent.co.uk, the personal ads of single members were counted. From data collected 14 June 2007, there are 19 pages of M4f
, 5 pages of M4m, 3 pages of F4m, 3 pages of F4f, 20 pages of m4F, 8 pages of m4M, 5 page of f4M, and 4 pages of f4F. There are 25 ads per page. 
The data shows that, on informedconsent.co.uk, most of the personal ads are by men, and there are slightly more dominants than submissives looking for partners. However, M4f and m4F numbers are about equal, as are F4m and f4M numbers, showing that there are approximately equal numbers of F/m and M/f couples. There are approximately twice as many heterosexual ads on informedconsent.co.uk than homosexual
.

Table 1: Informedconsent.co.uk Personal Ad Data
	Ad type
	Page Count
	Percent of Total Ads

	M/f
	24
	35.82 %

	F/m
	23
	34.33 %

	M/m
	13
	19.40 %

	F/f
	7
	10.45 %



Alt.com is a dating website that advertises itself as being “BDSM and alternative lifestyle”. What is meant by “alternative lifestyle” is unclear, but there are a large number of BDSM practitioners on the website. While some members are interested in meeting in real-life, it should be noted that there are search options for online and phone contact, suggesting that not all members are interested in meeting face-to-face. Alt.com allows couples to sign up to look for partners, and it separates them by gender. From data gathered on 23 June 2007, there were 39,967 couples listed as seeking partners in the UK
. 

Table 2: Alt.com Personal Ad Data
	Ad Type
	Number of Listings
	Percent of Total Ads

	man and woman
	38303
	95.84%

	2 men
	945
	2.36%

	2 women
	719
	1.80%


Alt.com does not differentiate between M/f and F/m couples, and it is not possible to tell the roles of the couples without reading the profiles (available to paying members only). A quick glance at these numbers says that heterosexual couples make up the vast majority of couples looking for third parties on alt.com.

An unpublished study completed in 2003 by an anonymous individual revealed similar statistics about BDSM demographics
. This study was done using the search tools on bondage.com, a third BDSM personal ad website, and examined gender, role, and sexuality. It revealed that of the 7,610 male and female personal ads on the site at that time, 78% were straight, 20% were bisexual and 1% were homosexual. There are still almost four times as many straight and bisexual males than there are females.

It is clear from these three different websites that the majority of BDSM couples are heterosexual, with male-dominated and female-dominated partnerships almost equal, with a slight advantage to male-dominance. It is with this in mind that I have chosen this corpus. Thus, the corpus represents M/f, F/m and F/f BDSM interactions, with varying numbers of participants from varying from two to five. In the hundred stories or so presented by the story spinner on literotica.com, none of the first-person accounts offered were M/m. This may be because of the separate section, “Gay Male”, which included erotica of various genres, possibly including BDSM. The availability of lesbian BDSM erotica may reflect the large numbers of bisexual females, and the straight males’ penchant for all things lesbian. 

3.0 Data

The corpus is comprised of 39 erotic stories that were all classified as BDSM on literotica.com. The data was first considered in terms of the author, the status and gender of the voice in the story, the word count and the proportion of dialogue before being subjected to analysis.

The authors of the stories all have a short profile on the website, but personal information was not required in order to post a story. As Figure 3 shows, 15 of the authors identified themselves as female (38%), 18 as male (46%), one as a couple (3%), and five declined to reveal their gender (13%). No authors identified themselves as a transvestite or transsexual
. As literotica.com does not encourage people under 18 to view their website, all authors identified themselves as 18 years of age or older, with 1 between the ages 18-22 (3%), 4 between the ages of 23-26 (10%), 7 between the ages of 27-32 (18%), 6 between the ages of 33-40 (15%), 8 between the ages of 41-50 (21%), 3 between the ages of 51-60 (8%), 1 over 60 (3%), and 9 declined to give their age, merely stating they were over 18 (23%). This information would reveal the mean age to be around 39. Location was likewise a mixed bag, with authors giving information ranging from the exact city to not giving any information at all. 24 of the authors (62%) identified themselves as from the USA (either by city, state, region or country), 1 from Canada (3%), 1 from the UK (3%), 1 from Australia (3%), 1 from Greece (3%), and 11 were unknown (28%), with one author stating, “ask your momma”.
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Figure 3: Author Information
As each story was written in the first person, the gender and status of the narrator was looked at. Status was confined to dominant or submissive as the context of the story dictated. 18 of the stories were written from a female perspective, with 6 of those being dominant (15%) and 12 being submissive (31%). The other 21 stories were written from a male perspective, with 8 being dominant (21%) and 13 being submissive (33%). The gender of the character and the gender of the author matched up entirely, only unknown genders excepted (e.g. Couture wrote two stories in the corpus, each from a different gender perspective). No self-identified male wrote a story from a female perspective and vice versa. 


The stories were chosen to represent more or less the actual demographic distribution of gender and role that are observed in real-life. As the majority of BDSM participants identify as heterosexual or bisexual, my corpus likewise reflects this. Of the 39 stories, 18 are F/m (46%), 18 are M/f (46%) and 3 are F/f (8%). The majority of the stories involve only two people (29 stories at 74%), with 8 ménage á trois making up 21%. The last two involved 4 or 5 people, representing 5% of the corpus. 
The stories were first prepared for analysis by looking at the word count and the relative proportion of dialogue in each story. The corpus has 151,494 words in total, the mean is 3,884.46 words (s.d. = 2,903.160). The shortest story was Paying for the Broken Promise Ch. 04 at 773 words. The longest story was The New Boss Ch. 02 at 14,921 words. The dialogue was then isolated from the main body of the text. By ‘dialogue’, I mean words that represent spoken language. This includes telephone calls (such as in The New Boss Ch. 02), but not emails (such as in Love Insane, The First). Any stories from the original selection that had less than 10% of the total word count as dialogue were discarded, leaving these 39 stories here. The total amount of dialogue is 36,399 words, the mean is 933 words (s.d. = 970.603). The story with the least dialogue was Road Trip (137 words), and the most was The New Boss Ch. 02 (4,609 words). The percentages of word count that the dialogue represented was between 10.19% and 60.77%, with a mean of 23.27% (s.d. = 11.64). 
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Figure 4: Word Count: Total & Dialogue
The dialogue was then divided by the character who spoke it, and organized according to the relative status of the person speaking it. Though 10 stories involved more than 2 people, dialogue was divided into dominant and submissive, regardless of relative status. For example, in The Analyst, there are 4 women and one man, but it is clear that the man is in a subservient position to all of the women. Even though some of the women took orders from one of the women, the emphasis was on the status of the man (noted by the fact that his was the story’s voice), so all women were given the status of dominant. It is possible that some of the stories were part of a series which may have involved switching roles at some points, but I have considered the stories in and of themselves. Though this simplification may affect the frequency of particular vocatives, any outstanding exceptions have been considered in the analysis.
Words attributed to the dominant/s of the stories totaled 27,099, ranging from 104 in Road Trip, to 3,819 in A Classified. The mean dominant word count was 695 words (s.d. = 684.265). Words attributed to the submissive/s of the stories totaled 8,748, ranging from 0 words in Serving Sharon Ch. 02 and Of Mouse and Man Ch. 03, to 2,522 in The New Boss Ch. 02. The mean submissive word count was 224 words (s.d. = 417.132). Comparing the amount of dominant words to the amount of submissive words, it is clear that dominants typically speak more than submissives. In only two of the stories, Roadtrip and The New Boss Ch. 02, does the submissive word count outnumber the dominant word count. However, if we take into consideration that there are two submissives in Roadtrip, the dominant speaks more than each of the submissives individually. Slave to a Bra has the highest imbalance, with the dominant speaking 60 times what the submissive did; The Analyst followed closely at 50 times what the submissive said. Most dominants spoke 8 times as many words as the submissive. 
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Figure 5: Word Count: Dominant & Submissive
Reasons as to why the dominant speak more than the submissive may vary. Gags were only used in four of the stories, but fourteen of the stories included the submissive performing oral sex, which may have contributed to the lack of speech from the submissive. However, the most likely reason that the dominant speaks more than the submissive is that the submissive is not allowed to. In The Brass Heart, Susan directly tells the submissive, “You are not to speak unless I tell you to”. By contrast, in The Accidental Master Ch. 01, one way that the dominant identifies Susan’s status is by the fact that she does not speak unless spoken to. He even has to give her permission to speak freely. Abernathy (1996: 22) states that the simplest “voice-training” for a submissive is that they maintain silence until spoken to. Controlling the submissive’s speech is probably the reason why dominants speak more than submissives.
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Figure 6: Dominant and Submissive Word Counts Compared
Once the stories had been organized by status, word count and proportion of dialogue, and the dominant and submissive dialogue was separated, I then identified the vocatives in the corpus. In considering vocatives, I mean words, terms or phrases used to directly address the other person (Biber et al. 1999: 140). I included those words or phrases prefaced by “you” (such as, “you little cunt”) but not those prefaced by “you are” (such as, “you are my pet”). Even though such sentences are integral to constructing the identities of the players, they do not constitute a vocative (Zwicky 1974: 787; Biber et al. 1999: 220). The “you” in “you little cunt” is not designed to give information, but includes the word “you” as a further vocative marker. Neither am I including hedges, like “you know”, “do you”, “aren’t you”, etc. There were no instances of the word “you” being used as a vocative in this corpus. Once the vocatives were identified, analysis could begin.
4.0 Analysis

The analysis of the vocative use in the corpus has four main parts: first, a closer look at the importance of vocatives in BDSM, second a quantitative comparison of vocative use between dominants and submissives, third, a semantic and metaphoric look at the vocatives used, and finally, an in-depth discourse analysis of some of the patterns of vocative use in the corpus.

4.1 Issues in vocative use in BDSM

The importance of terms of address in BDSM can be shown in the exchanges that take place in sixteen of the stories. In these exchanges, terms of address are negotiated or commented on. Most of these metalinguistic comments are about the submissive’s vocative use to the dominant. Even though little is said about how the dominant should address the submissive, some stories do have metalinguistic comments that show that dominants’ use of vocatives is just as important as submissives. Therefore, in the analysis, both dominant and submissive vocatives must be considered.
Most metalinguistic directions about how to be addressed come near the beginning of a scene from the dominant. Typically, there is an explicit order from the dominant to the submissive to use a specific form of address. This sort of explicit order from the dominant appears in The Brass Heart, Rank Has Its Priviledges, Meeting Daddy for the Second Time, Getting XXXtra Credit, and Love Insane, the First. However, dominants can also dictate what terms of address are not to be used. This appears in Roadtrip and The New Boss Ch. 02. In The New Boss Ch. 02, there are a handful of different metalinguistic comments on terms of address. One such exchange shows the couple’s playful side, when Chris refers to Simon as “Lord and Master”, which garners the following response (Extract 1),
Extract 1: The New Boss Ch. 02

This shows that dominants prescribe not only which forms of address should be used, but also which should not be used. Nevertheless, the dominant is not solely in charge of all vocative decisions.
Other times, the term of address being commented on is a submissive-directed vocative. In these types of comments, sometimes the dominant presents a term for use, either by using it or by asking if the submissive wishes to fulfill that role, and the submissive is given the opportunity to reaffirm the role. This pattern is followed in Lady Reine, Chrissy Serves Ch. 02, The New Boss Ch. 02, and Puppet-girl. While the dominant still sets the tone by offering the vocative first, the submissive is given a chance to respond, showing that even for some naming practices consent is required. It should be noted, however, that no submissive in the corpus ever rejects their new vocative. 
An example of vocative negotiation regarding vocatives directed at both dominant and submissive appears in Lady Reine. In Lady Reine, proper naming practices are covered in the first section of shared dialogue between Lady Reine and Aimee. They had hardly shared seven lines of dialogue when this exchange took place (Extract 2).

This extract is special because it addresses not only vocatives toward the dominant, but also vocatives toward the submissive. The beginning of the negotiation is with the question, “You are my pet, yes?” This question asks not only if Aimee will play the role of submissive in this relationship, but also if she consents to being called “my pet”. Lady Reine herself recognizes this with the narration, “This was it! Would she let me take her name, only to be replaced with a title?” Once Aimee affirms that she is Lady Reine’s “pet”, Lady Reine continues with the direct order, “You can call me Lady Reine.” She even prompts her to add Lady Reine to the end of every utterance from the beginning, with “Yes what my pet?” The vocative use in this question serves as a reminder to Aimee that she should be ending her utterances with Lady Reine’s full title, as Aimee does later throughout the story. The techniques used in this extract, explicit order, prompt, and implicit question are used in various ways throughout the rest of the corpus.
Extract 2: Lady Reine


All of these instances show that naming practices are very important to BDSM. This is confirmed by the presence of numerous threads on various web boards about what players should call each other. There is no general consensus about the exact definition of any of the terms, and some people are in fact quite adamant that these terms are completely subjective. An examination of web board postings reveals that some terms imply a measure of intimacy that is only accessible to the individual’s partner rather than the community at large. For example, some dominants will not require every submissive to call them “master” or “mistress”, but only those that they ‘own’. Attitudes towards language use should be explored further in the BDSM community. 

However, while terms of address may be important to the majority of BDSM practitioners, it is by no means universal. In fact, two of the stories, Becoming an Anal Slave and The Beginning do not have any vocatives. Nonetheless, the repairs and corrections in the majority of the stories show that terms of address are important in D/s encounters, and that part of controlling someone is controlling which terms of address they use.

4.2 Dominant and submissive vocative use
Overall, while dominants tend to speak more than submissives, submissives tend to use vocatives more often than dominants do. Submissives use vocatives more than twice as often as dominants do (See Table 3). 

Table 3: Dominant & Submissive Vocative Use
	
	Dominants
	Submissives

	Total dialogue word count
	27099
	8748

	Total number of vocatives used
	583
	474

	% of words that are vocatives
	2.15%
	5.42%


When submissives address a dominant, sometimes they use a vocative, and sometimes they don’t. Dominants likewise vary on their vocative use. In some cases, the dominant will require that their submissive use the correct vocative as many times as possible. One excellent example of this is A Walk in the Park, where the submissive uses the term “sir” 23 times in 24 utterances
. However, it is unclear whether this behavior was explicitly ordered by the dominant as this couple has obviously played together before. Another example is in Lady Reine, where Aimee, the submissive, uses the vocative “Lady Reine” 44 times in 73 utterances. In this case (see Extract 2 above), Lady Reine only says “You can call me Lady Reine,” with an added prompt of “Yes what my pet?” without specifying when or how often. In this way, we can suppose that the heavy use of the vocative toward the dominant is a deliberate act on Aimee’s part, rather than something Lady Reine required. If the vocative had been required, Aimee would have used it much more than the 44 times that appeared in the story. This type of voice training has been suggested by Abernathy (1996: 14), but does not seem to be any sort of hard and fast rule, as data from The New Boss Ch. 02 suggests.

Another interesting difference between dominant and submissive vocative use is in the use of the possessive “my” or “mine”. A large number of terms use the possessive, but these terms are quite divided in use. While both submissives and dominants use possessive vocatives, submissives are generally limited to “my love” (2 times) and “my master” (2 times). The phrases “Oh Master of mine” and “Sassy my little bitch” present creative submissive use, though the latter was used by a submissive to another submissive who was tied up at the time. Dominants, however, use the possessive “my” quite frequently, a total of 100 times. The possessive accounts for 17.15% of all dominant vocatives, as compared to 1.35% of all submissive vocatives. Abernathy (1996: 11) says that some dominants find submissive use of the possessive offending because property is not able to own things; this belief may have bearing upon the data.
4.3 Category

A closer look at the vocatives used reveals some firm differences between the type of vocatives used by dominants and submissives. Following Cameron (1992) and James (1998), I divided the vocatives into different categories depending on their meaning or function, as listed in Appendix B. These categories are not without controversy, but the division into these categories allows for further comparison to be made. Biber et al. (p. 1108-9) distinguish eight categories, some of which I use here, but I have also added some of my own. 

· Titles: These are also called “honorifics” (Biber et al 1999). Examples include “Sir”, “Mistress” and “Master”. Many of these titles are titles that are used outside of the BDSM context. They are generally impersonal and could be used toward anyone of a higher status. So, for example, in A Walk in the Park, the submissive addresses all men as “sir”, not just her dominant. Dominants never use traditional titles to the submissives, while submissives usually use them to the dominants.
 

· Title + Last Name (TLN): Less formal than titles, but more formal than first names, TLNs are also common in everyday usage (Brown & Gilman 1960; Brown & Ford 1961 (1972); Dickey 1997; Biber et al 1999). Examples include “Mr. Henderson” and “Doctor Argenta”. The only instance of a dominant using a TLN to a submissive is in The Analyst; all other times the TLN comes from the submissive.

· Title + First Name (TFN): The TFN is not very common in modern everyday English, except among clergy
. The TFN combines the best of both titles and first names; respect from the title and intimacy from the first name. This is most common among people who use the title “Master” or “Mistress”, such as “Master Larry” or “Mistress Cassandra”. The only instance of a dominant using a TFN is in Kristin, but in that case it may have been with an emphasis on the younger connotations of the word “Miss”. This form is primarily used by submissives.
· First Names (FN): Now a standard form of address in Western culture (Murray 2002), Biber et al. say that most vocatives are first names or familiarized versions of first names (60%; Biber et al. 1999: 1112). FNs were used as a vocative in the corpus by both dominants and submissives.

· First Name + Last Name (FNLN): An unusual term, this type of address is normally associated with authority formally addressing the subordinate party. Because it recognizes both aspects of the individual in question, it is quite powerful. Only dominants used FNLN.

· Nicknames: Also called multiple names (Brown & Ford 1961 (1972)), here I have included all forms of FNs that are shortened. Not many nicknames occur in this corpus, and they are evenly distributed between dominants and submissives.

· General Terms: General terms are terms that usually serve as solidarity markers or are used to address a group in a general sense. Examples include “ladies” and “my dear customers”. In this corpus, only dominants use general terms.

· Terms of Endearment: Also used by Biber et al. (1999), by this I mean terms that occur more commonly between lovers, friends or other close relationships outside of the BDSM context, such as “darling”, “my dear”, or “baby”. Both dominants and submissives use endearments. 
· Renames: This category is used to refer to names that are not those of the addressee. This sort of name change implies that the addressee has characteristics that warrant a different name, such as when Sandra renames her cross-dressing partner “Chrissy” in Chrissy Serves Ch. 02. Only dominants used renames.
· Diminutives: These terms serve to lower to addressee in some fashion. This can be accomplished through lowering the literal size of the addressee (for example, by using the word “little”) or by diminishing the addressee’s status. I have included the term “subbie” in this category in order to show that the term signifies a reduced status (i.e. less than equal) and that the –ie ending signifies something small. The term “sub” did not appear in the corpus. Only dominants use diminutives.

· Age Terms: The focus of these terms is the difference in age between the participants, real or metaphorically. In most cases, the age marker is a diminutive, including such terms as “boy”, “girl”, or “child”. However, I have also included the term “Daddy” in this category because one aspect of the difference between Daddy and child is in age. Typically, Dominants use the terms that reduce the age of the addressee, while submissives use the term “Daddy”.

· Profanity: This category includes words that are common among everyday insults (Adams 2002), such as “bitch”, “slut”, and “bastard”. These terms are varied, ranging from the relatively mundane “dummy” to the more creative “you fat fucking piece of shit”, or the more endearing “my sweet fuck”.  For the most part, dominants use profanity almost exclusively. The only exception is in Roadtrip, in which the submissive used “you fucking bastard” and “dumbass”, the latter of which earned a spanking.

· Objectifiers: These terms are terms which directly relate the addressee to an object that can be ‘owned’, such as an animal (“pig”), a piece of property (“slave”), or a receptacle for semen (“cum bucket”). While feminists could argue that the term ‘objectification’ also includes words like “bitch” and “whore”, a prostitute is still a person, and is only rented, and so is not included in this category. No submissives use objectifiers.

The use of these vocative categories is not without controversy. First, while the name-related categories (FN, FNLN, TLN, TFN), and terms of endearments are not likely to be debated, different members of the BDSM community have different ideas of what constitutes a ‘title’. Second, creative combination of words from different categories made exact classification difficult.


Often times in the BDSM community, some terms or NPs are worn as a badge of honour, such as “slave” or “slut”. In Extract 2, above, Lady Reine refers to “my pet” a “title”. I have even seen the word “slave” referred to as a title.  This shows that different members of the BDSM community may classify some terms differently, with significant overlap between titles, objectifiers, profanities, and diminutives. However, in dividing the terms into these categories, I have not accounted for the degree of intimacy between participants, nor have I taken into consideration how the addressee feels about being addressed in that particular way. The reason for the former is that BDSM is erotic by nature, and is often very sexual. Most people do not enter into a sexual relationship without a certain degree of intimacy, and most BDSM practitioners will agree that BDSM relationships are very intimate and require excellent communication skills, making the intimacy scale of Brown (e.g. Brown & Ford 1961 (1972)) almost superfluous. The reason for the latter is that there is great variety among what individuals consider offensive or not. More research needs to be done in this area of language attitudes in order to improve this controversy.
The combination of terms from different categories, while difficult to classify, does show some interesting use patterns. Most commonly, profanities or objectifiers are combined with a term of endearment to make an endearing profanity or objectifier, such as “my sweet” combined with “slave” to make “my sweet slave” (See Appendix C). I have classed the terms according to the base term, so that in a term such as “fuck doll”, I have taken “fuck” as a function of “doll”, placing the term under objectifier rather than a profanity. Likewise, words like “sweet” and “little” are treated as adjectives modifying the base noun. Submissives do not typically make compound terms; dominants display much more creativity in their vocatives.
4.4 Comparing Dominant and Submissive category use

When looking at the vocatives in terms of the speaker, it becomes apparent that there is a large difference in vocative category use between dominant and submissive. The most noticeable observation is that dominants use terms from every category, while submissives do not. Submissives do not use terms from the categories of diminutives, general terms, FNLNs, objectifiers, or renames. 
The largest percentage of occurrences in a single category for dominants is objectifiers, at 26.42%, closely followed by FN at 21.78%, endearments at 15.09% and profanity at 14.58%. The largest percentage of occurrences for submissives by far is titles, at 55.41%. The closest competitors among submissives are FN at 18.02% and TFN at 13.74%. (See Appendix D for detailed information.) These rankings are complete opposites of each other. As the observed values in Table 4 show, for some categories, dominants and submissives have almost equal use; age terms, FNs, and TLNs, whilst other categories show an inverse relationship. This shows that these categories – diminutives, endearments, objectifiers, profanity, renames, TFNs and titles, index – status in BDSM erotica dialogue. 
This indexicality of category to status can also be seen in the crosstabultion of category * speaker. Looking at the category * speaker crosstabulation (Table 4), dominants use 215 unique vocatives, while submissives only use 92. A Pearson Chi-square test (value = 154.695) showed that the distribution is significant (p = .000, d.f. = 12, N = 307). It should be noted, though, that 12 cells (46.2%) have an expected count of less than five, and this may affect the reliability.

The categories that are most frequently used by submissives are the ones that are more widely used in polite everyday conversation; mainly, FNs and titles. The only type of term that is not widely used in everyday conversation would be TFN. Dominants, however, are not limited to everyday polite conventions, as evidenced by their use of profanity, objectifiers, endearments, renames and diminutive terms. 

Dominants are also freer in their creation of language, combining terms and categories as they see fit; submissives are denied this freedom of creativity. While, for submissives, only 8 terms show any sort of adjective or derivation from standard use (“Sassy you little bitch”, “Oh Master of mine”, etc.), a whopping 52 terms from dominants include adjective or compound terms (“you worthless piece of shit”, “my valentine slut”, my sweet fuck”, etc.). Even within their standard categories, the submissive’s terms show little creativity and are fairly conservative, only a few instances excepted (See Appendix C). Dominants clearly have greatly freedom of creativity in creating terms to use as vocatives.   

Table 4: Category * D/s Crosstabulation (For Unique Words)
	
	 
	D/s
	Total

	 
	 
	Dom
	sub
	 

	Category
	age
	Count
	21 (10.0%)
	3 (3.3%)
	24

	 
	
	Expected Count
	16.8
	7.2
	24.0

	 
	diminutive
	Count
	15 (7.0%)
	0 (0%)
	15

	 
	
	Expected Count
	10.5
	4.5
	15.0

	 
	endearment
	Count
	41 (19.1%)
	11 (12.0%)
	52

	 
	
	Expected Count
	36.4
	15.6
	52.0

	 
	FN
	Count
	41 (19.1%)
	22 (23.9%)
	63

	 
	
	Expected Count
	44.1
	18.9
	63.0

	 
	FNLN
	Count
	2 (0.9%)
	0 (0%)
	2

	 
	
	Expected Count
	1.4
	.6
	2.0

	 
	general
	Count
	5 (2.3%)
	0 (0%)
	5

	 
	
	Expected Count
	3.5
	1.5
	5.0

	 
	nickname
	Count
	2 (0.9%)
	1 (1.1%)
	3

	 
	
	Expected Count
	2.1
	.9
	3.0

	 
	objectifier
	Count
	36 (16.7%)
	0 (0%)
	36

	 
	
	Expected Count
	25.2
	10.8
	36.0

	 
	profanity
	Count
	40 (18.6%)
	2 (2.2%)
	42

	 
	
	Expected Count
	29.4
	12.6
	42.0

	 
	rename
	Count
	6 (2.8%)
	0 (0%)
	6

	 
	
	Expected Count
	4.2
	1.8
	6.0

	 
	TFN
	Count
	2 (0.9%)
	8 (8.7%)
	10

	 
	
	Expected Count
	7.0
	3.0
	10.0

	 
	Title
	Count
	1 (0.5%)
	43 (46.7%)
	44

	 
	
	Expected Count
	30.8
	13.2
	44.0

	 
	TLN
	Count
	3 (1.4%)
	2 (2.2%)
	5

	 
	
	Expected Count
	3.5
	1.5
	5.0

	Total
	Count
	215
	92
	307

	 
	Expected Count
	215.0
	92.0
	307.0


Overall, the examination of vocatives in D/s has revealed that not only are vocatives an important facet of power play, but variety and creativity also reflect the power structure. Dominants use far more varied terms than submissives, use all of the categories freely, and are allowed greater syntactic creativity in combining words, adding adjectives and making the vocative possessive. Submissives are far more constrained in their vocative choice, sticking to conventional ‘respectful’ categories, and refraining from use of adjectives or possessives. This suggests that power brings not only control over a person, but also freedom in language. Conversely, one way to express power is to limit their linguistic choices.

4.5 Patterns of Vocative Use

While looking at the type and frequency of vocatives can reveal some interesting data, it is still necessary to consider the vocatives in context. So far vocatives have been considered on the level of the word itself and who said it. Now it is necessary to consider the sentences and utterances that the vocatives appear in, and see what patterns emerge. Two patterns of vocative use in these erotic stories are considered here. The first is the affirmative, “Yes, Sir” in various forms. The other is the reciprocal relationship between dominant and submissive vocative category use. These two vocative patterns, while seemingly unrelated, together suggest that submissives are as active in projecting their identity as dominants are in controlling it. 

4.5.1 “Yes, Sir” patterns

One of the most apparent patterns in the corpus is the use of the word “yes” followed by a bare title, such as master, mistress, sir or ma’am. This common use of the vocative is used by submissives in response to five types of utterances from the dominants, as well as general physical stimulus. When the preceding speech types are analyzed, it appears that submissives use “Yes, Sir” type responses much more frequently than general conversation would dictate.

The specific “Yes, Sir” form of response, “yes” followed by a bare title, makes up a sizable portion of all uses of these specific vocatives (See Table 5). “Yes, Ma’am,” for example, takes up 60% of all uses of the vocative “Ma’am”.
Table 5: “Yes, Sir” Frequencies

	Address
	Frequency as Affirmative
	Percent of All Uses of That Title

	Yes, Mistress
	39
	54%

	Yes, Sir
	35
	28%

	Yes, Master
	13
	25%

	Yes Ma’am
	6
	60%


One can see that vocatives addressed to men tend to vary more from the “Yes, Sir” standard than the vocatives addressed to women. Gender may play a role in deciding what form of response is suitable, either as addresser or addressee; this should be investigated more.

The “Yes, Sir” type of vocative response is also interesting when one considers what precedes it. Looking at the collection of the uses of “Yes, Sir” (in the four forms mentioned above), I examined the type of dialogue that came directly before. I found that there are 5 types of verbal action that proceeds a “Yes, Sir” in addition to a very general physical stimulus (See Table 6).
Table 6: “Yes, Sir” Types of Responses
	Type of Speech Act
	Occurrence Frequency
	Percent of All “Yes, Sir” Responses

	direct question
	23
	25%

	checks
	17
	18%

	sentence/question final vocative
	12
	13%

	order
	29
	31%

	statement
	8
	9%

	physical stimulus
	4
	4%


The first kind of speech act that elicits a “Yes, Sir” is a direct yes or no question, such as the first and third use of “Yes, Sir” in Extract 3 from Dear Diary. 
Extract 3: Dear Diary


This specific type of speech act requires a response by its very nature. It is unusual that someone would ask a direct question, such as “Are you enjoying it so far”, and not expect an answer. In these cases, the “yes” is an answer to the question, while the vocative is added on for politeness purposes, much as it is in other utterances by submissives. There were 23 “Yes, Sir” responses that were preceded by a question. 

The second kind of speech act is the use of a check to show that the submissive understands or as heard the previous statement or order. Checks come in various forms, including tag questions such as “don’t you?”, “do you understand?” or just a simple “Clear?” In Extract 4 from A Whipping for the Professor, the check is “Is that clear?” and the response is “Oh, yes, Mistress”. 

Extract 4: A Whipping for the Professor

This use of a question or tag question as a check is quite common, and requires a response, generally of an affirmative nature. This is also seen in Extract 3 with “don’t you” for the second “Yes, Sir”. However, tag questions do not always receive a response, such as in Extract 5 from Rank Has Its Priviledges.

Extract 5: Rank Has Its Priviledges

Peggy does not respond to Mr. Henderson’s tag question. In fact, he even comments on how he doesn’t even get a blush. This extract is a complete speech by Mr. Henderson, and the flow suggests that this use of “don’t you” in the first line was not expected to illicit a response. While tag questions do not necessitate a response, such as in Extract 5, it is not unusual to respond to a check or tag question as a turn end (Levinson 1983: 298). 17 “Yes, Sir” type responses were preceded by tag questions or checks of various kinds. 

A third type of speech act that elicits a response is the use of a vocative. 12 speech acts ended in a vocative before being answered by a “Yes, Sir”. The use of the vocative here gives more power to the sentence or question. A fine example of the use of a sentence-final vocative to force the listener to respond is found in Dress Up in Extract 6. In this conversation, Brenda uses the frequent use of the vocative to force James to verbally admit that he likes cross-dressing and that he will obey her. It is in this way that she both encourages James’ cross-dressing and establishes her control over him so she can become the dominant in the scene to follow.
Extract 6: Dress Up

These three types of speech acts are designed to encourage a response. However, the other two types do not necessarily require a response. The fourth type of speech act preceding a “Yes, Sir” is the order or command, such as Extract 7 from Jessica Pathetic.

Extract 7: Jessica Pathetic 1

This type of communication, order and affirmation, is very common in BDSM, and is a clear display of power from the dominant. There were 29 orders that preceded “Yes, Sir” type phrases. 
The fifth type of speech act is the flat statement, such as Extract 8, also from Jessica Pathetic. 
Extract 8: Jessica Pathetic 2
There were 8 statements preceding “Yes, Sir” type responses. Statements may perhaps be taken as orders, especially here that the dominant is expressing a truth about Jessica’s being rather than a physical order. These two types of speech acts, orders and statements, do not necessarily require a verbal response. In an order such as “Now stand up,” if a submissive had been trained to stay silent until spoken to (as mentioned in Abernathy 1996: 22), silence would perhaps be more prudent as long as the order was followed. Indeed, of all the orders and statements from dominants, only these 37 are followed by “Yes, Sir” phrases. That means that these “Yes, Sir” phrases are by no means required to follow an order, and their use was heavily dictated by the submissive.

The last type of “Yes, Sir” phrase is a response to a physical stimulus. There are four examples of a submissive spontaneously giving a “Yes Sir” type phrase. The first two are actually in response to the dominant spanking or whipping them. The third and fourth, however, occurred in expressions of pleasure, in one case, an orgasm. While the dominant may be beating a “Yes, Sir” out of the submissive in the first two cases, there is no need for a submissive to say “Yes, Sir” when having an orgasm. In these cases, the phrase was entirely voluntary.

While many of the “Yes, Sir” phrases are predicted by syntactic structure, such as in questions, checks and vocatives, they are not as required or predicted for orders, statements and pleasurable physical stimulus. This implies that there are other functions than just answering “yes”. On one hand, the dominant may be conditioning the submissive to always respond with a “Yes, Sir” phrase, and the instances of order- and statement-following responses may be a sign that the conditioning is working. On the other hand, the submissive may be volunteering a respectful answer in order to influence the dominant. This latter option would be an example of the submissive aggressively using vocatives to emphasize or increase the power imbalance between the players. In other words, the submissive is performing facework within the established conversational norms to further increase the power imbalance by lowering themselves.

4.5.2 Category Reciprocity in the stories

The second vocative pattern that emerged from the corpus is the reciprocity of vocative category use. Brown and Ford (1961 (1972)) gave two kinds of reciprocal relationships, equal and unequal. Equal vocative use is when both parties use similar vocatives, for example, both FN or both TLNs. This represents an equal power balance. Unequal address often occurs among business professionals; a superior may address his subordinate by FN, but the subordinate will address the superior by TLN. Both of these types of exchanges occur in the corpus (See Table 7). Brown & Ford, however, did not mention profanities in their studies. The use of the categories of profanities, objectifiers, diminutives and age related terms by the dominants is not accounted for by Brown & Ford’s reciprocal schemes.
Table 7: Reciprocity Types

	Type of Exchange
	No. of Stories
	Percent


	Equal – high intimacy
	5
	13%

	Equal – low intimacy
	1
	3%

	Unequal – TLN/FN, etc.
	3
	8%

	Unequal – lowering categories 

Profanities/Objectifiers

Diminutives/Age terms
	28

20

8
	72%

51%

21%


The first type of vocative exchange is the equal exchange of FN or endearments, which mark high levels of intimacy (Brown & Ford 1961 (1972)). The dominant would address the submissive either by their FN or by an endearment, and the submissive would respond either with FN, an endearment or nothing at all. Six stories fit the above criteria for an equal exchange. An example of this is Nude Modeling, where all of the characters are called by their FN. Another example is Woman of His Dreams, where the dominant addresses the submissive either by FN or by a nickname, and the submissive calls the dominant a term of endearment.

Brown & Ford’s equal exchange also occurs in The Analyst, this time at a level of low intimacy. The domineering psychiatrist, Doctor Argenta addresses the submissive Gill Bartlett very formally, usually as Mr. Bartlett. I was under the impression that Doctor Argenta used the juxtaposition between the intimacy of their talk and the formality of the titles to disturb Mr. Bartlett enough to let her dominate him. Whatever the reasons were, this move to call Mr. Bartlett by vocatives so formal was a deliberate action on the part of the doctor. 

The second type of exchange, Brown & Ford’s unequal exchange, takes place in 3 stories. In these stories, the submissive uses a TFN, TLN or title while the dominant uses a familiar term such a FN or an endearment. In two of the stories, Fix It For Me Fast and Road Trip, the couples involved are clearly in a BDSM relationship where the roles have been played for a long time. The couples are very familiar with each other, but they still respect the power relation between the two of them. The same can be said for When the Honeymoon is Over, except that in that story, the dominant does not use any vocatives.
Brown & Ford alone do not account for all of the vocative exchanges in this corpus. The type of exchange that is by far the most frequent is when the inequality between dominant and submissive is greatly exaggerated by the use of ‘lowering categories’. In these stories, the submissive uses a TFN, TLN or title and the dominant uses a profanity, objectifier, diminutive or age-related term. While diminutives and age-related terms are much less offensive than profanities or objectifiers, they still serve to lower the status of the addressee
. This group of categories may be called ‘lowering categories’. 20 stories had profanities or objectifiers (among other categories) from the dominants and TFN/TLN/titles from the submissives; 8
 stories had diminutives or age-related terms (but not profanities or objectifiers) from the dominants and TFN/TLN/titles from the submissives. Often dominants used FNs or endearments alongside these various categories, but the submissive always included a TFN/TLN/title among their vocatives. 
The only example of a dominant using a lowering category without receiving a TFN/TLN/title is in Serving Sharon Ch. 02. In this story, Sharon, the dominant, says to David, the submissive, “David you pathetic bitch!” This is the only occurrence of profanity in the story; the rest of the time both dominants address David by his FN. However, David has absolutely no dialogue at all, so this may not be a reliable counter-example. Otherwise, all use of these four lowering categories by dominants predicts a respectful TFN/TLN/title from the submissive.

5.0 Discussion

Power is not a characteristic that is inherent in the individual, but instead is something that is negotiated through discourse. One method of negotiating power is through the use of politeness. In the analysis of the vocative use in this BDSM erotica corpus, the dynamic, negotiated aspect of power is seen through the (im)politeness strategies used by both dominants and submissives. There are three main observations that lead to this conclusion. 
I. Dominants speak more than submissives, yet submissives use vocatives more often than dominants.

II. Dominants have more linguistic freedom than submissives do.

III. Reciprocal use patterns overwhelmingly reflect the power imbalance.
The first point, shown quantitatively in Section 4.2, when combined with Biber et al. and Zwicky’s points that vocative use is connected to interpersonal relationships (see pages 2 and 3 above), shows that submissives actively contribute to the power dynamic. The active nature of the submissive is also shown in the volunteering of “Yes, Sir” type phrases (Section 4.5.1). Submissives often volunteer to call the dominant by a respectful title, even when the dominant does not require it. This phenomenon was seen in The Accidental Master Ch. 01 and Love Insane, The First, when the submissive called the dominant in each case by a bare title (“sir” and “master”, respectively) before the dominant even told them to. This shows that the submissive is not so much “being dominated” by the dominant so much as they “submit” to the dominant and are linguistically taking part in creating the power relationship.
The second point, that dominants have more linguistic freedom, is shown in the fact that dominants use a wider variety of vocatives than submissives do. As was shown in Sections 4.2, 4.3 and 4.4, dominants are able to use the possessive, add adjectives, create compound terms, and generally use terms of any category from the insulting objectifiers and profanities, to the affectionate and familiar FNs and endearments to the formal TLNs. Submissives, while still in hold of some variety, never used objectifiers or diminutives to address their dominants. This sort of linguistic freedom, especially as far as profanity is concerned, is also shown in Goffman (1967: 78) with doctors being able to swear while attendants could not. The power that the doctors held allowed them greater linguistic freedom. 
The third observation, shown in Section 4.5.2, reveals the fluid nature of power and politeness. All stories involved an imbalance of power, yet this power was manifested in different ways. While some erotic stories followed Brown & Ford’s pattern of equality, (e.g. both dominants and submissives addressing each other by FN), and other stories followed Brown & Ford’s pattern in inequality (e.g. dominants using familiar FNs or endearments while submissives used formal TFN/TLN/titles), most stories used lowering categories of vocatives (objectifiers, profanities, diminutives or age-related terms). Brown & Ford did not consider profanity in their analysis of terms of address, but here (going by Watts’ definition) the use is not impolite, but instead is an exaggerated emphasis on the power imbalance. This suggests again that power needs to be reinforced through linguistic means (at least for some people).

These three observations – the activeness of the submissive in constructing the power relations, the expression of power through variety by the dominants, and the extra emphasis by the dominants on the power relation – all confirm what Barnes, Leezenberg, Goffman and Watts have said about power and politeness: that it is based upon interaction. 

While it could be argued that the dominant and submissive are merely accepting their respective roles and individually expressing their respective power positions, the power relationship is derived not from one or the other’s actions, but from both. The importance of “the gift of submission” is talked about often on BDSM web boards. Many BDSM practitioners, dominants, submissives and switches, often say that they treasure their submissive’s submission and obedience, as they recognize that it is only given of the submissive’s free will. This is the idea behind the motto, “safe, sane and consensual” which is touted by many BDSM resources. Power, as they see it, can only be given, never taken. Linguistically, submissives show that they give power by offering respectful vocatives and accepting lowering vocatives.

The BDSM philosophy of consensual power fits right in with Barnes’ view of power coming from the followers rather than being inherent in the leader. This accounts for the submissives offering up a respectful term even when one is not elicited. The requirement that both parties play the roles available makes power dynamically related to the others rather than the individual, just as Barnes argued.
Since both the dominant and the submissive contribute to the BDSM interaction, we can apply Goffman’s notion of facework to describe how they interact. Busbee (2000, 2001) postulated that a submissive must continually strive to maintain the face of the dominant. She also noted (Busbee 2000: 13) that the dominant needs “to have a submissive through which to accomplish face-saving.” However, this perspective still puts the focus on the actions of the individual rather than on the interaction between dominant and submissive. The vocatives clearly show that face is negotiated in BDSM from both sides, rather than just one. The individual must consider not only the role that they are required to play, but also how their partner will interpret their expression of that role. In this sense, while the power relationship is not necessarily negotiated, the means by which the power relationship is expressed is constantly being tested. Even the simple act of telling the submissive how to address the dominant is essentially negotiating how the power is displayed in the interaction.

The negotiation of the expression of power is quite evident from the vocatives used in this corpus, but we are still a ways off from Leezenberg’s conflict theory of power and Watts’ power struggle view of social practice. In one sense, BDSM is unique in that there is no power struggle; the roles are clearly defined, and each person strives to maintain their particular role. One is then forced to ask, why must participants in a BDSM interaction work at all to maintain their roles? If the roles are static, why is any negotiation necessary, even for the expression of power? One possibility is that power itself is not static and requires work to be maintained. Politeness, in so far as it is influenced by power, needs to be considered as a form of facework that reinforces roles and positions. In order to better understand power and politeness, we must consider not only the individual’s choices, but how these choices are influenced by the interaction.
6.0 Suggestions for Further Research

This study has shown that vocative use reflects power relations. More importantly, it has confirmed what Goffman and Watts have said on the nature of power and politeness. Politeness is a fluid thing that reflects the power relations between people that are constantly being negotiated. I have come to this conclusion by looking at vocative use in BDSM erotica form both a quantitative and qualitative perspective. But this study is not without its limitations. 

This study was limited in several ways. First, even though it is known that gay men participate in BDSM, there were no gay male exclusive stories in the corpus. Further, it may be possible that the statistics of 8% for lesbians was not yet high enough. Details as to the actual demographics of BDSM participants are varied and hard to verify, so it is very difficult to obtain a corpus that reflects the actual real-life population. 

A further limitation is found in the division of categories. In deciding which term fell into which category, I mainly followed everyday non-BDSM convention. A majority of people would call “slut” an insult, and so I placed it under profanity, even though some BDSM practitioners consider “slut” as a title. The same is true of the word “slave”. And it is possible that something that other non-BDSM people would call an endearment, such as “poopiekins” from the TV cartoon South Park, would be horribly insulting. Language attitudes may well govern what terms are ‘acceptable’ in a given context, rather than conventional ideas of politeness. The connection between language attitudes and politeness is vague, and should be explored.

Ideally, a study on vocatives should involve naturally collected data. However, due to the questionable legal status (c.f. Thompson 1996: preface; www.spannertrust.org) and social acceptance of BDSM, many practitioners are wary of involving themselves with anything and anyone other than themselves and their friends. Clubs have been closed due to bad publicity, and people have been ‘outed’ from BDSM websites, and it has at times cost them their careers. The secretive and oft cynical nature of BDSM practitioners does not go hand in hand with any sort of hard recording, even just audio. It is unlikely that much naturally collected data on BDSM will be collected until these social difficulties are rectified.

Regardless, this study has suggested pathways for further research. A similar study conducted in a T/V language may show some interesting data regarding pronoun usage. The current study is limited to English erotica, and it may be that erotica from other cultures and in other languages will exhibit different speech patterns as the local politeness constraints and language attitudes dictate. A study conducted on referentials may reveal more data about how dominants and submissives contribute to the power imbalance in BDSM. 
Limitations and problems not withstanding, this study has shown that BDSM is a fruitful area to consider linguistically. The relationship that BDSM has to power allows it to be studied in terms of power, how it is expressed, where it comes from, and general attitudes and conceptions of it. Specifically, this study has shown that choice of vocative is directly related to power, and that linguistic choices in general are constantly being negotiated in order to find the ones that most accurately reflect the relationship. Power is not a characteristic inherent in an individual, but instead is a dynamic, fluid part of a relationship that is constantly being tested and negotiated.
Endnotes

i. See also Hall 1995 for a discussion of how fantasy can reflect real-life stereotypes.
ii. In Dickey’s chart, the abbreviations are as follows: FN = First Name, TLN = Title Last Name, FNLN = First Name Last Name, NN = Nick Name.
iii. Debate on the relationship between BDSM pornography/erotica and real-life has been debated for several decades. I refer you to any of the works of Andrea Dworkin or Catherine MacKinnon for an anti-pornography stance, and Pat Califia for a pro-pornography stance. I choose not to focus violence or actions, but instead simply on linguistics.
iv. The randomness of their story spinner was not tested.
v. Male dominant looking for female submissive, etc.
vi. Bisexual ads would presumably appear under both heterosexual and homosexual ads, and would thus affect the numbers shown
vii. It should be noted that alt.com does not remove old profiles unless the advertiser asks them to, so many profiles may be out of use or duplicate.
viii. This study was provided by the researcher via email, who declined to be named out of worry for his reputation. 
ix. On literotica.com, the options under gender include female, male or transsexual.
x. An ‘utterance’ is defined as the dialogue that is enclosed in a single set of quotation marks or marked by a speech description such as “I whispered”. An utterance may include more than one sentence, and more than one vocative.
xi. The one exception would be in A Whipping for the Professor, where Laura, who is to become the dominant, calls the professor “Professor”. However, as this exchange happens before the power dynamic shifts, we can still take this statement to be true.
xii. It is odd that the TFN occurs among clergy in real-life, yet in Penance, where the dominant was a parson, the submissive addressed him as “sir”.
xiii. Does not include The Beginning or Becoming an Anal Slave because these two stories didn’t use any vocatives.
xiv. These terms may be comparable to James’ (1998) categories of derogatory terms.
xv. Includes Meeting Daddy for the Second Time, because “Daddy” is meant as a term of respect, and hence does not conflict TFN/TLN/titles.
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Corpus Locations

All stories represent the work of the author listed and that author alone owns the copyright. The date in parenthesis marks the upload date to the website, in this case to be taken as the publishing date. An asterisk (*) marks those authors who have given written consent for the use of their story.
A Classified, by defiant_1 (12/10/01): http://www.literotica.com:81/stories/showstory.php?id=315511
A Walk in the Park, by CmdrGdHrt (06/30/04): http://www.literotica.com/stories/showstory.php?id=1508900
A Whipping for the Professor, by TattleTale (02/25/02): http://www.literotica.com:81/stories/showstory.php?id=39589

Anna, by whit3lily (10/22/03): http://www.literotica.com/stories/showstory.php?id=112814

Aunt Carla Ch. 05, by moterhead74 (02/12/07): http://www.literotica.com/stories/showstory.php?id=296237

Becoming an Anal Slave, by DJMarie (06/03/07): http://www.literotica.com/stories/showstory.php?id=313330

Cassy’s Game Ch. 04, by wormwood (11/22/01): http://www.literotica.com/stories/showstory.php?id=29714

Chrissy Serves Ch. 02, by A_Kefka (02/08/06): http://www.literotica.com:81/stories/showstory.php?id=240696

Dear Diary, by firefly34.4 (10/17/01): http://www.literotica.com/stories/showstory.php?id=26510

Dress Up, by StevesPet76 (10/29/03): http://www.literotica.com:81/stories/showstory.php?id=113755

Fix It For Me Fast, by MistyMorgan (08/25/03): http://www.literotica.com:81/stories/showstory.php?id=106057

Getting XXXtra Credit, by Viveka (04/20/04): http://www.literotica.com:81/stories/showstory.php?id=139151

Jessica Pathetic, by GvilleWriterGuy (04/05/04): http://www.literotica.com/stories/showstory.php?id=136759

Kristin, by christy20 (06/23/06): http://www.literotica.com:81/stories/showstory.php?id=261459

Lady Reine, by smhgirl2002 (02/15/04): http://www.literotica.com/stories/showstory.php?id=129164

*Learning Respect, by vertigo_blues06 (12/24/06): http://www.literotica.com/stories/showstory.php?id=289522

Love Insane, The First, by Said (11/17/06): http://www.literotica.com/stories/showstory.php?id=284254

Meeting Daddy for the Second Time, by sybarite_sympath (04/03/07): http://www.literotica.com/stories/showstory.php?id=304054

My Reward Ch. 02, by takemetieme (09/22/06): http://www.literotica.com:81/stories/showstory.php?id=275218

Nude Modeling, by deya_dares (05/11/05): http://www.literotica.com/stories/showstory.php?id=198406

Of Mouse and Man Ch. 03, by Jonesmeister (07/05/01): http://www.literotica.com/stories/showstory.php?id=18205

Original Sins Ch. 03, by GnomeDePlume (06/02/07): http://www.literotica.com:81/stories/showstory.php?id=313005

Paying for the Broken Promise Ch. 04, by Peter_ (12/07/04): http://www.literotica.com/stories/showstory.php?id=174246

Penance, by txparson (10/28/03): http://www.literotica.com:81/stories/showstory.php?id=113688

Pierced, by cymbidia (04/08/01): http://www.literotica.com/stories/showstory.php?id=12281

Puppet-girl, by Couture (10/13/06): http://www.literotica.com/stories/showstory.php?id=278441

Rank Has Its Priviledges, by Couture (10/12/06): http://www.literotica.com/stories/showstory.php?id=278434

Road Trip, by honeysuckl001 (07/10/01): http://www.literotica.com:81/stories/showstory.php?id=18640

Roadtrip, by master181 (09/13/05): http://www.literotica.com:81/stories/showstory.php?id=217615

Serving Sharon Ch. 02, by ptlandtom69 (02/07/07): http://www.literotica.com:81/stories/showstory.php?id=292524

Slave to a Bra, by skip5236 (03/17/06): http://www.literotica.com/stories/showstory.php?id=246890

The Accidental Master Ch. 01, by Sir_Galahad (01/19/03): http://www.literotica.com:81/stories/showstory.php?id=76795

The Analyst, by L_O_Reins (08/17/02): http://www.literotica.com:81/stories/showstory.php?id=59091

The Beginning, by CptrdRose (04/06/05): http://www.literotica.com:81/stories/showstory.php?id=193111

The Birthday Picnic, by angelaa (02/12/02): http://www.literotica.com:81/stories/showstory.php?id=37312

The Brass Heart, by A-Heart-On (02/03/04): http://www.literotica.com:81/stories/showstory.php?id=127719

The New Boss Ch. 02: by iraussieguy (04/15/04): http://www.literotica.com:81/stories/showstory.php?id=138512

When the Honeymoon is Over, by litany (06/28/06): http://www.literotica.com/stories/showstory.php?id=262236

Woman of His Dreams Ch. 06, by wild_at_heart (02/06/05): http://www.literotica.com/stories/showstory.php?id=182801

BDSM websites

http://www.spannertrust.org/ – legal advocacy for sadomasochists in the UK

All of the dating websites below are age-restricted to 18 years of age and older. Though all of them are free to sign up, some require registering in order to use the site at all.

http://www.alt.com/ – “World’s largest BDSM & alternative lifestyle personals” (You must create a profile to view this website.)
http://www.bondage.com/  – “Bondage.com is the world’s largest BDSM community and the most exciting bondage and fetish website.” 

http://www.informedconsent.co.uk/ – “The leading UK BDSM website” 

http://bondage.com/forums/default.html  – web forum for bondage.com
http://www.collarchat.com/ – BDSM discussion forum for collarme.com

http://www.informedconsent.co.uk/boards/ – web boards for informedconsent.co.uk

Appendix

Appendix A: Letter Requesting Consent
The following letter was sent to each of the authors listed in the corpus. This was done through literotica.com’s anonymous feedback option, which allowed the authors to email me their responses. As many of the profiles had not been updated in several years, I do not expect all to respond. One author did not allow anonymous feedback.

Dear (author),

I am a graduate student in Applied Linguistics at the University of Edinburgh. I have used your erotic story/stories, “(title)” in a linguistic analysis of terms of address in BDSM. Some sections may be quoted in my dissertation as required, but the story will not be published in its entirety. I have credited the authorship of said story to the information available on your literotica.com profile.

Do you consent to having your story, “(title)”, being used for analysis?

Do you consent to short sections of your story being published in the dissertation?

I will understand a lack of response to mean that your profile is no longer active and that the story has become part of the public domain. It will still be credited to your literotica.com profile.

Thank you,

Becky Dwyer

University of Edinburgh

MSc Applied Linguistics

Appendix B: Vocatives by Category
Red Text marks terms only used by dominants.

Blue Text marks terms only used by submissives.

Black Text marks terms used by both dominants and submissives.

Table 8
	Endearments
	Profanity
	First Names (FN)

	babe

baby

beloved

darling

dear

dear one

dearest

hon
honey

honey pie

hun

kitten

love

lover

Mr. Special Man

my dear

my dear Christine

my dear valentine

my love

my lovely lady

my sweet 

my sweet man

my sweet valentine

my sweets

oh baby

princess

sweetheart

sweetie

sweetness
	bitch

creampuff

cream-puff

cunt

dumbass

dummy

little pain slut

my ass slut

my little fuck

my little fucking slut

my little slut

my sweet whore

my valentine slut

pathetic

perv

slut

wench

you bastard

you dirty cunt

you dirty fucking bitch

you fat fucking piece of shit

you fucking bastard

you fuckpig piece of ahh

you little cunt

you miserable sack of shit

you sweet cocksucker

you whore

you worthless piece of shit

my slut-pet
	Aimee

Anna

Bill

Brad

Carla

Chris

Christine

Dave

David

Deb

Dee

Deya

Franky

Gill

Gretchen
James

Jeff

Jennifer

Jessica
John

Kathy

Kelli

Ken

Kristin

Larry
Laura

Mark

Maurie

Melanie

oh Laura

oh Simon

Olga

Peggy

Pete

Peter
Reine

Rita

Ryan

Sam

Sassy

Sharon

Simon

Susan

Ulla

Vanessa

David you pathetic bitch

Sassy my little bitch

Sassy you slut

oh Simon Sir

Simon sir

	Diminutives
	Objectifiers
	

	baby doll

little one

my beautiful lil subbie

my darling lil subbie

my lil subbie

my little subbie

my naughty lil subbie

my sexy subbie

my subbie

my sweet lil subbie

oh my subbie

subbie

you daft lil subbie
	beautiful slave

cum bucket

fuck doll

little puppet

little slave

my little slave

my pet

my slave

my sweet pet

oh puppet

pet

pig Jessica

puppet

puppet girl

slave

worm

you insolent slave

you little fucking worm

you worm
	

	Age-terms
	Titles
	Title + First Name (TFN)

	baby girl

big boy

boy

brave girl
child

Daddy

girl

good girl

kid

naughty girl

oh baby girl

young lady

you naughty girl
	Beloved Mistress

Doctor

Ma’am

Master

Mistress

Mr. Assistant Manager

my master

oh god master

oh master

oh master of mine

poor master

Professor

Sir

Sir Master Sir

Master you dumbass
	Lady Reine

Master Larry

Miss Christy

Miss Kristin

Mistress Brenda

Mistress Cassandra

Mistress Jane

Mistress Lindsay

Mistress Stacy

	Renames
	Title + Last Name (TLN)
	General Terms

	Chrissy

Cinderella

little Sissy

Sissy

Chrissy girl

Chrissy honey
	Doctor Argenta

Mister Bartlett

Mr. Bartlett

Mr. Henderson
	damn smart woman

ladies

my dear customers please

my dear ladies

	
First Name + Last Name (FNLN)

	Nicknames

	Gill Bartlett

Christine Smale, my beautiful lil subbie, boss and lover


	Jess

Petey

Brenn


Appendix C: Complex Vocatives by Speaker

	Dominant Vocatives
	Submissive Vocatives

	baby girl

brave girl

good girl

naughty girl

baby doll

little one

my beautiful lil subbie

my darling lil subbie

my lil subbie

my little subbie

my little one

my naughty lil subbie

my sexy subbie

my subbie

my sweet lil subbie

you daft lil subbie

dear one

honey pie

my dear Christine

my dear valentine

my lovely lady

my sweet man

my sweet valentine

my sweets

David you pathetic bitch

Christine Smale, my beautiful lil subbie, boss and lover

damn smart woman

beautiful slave

fuck doll

little puppet

little slave

my little slave

my pet

my slave

my sweet pet

pig Jessica

puppet girl

you insolent slave

you little fucking worm

you worm

little pain slut

my ass slut

my little fuck

my little fucking slut

my little slut

my slut

my sweet fuck

my sweet whore

my valentine slut

you dirty cunt

you dirty fucking bitch

you fat fucking piece of shit

you fuckpig piece of ahh

you little cunt

you miserable sack of shit

you sweet cocksucker

you worthless piece of shit

my slut-pet

little Sissy

Chrissy girl

Chrissy honey
	big boy

Mr. Special Man

my love

Sassy my little bitch

Sassy you slut

Simon Sir

you fucking bastard

Mr. Assistant Manager

my master

oh god master

oh master of mine

poor master

Sir Master Sir

Master you dumbass


Appendix D: Dominant & Submissive Vocative Use by Category and Frequency

	Category
	Dominant Frequency
	Submissive Frequency
	Total Frequencies

	Age Terms
	45               (7.72%)
	29               (6.53%)
	74

	Diminutives
	33               (5.66%)
	0                      (0%)
	33

	Endearments
	88             (15.09%)
	16               (3.60%)
	104

	FN
	127           (21.78%)
	80             (18.02%)
	207

	FNLN
	4                 (0.69%)
	0                      (0%)
	4

	General
	5                 (0.86%)
	0                      (0%)
	5

	Nicknames
	2                 (0.34%)
	1                 (0.23%)
	3

	Objectifiers
	154           (26.42%)
	0                      (0%)
	154

	Profanity
	85             (14.58%)
	4                 (0.90%)
	89

	Renames
	13               (2.23%)
	0                      (0%)
	13

	TFN
	4                 (0.69%)
	61             (13.74%)
	65

	Title
	3                 (0.51%)
	246           (55.41%)
	249

	TLN
	20               (3.43%)
	7                 (1.58%)
	27

	Total
	583
	444
	1027


“You will be my pet, yes?”�Aimee lowered her eyes. �“You know your eyes are your best feature. They are dark and mysterious, as if holding onto a secret. I know the secret.”�Aimee raised her eyes from the floor to me.�“You are submissive. You want someone who has absolute power over you.”�Aimee stared long and hard into my eyes. After a few seconds, she nodded her head.�“You are my pet, yes?”�This was it! Would she let me take her name, only to be replaced with a title?�“Yes. Yes Reine.”�“You can call me Lady Reine.”�I raised my eyebrow. “Is that clear?”�“Yes.”�“Yes what my pet?”�“Yes… Lady Reine.”�A gentle, warm smile appeared on my face.





“Lord and Master!” I laughed at her words. “Cut it out, I’ll settle for Sir when we are playing but don’t go overboard with the wanking titles honey.”





Is this a first for you, Yes sir I replied Good, Ill know by the end of tonight if your lying or not you know that don't you. Yes sir I whispered. Are you enjoying it so far Yes sir I am I answered. [sic]





"You know something, worm? I've changed my mind about that makeup test. I've decided that I don't want to take it after all. Instead, you are going to save us both a lot of trouble and give me an "A". Is that clear?"�"Oh, yes, Mistress, whatever you say. Just don't stop fucking me."





"But you like showing off to your boss though don't you? The way you dress everyday, showing off your body. You think I don't know you are trying to seduce me? You think everyone in the office doesn't know?"


It failed to make her blush, but oh how it used to.





"I don't know." He stammered "I was just about to..." and his voice trailed off.�… "You were just about to what James." I licked my lips. Taking a deep breath he blurted "Just about to look in the mirror, but when I turned around I saw you standing there." �"Then close the door and look in the mirror James." I managed to keep my voice calm….�… "Look in the mirror and tell me what you see James." I commanded. …�… �"What do you see James?" I asked again …. �"I see," he breathed heavily "I see how sexy you feel when I look at you the way you are looking at me." �…�"Look into the mirror and tell me what you see James" I commanded him. He looked into the mirror as I tightened my grip on his nipples again. �"I see," he sucked in a harsh breath of air, "I see your little slut, your fucking slut." �"Good boy" I whispered releasing his nipples and stepped back.





“I see you for the pig you are, Jessica. Don’t try and cover up your gut, it doesn’t do any good.” �“Yes, sir.” She was smart enough to look at me whenever I spoke to her.





“Get used to being on your knees. That is where you belong.”�“Yes, Sir.”






























































� See also Hall 1995 for a discussion of how fantasy can reflect real-life stereotypes.


� In Dickey’s chart, the abbreviations are as follows: FN = First Name, TLN = Title Last Name, FNLN = First Name Last Name, NN = Nick Name.


� Debate on the relationship between BDSM pornography/erotica and real-life has been debated for several decades. I refer you to any of the works of Andrea Dworkin or Catherine MacKinnon for an anti-pornography stance, and Pat Califia for a pro-pornography stance. I choose not to focus violence or actions, but instead simply on linguistics.


� The randomness of their story spinner was not tested.


� Male dominant looking for female submissive, etc.


� Bisexual ads would presumably appear under both heterosexual and homosexual ads, and would thus affect the numbers shown.


� It should be noted that alt.com does not remove old profiles unless the advertiser asks them to, so many profiles may be out of use or repeats.


� This study was provided by the researcher via email, who declined to be named out of worry for his reputation. 


� On literotica.com, the options under gender include female, male or transsexual.


� An ‘utterance’ is defined as the dialogue that is enclosed in a single set of quotation marks. An utterance may include more than one sentence, and more than one vocative.


� The one exception would be in A Whipping for the Professor, where Laura, who is to become the Dominant, calls the professor “Professor”. However, as this exchange happens before the power dynamic shifts, we can still take this statement to be true.


� It is odd that the TFN occurs among clergy in real-life, yet in Penance, where the dominant was a parson, the submissive addressed him as “sir”.


� Does not include The Beginning or Becoming an Anal Slave because these two stories didn’t use any vocatives.


� These terms may be comparable to James’ (1998) categories of derogatory terms.


� Includes Meeting Daddy for the Second Time, because “Daddy” is meant as a term of respect, and hence does not conflict TFN/TLN/titles.
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