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COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF GENDER MODELS OF SPEECH
ACTIVITY IN ENGLISH AND UKRAINTAN LANGUAGES

This article is devoted to the peculiarities of men s and women's speech in different communicative
situations in Ukrainian and English linguo-cultures. We tried to analyze similarities and differences
in English and Ukrainian languages from the point of view of gender characteristic features. We
came to the conclusion that from the point of view of the social theory of gender roles, differences in
the behavior of men and women are associated with the roles that society ascribes to them. To meet
these expectations, individuals of both sexes learn appropriate patterns of communicative behavior
and behave in accordance with these expectations. The language has fixed a patriarchal attitude:
stereotypes are firmly entrenched in it, according to which a woman has many vices, therefore,
comparison with her man always carries a negative connotation: talkative, curious, flirtatious,
narcissistic, capricious, hysterical as a woman, womens logic, a comparison with a man only
adorns a woman: a man s mind, a man's grip, a man's character. Therefore, in those cases when it is
necessary to characterize negatively the referent with male characteristics, they resort to the transfer
of evaluation attributes stereotypically attributed to women. If the evaluative characteristics
of the male referent are transferred to the female referent, then the emotional rating goes from neutral to
positive. Thus, the linguistic aspect of gender is an actual direction in linguistics. Linguistic research
of the ways of expression of gender in language at all levels, the relationship of the expression
of sex and attributing to it a rating, description of gender stereotypes allow us to describe not only
anthropocentric system of language, but also to explore the possibilities and boundaries of its
subsystems related to masculinity and femininity as two hypostases of the human being.
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Stereotypes.

Introduction. For several decades, the issue
of differences in the communicative behavior of men
and women is a topic of linguistic research. In the 70-ies
scientists linguists noted that there are certain gender
differences in communication behavior. Despite
the inconsistency of the obtained results, scientists were
unitedinonething: menand womenmostly speak the same
language but use it differently, due to the specificity
of gender socialization, different objectives and interests
of both sexes. Recent studies have shown that language
of women and language of men as a constant formation
does not exist. “The matter is only about the typical
features of male and female speech, the detected trends
in the use of language by men and women” [5, p. 133].
This view is held by both domestic and western linguists.
Modern researchers are interested in identifying gender
stereotypes and the definition of their specificity. Gender
stereotypes are seen as “a special case of stereotype
knowledge on persons of different sexes, attributing
them certain characteristics. Gender stereotypes fix in
the language the notions of masculinity and femininity
and their associated patterns of behavior of individuals”
[6, p. 18].
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Literature overview. The verbal features
of communicative behavior of men and women,
who are most often the cause of misunderstandings
or conflicts between them, and analysis of verbal
communication, the use of certain linguistic means
and the specific style of communicative behavior
became the subject of research of domestic and foreign
scientists (A. Kyrylina, Yu. Melnyk, N. Myronova,
J. Butler, D. Tannen, S. Tromel-Plotz). A significant
contribution to the popularity and continuing
relevance of gender in linguistics was made by
J. Grimm when referring to the genus as a language
category, thus proving the relationship of language
and reality. Along with the comparison of gender
and grammar the phenomenon of gender is also
examined in relation to rhetoric as one of the sections
in linguistics. For example, one of the first impulses
in the research of German scientists in this direction
“Theses of feminist rhetoric” of R. Venske can be
considered, published in the middle of 80-ies.

The aim and objectives of the study. The purpose
of this approach is to explain and describe how
the presence of people of different sexes manifests itself
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in the language, as well as what qualities and ratings
are attributed to women and men, in which thematic
areas of the linguistic picture of the world they are
most common and how gender stereotypes work.

Results of the study and their discussion.
Inthe course of time, the sex of a person has turned from
a biological characteristic into a socio-psychological
characteristic. Thus, the concept of “gender», which
means a set of cultural and social norms prescribed
by society for people to fulfill depending on their
biological gender” [1].

The concept of “gender” has already gone beyond
the scope of grammar. This phenomenon is considered
as a discursive, sociocultural and psycholinguistic
phenomenon.

For the first time, the gender factor regarding
language appeared in antiquity in comprehending
the grammatical category of the gende. For a long time,
the only hypothesis about the causes and functioning
of the gender category in the language was symbolic-
semantic one, based on the correlation of the biological
category sexus and grammatical genus. Proponents
of'this hypothesis believed that the grammatical gender
arose due to the natural reality — the existence of people
of different sexes (I. Herder, V. Humboldt, J. Grimm);
moreover, in order to explain the extralinguistic
motivation of the category of the genus, scientists used
non-linguistic experience.

At the beginning of the last century, the theme
“Language and Gender” attracted the attention
of F. Mautner and O. Jespersen. F. Mautner
substantiated gender differences in language from
the point of view of social and historical reasons.
According to F. Mautner, the creative use of language
is a male prerogative, and women can only learn
the language created by men. O. Jespersen believed
that women are conservative in using the language, as
illustrated by the example of emigrant communities,
where the native language is preserved and at the same
time a new one is adopted. At the same time, men
learn a new language much faster. But it was not
taken into account that the study of a foreign language
by men was dictated by the need to work and speak
a new language. Women in a home environment did
not have such a need [4].

In the early 70s, gender studies from the point
of view of language received a huge impetus, thanks
to the emerged female movement in the United States
and Germany, as a result of which a peculiar direction
was formed in linguistics, which was called feminist
linguistics.

Gender relations are an important aspect of social
organization. They express its systemic characteristics

and structure relations between speaking subjects.
The main theoretical and methodological provisions
of gender theory are based on four interconnected
components: normative statements, cultural symbols,
which set directions for various interpretations
of such symbols and are expressed in scientific,
religious, legal or political doctrines; organizations
and social institutions; self-identity. Gender relations
are recorded in the language as culturally determined
stereotypes, leaving a certain imprint on behavior,
including speech, personality and all the processes
of its linguistic socialization [4].

In the 80s, a more balanced understanding
of tender emerged as a problem not so much
an explication of female history and psychology as
a problem of a comprehensive study of masculinity
and femininity of cultural and social expectations
associated with them. At the end of the last century,
a direction arose that studied only masculinity,
and the understanding came that masculinity has
various manifestations in any society; and the most
important of these areas came to be called dominant
masculinity.

Studying the structure of language associated
with gender today, scientists proceed from its cultural
and social conditioning, which is considered in the field
of linguo-culturology. According to E. Zemskaya
[5], this science is the latest molecular combination
of cultural studies and linguistics and gives us
the opportunity to study the interaction of language
and culture in the context of gender issues from
a new perspective. Man is the link between language
andculture. Heisaspeech, linguisticand communicative
person, whose formation takes place in the process
of socialization. One cannot disagree with the opinion
of R. Lakoff that gender is a sociocultural construct,
therefore, the study of its specificity is necessary in
the framework of the linguoculturological aspect
of a particular discourse.

The most intensive study of the gender category in
linguistics is fixed at the end of the XX — beginning
of the XXI century. This is due to many factors,
primarily the change in the scientific paradigm
in the humanities under the influence of the
postmodernism’s  philosophy. The knowledge
of categorization processes from a new perspective,
interest in a person’s private life and subjective as
a whole, the development of new personal concepts,
including the theory of social constructivism, all
this led to a rethinking of the scientific principles
of the study of categories such as ethnicity,
gender and age, considered before as biologically
determined. With this approach, it became necessary
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to use a new terminology that more closely matches
the methodological guidelines of scientists, and this
was the reason for introducing the term gender into
scientific circulation, which was intended to
emphasize the nature of sex, formed and supported
by society, its conventionality and institutionality.
This approach, of course, contributed to the study
of linguistic mechanisms of gender expression in
language and communication [5].

Overcoming a straightforward interpretation
of gender is today one of the most important
conditions for studying various gender aspects
oflanguage and communication, and parameterization
of masculinity and femininity from the standpoint
of gender and cognitive linguistics should take into
account the specifics of the implementation of gender
stereotypes in the language.

Eachlinguistic culture is characterized by the presence
ofa gender picture of the world, including such a person’s
view of reality, when things and relationships are
classified as binary oppositions, the elements of which
can be associated with the feminine and masculine
principles. The stereotype that is associated with
the masculine principle is, first of all, “the formation
of one’s meaning in life, one’s culture and society,
and with the feminine one, reproduction and the sphere
of nature. Women’s social dynamics are significantly
lower compared to men’s one. However, over time, their
role functions may change” [6].

Both the system (linguistic) and the communication
level of the language have gender specifics. The
system level includes various kinds of asymmetries,
word-formation and semantic lacunae. As for the level
of communication, this is the frequency of use of one
form or another, the preference of the masses or
individuals, determined by linguistic and cultural
factors.

The mentioned directions did not succeed each
other, but “moved» from one to another, and currently
continue to coexist, in some cases competing
with each other. From a different angle, they study
the following groups of problems” [7]:

1. Language and gender reflection in it
vocabulary, nominative system, gender category,
syntax and some similar objects. The purpose of this
approach is to explain and describe how the presence
of people of different sexes manifests itself in
the language, as well as what qualities and ratings
are attributed to women and men, in which thematic
areas of the linguistic picture of the world they are
most common and how gender stereotypes work.

2. Written and oral speech behavior of both men
and women. In the course of the study of the linguistic
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marking of the gender attribute, we found that in
speech behavior of woman is guided by “open social
prestige”, that is, on generally recognized norms
of social and speech behavior, while a man gravitates
to the so-called hidden prestige — to deviate from
established norms and rules of communication.
As a result, women tend to use euphemisms in their
speech. They try to avoid elements of familiarity,
nicknames, and invective vocabulary. A woman
in her speech often uses specific nouns, and men —
abstract; men more often use verbs of active voice,
but women use verbs of passive voice. This is due
to a more active male lifestyle. At the same time, we
found that with an increase in the level of education,
differences in speech become less noticeable
[5, p- 129]. If you analyze the English language,
then one of the characteristic features of female
speech is the use of evaluative adjectives. A man,
if he uses evaluative adjectives, is rather one that
defines parametric and quantitative relationships.
According to L. Hirschman, a woman would rather
use awful or pretty than very and so [8]. In women’s
speech, introduction words expressing a different
degree of confidence, referring to one’s own or
someone else’s opinion are much more often present.
For example, probably, possibly, certainly, I think,
1 suppose; you see, to seem, to my mind. These words
are usually at the beginning of a sentence. Women are
much more likely than men to use the “You know”
construct. More frequent use of units of affected
vocabulary (“awfully pretty”, “terribly nice” — terribly
cute), various intensifiers, particles or exclamatory
sentences (“What lovely earrings!”) is associated
with the tremendous emotionality of female speech.
In the woman’s speech, deeper hyperbolization is
also found, and in addition, the frequency of using
stylistic tropes is higher: “I’d just die” [8]. In men,
the use of words with less emotional indexing
and the uniformity of lexical techniques predominates
when transmitting assessments or emotional
characteristics. When analyzing the verbal behavior
of the sexes, we have to pay attention to the syntactic
language level. Due to the increased emotional
level in women, they have a higher incidence
of inverted and elliptical constructions. In English,
women and men form their sentences in different
ways, for example, in a man’s speech you can often
find a complex, confusing syntax. A man usually
introduces one sentence into another, puts them into
each other. Female syntax is a complex of words
going in order, one after another. O. Jespersen calls
this coordination, that is, hypotaxis is characteristic
of men, and parataxis is characteristic of women [2].
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Nevertheless, it should be remembered that there are
no sharp boundaries between male and female speech
in English. The noted features of male and female
speech are defined as application trends. Very often,
those or other phenomena found in the speech of both
men and women are associated with the peculiarities
of their character, mental state, profession, social role,
but not with gender differences. Within the framework
of the gender marking of the language, first of all, one
should consider the lexical linguistic composition,
since at the lexical level the gender characteristics
of a particular language are more clearly manifested.
Initially, it was only about androcentrism
and the proof of its presence in the language
and culture: the language is not only anthropocentric,
but also androcentric, that is, it reflects the male
perspective and is oriented towards representatives
of the masculine gender. In any language you can
find signs of androcentricity due to the peculiarities
of the development of mankind from a historical point
of' view. But the degree of'its intensity and severity can
vary from one culture to another and, therefore, from
one language to another [2]. For example, in English,
the same lexeme (man) is used to refer to human being,
person and man. If we consider the manifestation
of femininity and masculinity in the Ukrainian
language, we can see that — although the Ukrainian
language also has androcentrism — it manifests itself
not so clearly. The derivative possibilities of the word
man are much wider, than of Ukrainian lexeme man.
If we analyze the lexicographic works, we can see
that the word man has a significantly larger number
of related combinations than the Ukrainian word
man — manlike, manliness, manhood. The gender-
marked vocabulary includes those lexical units in
which the « gender» component is implemented
in more contrasting ways. The gender marking
of a language is manifested through:

1. Personal pronouns that construct gender
in the language, carrying it in the most natural
way — speech or in any type of conversation. Without
a gender marking in a subjective way (pronouns mark
gender opposition only in the third person, and are
not carriers of gender in themselves in other persons),
they can support the concept of gender, performing
at the same time another function.

2. The use of lexemes correlated with men or women
with the help of their internal form: father, mother,
daughter, son, bride, groom, king, queen; father, mother,
daughter, son, groom, bride, king, queen.

3. The use of words and phrases having a huge
number of units with a “gender component” indicating
the gender of the referent:

1. In English, such words or phrases include
the following components: man, woman, boy, girl
(sex-specific words): alderman, manservant, manat-
arms, gentlemanlike; woman's grace, womanliness,
girlhood, wifely.

2. Phraseological units that correspond to a man
or woman: Achilles’ heel, drunk as a lord (drunk as
a shoemaker), doubting Thomas (Thomas unbeliever,
skeptic), good Joe (good guy), wise as Solomon
(sage); old wives’ tales (gossip women, grandma’s
tales).

The analysis showed that in the majority of cases in
Ukrainian, collocations that relate to female referents
include feminine nouns, and collocations that relate
to male referents, are masculine nouns: 300posuii,
ax oux (healthy, like a bull); nezepabnuii, ax ciou
(clumsy, like an elephant); 6nazenv (a pea jester);
3na, Ak eidbma (wicked like a witch);, mendimna
naunouxa (prim young lady). In contrast to English,
the main role in gender marking in the Ukrainian
language is played by the category of gender.
In Ukrainian, the category of grammatical gender
is widespread. Each noun (animate or inanimate)
as part of its own seme, defining its grammatical
essence, has the seme of gender, masculine,
feminine or neuter. The category of the grammatical
gender was previously once inherent in the nouns
of the Old English period. The historical development
of the morphology of the English language has led to
the disappearance of the category of gender, which
at this stage of the development of the language
is devoid of morphological means of expression.
It is worth mentioning such relationships in
the system of nouns as actor — actress, poet — poetess,
ambassador — ambassadress, widow — widower,
sultan — sultana, count — countess, duke — duchess.
This way of expressing female and male nominations
occurs by translating a noun into a « female» form
using suffixes (for example, -ess, -a, -trix). But these
suffixes are not indicative of « gender» differences in
the system of English nouns.

4. The words that surround the concepts of “man”
and “woman”. The main groups of such units are:
a) external description: — man: handsome; excellent turn
of shoulders and woman: beautiful, charming, cute,
shapely figure; lovely figure; b) psychological qualities,
behaviors: — man: rough-housing, to hide one’s emotions,
telling dirty jokes; composure, tactlessness, rudeness —
woman: nagging, crying, gossiping, capricious, blushing;
talkativeness, shyness, tendency to tears; ¢) units that have
only male or female referents because of an internal form
that refers to the peculiarities of life of men and women: —
man: fo serve in the army; protect the homeland — woman:
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bear children, to be pregnant, motherhood, pregnancy;
d) non-verbal behavior. Gender differences that are
reflected in non-verbal behavior have led to that individual
gestures and even styles of non-verbal behavior began to
be evaluated as female and male, regardless of the actual
gender of the executor. For example, a typical male gesture
is the “rub one’s hands [with pleasure]” gesture, with
which the gesticulator conveys his positive expectations.

Another difference in the styles of speech behavior
is that men prefer to speak directly, and the statements
of women have an inherent indirectness. According to
D. Tannen, “women tend to express their desires not
specifically, but using a leading question in order to find
out what other participants in the communication might
like. They are used to taking into account the interests
of the partner and formulating statements openly,
with the goal of making a joint decision” [13]. Since
men express their needs more directly, they are often
unable to recognize the meta-message in the expression
of women.

In studies of foreign linguists, other gender features
of communicative behavior are also highlighted. For
example, with regard to the course of the conversation,
women demonstrate a desire to follow the topic
ofdiscussion, toagree withapartner. Men, on the contrary,
ignore the topic of their partner, refer to other information
and constantly use their position as a starting point
[9]. The male style of communicative behavior is
the exact opposite of the female style. In the opinion
of K. Schmidt the features of the male style of speech
include: orientation to non-cooperative behavior
instead of cooperative one; long monologues instead
of the speaker changing frequently; the presentation
of one’s own knowledge turns out to be more substantial
than the elaboration and development of a common
theme — each puts individual thematic accents, not
particularly agreeing with previous statements; dominant
behavior; frequent interruptions of the interlocutor;
loud manner of conversation; repetition and statement
of topics [10, p. 73-90].

As the results of research in the field of gender
linguistics show, differences between male and female
communicative behavior are found at all language
levels. Feminist advocates speak of various “language
registers” in this regard. They can be reduced to
the following points: 1. Women more often than men
choose formulations that soften their statements.
On the one hand, this is due to the use of diminutive
forms, on the other hand, due to the connecting
elements at the beginning or end of the sentence.
2. Women willingly give men the opportunity to choose
a topic of conversation. Therefore, it is not surprising
that in mixed groups, topics initiated by men dominate
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the conversation. Women often support and develop
them, while topics initiated by women often do not
resonate with men and are soon interrupted. 3. Women
use vulgar expressions to a lesser extent than men. They
swear less often and at the same time choose harmless
words. 4. Women have a different lexical vocabulary
than men. However, in traditionally female topics
of conversation, such as housework, parenting, as well
as fashion, their expressions are more accurate than in
men. 5. Women are more likely to interrupt themselves
than men. They are more silent and formulate their
statements in interrogative form. 6. Finally, women
more often than men agree with the arguments
of'the interlocutor. Depending on the situation, it can also
happen that men use the “female” language, and women
use the “male” language register. This can take place,
first of all, in communicative situations, where there is
strong pressure from the authorities. So when talking
with the boss, the “female” register is most likely used,
and with the subordinate — “male”. In conclusion, it
is worth saying that the listed differences between
the communicative behavior of men and women are
the main typical trends, and there are enough exceptions.
From the point of view of the social theory of gender
roles, differences in the behavior of men and women are
associated with the roles that society ascribes to them.
To meet these expectations, individuals of both sexes
learn appropriate patterns of communicative behavior
and behave in accordance with these expectations.

Conclusions. Thus, we can conclude that
the language has fixed a patriarchal attitude: stereotypes
are firmly entrenched in it, according to which a woman
has many vices, therefore, comparison with her man
always carries a negative connotation: talkative,
curious, flirtatious, narcissistic, capricious, hysterical
as a woman, women’s logic; a comparison with a man
only adorns a woman: a man’s mind, a man’s grip,
a man’s character. Therefore, in those cases when it
is necessary to characterize negatively the referent
with male characteristics, they resort to the transfer
of evaluation attributes stereotypically attributed to
women. If the evaluative characteristics of the male
referent are transferred to the female referent, then
the emotional rating goes from neutral to positive
[6]. Thus, the linguistic aspect of gender is an actual
direction in linguistics. Linguistic research of the ways
of expression of gender in language at all levels,
the relationship of the expression of sex and attributing
to it a rating, description of gender stereotypes allow us
to describe not only anthropocentric system of language,
but also to explore the possibilities and boundaries of its
subsystems related to masculinity and femininity as two
hypostases of the human being.
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Kocosuu O. B. IOPIBHSAJIbHUAW AHAJI3 TEHJAEPHUX MOJIEJIEM MOBJIEHHEBOT
MOBEJIHKU B AHITIIACBHKIA TA YKPATHCbKIIA MOBAX

Lla cmammsa npucesuena ocobaUBOCMAM YONOBIHOI U HCIHOYOI MOBU 6 PI3HUX KOMYHIKAMUBHUX CUMYAYIAX
8 YKPAIHCOKill ma aH2nilicobKill iiHesoKyismypax. Mu cnpobysanu npoananizyeamu nodioHocmi ma 8iOMIHHOCI
6 AH2NIUCHLKIL Ma YKPAIHCHKIU MOBAX 3 MOYKU 30pYy 2eHOepHUX ocobnugocmeu. Mu nputiuiiu 00 8UCHOBKY, W0
3 MOYKU 30pY COYIANbHOT Meopii 2eHOepHUX poilell BIOMIHHOCTI 8 NO8EOIHYI YONLOBIKIB | HCIHOK N0 SA3aHi 3 pONAMU,
AKI CYCRIILCBO Npunucye im. /lnsa 3a00801enHsA yux o4iky8ams 0coou 060X cmametll 3ac801010MmMs GI0N08IOHI MoOei
KOMYHIKAMUGHOI nosedinku i eedymov cebe 8i0n0GiOHO 00 yux ouikysanv. Mosa 3aghixcyeana nampiapxaibHi
BIOHOCUHU: CMEPeOMUNY MIYHO 3ACiIU 8 Hill, 32I0HO0 3 AKUMU JHCIHKA MA€E b6azamo 6a0, MOMY NOPIGHAHHS 3 HEH
YON08IKA 3A62ICOU Hece HeeamusHe 3a0apenenHs: 6anaKyull, Yikasuu, KOKeMAUGUI, CamMo3aKOXaHUL, NPUMXIUGUL,
icmepuunutl, SIK JHCIHKA, HCIHOUA N02IKA, JHCIHKY JHC NOPIGHAHHSA 3 YONOGIKOM MINbKU NPUKPAULAE: YOLO08IUULL PO3VM,
40N106i4a X6amKa, 4onogiuutl xapaxmep. Tomy 6 mux eunaokax, Koy HeoOXiOHO He2amUSHO OXapaxKmepusyeamu
pehepenma 3 YonogiuuUMU 03HAKAMU, 60AI0OMbCSL 00 NEPEHECEHHS OYIHOUHUX O3HAK, SIKI CIEpeomunto NPUNUCYIOms
JHCIHKAM. HKWO dc OYIHOUHI O3HAKU pehepeHma-14ono8ika nepeHoCambCsl Ha pedhepeHma-diCiHKy, mo emMoyitiHa
OYIHKA 3 HEUMPATbHOT Nepexooums 6 nO3UmMueHy. Takum YUHOM, NIH2GICHMUYHULL ACNEKM 2eHOepY € aKMYalbHUM
Hanpamkom 6 jiHesicmuyi. Jlinegicmuuni 00CiONHCeH s CNOCO0I8 BUPAICEHH CIMAMI MOBOK HA BCIX il PIGHAX,
63AEMO36 "A3KY GUPAJICEHHA CMAmi | NPURUCYBAHHS il OYIiHKU, ONUC 2EHOEPHUX CMEPeomunis 003801A10Mb

NPOAHANI3Y8amy He MiNbKU aHMPONOYEHMPUUHY CUCTNEMY MOGU, ale i GUSYUMU MONCIUBOCTHI ma MeXCi il

nidcucmem, NO8 SI3AHUX [3 MYHCHICIIO MA HCIHOUHICIMIO K 080MA INOCMACAMU JIFOOCHKO20 OYMMmsL.
Knrouosi cnoea: zenoep, anenilicbka Mo8d, YKpaiHCbKa MO8d, NIHSBOKYIbMYPA, NIH28ICMUKA, 2eHOEpHI
cmepeomunu.
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