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INTRODUCTION

Topicality and relevance of the theme.Researching the role of gender in
the development of culture, their symbolical and semiotic expressions in
philosophy, history, linguistics literature and art helps to see the new aspects of
the development of society, get into the essence of the current events more
deeply. The problems of gender linguistics are the most attractive ones in the
modern language study. This is an obviously new branch of science which
studies out the focus on difference of means of language between men and
women. The reason for linguistic gender researches are taking strong and
separate position is connected first of all with changing of social role of women
in the society. Each chapter of our work constituted a powerful response to male
and female cognitive studies Now, when communicative approach in linguistics
is essential, investigating different ways of communication is topical. Moreover,
anthropooriented character of linguistic researches in the modern stage of
development demands consideration of gender aspects of communication.

It is necessary to emphasize, that cultural and socio-psychological aspects
are in the centre of gender researches which causes stereotypical conception
about male and female qualities and determines the attitude of society towards
men and women. It forms the mechanism of construction of authoritative system
in the basis of language divergencies.

Gender approach allows to considerate human factor in language more clearly.

From the earliest years of Independence of Republic of Uzbekistan
special attention as paid to the development of science. In particular, in respect
of linguistics the problem of a man in surrounding world has always been
leading, and at present it plays the decisive role in understanding the modern
world. Formation of the question about a man and his role in the world and
cognition was initially connected with separation a man from the nature, and
then with recognition of himself not only a representative of mankind, but also

as an individual, person. In this respect, the fifth direction of Actions Strategy



on further development of Uzbekistan Republic determines the next actions *
for the purpose of protecting the right and freedom of a man, prosperity of
people, satisfaction the barest necessity and interests of citizens, establishment
of supremacy of law, lawfulness and fairness in society, piece, international and
civil harmony in the country” [2], and in realization of the actions, such as
guaranteeing the protection the right and freedom of man, prosperity of people,
satisfaction the barest necessity and interests of citizens establishment of
supremacy of law, lawfulness and fairness in society, piece, international and
civil harmony in the country reveals the opportunity of extensive investigation
of cognitive linguistics and linguo-culturology.

And finally, investigation showed, that studying the concept which
applies to conceptsphere “man” in cultural-logical, semantic-functional and
linguo-cultural features of modern linguistics and one of the perspective
direction in different comparative languages is one of the perspective directions
in modern linguistics. This dissertation is aimed to realization in certain degree
of tasks, determined in Resolution of President of Uzbekistan Republic Nel1875
“About measures on further development the system of high education” from
the 20-th of April 2017:

- To strengthen research potential of higher establishment;

- To develop science in the higher educational system,;

- To improve its integration with academic science;

- To increase the effectiveness of researches of teaching staffs of Higher

Education Institutions [3].

In Ne4947 * Strategy of actions in five priority directions of development
of Republic of Uzbekistan in 2017-2021” from the 7" February 2017 stated that
“We will continue to focus our attention on deeper teaching of English and other
foreign languages as priority. At the same time, we will strengthen our work on
training and professional development in those specialties required for us and

other regulatory-legal acts” [2].



Correspondence of the investigation with priority directions of development of
science and technology of the Republic. The dissertation is carried out in
accordance with the priority directions of science and technology of the
Republic “The ways of formation and realization the system of innovative ideas
in social, legal, economical, cultural, spiritual-moral directions of informative
society and democratic government”.

The object of the research - means of men's and women's language, the
peculiarities of their usage of language, their behavior and gender influence on
the development of the language.

The subject of the research: the gender peculiarities of the concept
“Man” and “Woman” in English and Karakalpak languages

The aim of the research is to study out gender peculiarities in usage the
language by two genders (phonology, grammar, morphology, syntax), and the
difference between men's and women's way of speaking, writing, behavior, etc. in
English and Karakalpak languages.

The tasks of the research:

1. To compare the phonological, morphological, grammatical and stylistic aspects
of speech of men and women;

2.To show the difference between the use of language varieties of the two
genders;

3. To identify the way and style of speaking of men and women with pointing at
the reason;

4.To study the gender peculiarities of the development of the language

The scientific novelty ofthe theme.Gender-conceptual analysis of lexical
semantic fields man and woman with aim of revealing androcentrism in English
and Karakalpak languages was performed, an attempt of reflecting gender
stereotypes by means of analysis of their social, psychological and physiological
characteristics was made, implicit representation of gender component in the
semantics of phraseological units and proverbs of English language and explicit

representation of gender component in the semantics of phraseological units of
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Karakalpak language has been revealed, the comparative analysis of
phraseological units and proverbs of English and Karakalpak languages from the
point of view of gender researches was held.

The survey of literature on the subject (degree of investigation): The
present stage of development of linguistics is characterized with special interest
to the gender investigations. In works of Kirilina A.V, Goroshko E.I., Lakoff J,
Martinyuk A.P, Teliya V.N., Coats J., Philips S.U., Tannen D., Gak V.G,
Levant R., McGlone J., Pushkaryova N.L., Smith S., Kubryakova E.S., Lu Mimi
the general and specific problems of gender investigations are discussed. As for
the scientists from our country the problem was investigated by Ergasheva G,
Morozova A.A., Abdullaev M.A, Alimdjanova D and others.

The methods used in the research: cognitive, comparative-typological,
statistic, analytical, method of observation, descriptive and others.

The theoretical importance of the research: Many theories connecting
with the gender problems have been collected. We have studied many theories
having been proposed by famous linguists as: P. Eckert, R. Lakoff and others.
We have compared their theories and tried to explain our linguistic theoretical
results. A lot of problems dealing with gender linguistics were discussed and
investigated in the research work. Different means of language, gender
peculiarities of the use of language and language varieties were deeply studied
out.

The practical importance of the research: the results of research may
be implied while lecturing such courses as general and comparative linguistics,
gender linguistics, social linguistics, psycholinguistics, cognitive linguistics,
linguoculturology, and also for creating manuals, graduation qualification
papers, master’s dissertation.

The structure of research work. The research work consists of Introduction, 3
chapters, Conclusion and List of used literature. Introduction has general
information about the problem, reveals the aim, duties, methods, theoretical and

practical value of the work. Each chapter consists of paragraphs and contains
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important information and explanation of the pointed tasks of the work. Chapter I
is dedicated to the history investigation of gender in new linguistic Paradigm,
origin of the notion of gender, methodology of gender investigation at present
stage. Chapter Il contains important information about gendered speech
communication women’s speech, men’s speech, gender peculiarities in language
aspects, gender peculiarities in English lexics, gender peculiarities in English
grammar, gender peculiarities in English phraseology, Chapter III reveals
gender peculiarities in Karakalpak lexics, Karakalpak grammar and Karakalpak
proverbs, Conclusion presents the main and significant results of the
investigation. List of used literature indicates the scientific issues, articles and

thesis that were used in compiling the work. The work consists of 90pages.



CHAPTERI
GENDER PROBLEMS IN MODERN LINGUISTICS
1.1. Investigation History of Gender in New Linguistic Paradigm

In research paradigms of the last decades of anthropocentrism that is orientation
to study a man has started to dominate: in linguistics new directions of research,
new scientific approaches are forming. The reason for that is the effect of
postmodern philosophy, according to the principles of which a language is the
main tool of construction the picture of the world.

According to the opinion of V. fon Humboldt, the studying of language
should be carried out taking into consideration the human aspect in language, as
language is a living organism [56].French linguist G. Giyom considered
language the spirit of a nation [43:65]. In confirmation of this Uzbek scientists
think that language is inseparable from traditions, mode of life of the people
who speak this language, and from the outside world[65:10-12].

Modern linguistic studies also go round identificationthe place of a man in a

19

language, as language activity is a skill, inherent in a man, and it is
impossible to evade the human factor while studying the language structure”
[14:7]. Individual features are considered more deeply, also from the viewpoint
of dimorphism, the linguistic implementation of this problem call forth more
and more interest of scientific society. The sex of a man is not only a biological
aspect, it also has cultural conditional mental essence. The problems and
questions of a sex are considered within the scope of so called gender studies, in
the basis of which lies the idea of “gender”. These studies are relatively new
branch of the humanities. The objects of study of gender studies are cultural and
social aspects, according to which society treat men and women, behavior of
people depending on their sex, stereotypes about the qualities of men and
women. In modern science gender approach to analyzing social and cultural
phenomena has started to be applied very widely. The notion of “gender” is

multidimensional. It is constantly developing and is studied in various

humanities such as sociology, psychology, philosophy, linguistics which
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interpret gender theory according to their own standards. As L.I. Khaleeva
confirms, *“ approach to genderism as to the reality... allows to distinct gender as
it were interdisciplinary intrigue, on the basis of which intertwine many sciences
about a man, not only about his biological but also social and cultural
conditional peculiarities, intrigue as the whole set conditions, events and
actions, in the centre of which is a man, individual” [67:8-11].

First of all, this term should be differentiated from the term “sex”. According to
the traditional approach, the notion of sex means physiological differences,
depending on which people are defined as men and women. Cultural and social
orientation of an individual in the world depends on sex of a man, therefore sex
is one of the most socially important feature of an individual. However, besides
the biological difference there are various social roles, form of activities,
peculiarities of a personality, functional features, and at that each society has its
own idea about masculinity and femininity, that is the thing which is acceptable
for men, in other society is allowed to permissible for women as well. It allows
to conclude, that biological sex is not an explanation to this difference.
Therefore, necessity arises to in differentiating biological sex, which is defined
strictly by anatomical features of a person’s organism, from social sex, which is
formed due to the definite influence of society. Thereby, the notion of “gender”
denies absolute biological predetermination of difference between men and
women and supposes the extinction of biological sex and social sex. Gender is
the set of social and cultural standards, required by society to people depending
on their biological sex.Consequently, scientists try to consider the totality of
biological and social features while defining the notion “gender”. The term
“gender” was used only in linguistic context of English language to designate
grammar category of gender up to the 70-s of last century. For the first time the
term “gender” in this meaning was used by American psychologist , professor of
California University Robert Stoller in 1968 to differentiate masculinity and
femininity as sociocultural peculiarity of “male” and “female”. In his work “Sex

and gender: about development of masculinity and femininity” Stoller supposes,
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that the basis of gender is composed of psychological and cultural
aspects.”[43:102].

Philosopher Anna Okley in her book “Sex, gender and society” has the
following viewpoint: “Sex is the word, which is correlated with biological
difference between man and woman: visible difference between genitals,
respective difference reproducing functions. “ Meanwhile, gender is the subject
of culture: it is brought the social classification into “masculine” and
“feminine”... fixedness of sex should be admitted, however diversity of gender
should be as well.

According to this definition, gender as a set of sociocultural feature of
behavior, formed in society, cannot replace sex, which is given by nature, and
composed of strictly biological feature, that is gender supplements sex. That was
the first interpretation of gender, which was spread in the end of 60-s and in the
beginning of 70-s of the 20™ century.

The second interpretation of gender appeared later, to the beginning of 80-s of
20™ century, according to which not only sociocultural features of men and
women in the society that construct but also the ways of expressing the
sexuality, which depend on their biological sex, that is gender started to include
biological sex. The most famous definition of this period belongs to Joan
Scott:”...gender is social organization of sexual difference. But it does not
mean, that gender reflects or comes from definite and natural physical difference
between men and women, most likely gender is the knowledge which creates
meaning to bodily difference... We cannot see sexual difference except the
functions of our knowledge about a body, and this knowledge is not “pure”, it
cannot be separated from implied in the wide area of discourse contexts.” For a
long time the topic of interrelations of language and genderin linguistics has not
been considered, but only at present time because of the developing
anthropocentrical scientific paradigms it started to move to foreground of
linguistic investigations. According to the opinion of A.V .Kirilina, “Linguistic

data are the most significant sources of information about the character and
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dynamics of constructing the gender as the product of culture and social
relations” [58:6-7]. The category of gender can be applied to all linguistic
phenomena, which are connected with the problems of sex, as “sex and its
manifestation is not only “registered” by language, but acquire axiology, valued
from the viewpoint naive picture of world. Therefore, it is proper to ascertain,
how sex fixes in language: with which tools, semantic fields, valuation and so
on, also its relevance to other languages[58:33-34].A.V Kirilina emphasizes,
that even though gender is not linguistic category ( with the exception of socio-
and psycholinguistics), analyze of language categories presents the investigator
the information about : what role gender plays in a culture, what behavioral
standards for men and women fix in texts of various types, how the ideas change
about gender norms, masculinity and femininity , what stylistic features can be
referred to mainly female or male, how masculinity and femininity interprets in
different languages and cultures, how gender belonging effects to learning a
language, what fragments and thematic spheres of linguistic picture of world it
is connected with” [58:10-11].

According to A.V.Kirilina [59:134-141] there are three phases of gender
investigations:Biological determinism — the investigations which were irregular,
based on observation of independent facts.The factor of sex in connection with
language firstly occurred in antique times while interpreting the categories of
grammar gender.

It was considered, that appearing of this category was connected with
physiology of people, that is category of gender correlated to biological category
of sex. And to masculine nouns were ascribed the qualities such as power,
energy, strength, activity, and to feminine nouns- passiveness, weakness,
dreaminess, sinfulness. This hypothesis was called symbolico-semantic and
existed untilthe 17" century, when was discovered that there are languages
which don’t have category of gender. Therefore, at present time gender category
is interpreted solely as linguistic category. However, in spite of critical attitude,

one of its points described above hypothesis about ability of gender category to
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effect human perceiving related words and notions is admitted by modern
science.

The second phase of development of problem reflects transitional period, which
was the first half of 20" century. In this stage, linguists explain gender
difference in language as social and historical cause. For example, O. Espersen
in his work in 1925 “Language: its essence, origin and development” devoted
the whole chapter to difference in speech behavior of men and women in
different languages. For example, in language of Zulu there was a taboo for
women which prohibited saying the names of relatives of males, and also to all
word combinations where could be seen proper names. That was how the special
feminine dialect arouse. In Bolivia in tribe of chikito there were male and female
suffixes. F. Mountner in his investigations points to some features of male and
female speech. According to Mountner, “women are less educated and therefore
try to use foreign words needlessly, whereas educated men do not use them,
being capable to find equivalents in their Mother tongue”. Mountner thinks, that
“ creative using the language is the prerogative of men, and women can only
learn the language created by men”.

As a matter of fact, gender investigations is typical for the third phase of
development, when in the 60-70-s of the 20™ century started intensive and
systematic learning of gender phenomena. At the same time in American
universities sprang up so called women’s studies, which rapidly spread out to
English speaking countries.Their main goal is studying women’s agenda in
various spheres of life, interpreting the social role of women in modern world,
their contribution to the development of humanity. The nucleus of women’s
studies is life experience of women, engaged in social and cultural reality. The
result of the investigations was the formation of feministic linguistics or
feministic criticism of language. This direction exists till today, but in more
reasonable condition, passing alarmistic stage, when there were spoken radical
statements, which were not confirmed in practice or proved scientifically.There

are two approaches in feministic linguistics. The first is directed to revealing
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“sexism” in language( that’s patriarchal stereotypes, fixed in language which
imposes to informants a definite picture of world, where women are given
secondary role and mainly ascribed only negative qualities), and also that
linguistic norms must be reinterpreted and changed, so that they do not infringe
women’s right. In the scope of this approach the following questions are
investigated: what characters are fixed in language, which semantic fields
women are presented in and what connotation is accompanied to this image. The
second approach is based on the studies of features of communications of same-
sex and mixed groups: there is analyzed different speech situations. The
investigation is based on the fact that the difference in male and female speech
behavior is founded on the stereotypes, fixed in language.

The fundamental work in the field of feministic linguistic was the work
of R. Lakoff “ Language and the place of women” [34], in which the author
substantiates the androcentrism of language and lameness of the woman image
in the linguistic picture of world. In the feministic linguistic the following signs
of androcentrism in language are notable:

1) Identification of notion “human” and “man, in many languages they

are meant by the same word: for example, man in English, hombre in
Spanish, Mann in German. English word Man in male has the meaning
“human”, in neuter gender it is used in relation to women as “strumpet,
vile woman”. These facts indicates about the presence of gender
asymmetry in these languages and about their androcentrism.

2) The nouns of female gender are as a rule derived from the nouns of
male gender, not the contrary. They often have negative meaning. The
usage of the nouns of make gender to women is considered acceptable
and even raises the status, but usage of the nouns of female gender to
men contains only negative estimate.

3) It is very wide spread the mechanism of “embeddedness”. It means,
that in language it is more preferable the male forms to mean the

persons of any gender or groups of persons of different sexes. For
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4)

S)

6)

example, in Spanish language there are two kinds of personal pronouns
of third person of plural: ellas (to mean the groups of persons of only
feminine gender. And ellos (to mean the groups of persons of
masculine gender and both sexes);

Sintactical or semantic agreement, which happens according to the real
sex of referent, not by the grammar gender of a word. Wer hat hier
seinen Lippenstift vergessen?

Femininity and masculinity is clearly differentiated as poles and
contrasts with each other in qualitative (positive and negative
valuation) and magnitude relation (the domination of male gender as
universal)

In Europe feministic linguistic spread widely thanks to the work of D.
Tannen “You just don't understand: Women and men in conversation”
[45] , where investigator thinks, that the speech of men and women has
distinctive features, which allow mark out genderlects- regular set of
signs of female speech. However, later works prove that there are no
genderlects, as differences in male and female speech are not strongly
pronounced. Because of that the affirmation that sex is the
determinative factor of communication was disproved, though it was
supposed in the initial stage of development of feministic linguistics.
Gender investigations come from women’s studies. However, their
considerable difference is there are two investigations: man and
woman. Besides that, gender investigations are not so radical as
feministic is, and they do not have strongly pronounced ideological
load. Yu.N.Abdullayev pointsthree directions of gender aspects in
language: 1) dependence of speech behavior of informants from their
biological sex; 2) revelation of lexical and grammatical differences in
male and female speech; 3) studying the influence of biological sex to

linguistic terminology.
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In modern stage of gender investigations a number of hypothesis are
distinguished, on basis of which early state of gender theories reinterpreted. For
example, Moscow school of gender linguistics denies constant presence of
“gender” category in language. While studying the communication and speech
behavior this school admits gender ‘“floating parameter”, even right up to
vanishing in some situations [55].Thereby, gender investigations are one of the
newest and most perspective directions in the field of linguistics. Gender
linguistics gives an opportunity to look at the world in a different way and is
beneficial field for further scientific researches. Gender approach opens wide
opportunities for reinterpreting present known categories from the point of view
of linguistics, philosophy, sociology, psychology. With the help of gender
approach anthropooriented investigations of language is developing and the

factor of man in language is considered more clearly.

1.2. Origin of the Notion of Gender

Discussion points in the definition and use of the concept of "gender"
Although the concept of gender is recognized today by most researchers, there
are a number of difficulties encountered in reading the literature and associated
with some differences in the understanding of gender and the comparative
novelty of this concept:

- A significant part of the works devoted to gender-based differentiation of
society and the processes associated with it, was written before the emergence of
the term and operates with the concepts "sex", "sex", "sexus", "sexuality" even
in those cases when it comes to social aspects of the interaction of the sexes .

- The term gender originated in the English-speaking space and is an English
synonym for the grammatical category of the genus, which in a number of cases
leads to ambiguities precisely in the linguistic description.

- Many researchers adhere to the old concepts, using the terms sex bias, sex role,

sex difference, etc., including, however, in their reasoning provisions on the
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social and cultural significance of sex. In many English-language works, both
concepts are used in parallel [37:1-11]. Thus, Weiss, speaking of the biological
field, applies the term natural gender, providing it in brackets with an
explanation (sexus). This is especially true of the works, the creation of which
coincided with the emergence of the concept of "gender".

- The ambiguities also arise depending on the language on which the study is
described, and also when translating foreign language works into Karakalpak.
Gender is also used as a euphemism for the sexual word. - When choosing
terminology, the conceptual position of the author also matters. Thus,
representatives of the biological deterministic direction, insisting on a
physiologically and mentally conditioned differentiation of cognitive differences
and language abilities of men and women, use the traditional designation of
gender, although in their works the concept of gender is encountered.

A number of authors suggest using terms that include the word gender.
Thus, the concepts of gender, gender, social gender, sexual dimorphism, sex-
differentiation, biosocial (biocultural) characteristics of a person are applied.
The latter emphasize the dual nature of sex, its natural and cultural components.
The borrowed sex lexeme reflects only the field of interaction of the sexes,
related to their reproductive function.

At the same time, our observations show that in the scientific literature in
Karakalpak, the term gender is more often used, but its derivatives: gender
studies, gender aspects, gender relations, gender, genderology. The word gender
in many cases allows us to understand from the context in which cases we are
talking about biological, and in what - about the culturally conditioned aspects
of it.

Attention is also drawn to the fact that in the philosophy of gender there is
an increasing detail in the scope of this concept. Thus, it is proposed to
distinguish up to seven criteria and levels of gender formation (from gamete to
social proper, [62:5-9]). The question of the extent to which such a fractional

division can make a difference in linguistic genderology remains open. In our
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opinion, such a distinction - at least, at the present stage - cannot yet be claimed
by linguistics. Rather, it is the prospect of an interdisciplinary approach. For
linguistics, the more significant general theoretical postulate is the cultural
conditioning of the sex and its manifestation in language and communication.
Given that gender relations permeate most areas of human activity, the
study of gender - genderology - certainly should be of an interdisciplinary nature
[68:5-9]. At the same time, linguistics has a wide range of methods and
techniques that allow studying the manifestations of gender in language and
speech. Therefore, we can talk about consolidation of the efforts of linguists and
the formation of a separate direction - linguistic genderology, in which, along
with the use of data from other sciences, linguistic competence is applied.
In the monograph we mainly use the notions of gender, social gender and
gender, treating them as synonymous in the framework of our work and sharing
M. Foucault's point of view: even purely biological processes in discursive
practices acquire a social and cultural significance, which determines their
fixation in the language, which is itself a sociocultural phenomenon. In favor of
this approach, the observations of ethnographers and anthropologists also speak:
even seemingly purely biological phenomena, like "coitus or childbirth, are
carried out in humans by different methods, in which there are certain, and very
significant, ethnic differences" [65:10-12]. Language captures just the cultural
differences and different conceptualizations of the same phenomena. Sex and its
manifestations are not simply "registered" in language, but acquire axiological
character, are estimated from the point of view of the naive picture of the world.
Therefore, the language considers gender, as it seems to us, precisely from the
angle of social importance of this category, which makes it legitimate to apply
the concept of gender to all phenomena of language relating to the problem of
sex. The task, therefore, is to identify, by what means, in what semantic areas,
with what assessment and in which cases sex is fixed in the language. It is
equally important to see whether gender is equally relevant for different

languages.
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It is also important to note that the notion of "gender" is not a linguistic
category (of course, we do not consider here the designation of the gender
category in the English language, but only the "social sex", and there is a very
radical view that the questions of referencing a number of nouns with the
meaning of a person can be considered in a gender aspect only on the
assumption that the biological sex must in this case be considered not an extra-
linguistic but a semantic category, that is, be regarded as natural linguistic
phenomenon.

Nevertheless, both language and speech can be analyzed in terms of
reflecting gender relations in them. The most common is the understanding of
gender as a factor in the study of sociolinguistic and pragmatic problems.
However, these are not the only areas of linguistics where the concept of sex is
manifested. The study of the lexicon and grammar, a number of questions in the
theory of reference, linguodidactics and linguoculturology, the history of
language, and psycholinguistics in the gender aspect makes it possible to obtain
data relevant for linguistics [69:9-18; 60:5-12; 54:34-36]. As shown in the works
of I. Goffman and M. Foucault, the semiotics and conventionality of gender can
be examined from the point of view of discourse analysis and the cultural
specificity of society, which implies extensive use of linguistic possibilities in
terms of studying the social sex and its manifestation in the language.

Further, it is necessary to take into account that the methodological
foundations of GR and their philosophical understanding depend on the
historical factors of development of both linguistic knowledge and the general
scientific model of man. An important role in the consideration and
interpretation of facts is the conceptual position of the researcher, and often his
ideological attitudes.

In the next section, the modern philosophical base of the GR is considered
from the perspective of actual tendencies in the development of linguistics, as

well as the main directions of the GR in connection with the conceptual
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guidelines of individual gender schools. GR questions are discussed here from

the point of view of their application in linguistics.

1.3. Methodology of Gender Investigation at Present Stage

Gender research (GR), including linguistic genderology, is a new direction of
humanitarian knowledge, which is in our country at the stage of formation. This
fact causes us to start our work with a description of both the object and the
subject of the GR, and the general philosophical context of their occurrence. It is
known that the GR began to develop intensively, primarily in the Western
humanities. Their emergence and development is not accidental, but is
associated with a new look at the problem of cognition, the philosophy of
science and the philosophy of society, with the intensive development of
philosophical and psychological personology, sociology and ethnoanthropology.
The very concept of gender (gender) is known since the sixties of our century,
but it was widely applied only in the early eighties. In the scientific description,
it was introduced in order to draw a line between the concept of sexus and the
social and cultural implications implied in the male-female concepts: the
division of roles, cultural traditions, the relationship of power in relation to the
sex of people. The term gender is intended to exclude biological determinism,
embodied in the concept of sexus and ascribes all the sociocultural differences
associated with gender, universal natural factors.

The gender concept leads to the conclusion that femininity and
masculinity are not only signs of specific biological organisms but also socially
and culturally conditioned concepts that allow themselves to be viewed as a
binary opposition, including not only the presence / absence of a certain
attribute, but also the category of evaluation.

In order to understand why the introduction of the new term was
necessary, it is necessary to consider the time and conditions for the emergence

and wide dissemination of GR, that is, to lay out the philosophical and
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methodological prerequisites for the emergence of GR in the post-structuralism
era and, more broadly, postmodernism.

From this point of view, it is important to take into account that the rapid

development of gender studies in the west coincided with the formation of a new
philosophy of science, primarily due to the ideology of postmodernism, as well
as the search for a new episteme in linguistics itself.
How can we explain why gender studies began to be intensively conducted in
Western countries precisely during the period of criticism of structuralism and
the formation of postmodern philosophy? To answer these questions, it is
necessary to generalize the processes resulting in the formation of
poststructuralism and postmodernism, to determine how they are related to the
philosophy of language, and, finally, to establish what is the linguistic
competence in modern genderology.

Let's start with the fact that, fundamentally new, introduced in the theory
of knowledge, some trends of modern thought, which are often characterized as
postmodernism. This poststructuralism, deconstructivism, post-Marxism and
some trends of feminism. In many respects, the differences between them
outweigh the similarities, but at the same time they share common features that
can be defined as postmodern:

1. All of them deny stable epistemological foundations, undeniable
theoretical premises and regularities. They are united by distrust of absolute or
universal norms and comprehensive theoretical systems.

2. All the directions of postmodern thought recognize the linguistic
concept of reality, arguing that what we perceive as reality is in fact a socially
and linguistically constructed phenomenon, the result of the linguistic system
inherited by us. Consequently, the world is cognized only through linguistic
forms, so our ideas about the world cannot reflect the reality that exists outside
the language; they can be correlated only with other language expressions. The

language is thus separated from the contacts with external notation.
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3. These lines of thought reject the provision of social integrity, as well as
the notion of causality, being committed to diversity, pluralism, fragmentation
and uncertainty.

4. All of them cast doubt on the rational, single subject who was the basis
of Western thought since the Enlightenment, preferring to view it as socially and
linguistically fragmented.

5. The linguistic and psychological studies of this period, in particular, a
new look at the notion of a category that arose under the influence of E.Rosch's
works, also stimulated the revision of the basic philosophical concepts and the
rejection of a large number of traditional representations peculiar to Cartesian
logic, and, consequently, a new comprehension of linguistic tasks. In the opinion
of J. Lakoff, we must abandon a significant number of traditional views,
including the following:

-value is based on truth and reference; it deals with the relationship between
symbols and things in the world;

- biological species are natural genera, determined by common essential
properties;

- thinking is separated from the body and independent of it;

- emotions do not have conceptual content;

- grammar - an expression of pure form;

- the mind is transcendental, in this sense it surpasses the way of thinking
peculiar to man;

- there is a true view of the world (inherent in God) - this is the only way
external to the human knowledge of understanding what is objective truth;

- in the process of thinking, all people use the same conceptual scheme [34:148].

These postulates "are somehow connected with the classical interpretation
of the category concept. The rejection of it entails the abandonment of other
concepts. They must be replaced by representations that are not only more

accurate, but also more human "[34:149]. Despite the fact that not all linguists
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fully share this radical point of view, the postmodern approach finds wide
application in linguistics.

Thus, the dependence of the individual's consciousness on the stereotypes of his
language is proved. It is assumed that in the minds of each a certain set of texts
is imprinted, which determine the person's relation to reality and his behavior
and is mediated by discursive practice. Because of this, language is given utmost
importance, and linguistics becomes one of the central sciences, since the
individual's consciousness is likened to the text: man as a subject "dissolves in
the texts-consciousnesses constituting the great intertext of the cultural
tradition". Thus, the idea of nominalism is revived to some extent or attempts
are made to synthesize nominalism and realism [63].

An important place in the ideology of postmodernism is occupied by
gender issues. The existential status of an individual is based primarily on such
essential categories as age and sex. So, according to the idea of Derrida, the
system of values and the world view are produced from the position of
"European white men". In other words, all the consciousness of modern man,
regardless of his gender, is thoroughly imbued with the ideas and values of male
ideology with its priority of the masculine principle, logic, rationality and
objectivity of the woman. The popular book Simone de Beauvoir "The Second
Floor" and the "Will to Know" Foucault, conceived as the first volume of the
"History of Sexuality", also contributed to the dissemination of this idea and
showed how the social dominates the biological even in such a "naturally
conditioned" sphere, as the relationship of the sexes. Following S. de Beauvoir,
Foucault showed that already in ancient times, sexual morality is the moral of
men: "morality is thought out, written and taught by men and addressed to men"
[66: 294]. The feminists advanced the thesis of the domination of patriarchy in
society and that all texts and discursive practices impose on individuals
precisely patriarchal, that is, male values .

On the basis of the priority of the language, in the foreign linguistics, a

gendereological direction took shape, considering, on the one hand, the
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stereotypes of femininity and masculinity fixed in the language, as well as
gender asymmetries, and on the other, the specific features of speech behavior of
men and women.

These facts convince us that interest in GR and their intensive development
have arisen not accidentally, but are one of the components of the new,
postmodern concept of the humanities.

Currently, a number of conceptual directions are highlighted within gender
studies, related to the ideological attitudes of authors and to the historical
development of gender studies themselves. In a historical perspective, three
stages of GR formation are distinguished [57:156-163]:

1. The "alarmist" stage. The main attention was paid to androcentric
deviation in social sciences, criticism of the interpretative possibilities of
social theory, expounded from the male point of view, accentuated the
defectiveness of traditional patriarchal epistemology. This formulation of
the question was developed primarily in postmodern works.

2. 2. The stage of "feminist conceptualization." His main goal was the
development of clear benchmarks in feminist theory and practice. In this
period, several areas of feminist-oriented science are being created
(feminist psychoanalysis, feminist linguistics) that do not hide their
ideological bias. Actively mastered postmodern theory to substantiate
feminist outlook and research.

3. The "post-feminist" stage is characterized by the emergence of "male
studies" and a reflection on the problems of analyzing how gender is
present, constituted and reproduced in social processes. In the field of
gender analysis, both sexes, their relationships and interrelationships with
social systems of different levels are included. As A.A. Klecin, and
currently research is being conducted in all three directions, which is
connected "on the one hand with the heterochronality of mastering gender
problems by individual scientific disciplines, on the other - regional

features of research interests and priorities, with the third - commitment
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individual researchers of a particular model of theorizing and

metatheoretizing. " Drawing attention to the weak structuredness of the

field of gender studies in the humanities, AA Klecin suggests
distinguishing three areas of modern gender studies: 1) gender as a tool
for sociological analysis; 2) understanding of gender as a tool for women's
research; 3) gender as a cultural interpretation. We agree with this point of
view, but we believe that in the field of linguistic research it is now
possible to make a number of generalizations and to identify certain
trends in the development of GR. In the next chapter, the peculiarities of
the formation of GR in domestic linguistics are considered both from the
point of view of their methodological features and from the position of
thematic organization.

Conclusion on Chapter I

1. In the scientific description, the concept of gender is introduced in
order to draw a line between the notion of gender and the social and cultural
implications of the male-female concept: the division of roles, cultural
traditions, the relationship of power in relation to the sex of people. The term
gender 1s intended to exclude biological determinism, embodied in the concept
of gender and ascribes all the sociocultural differences associated with gender,
universal natural factors.

2. Unlike the gender category, gender status and, accordingly, the gender
hierarchy and gender-related behavioral models are not set by nature, but are
"constructed" by the society (doing gender), prescribed by institutions of social
control and cultural traditions. Gender relations are an important aspect of social
organization. They express in a special way its system characteristics and
structure the relations between speaking subjects.

3. The main theoretical and methodological provisions of the gender
concept are based on four interrelated components: these are cultural symbols;
normative statements that give directions for possible interpretations of these

symbols and are expressed in religious, scientific, legal and political doctrines;
25



social institutions and organizations; as well as self-identification of the
individual. Gender relations are recorded in the language in the form of
culturally conditioned stereotypes, leaving an imprint on behavior, including
speech, personality and the processes of its linguistic socialization.

4. Although the gender concept was to some extent prepared by the
previous accumulation of facts and their comprehension, it was formed into an
independent scientific direction only in the period of postmodernism. This
became possible due to the rejection of the postulate that there is some truth
external to human knowledge. Recognition of the plurality of truth, its
subjectivity, contributed to the development of an anthropomorphic view of
consciousness and thinking, and, consequently, increased attention of scientists
to various parameters of the human personality. One of these parameters was
recognized as sex, which is not only a biological substance, but also a culturally
conditioned mental construct. This means that gender identity is one of the
cognitive resources of both individuals and societies. In accordance with this,
gender can be considered as a measurement, as a parameter of research in many
social sciences, including in linguistics.

5. Gender is not a linguistic category, but its content can be largely
uncovered by analyzing the structure of the language. It is the extra-linguistic
status of gender that has caused some peculiarity in its study. First, gender itself
can serve as an object of research both in individual sciences and in the
interdisciplinary paradigm. Secondly, certain areas of science, in particular,
linguistics, can be studied in the aspect of gender. The object in this case is a
linguistic category, for example syntax, lexicon, pragmatics, etc. The subject is
the gender dimension of the corresponding entity.

6. Precisely because gender is a component of both collective and
individual consciousness, it must be studied as a cognitive phenomenon that
manifests itself both in stereotypes fixed by the language and in the speech
behavior of individuals who, on the one hand, recognize themselves as persons

of a certain gender , on the other, experiencing a certain pressure of
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axiologically non-neutral language structures that reflect the collective exercise

of gender
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CHAPTER TWO
GENDER PECULIARITIES OF THE CONCEPT “MAN” AND
“WOMAN” IN ENGLISH
2.1. Gendered Speech communication

Gendered Speech Communities Writing in the 1940s, Suzanne Langer
introduced the idea of "discourse communities." Like George Herbert Mead, she
asserted that culture or collective life, is possible only to the extent that a group
of people share a symbol system and the meanings encapsulated in it. This
theme recurred in Langer's philosophical writings over the course of her life.
Her germinal insights into discourse communities prefigured later interest in the
ways in which language creates individual identity and sustains cultural life.
Since the early 1970s, scholars have studied speech communities, or cultures.
William Labov [33:121] extended Langer's ideas by defining a speech
community as existing when a group of people share a set of norms regarding
communicative practices. By this he meant that a communication culture exists
when people share understandings about goals of communication, strategies for
enacting those goals, and ways of interpreting communication. It's obvious we
have entered a different communication culture when we travel to non-English-
speaking countries, because the language differs from our own.

Distinct speech communities are less apparent when they use the same
language that we do, but use it in different ways and to achieve different goals.
The communication culture of African-Americans who have not adopted the
dominant pattern of North American speech, for instance, relies on English yet
departs in interesting and patterned ways from the communication of middle-
class white North Americans. The fact that diverse groups of people develop
distinctive communication patterns reminds us again of the constant interaction
of communication and culture. As we have already seen, the standpoint we
occupy in society influences what we know and how we act. We now see that
this basic tenet of standpoint theory also implies that communication styles

evolve out of different standpoints. Studies of gender and communication
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[14:74-86; 16; 17; 23:197-226; 29:100; 34; 45] have convincingly shown that in
many ways women and men operate from dissimilar assumptions about the
goals and strategies of communication. F. L. Johnson, in fact, asserts that men
and Julia T. Wood to women live in two different worlds and that this is evident
in the disparate forms of communication they use. Given this, it seems
appropriate to consider masculine and feminine styles of communicating as
embodying two distinct speech communities. To understand these different
communities and the validity of each, we will first consider how we are
socialized into feminine and masculine speech communities. After this, we will
explore divergencies in how women and men tlpically communicate. Please
note the importance of the word typically and others that indicate we are
discussing generalizable differences, not absolute ones. Some women are not
socialized into feminine speech, or they are and later reject it; likewise, some
men do not learn or choose not to adopt a masculine style of communication.
What follows describes gendered speech communities into which most women
and men are socialized.

In her popular book, You Just Don't Understand: Women and Men in
Communication, linguist Deborah Tannen [45:42] declares that 'communication
between men and women can be like cross cultural communication, prey to a
clash of conversational styles." Her study of men's and women's talk led her to
identify distinctions between the speech communities typical of women and
men. Not surprisingly, Tannen traces gendered communication patterns to
differences in boys' and girls' communication with parents and peers. Like other
scholars Tannen believes that women and men typically engage in distinctive
styles of communication with different purposes, rules, and understandings of
how to interpret talk. We will consider features of women's and men's speech
identified by a number of researchers. As we do, we will discover some of the
complications that arise when men and women operate by different rules in

conversations with each other[45].
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Bothcasualandseriousobserversofthe =~ Humanconditionhavelongrecognizedthat
communicationbetweenthesexesisoften
frustrating. Apossiblecauseofthedifficultyisthatmenandwomenmayinfactnotreally
bespeakingthesamelanguage[39:3-15].Aspectsofform,topic,content,and use
ofspokenlanguagehavebeenidentifiedassexassociated. Eithermenorwomenarelikel
ytoproducespecificutterances.
Informalobservations,speculations,andstereotypesineachcategoryarediscus
sedfirst. Thispresentationisfollowedbyareportof empirical findings
fromavarietyofcommunicationsituations.Althoughreportsof
StereotypesandevidenceformaleandfemaleSpokenlanguagedifferencesdonotalwa
yscoincide,theybothcontributetoone'sunderstandingofsexrolesandcommunication
.Theformofutterancescanbedescribedinterms oftheiracoustic, phonetic shape.
Intermsof
theunitsofsound,orphonology,theunitsofMeaningthatarewordsorinflections,ormo
rphology,andthewaysinwhichunitsofmeaningarecombinedwithoneanother,orsynt
ax[12:18]Perhapsthemostwidespreadbeliefaboutmen'sspeechascomparedwithwo
men'sisthatitiscoarserandmoredirect. Anearlyobserverofstyleinlanguage,Jesperso
n,observedwomen'sspeechtobegenerallymoreconservativethanmen'sinehefollowi
ng
way:MenarereadiertocoinAndusenewterms,pun,utterslangexpressions,andemplo
yprofanityandobscenity. Women,ontheotherhand,
areshyofmentioningcertainpartsofthehumanbodyandcertainnaturalfunctionsbythe
directand
oftenrudedenominationswhichmenandespeciallyyoungmenpreferwhenamongthe
mselves. Womenwillthereforeinventinnocentand
euphemisticwordsandparaphraseswhichsometimesmay
inthelongruncometobelookeduponasthe  plainorbluntnamesandthereforeintheir
turn
havetobeavoidedandreplacedbymoredecentwords,Reikaffirmedthat"weallknow

thatthereisa'mantalk'anda 'woman talk' " _Heobservedthat"men
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willnothesitatetosay'Hell'or'Damned'.
Womenwillrarelysay'Itstinks'preferringtostatethatithasabad smell"[39:14].
Morerecently, Kramerquotedthefollowing:"TheNewSeventeenonpeople
whouse'those fourletterwords':Boysfind
itespeciallyrepugnantwhengirlsusethosewords.Oneboydescribedgirlswhouseprof
anityashavingnothingbetterto say"[31:22].Lakoffobservedthatmenuse
strongerexpletivessuchasshitanddamn,
whereaswomenuseweakerorsofterprofanitysuchasohdear,goodness,or fudge
[34:234].Farbsuggestedthatdearmeangracious
arepartofthefemalelexicon,andRittistatedthatmostteachersofthesixth
gradearewellawarethatyounggirlsusefar more"expressives'suchasohandwowthan
dotheboysintheirclasses.Farbwrote,"Nowadaysyoungwomenuse
wordsthatwereformerlytabooforthem
withasmuchfreedomasyoungmenusethem",butyoungmenarenotpermittedthemore
euphemisticexpressions.However,researchonpeople'sperceptions
oflanguageaseithermaleorfemalesuggests thattheearlierstereotypesofcoarse,free
malelanguagecontrastedwitheuphemistic femaleformsstillhold. Garcia-
Zamor(Notel )askedfourboysand fourgirlsinanupper-middle-
classnurseryschooltoindicatewhethercertainutteranceswereproducedbyamaleorfe
maledoll;shitwasseenbybothboysandgirlsasmale,anddratwasseenbybothasfemale.
Inastudyofadults'stereotypes
,Kramer[31:20]askedcollegestudentstodeterminewhethervariouscaptionstakenfro
mNewY orkercartoonswereutteredbymalesorfemales.Meninthecartoonswerefoun
dtoswearmorethanwomenandformoretrivialreasons.Acarefulreviewoftheliteratur
erevealedNoempiricalstudiesofthe comparative use
ofexpletives.Profanityandobscenitydonot
readilysubmittolaboratorystudy.Documentationofthisstereotypewouldrequire
recordingspeechoffemale-only,male-only, andmixed-
sexgroupsinvarioussettings. ThespeakersshouldcertainlynotknowtheyArebeingob

served.
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Reportsbyindividualinvestigatorswritingabouttheirown
experiencesstronglysuggestthattheform ofexpressivesissexassociated. Apossible
explanationisthat“expressives"servedifferentfunctionsformenandwomen.Males
usethemwhentheyareangryor exasperated. But
women’sexclamationsarelikelytoconveyenthusiasm'[34:234].
Theformofwomen'slanguageisreputed tobemorepolitethantheform men's.
Lakoffnotedthat"womenaresupposedtobeparticularlycarefultosay'please'and
'thank you'.Awomanwhofailsatthesetasksisapttobeinmoretrouble
thanamanwhodoesso"[34:55].Shespeculatedthat"themoreonecompoundsarequest
,themorecharacteristicitisofwomen'sspeech"[34:19]. Anexampleofadoublycompo
undrequestis"Won'tyoupleaseclosethedoor?"[34:18].
Onlyoneverylimitedempiricalstudyof
politenessformswasfound:womenusedmorepoliteness
formsthanmalecounterpartswheninterviewedby collegestudents[24].
AccordingtoAustin,high,oral soundsandgigglingsoundsareappropriate
forfemalesincourtship,whereasmalesproducelowandnasalsounds.Coser
recordedverbalinteractionsinvolvinghumor
atstaffmeetingsofarmentalhospital. Shefoundthatseniorstaffmembers(psychiatrist
s)mademorejokesthanjuniorstaffMembers(paramedics)andthatmenmadeMorewit
ticismsthanwomen), Butwomenoftenlaughedharder.Cosersuggestedthatthisconcu
rswiththesexrolesofmaleauthorityandfemalereceptivity. Haassimilarlyfoundthatgi
rlslaughedMorethanboysinmixed-
sexdyads. Womenarepermittedtocry,asreflectedInKey'sobservationthat"ifafemale
Talksorcriesintoapillowit's'muffle
dsobbing';ifamaledoesthesame,it's'blubbering,'withnegativeconnotations".Severa
Iwriters[33 Jhavespeculatedthatmenusemoreslangexpressionsthanwomenoreventh
atslangisman'sdomain.Conklin[18:17-
29],however,observedthatwomen'svernacularhasnotbeenstudied Andsuggestedan
eedtoespeciallyexamineThedialectofall-

femalegroups.EmpiricalPhonologicalstudiesof-inversus — inendings,of-versus-
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emending’s,Similarresultswerefoundinstudiesofpronominalapposition,asin"mybr
otherhewenttothepark,"and-
multiplenegation.GarveyandDicksteinnotedmorenonstandardformsinthespeechof
sixdyadsofboysfromfourpopulationGroups(black,white,andlowandmiddleSocioe
conomicstatus)thaninmatchedgirls.InaninformalsurveyofTelevisionpaneldiscussi
ons,Bernard

notedthatwomenaremorefrequentlyinterruptedthanmen. Thismayhelpexplaintheu
nfinishedsentences.Noempiricalevidenceforsexdifferencesinsentencecompletene
sshasbeennoted.ZimmermanandWest,however,reportedinastudy"virtuallyall Thei
nterruptionsandoverlapsarebytheMalespeakers"[46:115]. TheyfurthernotedthatN
otoneofthewomenwhowereinterruptedprotested.SimilarresultswerereportedbyEa
kinsandEakins [20]
.Womenhavelonghadthereputationforbeingmoreloquaciousthanmen: Wherethere'
swoman,there'snosilence.
"Thetongueistheswordofawoman,andsheneverletsitbecomerusty"(China)."TheN
orthSeawillsoonerbefoundwantinginwaterthanawomanatalossforaword".Jesperso
nbelievedthatthesuperiorreadinessofspeechofwomenisaconcomitantofthefactthatt
heirvocabularyissmallerthan
thatofmen.Butthisagainisconnectedwithanotherindubitablefact,thatwomendonotr
eachthesameextremepointsasmen,butarenearertheaverageinmostrespectio
Hegavemanyexamplesothowwomenaresupposedtotalkaheadofthinking,totalkMo
rethanmen.Lakoffinformallyobservedlongersentenceformsinwomenthaninmen,p
ossiblyresultingintheimpressionofmorespeech.Forexample,womenaremorelikelyt
ocompoundarequest:"Willyouhelpmewiththesegroceries,please?"ismorecharacte
risticofwomenthan"Helpme"oreven'"Pleasehelpmewiththesegroceries."Empirical
evidence,however,suggeststhatatleastundercertainconditionswomen'ssentencesa
reshorterthanmen's[34:236].Forexample,
atprofessionalconferences,themeantimeusedbywomenaskingaquestionwasreport
edtobe

lessthanhalfthatusedbymen[44:376].Studiesofsexdifferencesinlengthofutterancei
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nchildrenindicatethatgirlsareSignificantlysuperiortoboysatvariousMatchedagelev
elsinmeanlengthofutterancereportedsimilarresultsinhersummary.Inconsideringm
eanlengthofutteranceofchildren,languagematurationmustbeconsideredafactor,sin
ceutterancesnormallybecomelongerasskillinlanguageincreasesandmoststudiessho
wthatgirlsdeveloplanguagefacilityearlierthanboys.Limitedevidence,then,suggests
that although inearlychildhoodfemalesentences
arelongerthanthoseofmales,byadulthoodthereversemaybetrue.Mixedresultshaveb
eenreportedinstudiesMentendtousemorewordsthanwomeninRespondingtoagiven
stimulus.Studiesdealingwithchildren'squantityofSpeechreportedthatgirlstendedto
exceedBoysTheparticipantsinacommunicationinfluencequantityofverbalization.I
nmixed-
sexgroups,mentendtotalkmorethanwomen. AmongchildrenthecompositionoftheC
ommunicationgroupalsoseemstoaffectverbosity.Muellerinastudyof''themaintenan
ceofverbalexchangesbetweenyoungchildren"foundthat"boystalkedsignificantlym
orethangirls" inafree-playsituationtosame-
sexpeers.BrownellandSmith,however,reportedmoreverbalproductivityamong4-
year-oldgirlsincomparisonwithsame-ageboysinmixed-
sexdyads,triads,andsmallgroups.Inpreschoolchildren,then,boyshavebeenfoundtot
alkmoretoboysandgirlstotalkmoreinmixed-sexgroups—
thereverseoftheadultpattern.EntwisleandGarveyreportedsexDifferencesinverbalp
roductivityamongchildren,withgirlsmoreproductivethanboys;notethatthisfindingi
S
Mostmarkedamongthoseoflowersocialclass.Possiblynorealdifferenceexistsinthe
Quantityoftalkthatisproducedbymenandwomen,but"girlsarenotsupposedtotalkas
muchasaman"[31:17].Insum,thestereotypeclearlyshowswomentobemoreverboset
hanmen.Empiricalevidenceismixed.GirlsseemtotalkSomewhatmorethanboys,but
adultwomen,especiallyinthecompanyofmen,havebeenfoundtotalk
lessthantheirmalecompanions.
Topicreferstothesubjectmatterofthespokenutterance,towhattheconversation

isabout.Kramer
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capturedmuchofthefolklorerelatedtotopicsofmaleandfemaleconversationsthrough
herstudybasedonNewY orkercartoons:Menhold
forthwithauthorityonbusiness,politics,legalmatters,taxes,age,householdexpenses,
electronicbugging,churchcollections,kissing,baseball,humanrelations,health and
women'sspeech.
Womendiscusssociallife,books,foodanddrink,life'stroubles,caringforahusband,so
cialwork,age,and life
style.Severalofthestudentswhoratedthecartooncaptionssaidtheyconsideredallstate
mentsabouteconomics,businessorjobstobemale
[31:83].TheinterviewsbyKomarovskysuggestsimilarstereotypesinblue-collar
families. Womenreportedthattheyenjoyedtalkingaboutthefamilyandsocialproblem
s.Bothsexesacknowledgedthatmenprefertotalkaboutcars,sports,work,motorcycles
,andlocalpolitics.
Klein'sobservationsoftheworkingclassinEnglandaresimilar:Justasmenintheclubst
alkmainlyabouttheirworkandsecondlyaboutsportandneverabouttheirhomesandfa
milies,sodotheirwivestalkfirstofallabouttheirwork,i.e.:theirhomesandfamilies,and
secondlywithintherangeofthingswithwhichtheyareallimmediatelyfamiliar[27]In
mixed-
sexconversationstheimpressionisthatwomeninitiatetopicsthatarerarelyfollowedth
roughbymen.

Threestudiesinthe1920sofconversationaltopicsusing tape
recordedfragmentsofconversationsoncitystreetsareofinterest.man-to-
mantopicsincludesmoneyandbusiness,amusementsorsports,andothermen. Woman
-to-womantopicsmen,clothingordecoration,andotherwomen.Male to
femaletopicswereamusementsorsport
andmoneyandbusiness. Womentalktomenaboutothermenandotherwomen.Landiss
uggestedthatin mixed
sexconversations,"theEnglishmanwhentalkingtoafemininecompanionadaptshisco
nversationtoherinterestswhileAmericanwomenadapttheirconversationstotheinter

estsoftheirmasculinecompanions".
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Inastudyof"'thewomenofthe telephone
company,"Langerreportedthatmendiscussedpoliticsamongthemselves,whereasw
omenavoidedreligionandpoliticsintheirconversations.Mulcahy,usingaself-
disclosurequestionnairewith97adolescents,reportedthatfemalesame-
sexdisclosurewasgreaterthanmalesame-
sexdisclosure.Majortopicsforgirlswere"tastes,interests,andpersonality";forboyshi
ghdisclosureclusteredabout"tastes,andinterests,work(studies),andattitudesandopi
nions"."Thelowestdisclosureareaformaleswasbody,whereasitwasMoneyforfemal
es".Sausereportedthatkindergartengirlsmademorereferencetothefemalerolethandi
dkindergartenboys,andthiswastheonlycategorythatgirlsreferredtomorethanboys.B
oystalkedmoreaboutfamilyandhomeenvironment,recreation,otherpeople,andanim
als,butthedifferenceswerenotsignificant. Utteranceswerealltoamaleexaminerwhoe
ncouragedthechildrentotalkabouttwostimulusobjects—
anirregularlyshapedblockandatoyfireengine.Knowledgeofconversationaltopicisli
mited.Althoughtheevidencesupports the
stereotypethatwomentalkmoreaboutpeopleandmenmoreaboutmoney,business,an
dpolitics. Timeshavebeenchanging!

Contentreferstothe"categorization of
thetopicsthatareencodedinmessages,"suchas"objectingeneral,""actionsingeneral,"
andthe"possessionrelationingeneral"[12:11].Contentdiffersfromtopic,sincetopicr
eferstoparticularobjects,events,andideas,whereascontentreferstothemoregeneralc
onceptothowthetopicisreferenced. Women'slanguageismoreemotionalandevaluati
vethanmen'saccordingtothestereotype[31; 39:3-
15].Jespersonwroteofwomen'sfondnessforhyperboleandtheirgreateruseofadverbs
ofintensitysuchas
awful,pretty,terriblynice,quite,andso.Theseallsuggestvaluejudgments.Darling,
divine,sweet,adorable,Icouldjustscream,nearlyfainted,and/diedlaughing are
femaleassociated"extravagantadjectives"suchaswonderful,heavenly,divine,anddr
eamyinwomen'sspeech. Againthefocusisonemotionalvaluejudgment [39:3-

15].Lakoff'slistoffemaleadjectives
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includesadorable,charming,lovely,anddivine[34:239],Maleadjectivesaregreat,terr
ific and neat.Kramersuggestedthat"wordsofapproval"[31:22]suchasnice, pretty,
darling,charming,sweet,lovely,cute,andpreciousareusedmorefrequentlybywomen
.Hartman[24 ]testedandsupportedLakoff'shypothesisthatwomenuseevaluativeadje
ctivesmorethanmen.Shefoundthatwomencomparedwithmenusedmanymorewords
suchaslovely,delightful,wonderful,nice,pretty,pathetic,prettylittle,smartlyunifor
med,cute,dearest,gentle,gaily,beautifully,lovelies,very
very,devoted,meek,perfectly wonderful,
andstylish.Mostwomenusedawfulandprettytomeanveryandso.Woodfoundthatmal
esreferredmoredirectlytowhatwasactuallyinthepicture. Femalesweremoreinterpret
ativeandtendedtobemoresubjectiveintheirdescriptions. Womenusemoreparticipati
veandpurposivecasesandmenusemoreinstrumentalandobjectivecases.Specifically
,womentalkmoreabouthowpeoplefeltandwhytheybehavedincertainways.Men'ssp
eechfocusesmoreonobjectsandactionsrelatedtotheseobjects. Womenusesignificant
lymorewordsimplyingfeeling,emotion,ormotivation(whetherpositive,negative,or
neutral);theymakemore self-
referencesandusemoreauxiliarywordsandnegations.Malesubjectsrefermoretotime
,space,quantity,anddestructiveaction.Hostilityaremoreassociatedwithmen.
Boysalsousesignificantlymorewordsclassifiedasself,
space,quantity,good,bad,andnegativewords.Malestalkmoreaboutspatialrelationst
hanfemales.Femalesdescribe items
intermsofpatternsandcolorsmorethandidmales.Eachsexgroupgointoimmediatedet
ailwhendescribingthevisualwhichwasstereotypedtotheirsexgroup,butpauseto'orie
ntthemselves'totheenvironmentwhenapproachingtheothervisual".Comparativeuse
ofadjectiveswasstudiedbyKramer[31].Girlsusemoreadjectivesthanboys.Thestere
otypeofthecontentofspokenlanguage,then,pointstopositivevalue
judgmentsasfemalemarkedandhostile
judgmentsasmalemarked. Theempiricalevidencesuggeststhatthecontentofadultfe
malespeechincludesmorewords implying

feeling,auxiliarywords,negations,evaluativeadjectives,interpretations,psychologi
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calstateverbs,andpurposivecases.Adultmalesusemoretermsreferringtotime,space,

quantity,destructiveaction,andperceptualattributesandmoreobjectivecases.Boysh

avebeenreportedtousemorewordsrelatedtoself,space,quantity,good,bad,negation,

andpossession.Itislikelythatgirlsusemoreadjectives.Studiesofadultuseofadjectives
showmixedresults.

"Languageuseconsistsofthesocially and
cognitivelydeterminedselectionofbehaviorsaccordingtothegoalsofthespeakerandt
hecontextofthesituation"[12:20]."Instrumental "talkismaleassociated. Menarestere
otypedastheconveyorsof
informationandfact. Women"tendtobehandicappedinfact-anchored talk. They are
lesslikelytohaveahard,factualbackground,lessincontactwiththeworldofknowledge
" Themaleinstrumentalstyleincludeslecturing,argument,anddebate. Thishasnotbee
nempiricallydocumentedtodate. Assertivenesswasobservedaspartofthemalestereot
ypebyKramer[31 Jinherstudyofcartooncaptions.Lakoffsuggestedthatwomen'sspee
chisnonassertive[34:235].Thisconcepthasbeendevelopedbyotherwriters. Kuykend
all[32:4]wrotethat"clean,effectivevigorousspeechandwritingis
justwhatwomen,quawomen,learnnottoproducesoasnottoappeartooassertiveandsot
ooffend".Furthermore," Assertionofcompetenceandpower
byafemaleisregardedasdeviant behavior
sothatshebecomestherecipientofsocialsanctions".Inaprofessionalpeergroupawom
anwas labeled
bitchyormanipulativewhenherbehaviorwasassertiveanddirective.Nurseryschoolc
hildrenalsobelievethatcompetitiveand aggressivelanguageisappropriateformales
only,asdemonstratedbyastudyin which
boysandgirlswereaskedtoascribevariousutteredsentencestoagirlorboydoll(Garcia-
Zamor [22:14] .Dawefoundthatwhennursery schoolchildren
quarreled,boyswereassertivebythreateningandforbiddingmoreoften
thangirls. Tentativenesshasbeenstereotypedasfemale. Lakoff [34:75]
suggestedthattagquestions(e.g.,"It'scold,isn'tit?"

)areusedfarmoreoftenbywomenthanbymen. Thisformofquestionavoidsassertionan
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dgivestheaddresseetheoptionofagreeingordisagreeing. Women'sspeechissaidtobe"
hedgemarked."

Empiricalevidenceismixed.Hartman[24 Jreportedthattentativenesswasclearl
yfemaleassociatedamongthe70-
yearoldMainenativeswhosespeechshestudied. Thiswasrevealedinthewomen'sgreat
erproductionofqualifierssuchasperhaps,Isuppose,ljustfeel,probably,andaslinterpr
etitandtagquestionssuchas" Well,mostpeoplewouldsaymarriage,wouldn'tthey?"an
d"Ttwasgrandmother,wasn'tit? ~ "Swacker[44:376] foundthatfemale college
studentsindicatedapproximationwhenusingnumbers("aboutsixbooks"),whereason
lyonemaleusedthetentativeforminataskrequiringthedescriptionofthreepicturesby
AlbrechtDirer.However,indyadicconversationsofcollegestudents,Hirschman[25:
132] foundnodifferencebetweenthe
sexesintheoverallproportionofqualifierssuchasmaybe,probably,Ithink,and/guess.I
nasomewhatlargerstudy,Hirschman[25:176]foundthatmalesuttered/thinktwiceas
muchasfemales.
(thinkisusuallyconsideredaqualifier,butHirschmansuggestedthatitservedprimarily
asawayfor moreassertivespeakerstopresent their
opinions.)Loban[35:211]reportedthatexpressionsincludingsupposition,hypothesi
s,andconditionalitassociatedwitheffectiveusersoflanguagefromkindergartenthrou
ghsixthgrade.

Menandwomenmaymakerequestsindifferentways.Lakoffobservedthatwom
enstaterequestsandmeniscommands[34:232].SoskinandJohnreportedthatthehusba
ndgavefarmoredirectivesthanthewife.Inonecriticalsituationwhentheywererowing
andtheboatcapsized,mainlythehusbandgaveregulativestatementssuchasdemands,s
uggestions,andprohibitions.Hirschman|[25:34]testedthehypothesisthatwomenare
moresupportivethanmen.Nooveralldifferenceswerefoundbetweenthecollegemena
ndcollegewomenstudied,althoughfemalesused' mmhmm"significantlymorethanm
alesandmostoftheseutterancesoccurredinfemale-to-
femaleconversations.Indeliberationswomenagree,concurr,comply,accept,andsup

portotherspeakersalmosttwiceasmuchasmendo.Similarly,womenare
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antagonisticoroffensivehalfasoftenasmen.Conversely,menaremoreassertive.Supp
ortivebehaviorcanbeinferredfromtheemotionalsensitivityAlvyreportedtobemorec
haracteristicofgrade-schoolgirlsthanofboysoflower,middleand upper
socioeconomicstatusinanexperimentoflistener-
adaptedcommunication.Inuse,then,men'sspeechreputedlyservestolecture,argue,d
ebate,assert,andcommand. Women'sspeechisstereotypedasnonassertive,tentative,
andsupportive.Limitedevidenceconfirmsthatmalesaremoreassertiveandissuemore
directives;femalesareoftenmoretentativeandsupportive.

Thestereotypesabound, and
evidencehasbeenaccumulating,especiallysincethebeginningofthisdecade. Women'
sspeechissaidtocontainmoreeuphemisms,politenessforms,apology,laughter,cryin
g,andunfinishedsentences. Theyarereputedtotalkmoreabouthomeand
familyandtobemoreemotionalandpositivelyevaluative.

Further,women'sspeechisstereotypedasnonassertive,tentative,andsupportiv
e.Womenarealsosaidtotalkmorethanmen.Men,ontheotherhand,arereputedtousem
oreslang,profanity,andobscenityandtotalkmoreaboutsports,money,andbusiness.T
heyarereputedtomakemorehostilejudgmentsandtouselanguagetolecture,argue,deb
ate,assert,andcommand.Empiricalevidenceislessclear,partlybecausestudiescanonl
ysamplelimitedpopulationsinspecificsituations.Further,sexdifferencesinAmerica
nEnglishareonlystatisticaldifferences.No
featureofspokenAmericanEnglishisusedexclusivelybyonesexorthe other
Ingeneral,however,empiricalstudiesof
formconfirmthatmalesusemorenonstandardformsthanfemalesandthatfemaleslaug
handcrymore.OlderMainewomen,atleast,aremorepolite,andsixth-
gradegirlsclaimtheyusemoreexpressives.Contrarytothestereotype,adultmenhaveb
eenfoundtobemoreloquacious,butitisunclearwhetherboysorgirlsare moreover
bose.Studiessupportthestereotypethatmentalkmoreaboutmoney,business,andpolit
icsandthatwomen talkmoreabouthomeandfamily.

Theempiricalevidencesupportsthestereotype of

contentdifferencesinmen'sandwomen'sspeech. Variousstudiesfoundthatwomenus
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emoreemotionallanguageandmenfocusmoreonperceptualattributesanddestructive
action.Themalesstudiedweregenerallymoreassertiveanddirectivethanthewomen.
Onestudy
foundthatwomenaremoresupportivethanmen,andtheresultsofresearchontentativen
essaremixed.Aretheseisolated,unrelatedvariationsinspeech,oristherealogicalclust
eringthatpointsto"systemsofco-occurring,sex-
linkedsignals,"or"genderlects,"asKramer[31:14 ]proposed?If,infact,onecansaytha
tthereisamalespeechstyleandafemalespeechstyle,thenrulesandrestrictionscanbewr

ittenforeachmuchinthewaythatgrammaticalstructuresaredescribed.

2.1.1.Women's Speech

For most women, communication is a primary way to establish and
maintain relationships with others. They engage in conversation to share
themselves and to learn about others. This is an important point: For women,
talk is the essence of relationships. Consistent with this primary goal, women's
speech tends to display identifiable features that foster connections, support,
closeness, and understanding. Equality between people is generally important in
women's communication.

To achieve symmetry, women often match experiences to indicate "You're
not alone in how you feel." Typical ways to communicate equality would be
saying, "I've done the same thing many times," "l've felt the same way," or
"something like that happened to me too and 1 felt like you do." Growing out of
the quest for equality is a participatory mode of interaction in which
communicators respond to and build on each other's ideas in the process of
conversing [23:197-226]. Rather than a rigid you-tell-your-ideas then-1"1l-tell-
mine sequence, women's speech more characteristically follows an interactive
pattern in which different voices weave together to create conversations.

Also important in women's speech is showing support for others. To
demonstrate support, women often express understanding and sympathy with a

friend's situation or feelings. "Oh, you must feel terrible," "I really hear what
41



you are saying," or "I think you did the right thing" are communicative clues
that we understand and support how another feels.

Related to these first two features is women's typical attention to the
relationship level of communication. You will recall that the relationship level
of talk focuses on feelings and the relationship between communicators rather
than on the content of messages. In conversations between women, it is common
to hear a number of questions that probe for greater understanding of feelings
and perceptions surrounding the subject oftalk [45:56]. "Tell me more about
what happened," "How did you feel when it occurred?" "Do you think it was
deliberate?" "How does this fit into the overall relationship?" are probes that
help a listener understand a speaker's perspective. The content of talk is dealt
with, but usually not without serious attention to the feelings involved.

A fourth feature of women's speech style is conversational "maintenance
work" [21:375-384]. This involves efforts to sustain conversation by inviting
others to speak and by prompting them to elaborate their experiences. Women,
for instance, ask a number of questions that initiate topics for others: "How was
your day?" "Tell me about your meeting," "Did anything interesting happen on
your trip?" "What do you think of the candidates this year?" Communication of
this sort opens the conversational door to others and maintains interaction.
Inclusivity also surfaces in a fifth quality of women's talk, which is
responsiveness [45:57].

Women usually respond in some fashion to what others say. A woman
might say "Tell me more" or "That's interesting"; perhaps she will nod and use
eye contact to signal she is engaged; perhaps she will ask a question such as
"Can you explain what you mean?" Responsiveness reflects learned tendencies
to care about others and to make them feel valued and included [34:67]. It
affirms another person and encourages elaboration by showing interest in what
was said.

A sixth quality of women's talk is personal, concrete style [14:74-86;

23:197-226; 45]. Typicalof women's conversation are details, personal
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disclosures, anecdotes, and concrete reasoning. These features cultivate a
personal tone in women's communication, and they facilitate feelings of
closeness by connecting communicators' lives. The detailed.concrete emphasis
prevalent in women's talk also clarities issues and feelings so that
communicators are able to understand and identify with each other. Thus, the
personal character of much of women's interaction sustains interpersonal
closeness.

A final feature of women's speech is tentativeness. This may be expressed
in a number of forms. Sometimes women use verbal hedges such as "I kind of
feel you may be overreacting. " In other situations they qualify statements by
saying "I'm probably not the best judge of this, but . . ." Another way to keep
talk provisional is to tag a question onto a statement in a way that invites another
to respond: "That was a pretty good movie, wasn't it?" "We should get out this
weekend, don't you think?" Tentative communication leaves open the door for
others to respond and express their opinions. There has been controversy about
tentativeness in women's speech. R. Lakoffwho first noted that women use more
hedges, qualifiers, and tag questions than men, claimed these represent lack of
confidence and uncertainty. Calling women's speech powerless, Lakoff argued
that it reflects women's socialization into subordinate roles and low self-esteem.
Since Lakoffs work, however, other scholars have suggested different
explanations of women's tentative style of speaking. Dale Spender in particular,
points out that Lakoffs judgments of the inferiority of women's speech were
based on using male speech as the standard, which does not recognize the
distinctive validity of different speech communities. Rather than reflecting
powerlessness, the use of hedges, qualifiers, and tag questions may express
women's desires to keep conversation open and to include others. It is much
easier to jump into a conversation that has not been sealed with absolute, firm
statements. A tentative style of speaking supports women's general desire to

create equality and include others. It is important to realize, however, that
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people outside of women's speech community may misinterpret women's
intentions in using tentative communication.
2.1.2. Men’ Speech

Masculine speech communities define the goals of talk as exerting
control, preserving independence, and enhancing status. Conversation is an
arena for proving oneself and negotiating prestige. This leads to two general
tendencies in men's communication. First, men often use talk to establish and
defend their personal status and their ideas, by asserting themselves and/or by
challenging others. Second, when they wish to comfort or support another, they
typically do so by respecting the other's independence and avoiding
communication they regard as condescending [45:66]. These tendencies will be
more clear as we review specific features of masculine talk. To establish their
own status and value, men often speak to exhibit knowledge, skill, or ability.
Equally typical is the tendency to avoid disclosing personal information that
might make a man appear weak or vulnerable [19:376-389; 40:261-271]. For
instance, ifsomeone expresses concern about a relationship with a boyfriend, a
man might say "The way you should handle that is . . . " "Don't let him get to
you," or "You ought to tell him . . ." This illustrates the tendency to give advice
that Tannen reports is common in men's speech. On the relationship level of
communication, giving advice does two things.

First, it focuses on instrumental activity-what another should do or be-and
does not acknowledge feelings. Second, it expresses superiority and maintains
control. It says "I know what you should do" or "l would know how to handle
that." The message may be perceived as implying the speaker is superior to the
other person. Between men, advice giving seems understood as a give-and-take,
but it may be interpreted as unfeeling and condescending by women whose rules
for communicating differ.

A second prominent feature of men's talk is instrumentality-the use of
speech to accomplish instrumental objectives. As we have seen, men are

socialized to do things, achieve goals [45:123-139]. In conversation, this is often
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expressed through problem-solving efforts that focus on getting information,
discovering facts, and suggesting solutions. Again, between men this is usually a
comfortable orientation, since both speakers have typically been socialized to
value instrumentality. However, conversations between women and men are
often derailed by the lack of agreement on what this informational, instrumental
focus means. To many women it feels as if men don't care about their feelings.
When a man focuses on the content level of meaning a woman has disclosed a
problem, she may feel he is disregarding her emotions and concerns. He, on the
other hand, may well be trying to support her in the way that he has learned to
show supportsuggesting ways to solve the problem.

A third feature of men's communication is conversational dominance.
Despite jokes about women's talkativeness, research indicates that in most
contexts, men not only hold their own but dominate the conversation. This
tendency, although not present in infancy, is evident in preschoolers. Compared
with girls and women, boys and men talk more frequently [20:76] and for longer
periods of time [20:89; 29:100]. Further, men engage in other verbal behaviors
that sustain conversational dominance. They may reroute conversations by using
what another said as a jump-off point for their own topic, or they may interrupt.
While both sexes engage in interruptions, most research suggests that men do it
more frequently [46]. Not only do men seem to interrupt more than women, but
they do so for different reasons. L. P. Stewart and her colleagues [42:51] suggest
that men use interruptions to control conversation by challenging other speakers
or wresting the talk stage from them, while women interrupt to indicate interest
and to respond. This interpretation is shared by a number of scholars who note
that women use interruptions to show support, encourage elaboration, and affirm
others.

Fourth, men tend to express themselves in fairly absolute, assertive ways.
Compared with women, their language is typically more forceful, direct, and
authoritative [20:56; 42; 45]. Tentative speech such as hedges and disclaimers is

used less frequently by men than by women. This is consistent with gender
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socialization in which men learn to use talk to assert themselves and to take and
hold positions. However, when another person does not share that understanding
of communication, speech that is absolute and directive may seem to close off
conversation and leave no room for others to speak.

Fifth, compared with women, men communicate more abstractly. They
frequently speak in general terms that are removed from concrete experiences
and distanced from personal feelings [41:255]. The abstract style typical of
men's speech reflects the public and impersonal contexts in which they often
operate and the less personal emphasis in their speech communities. Within
public environments, norms for speaking call for theoretical, conceptual, and
general thought and communication. Yet, within more personal relationships,
abstract talk sometimes creates barriers to knowing another intimately.

Finally, men's speech tends not to be highly responsive, especially not on
the relationshiplevel of communication. Men, more than women, give what are
called "minimal response cues", which areverbalizations such as "yeah" or
"umhmm." In interaction with women, who have learned to demonstrate interest
more vigorously, minimal response cues generally inhibit conversation because
they are perceived as indicating lack of involvement [21:375-384; 42:235].
Another way in which men's conversation is generally less relationally
responsive than women's is lack of expressed sympathy and understanding and
lack of self-disclosures [40:261-271. Within the rules of men's speech
communities, sympathy is a sign of condescension, and revealing personal
problems is seen as making one vulnerable. Yet women's speech rules count
sympathy and disclosure as demonstrations of equality and support. This creates
potential for misunderstanding between women and men.

2.2. Gender Peculiarities in Language Aspects

The typological category of the real kind is typical for systems of both
compared languages because the grammatical category of the genus is absent in
these languages. The question of gender in modern English attracts the attention

of its contradictory position in describing the grammatical structure of the
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language. However, with the disappearance of formal means of expressing
concepts of the genus in the grammatical aspect, the concept of the real kind has
not disappeared.

Since in connection with the lack of both a grammatical and lexical-
grammatical category of the genus in modern English, the natural genus is
especially important; the supposed correspondence between the genus as a
language category, and natural, real or biological division by sex.

2.2.1. Gender Peculiarities in English Lexics.

When denoting the difference of a real kind, units of all levels of the
language hierarchy are taken. In addition, here you can identify some language
tools or techniques that contribute to differentiation of the natural distinction of
living things.

In English, there are the following four basic means: first-heteronymy, the
so-called "lexical suplementism", i.e. the designation of objects, naturally united
in pairs and rows, by words formed from different roots. The second means of
affixation, the third-anaphoric use of personal and possessive pronouns, and the
last-analytical tools. In this respect, the participation of one or another means
takes place in different ways.

At each level of the language, more specialized or less specialized units are
allocated.

At the lexical level, a more specialized way to differentiate the real kind is
lexical suplementation, which distinguishes sex from the value of correlative
words. Therefore, in English, the semantics of lexical groups of nouns is
analyzed here.

So, the expression of the difference of the biological takes place at different
levels of the linguistic system: lexical, morphological and derivational. In
modern English, the most universal and uniform is the lexical way of denoting
gender differences. Biological differences are found already in certain forms and
meanings of these words, through the supremacy of the man-woman. In modern

English, the linguistic designation of the real kind is fixed in words that are the
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names of anthroponyms those of people. To express the real kind of people,
certain classes of lexemes are included in the lexico-grammatical system,
including nouns, personal and possessive pronouns. Along with the grammatical
ideas of the genus, people live in the consciousness of real generic ideas depends
on the natural differences of living beings. A specific feature of some groups of
animate nouns is manifested in abilities, differentiation of a given biological
property through its semantics. However, it is easy to see that often in words that
are names of persons, i.e. people are not so much the idea of sex, and its
attribution to a certain class or category of people on various grounds, moreover,
on the social role of a person, the nature of his occupation, profession, position,
etc. Therefore, we found it necessary to conduct research based on the following
classifications of features and properties people: on biological, related-social,
age and consistently show the presence of appropriate oppositions, because the
biological sex consists of certain opposite pairs.

1. At the lexical level, as mentioned above, the main distinctives are words.
Words can be to designate a real kind in its structure as non-productive.
Our object of investigation is all non-derivative words that denote the real
kind of living beings.

2. In modern English there are two types of nouns, which in their semantics
denote the biological differences of people.John Smith was a tall and
good-looking man. 2. A middle-aged woman, a print apron, stood at the
door.

They have a clear correlation pair. equivalent-binary opposition. Therefore,
words related to the above-mentioned different characteristics can be contrasted
with each other according to the principle of equivalent-binary opposition. The
typological category of the real genus encompasses only animate nouns,
denoting the following signs of the attitude of people:

A) apart from biological
B) relationship

C) age
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D) Social
1. Among the woman was one who painted portraits, another who was a
professional musician.
2. His brother had been a bank cashier.
3. The man of whom I speak was a low pantomime actor a habitual drunkard.
4. The readers probably remember how to do it, if he has ever been a boy.
5. Now, really, Fanny my dear, said the sister-in-law.

6. Uncle Julious insists on my coming to keep him company.

One of the ways of transferring the real kind in the English language is
word-building i.e. morphologically.
At the lexical level, most lexical units are derived by their structure. Derived
words are formed by attaching certain affixes to the stem. In modern English
there are a number of transposing and nontransposing suffixes. For example:
-ard, -er,- ist, -ling, -ster;
These suffixes form nouns with the meaning of a person from the stem of the
adjectives. However, they cannot differentiate the real kind of people except for
the model
A+er------- N,, Britisher
The suffixes V + ant, + ard, + er form nouns with the value of the agent and the
suffix V + ess ------ N with the value of the female. Nouns with the suffix -er in
English follow the male designation and are the only correlate of the suffix V +
ess.
The V + ling model forms nouns with the meaning of the person, giving them a
negative shading scattering.
In the nontransposing group there are suffixes that designate persons.
For example: N + ant, N + enne; N + er; N + ess; N + ette; N + ine; N + ina; N +
ist; N + ster.

In modern English, the derivational morphemes of the type -ant, -ard, -ist,

-ster denoting the name of the figure, does not differentiate the real kind of
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person. They can designate persons, both male and female, according to the
modeIN+Suf----N m,f
A+Suf---N m,f
N+Suf---N m,f

For example: assistant, stinkard, throwster, taxist, gamester.
Indicators of the real kind in the English language are the suffix morphemes -er-
male indicator -ess, -ette (fr) -enne (fr.) -ine, -ina, -ix. (fr.)
Indicators of the feminine gender. Nouns in the transposing and nontransposing
suffix model
(V +er(-or) m--- V +ess (ix) f; N + erm --- N + ess (-ette) f form an equivalent
correlative pair opposition.

For example:

Actor Actress
Waiter Waitress
Editor Editress
Adventurer Adventuress
Educator Educatris
Farmer Farmerette

In the designation of a real kind, nouns in the nontransposing suffixal models N
+ ess, N + enne, N + ine (ine)

always do not observe the derivational correlation, only the semantic
oppositions are correlated.

For example:

Baron Baroness
Actor Actress
Negro Negress
Hero Heroine

This model also includes nouns with a derivation element -a, for example:
Signor-signora. In modern English, the derivative nouns with suffixal morpheme

(-er), (-or) do not consistently denote males. These nouns can simultaneously
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refer to the male and female sex.Thus, when we talk about the category of the

genus, we can distinguish the following species

1. Typological lexico-grammatical

2. Morphological

3. Syntactic

The lexical category of the genus is expressed without the aid of any suffixes:

A) root words:

Male gender Feminine Common gender
1. Father mother Parents
2. Grandfather grandmother Parents
3. Uncle Aunt
4. Nephew Niece
5. Brother Sister
6. Man Woman
7. Son Daughter
8. Husband Wife Helpmates
9. Stepfather stepmother Parents
10. Bridegroom Bride
11. Stepson Stepdaughter
12. Brother-in-law Sister-in-law
13. King Queen

It should be pointed out that the derived words belong to the lexical unit and
appear on this level, however, by the method of formation, individual linguists
refer to them as a morphological way of forming this categorical concept.

However, we will leave them within the lexicon and consider them within the

given level.
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b) Derivative words

Male gender Feminine Common gender

1. Waiter Waitress

3. Prince Princess

4. Sultan Sultana

4. Editor Editress

5. Sculptor Sculptress

6. Author Authoress

7. Poet Poetess

8. Ambassador Ambassadress
9. Painter Paintress
10. Negro Negress
11. God Goddess
12. Actor Actress
13. Elector Electress
14. Adventurer Adventuress
15. Barron Barroness
16. Benefactor Benefactress
17. Hero Heroine
18. Hunter Huntress
19. Protector Protectress
20. Duke Duchess
21. Inamorato Inamozata
22. Tutor Tutoress
23. Murderer Murderess
24. Traitor Traitress
25. Tormentor Tormentress
26. Viscount Viscoutess
27. Heir Heiress

52




28. Giant Giantess

29. Sorcerer Sorceress

30. Patron Patroness

31. Host Hostess
¢) compound words:

Male gender Feminine Common gender
1. Teen-ager Backfish
2. Airman Airwoman
3. Barman Barmaid
4. - Caseworker
5. Chamber-maid
6. Kinsman kinswoman Kin
7. Room-mate - -
8. Salesman saleswoman -
9. Pressman - -
10. Housefather housemother The head of
family

11. Rifleman - -
12. Boy-friend Girl-friend Friend
13. Horseman Horsewoman
14. - housekepper -
15. Head-master Head-mistress -
16. Servant Servant-maid -

d) The syntactic way of expressing the genus is formed by means of

compounding and word-combinations.

for example:

Male gender

Feminine

Common gender
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1. Man-doctor Woman-doctor Doctor

2. Man-servant Woman-servant Servant

3. Man-singer Woman-singer Singer

4. Sportsman sportswoman Sportsmen
5. Chairman chairwoman -

6. China-man China-woman -

7. Irish-man Irish-woman -

In English there are ranks of words that can relate either to the male sex only, or

to the male and female, i.e. common gender; the discharge of words with the

meaning of the female.Category of words with the meaning of the male:

[E—

Usher
Sailor
Policeman
Lackey
Lady’s man
Manler
Liberty man

Handsome

A S AN ST o

Ploughman
10. Whaleman
11.Waterman
12. Blacksmith
13.Miller
14.Landlord
15.Knight
16.Tankman

The category of words with the meaning of the female

1 Air-hostess




Pretty
Housewife
Widow
Dry-nurse
Godmother
Foster-mother

Foster-sister

O 0 3 O »n B~ W DN

Fiancée

10 Girlie

11 Flower-girl

12 Peri

13 Daughter-in-law
14 Nixie

15 Niece

[E—

. The category of words relating to both the male and female sexMusician
. Gymnast
. Interpreter

. Leader

2

3

4

5. Reporter
6. Redactor
7. Reader
8. Realist
9. Refugee
10.Recorder
11.Record-holder
12.Representative

13.Tutor

2.2.2. Gender Peculiarities in English Grammar
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Now let us consider a specific case of the expression of generic
differences in the system of modern English. If in those languages in which the
grammatical gender strongly differs, there is such a tricotomy: feminine,
masculine, middle genus, then in English these concepts are related to the
category of animation and inanity. Although in pronouns there are residual
forms of the female gender, the masculine gender, the middle genus-he, she, it,
the nouns do not have such a triad.

However, for nouns there may be another classification, i.e. words expressing
the concepts: 1. Male; 2. The female and 3. Neutral words. All this is part of the

framework of animate nouns. Schematically it will look like this:

Typological genus
animate nouns Inanimate nouns
Male gender Female gender Neutral gender
Uncle Aunt Friend
Son Daughter Boy friend Girl friend
Ram Ewe

In modern English, neither in the form of the article, nor in the form of the
nouns themselves, is the affiliation of the noun to a particular grammatical
genus.The category of the genus that existed in the Old English category
completely disappeared
2.2.3. Gender Peculiarities in English Phraseology

Being the most important aspect of lingual world view, phraseology
in the meaningful structure of its units reflects a large store of various
types of knowledge: cultural, cognitive, religious and historical, and this
becomes very important in language learning.

Gender investigation of phraseological units (further PhU) is actual as in
the centre of its attention there are cultural and social factors determining

social attitude to men and women and peculiarities of using linguistics
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means due to belonging to a definite sex. Actual becomes also a deep
investigation of the process of gender conceptualization, characterization of
its layers and containing parts, finding out factors and parameters forming
basic gender concepts taking into account their national-cultural,
etymological and historical peculiarities. Not less actual is the comparison of
masculine and feminine stereotypes in the English phraseological world
view, exposure and explanation of gender asymmetries and
connotations,which will create ground for lexicographical description of
genderly marked phraseological units of the analyzed language and their
adequate interpretation in the contexts of usage. All this ensures of the
actuality of description of gender construction on the material of
phraseology, demonstration of gender concepts formation, genderly
meaningful information connected with traditional expectations of
masculinity and femininity in the English lingual culture.

In masculine and feminine lingual consciousness the concepts of beauty

and ugliness have exact borders: beauty is women’s attribute who try to
possess it, for men this quality is not so important. This is proved by a
number of  phraseological units  describing  women’s  beautiful
appearance:(as) red as a cherry — to have rosy skin; have roses in one's
cheeks — to have rosy cheeks; a slick chick — an attractive girl.
In the investigated complex of English phraseological units there are
many, symbolizing a man as a faithful assistant, decent, good-
naturedperson, his advantages in comparison with a woman, braveness,
willfulness, high intellect: square John — honest man; knight without Fear
and without Reproach — fearless, brave man; a gentleman of fortune —
lucky men; clever dog — a smart boy. In English culture man’s main activity
deals with public outside sphere, which belongs to him: lord and master; men in
grey suits, a made man — a person who reached high position himself.

There is a universal stereotype that money and power in society also

belong to men: a man of mark — man of high position; a man of
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business —businessman; great lion — powerful (about a man); a man about
town —noble man; the king of the castle — leader, chef.

In English phraseology a woman is represented as a weaker sex, she
fulfills existing in society stereotypical duties of wife, girlfriend, mother
and possesses suitable gender qualities: one‘s good lady — wife; Sister
Ann —faithful friend; the softer sex — weaker sex, women; the weaker
sex— women. The sphere of women’s activity mostly deals with inner space,
home and family. However, modern English lingual culture observes changes
in stereotypical opinion that women’s interests deal only with inner space
and there appear outer professions, e.g. in offices: a hello girl — girl-
operator; a woman of letters — woman-writer; a girl Friday — reliable
secretary girl. In English culture a wife, who tries to get power in family is
negatively marked: the gray mare — a woman holding husband under her
heel; wear the breeches — to have power in the house. A man, who gives power
to his wife is also negatively marked as he doesn’t fulfill his typical
behavioral norms: to be under one’s heel — to be under wife’s power; knight of
the forked order — betrayed, altered husband.

In this way, we can conclude that the key to stereotypes
comprehension exists in language function, that is responsible for storage
and conveying culture, traditions, social consciousness of a definite ethnic
group from generation to generation, thus creating the process of storage and
conveying a definite information, repeated in an unchangeable way.
Investigation of English linguistic material containing figurative description of
the concepts "man", "woman", was done from different points of view: a)
age gradation; b) social status; c¢) behavioral activity. One of the basic
procedures of analysis is precedent ideographic parameterization of the concept
into its parts, reflecting all attributes of men and women: naturalphysical,
physiological, psychological and intellectual (age, appearance, sexuality
traits of character due to belonging to a definite sex, intellectual abilities,

etc.), social-status, role, etc. In gender world view masculine image is formed
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by the notions: courage, career, convenient life, preference of women,
being father, equal spouse. Feminine image has social-biological functions of
women, sexually-attractive appearance, age, love, being married, ideal wife,
maternity, housekeeper, close friend, independent woman, equal partner.

As a rule, gender component in phraseological meaning can be expressed
explicitly — in the aspect of expression and in the aspect of idiom’s
content (man of the moment — influential man, important person), and
implicitly, i.e. to exist in the aspect of content but to be absent in the
aspect of expression: bit of fluff (or skirt) — sexy woman, hot stuff —
temperamental (about a woman). A.V. Kunin confirms that implicitness is
an important means of economical usage of language means while their
functioning [72:99].

Markers pointing at the explicit character of expression of gender
component in PhU are nouns, pronouns and proper names pointing at
masculinity or femininity: man, boy, girl, woman, lady, he, she, Jack,
Tom, Mary, etc. It’s easy to create image, meant in the semantics of
phraseological unit because the component itself points at gender belonging: a
man for all seasons — helpful person; a girl Friday — reliable clerk (about girl-
secretary); brother in arms — brothers in army. The largest is a group of
phraseological units with explicit character of expression. The least is the group
of implicit aspect of expression where gender component ‘“veiled” in the
structure of PhU: skirt chaser — a man “chasing” women. In this phrase
there interact two implicitly expressed components — skirt, i.e. a woman and
chaser, i.e. a man. Age is differently expressed by implicit phraseological units:
a dolly bird — young naive girl; old trout — old woman; a bit of fluff —
very young girlie. Among explicitly expressed phraseological units the most
popular are those which have components pointing at professional activity
of men and women: a boy in buttons — a boy working in hotel; a Jack of all
trades — a man of various occupations; a confidence man — swindler,

dishonest; a hello girl — girl-operator; a woman of letters — woman-writer.
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Speaking about peculiarities of phraseological units having gender
component in their structure, we can conclude that due to their
representativeness they are able to be revealed on all levels of language
system; gender reflects lingual reality, national culture of a language.

In the process of investigation there were found the following
semantic groups, expressing subjective-objective marks:
1) phraseological units with component of femininity, characterizing a
woman from negative side, contemptuously, disapprovingly, except PhU
relating to mother, sister, woman-heroine: a woman of the streets — a street
woman, light-minded woman — negatively; Sister Ann — a faithful friend-
positively.
2) phraseological units with component of masculinity, characterizing a man
by various marks, but mostly dominate positive and neutral marks: a hen-
pecked husband — a man who is managed by his wife — negatively; a
man of letters — a man-writer — neutrally; square John — an honest, decent man
— positively; a man of his word — a man who keeps his promise —
positively.
3) phraseological units with component of femininity for characterizing a man,
mostly negatively marked: old woman — a shy, coward man —negatively; a
girl’s blouse — a scandalous man — negatively.
4) phraseological units with component of masculinity for characterizing a
woman, mostly negatively marked: a tom-boy — hyperactive girl behaving
like a boy — negatively; man-eater — a woman who uses men only for sexual
relations — negatively.
5) phraseologicalunits with component of femininity relating to both sexes,
mostly dominates negative mark: mother’s darling — mother’s beloved son or
daughter — negative; a weak sister — an unreliable person — negative.
All analyzed phrases with gender component are divided into PhU: 1) with

positive mark; 2) with negative mark; 3) with neutral mark.

60



For realization of its content gender component passes three levels
of conceptualization:
1) Semantic level, revealing gender component in the semantics of PhU.
This component can be expressed explicitly and implicitly: a back-room boy—
scientific researcher of secret laboratory; a bachelor girl — single,
unmarried girl; the old man of the sea — annoying, sticking man; the old
lady in Thread needle Street — English bank.
2) Associative level — the whole meaning of phraseological unit is actualized
with the help of other components which together with gender component
create some associative perception, connected with realization of meaning of
gender component and its being added by meanings of other components
in the structure of PhU: a back-room (from PhU a back-room boy) —
laboratory, secret room; bachelor (from PhU a bachelor girl) — single; PhU
the old man of the sea — from the tale «One thousand one night», which retells
how Sinbad-sailor couldn’t avoid the old man who sat on his shoulders;
Threadneedle Street (from PhU the old lady in Threadneedle Street) — the
street, where there was caricature of prime-minister William Pitt Junior. The
sign under this caricature announces: Political Ravishment, or the Old Lady
of Threadneedle Street in Danger!.
3) Conceptual level, where takes place formation of definite characteristics of
men/women, new gender meanings, gender stereotypes and gender concepts
«man» and «womany: a back-room boy — a boy who works in laboratory, i.e.
scientific researcher of secret laboratory, expert, specialist; a bachelor girl — a
single girl, unmarried girl who lives lonely; a the old man of the sea — a man
who is difficulty got rid of; the old lady in Threadneedle Street — i.e.
English bank.

In phraseological units of modern English there is a high estimation of a
woman, positive attitude to a woman, importance of her appearance, high
value of maternity and such qualities as love, selflessness, self-sacrifice. In

nominations of feminine images there are dominating moral marks,
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interconnection of genders is weakly demonstrated, maternity is highly
estimated. Negative mark is presented by PhUs about women’s behavior, wife’s
character (scolding, unsatisfied), women’sintellectual abilities and their
emotional instability.

In analysis of English idiomatic dictionaries there were made out 12
semantic groups of PhUs: nominations of men, nominations of women,
negative characteristics of men, negative characteristics of women, positive
characteristics of men, positive characteristics of women, general masculine
nominations, general feminine nominations, men’s labour, women’s labour,
men’s appearance, women’s appearance.

Nominations of women: one's better half — wife; one's old Dutch — wife. Women
in marriage are described positively or neutrally: A sister of mercy —an assisting
merciful woman; Mother Superior — a kind adviser.
Nominations of men: the good man of the house — master of house; a man about
town — a man of high position. Men also have negative connotations: knight of
the forked order — a betrayed husband; knight of industry — a swindler. It
should be mentioned that a larger part of PhUs nominate men without their
relation to marital status and have positive connotations in opposition of PhUs
nominating women. A married woman 1is positively estimated, marital status is
not so important for men. Comparative analysis shows gender asymmetries in
men’s advantage despite quantitative domination of men’s negative
characteristics, while there is only one woman’s positive characteristics. The
results of investigation prove the fact that represented image of a woman in
the English phraseology is more negative than the image of a man.
Conclusion on Chapter 11
1. Gender differences are a fundamental fact of human life and it is not
surprising to find them reflected in language. It should be noted that the

distinction between men and women’s language is a symptom of a

problem in our culture, not the problem itself. Basically it reflects the fact

that men and women are expected to have different interests and different
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roles, hold different types of conversations, and react differently to other
people. From the discussion of the features of female language, more
attention should be paid to language use in social context. What’s
more, the linguistic phenomena in speaking community can be
understood more thoroughly.

. This task is complicated by two major observations: (a) Sex differences in
spoken language that have been identified in English are sex preferential
as opposed to sex exclusive; that is, there is no evidence that any
linguistic feature is used exclusively by one sex in our society; variations
have been found only in frequency of production, (b) Sex is not the only
variable to influence speech style. There is a complex interaction of
personal characteristics such as sex, age, education, occupation,
geographical region, ethnic background, and socioeconomic status and
contextual factors such as communication, situation, environment, and
participants. Despite these complications, a start has been made at
constructing a grammar of style for men's and women's language [34].
Lakoff focused on women's style and suggested that it is basically one Of
deference. She suggested that the various phonological and lexical forms
and the syntactic pragmatic features identified as occurring more often in
women's speech add up to a pattern of deference. However, deference
alone does not make a woman's style. Other characteristics of the
individual and the context combine to form the complete style. Lakoff
pointed to a need to learn which styles can coexist and which cannot.
Even more important is the need to know which sex associated spoken
language features are real and to document conditions under which they
occur. Communication can be viewed as a microcosm of social behavior.
Much of human interaction occurs at the linguistic level [34:234]. As
pointed out, If sociolinguistic research often begins as an extension of
linguistics, it must end as an intension of the social sciences — but in the

idiom of disciplines that is only to say that it changes from away of
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studying language to a way of studying man as a social being. The
stereotypes and evidence discussed in this article have significant
implications for the power structure between the sexes and indeed the
psyche of both men and women. Future researchers need to be sensitive to
situations in which they observe sex-associated speech and to be cautious
of making premature judgments. In any event, there is little doubt that
recent interesting ender and language will continue to generate
worthwhile exploration into this topic.
CHAPTER THREE
GENDER PECULIARITIES OF CONCEPT “MAN” AND “WOMAN” IN
KARAKALPAK LANGUAGE
3.1 Gender Peculiarities in Karakalpak Lexics
In the designation of the real genus in Karaklpak language certain lexemes-
nouns are used, and in karakalpak pronouns there is no dystinctive function of
sex.
The concept of gender in the Karakalpak language is not expressed
grammatically. Usually the concept of the genus is expressed by special words
or word expressions. You can distinguish two types of lexemes, to refer to
people- erkek-hayal.
In the Karakalpak language, the noun designation has a clear correlative
pair of persons according to the model:
Erkek-hayal, ul-qiz, ata-ana, ini-qarindas, ku’yew-kelin, er-hayal, shabaz, zayip.
In the Karakalpak language, there is a figurative and poetic use of certain lexical
units and cases of "feminization" of objects for the designation of men or
women.
For example:
1. Qiranim, qarag’im keldin’ be- dep kempirdin’ ko’zi jasawradi.[73:20]
2. Haw onda adamgershiliktin’ az-maz iyisi bolg’anda, gu’ldey gizimdi
o’ltirip bolip gaship keter me edi?[71:34]

The following lexical units can be cited:
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Ma'rt, qiran are used to refer to the male:

To refer to the female:

Go'zzal, janan, peri, gu'l, dilbar.

In the modern Karakalpak language, the morphological element -a is
unproductive in the derivation of the noun derivatives. The productivity of the
derivational element is slightly observed in the proper names of people who
were borrowed from other Turkic languages. Apparently the word-forming sign
of this element arose on the basis of borrowed words of the Arab-Persian origin
of the type:shayir-shayira.

In the Karakalpak language, the notation of the distinction of the real kind can
be expressed by another, that is, syntactically.For example: mug’allim hayal, qiz
and others..

From the point of view of the generic value, composites in the Karakalpak
language can be divided into two structural types, i.e. Additions with
rhododetecting components in prepositions and postpositions.

In this case, a certain component of composites performs the function of
designating a real genus. This component is called the distinguishing component
of the genus or generic distinictor of this addition.

The generic distinutor of composites in the Karakalpak language can be nouns
of the type Erkek, ul, ini, a’ke, ata, jigit, (malay arx.) in the appeals of mirza for
males. 2. Hayal, qiz, sin'li, apa, sheshe, (whorls of arch.) In appeals-ene, xanim.
In the Karakalpak language, the addition of data by generic distortors occurs in
certain situations, moments of colloquial speech. This process occurs in the
language. Apparently it is declared social-traditional, cultural-historical and
external-linguistic factors.

In the Karakalpak language, the addition of data by generic distortors
occurs in certain situations, moments of colloquial speech. This process occurs
in the language. Apparently it is declared social-traditional, cultural-historical

and external-linguistic factors.
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In numerous composites there are quite clear, quite definite structural and
semantic relationships of components through these words. These words, i.e.
generic instinctors are the basis for the formation of a different structure of
nominative basic unity for biological difference. The question arises, why does
Karakalpak language resort to these types of composites? Because in the
Karakalpak language there are numerous words that have a common meaning
and refer to one or another sex.
For example: dos, qon’si, doktor, student, bala, jaziwshi, mug’allim, qarawil.
An important factor for the formation of relations between the components of
the composite, in which the noun base is, is the fact which aspect of its meaning
is meant here. This is the formation of the unity of the components of addition
and expression of a certain kind. For example: student jigit, student qiz. From
our point of view, the main thing here is that in the words jigit, qiz the word-
formation value of addition corresponds to the conceptual aspects of the generic
meaning.

And so, the concept of the gender of a complex noun is manifested under
the influence of certain components of postpositions or prepositions.
For example: eradam, hayal adam, erkek vrach, hayal vrach, aspaz kisi, aspaz
hayal
In the modern Karakalpak language, only the following structural model is
distinguished:
Erkek doktor-hayal doktor, ul bala- qiz bala; erkek adam (kisi) -hayal adam
(kisi), there are no other models in the modern Karakalpak language.
In the Karakalpak language, nouns replace the description of the given person
with his direct short name, which can designate this person, a separate, specific
person and as a representative of a certain type of people. For example: the
names of persons on the basis of the kinship characterizing them are expressed
postpositive. For example: ku'yew bala, aqliq qiz, qayin ene, qayin ata, kindik

sheshe, murindiq ana, murindiq ata. In the Karakalpaksa language, binomial
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education by the generic distinutor first of all means the real kind of persons,
than the designation of the profession and at the same time is not productive.

In most cases, the formation of composite units in the Karakalpak language
occurs in names denoting related relationships, less often occupations, social

status and age of either male or female.

For example:

Qayin ag’a Qayin apa O’gey ata O’gey apa
Qayin ata Qayin ene O’gey bala O’gey qiz
Qayin ini Jetim bala Jetim qiz
Ku’yew bala Qiz juwan Murindiq ata Murindiq ene
Dayi ag’a Dayi sheshe Murindiq bala Murindiq qiz
Dayi ata Dayi apa Jiyen bala Jiyen qiz
Dayi jigit Dayi qiz Aspaz jigit Aspaz qiz
O’gey a’ke O’gey sheshe Palshi kisi Palshi hayal

Judging by the type of formation, compound nouns with the interfix -s in
English correspond to the Karakalpak endings of the possessiveness -i.

For example: u'y biykesi, awil qizi. These models are also not productive.
Obviously, this is due not to the widespread or narrower semantic scope of the
prepositional components. In Karakalpak language these additions are referred
to as compound additions.

Thus, all models of composite education with generic distinictors in
preposition and postposition are means of identifying a person by the
combination of the following characteristics: sex, age, professional background,
specialty, occupation, social status. We give examples from art, magazine and
newspaper sources.

Aymekenge bul g’arri kempir ju’da’ jaqsi ko’rinip ketti.[74:55]
Quyashqa garawitip shan’ basqan betlerinen oni haqiyqat miynetkesh hayal dep
tu’singendey edi. [74:68]

... Qizi Agsungu’ldi Jan’aby degen palwan jigitke bermey ju’rgeni.[73:34]
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Palbiyke qayin enesinin’ qasina tig’ilin’qirap otirdi.[73:38]
Ku’yew balasi Jabbarbergendi jininen beter jek ko’rip qalg’an.[73:31].
Ariwxan dayi

otirdi.[73:14].

apasi Begzada menen keshqurin a’ste g’ana so’ylesip
Buljerge klegennen baslap bir du’kanshi qiz bizin’ ju’regimizge urdi.[73:24].
Da’slep atimnin’ kim bolg’anin kindik sheshem bilmese men bilmeymen.
[73:24]

Senin’ ornin’da islegen injener jigitke bular jala jawdi.

Doktor jigit sol jerde [73:25].

Models of complex derivation with a postpositive component expressing the

genus in the Karakalpak language have a more syntactical character of education

and are more common.

Model 1
N+Nm N+Nf

Qarawil g’arri Qarawil gati

Doktor jigit Doktor qiz

Boydaq jigit Boydaq qiz

Pensioner g’arri Pensioner kempir
Jetim bala Jetim qiz
Buxgalter kisi Buxgalter qiz
Idiomatic compositions:

Agsaqal Qa’lemgqas
Jasiu’lken Aqtamaq
Ko’shebiy Qipshabel

Aqjigit (B oOmieHuit) Tolg’anay
Model 2

Adj.+Nm Adj.+Nf

Ma’rt jigit Da’li qiz
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Eser bala (kisi) Qaysar qiz
Genje bala Genje qiz
G’arri kist G’arri kempir (qiz)

Jas jigit Jas qiz
Mirza ag’a Ortanshi qiz
Er kisi Sharbaya qatin
Aqilli adam Aqilli hayal
Dana kisi Dana kempir
Model 3
N"+Nm VNS
Shaqiritwshi +Nm Shaqiritwshi +Nf
Jaziwshi jigit Jaziwshi qiz
Oqiwshi bala Oqiwshi qiz
Model 5
NE+NmP** INEHNPO™
Qaraqalpaq jigiti Qaraqalpaq ariwi
Awil agsaqali Awil sardari
Ko’she biyi Ko’she biykesi
U’y xojeyini U’y biykesi

Moreover, in the Karakalpak language, by means of composites, it is possible to
distinguish generic distinctions in the names of people. One component
positively or postpositive differentiates gender differences. Distinctions can be
words like: -murat, -mirza, -bay, for males, -ay, ayim, -gu'l, -iybi, -suliw, -biyke,

for females.

3.1.1. Gendered Speech Communication in Karakalpak Language

Men’s and Women’s Speech
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It is obvious that we feel different communication manner between man
and woman genders and phraseological units, even syntactical combinations,
though they speak in the same language. These cases we have already mentionrd
in earlier chapters. It means that communication culture exists when man and
woman share opinions, information, addressing and evaluations to the matters.
As we have already seen, the stand point or ways of interpreting communication
are speech acts have some more differences between member of genders.

Among Karakalpak speakers women are more talkative, emotional than
men. Speaking manner, choice of words of men and women are differentiated
according to the age, culturally and social status.

We can study the divergencies in how Karakalpak women or men
typically communicate. The problem is great but our work is devoted to the
general sides of the matter. That’s why we here make our observation on some
speech actions of men or women on the material of the Karakalpak language.
Men’s speech peculiarities in Karakalpak differ according to the ages, social,
cultural and ethnic differences.

All these divergences are seen in all levels or aspects of language which they
speak in or with.

For example:

-Oteag’asi, to’rge o’tin’, - dedi murtlash kisi.

The word “o’teag’asi” used in speech expressed the older (man) that the speaker
(both of them masculine persons).

-Sadag’an’ keteyin, qalanin’ ballari shaqqan, qas qag’imda aldap ketedi. (man’s
speech)

Masculine speech is defined by the proposition acts.

The man’s sentence is stricter than woman’s.

-Baltani a’perip jiber, maga’n. (man’s speech)

- Baltani apershi, mag’an. (woman’s speech)
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Women’s speech is more emotional, covers request, motivation than men’s.

Women need more information than men, therefore sentence structure is
more extended than men’s.

- Shirag’im, aman-esen barip gayttin’ ba, tan’badin’ ba? (Woman’s speech)
-Aman keldin be, balam? (Men’s speech)
Men’s speech is short and concrete and not highly responsive.
Women’s speech is rich in using phraseological units, proverbs and sayings,
idioms than men’
For example:
-Qiz bala barg’an jerin quwantadi, ketken jerin suwaltadi degen iras-aw. Bu’gin
tu’simde biykeshti ko’rip ju’rmen.
- Aynalayin-aw, u’ydi sag’inip ju’rgen g’oy.
Here we understand whose speech they are according to the proposition.
Woman’s speech, relativeness (her husband’s sister) and her mother. Woman’s
speech in Karakalpak distinguishes by using of demanative words much as type
of: janim, shirag’im, ayim, ku’nim and etc. Women’s speech determines her
own interest, psychology and curiosity. Men’s speech in Karakalpak is more
characterized by general content policy events.

3.2. Gender Peculiarities in Karakalpak Grammar

The typological category of the real kind is characteristic of the
Karakalpak language systems, since the grammatical category of the genus is
absent in this language.

In modern Karakalpak language there is no correspondence or divergence
of gender, because it does not have a category of gender as a language category,
and there are signs of the biological sex.

3.3. Gender Peculiarities in Karakalpak Paremia and Phraseology

Most of the entries do not differ by gender. They are mainly composed of

phraseological units, which do not represent an individual nomination.
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Most of the stockings are made up of metaphors for human body, which can be
used for all individuals, regardless of their sex: bas 1yiw, ayag’ina jig’liw,
awzina uriw

Some of the phraseological units belong to men only.Qarip quiylmag’an.
Women's units: Anasinin’ basina ko’pshik dastiq boliw

The expressive-pragmatic component describes a very broad range of women's
voices: tilin’e ku’ydirgi shiqqir.

The phraseological units belonging to each of the two sexes:er jetiw, kewil
beriw

Sometimes it is a question of women's negative image.

There is not a significant discrepancy when confronted with men.

1. Gross beauty of women:ay desem awzi bar, ku’n desem ko’zi bar, bir qasiq
suwday jutip jiberetindey.

There are phraseological units representing the family function of women waqti
—saati jetiw, ay-ku’ni jaqin

3. It is understood that the stock is used for women and can be compared with
the character of men: qirq jigitke ten’.

Human beings are primarily portrayed as a moving person in the lens landscape.
He performs various physical, mental activities. These movements are
characterized by a certain characteristic of the person - desire, emotions,
thinking, psychological experiences, and physiology, speech statuses and so on.
Some of the abovementioned features are specific to males and females.

1. Itis clearly expressed that specific features such as referral counseling,
procurement, intercourse, and the like are specific to women's speech in
Karakalpak phraseology.

Praising: janimdi bereyin.
Cursing: tandiri shiqqir, jer jutsin
Fear: Wiy biy alla

2. Women may sometimes make men be obedient: Murninan jip o’tkizip

aliw
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3. The woman is described as something that can be abandoned: juwabin
beriw, basin baylaw

4. A negative attitude towards the age of women: otirip qaliw, otizg’a kirip
otin boliw.

5. Women's nomination: otin, ala qorjin, qari qiz, erkek geshir.

6. Negative nomination for men: qizlardin’ jen’gesi, qarip quyilmag’an.

7. The phraseological units with "Father" and "Mother" components were
many: atan’ jagsi, anan’ jaqsi dep.

8. Phraseological units representing the courage and pride of men: ata bala,
er bala, haqiyqiy erkek.

In phraseology, the prevalence of negative outlook in favor of a positive is
determined by the acceptance of realistic attitudes rather than with the gender
factor. Negative and positive attributes are expressed in the language as the
accepted standard.

Paremiology is chosen as a subject of research not by chance - it is at the
intersection of phraseology and folklore, which makes the study of proverbs and
sayings very significant from the standpoint of the modern linguistic and
cultural approach. The paremiological fund of the Karakalpak language is an
important source of interpretation, since the majority of proverbs are
"prescriptions, stereotypes of people's self-consciousness, which give a wide
enough scope for choice for self-identification". Paremiology is indicative from
the point of view of cultural stereotypes fixed in the language. The existence of
different possibilities for self-identification is undeniable, however, an analysis
of a large number of units allows one to nevertheless draw a conclusion about
dominant tendencies and estimates.

During the analysis of women's characters, the following human characteristics
were negatively evaluated:
1. Talkativeness: Elekke barg’an qatinnin’, eliw awiz ga’pi bar.

2. Slyness: Bir gatinnin’ hiylesi, qiriq eshekke ju’k bolar.
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3. Sometimes a woman ignores the mind: Xayt dese iyt juwiradi, iytden
aldin-qiz.
4. A woman as a destroyer of home, family:Jaman arba jol buzar, jaman
qatin-u’y.
Proverbs describing the positive and neutral characteristics of women:
1. Cognition: Qatinnin’ ko’rki aqlinda.
2. Beautiness:Qizdin’ ko’rki shash.
3. Husband’s advisor: gatin-erdin’ waziyri.
4. As ahousewife: qatini bar u’y-gu’l, qatinsiz u’y sho’l.
When we learnt the proverbs and sayings, it was noticed that in some cases, the
concept of “woman” is connoted negatively . It is especially attributed to words
“qatin” Though, the word “qatin” is a synonym to the word “hayal” as in
English “a wife, a woman”, it has its negative shade which is extensive with
some words, combinations and phrases and intensified by its peculiar meaning
in Karakalpak.
“ Jaman attan jawdag’in’ jagsi,
Jaman qatinnan boydag’in’ jagsi”.
“El qidirg’an sinshi bolar,
Jaman qatin tin’shi bolar”.
However, some proverbs opposes “jaman qatin” ( a bad wife) to “jaqsi
gatin” ( a good wife” stressing that atmosphere in the house, peaceful life
in the family , relationship among relatives and members of family

depends on a large extent on a wife, her behavior and wisdom.

Jagsi qatin erin er qiladi, Jagsi bolsa qgatinin’, Jaman qatin alg’annin’

Jaman qatin erin qara jer Kelip turar jaqinin’, jawi u’yinde,

qiladi. Jaman bolsa gatinin’ Jagsi qatin alg’annin’
Basin’nan keter aqilin’.  toyi u’yinde,

Eki qatin alg’annin’ dawi

.
u’yinde,
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O’mir1 o’te beredi sol

ku’yinde.”

In Karakalpak language phraseology men's labor activity is limited to
such fields as horticulture, farming, livestock, jewelry, hunting and fishing.
Women's social status does not seem to be much higher than men's. But it is a
woman who has been a responsible person for many years, and has been abusive
to doing serious things. Therefore, linguistic units that represent important
occupations for women are not used.

Although indifference and brutality are inherent to men, weakness, weakness,
and disobedience can be characteristic of men:

Erke ul jawg’a jaramas, erke qiz iske; erkeletse anasi-taltayadi balasi, tuwri tutsa
anasi, jurtqa iye balasi.

Chatter 1s considered to be inherent in a woman and has become the cause of
many jokes:elekke shiggan gatinnin’-eliw awiz ga’pi bar.

The wisdom of the woman in the Karakalpak language, her faithfulness to her
husband, and her confidence in her husband is not denied: aqilsiz qatin jamalin
ko’z-ko’z etedi, aqilli gatin- aqlin.

Karakalpak men are characterized by such qualities as patriotism, honesty,
kindness, courage, courage, humility, generosity: er jigit wa’de bermeydi,
onin’so’zi wa’de. Er jigit el ushin tuwiladi, el ushin o’ledi.

The women of Karakalpakstan possess such qualities as wisdom,
goodness, purity, inexhaustibility, diligence, tolerance, hospitality and
hardworking. These qualities are reflected in phraseologisms and paremments.
Although the conceptual layer describing the physiological characteristics of
women and men has been studied in women'simage in the Karakalpak article
(Anan’di a’ken’e pardazsiz ko’rsetpe), but internal and natural beauty is
essential: Suliwinan jiliwi jagsi; qatinnin’ ko’rki aqilinda.

The purity and tenderness of the woman are also among the most important

signs of her beauty: Oyin saz benen- qiz nazi menen.
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The traditional dominant ideologies that govern the society are
characterized by a high degree of vulnerability and a maladaptation of men. It
does not always support this dignity. Despite the negative image of a woman
over her positive attitudes, we have faced situations that could weaken
androcentrism in the tongue: Ulin’ axmaq bolsa da, kelinin’ dana bolsin; qatin —
moyin, erkek-bas.

The gender dimension of female and male masculinity has been critically
examined in the semantic space of "kinship relationships". Parenting analysis
shows that the role of mother in childbearing is more important than that of the
father: anasina qarap qizin al.

The role of mother is more important than father's: atasiz jetim - zor jetim,

anasiz jetim - xor jetim.

Conclusion on Chapter III

1.In the associative experiments, a high evaluation of the female intellect,
a generally positive attitude toward the woman, the significance of her
appearance, and the low contra-diction of the sexes were manifested. The high
value of motherhood and such qualities as love, self-sacrifice, self-sacrifice
remained practically unchanged. The male image is somewhat blurred.
Frequency responses are both "strong" and "beautiful", and the "smart" reaction
is not a frequency response. "Traditionally male" stereotype, in our opinion is
not expressed. With the exception of the "force / strong" reaction and various
kinds of lexemes related to the thematic group "reliability", we did not find other
frequency responses. Negative assessments of men are associated mainly with
drunkenness, in part with adultery. Many reactions, especially those related to
personal qualities, are repeated both in the evaluation of men and in the
evaluation of women. In our opinion, male domination in the results of modern

associative experiments is practically not represented.

Husband and wife are considered as complementary entities and are also

not practically opposed to each other. Many of their most frequent responses to
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these stimuli coincide. The predominance of negative vocabulary in the
evaluation of women was not recorded, although in the male evaluations of E.F.
Tarasov, it takes place to a greater extent than in the results of our experiment.
Perhaps this is due to the fact that a larger number of informants were

interviewed.

At the same time the wife is more often defined through the relation to the
husband, however the return is also presented, though to a lesser extent. The
stereotype of "evil wife" is much less pronounced than in the material of
proverbs and sayings, and the "smart", "kind" wife, on the contrary, appears

more often than in the material of proverbs and sayings.

And in the material of system dictionaries, and in psycholinguistic
experiments moral assessments predominate. Sexual interaction of the sexes is
poorly represented. Motherhood is highly valued. With a certain degree of
caution, it can be assumed that a woman sees the native speakers of the
Karakalpak language primarily as a mother, even in situations when she acts in
a different function (wife, woman, etc.), however, this issue requires further

study.

It can also be concluded that the HS, on the one hand, retains its importance: in
different chronological periods, motherhood, love, selflessness for women and
strength for men remain significant factors, which is reflected in the language.
The most constant was the maternal stereotype. An important place is occupied
by the family.

On the other hand, there is a certain dynamics of the GE, related to historical
and social changes. Compared with the dictionary material, positive features
attributed to women have increased. Psycholinguistic experiments do not allow
to assert that among the stereotyped female features are intellectual
insufficiency, talkativeness. Great importance is the appearance of a woman, but

the appearance of a man also matters.
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Thus, the cultural representation of sex can be manipulated through the
accentuation of certain GEs in public discourse.

2. Comparison of the Karakalpak language material with the English along with
many similar features revealed, as shown above, some differences in the
interpretation of the female image. The material of the Karakalpak language also

received data confirming this fact.

Conclusion
The systematization of scientific views on the study of the gender factor
in the language makes it possible to classify the social sex as a number of
objects relevant to linguistics. Gender can be studied not only from the
standpoint of sociolinguistics, but also in a whole series of linguistic disciplines
dealing with cognition, refraction, nomination, discursive patterns, text,

linguocultural and many other issues.

The main theoretical and methodological provisions of the gender concept
are based on four interrelated components: these are cultural symbols; normative
statements that give directions for possible interpretations of these symbols and
are expressed in religious, scientific, legal and political doctrines; social
institutions and organizations; as well as self-identification of the individual.
Gender relations are recorded in the language in the form of culturally
conditioned stereotypes, leaving an imprint on behavior, including speech,
personality and the processes of its linguistic socialization. Gender stereotypes

(GS) can and should be explored in a comparative perspective, which will allow
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one to discover the universal traits characteristic of GS in all or many cultures,
and to determine their cultural specifics. Since gender is a component of both
collective and individual consciousness, it must be studied as a cognitive
phenomenon, manifested in stereotypes fixed by the language, and in the speech
behavior of individuals who, on the one hand, are aware of their belonging to the
male or female sex, on the other, experiencing a certain pressure of axiologically
non-neutral language structures that reflect the collective implementation of

gender.

At present, the growing interest in GR and the consolidation of efforts to
form linguistic genderology, an independent scientific direction centered on the
gender aspects of language and communication, can be stated in Karakalpak
linguistics. The situation of becoming requires systematic understanding of
important theoretical and methodological issues. However, even in countries
where GRs are very intensive, they reveal a methodological heterogeneity. The
most clearly defined are: a) studies carried out with the help of the Derrida
deconstruction; b) Diagnostic studies that have a practical focus - the
identification of identification signs of male and female speech in the form of
first and second order symptoms in those cases when sex is a relevant factor of
communication. In the first direction, the ideological attitudes of scientists have
a greater influence on the interpretation of the results. In this connection, both
general methodological issues and private-linguistic methods are essential for
the development of national linguistic genderology. The bulk of research,
especially in the course of deconstruction, was carried out on the material of
influential European languages and American English. The degree of

elaboration of the problems on the material of other languages is lower.

Domestic linguistics has some experience in researching gender aspects of
language and speech, especially with regard to the development of identification
techniques. Questions of the same language policy aimed at creating a gender-

neutral norm that reduces the androcentricity of the language has so far only
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been declared. The theoretical basis necessary for them is absent. This problem
depends, in our opinion, on individual perception, and is also closely related to
the development of feminist ideas. Its development will depend on the degree of
development of feminist ideology. This requires linguists to focus on analyzing
the expressive means of the Karakalpak language in the aspect of gender in

order to create a scientifically sound basis for future discussions.

We believe that the study of femininity and masculinity as cultural
concepts is one of the most promising areas of gender studies, since its results
allow to increase the validity and explanatory power of the remaining directions
of linguistic genderology and to reveal the degree of applicability to the
Karaakalpak language of the results obtained in world linguistics. Certainly,
femininity and masculinity reveal both universal and special features. The
definition of general and special becomes, thus, one of the most important goals

of gender studies.

Femininity and masculinity as cultural concepts have several dimensions -
historical, synchronous (actual), figurative (internal form). Each of these
dimensions lends itself to a linguistic description, which allows one to identify
the cultural representation of gender in the language, to calculate gender
stereotypes and to track their dynamics over time. Cultural representation of sex

can be manipulated by accentuation of certain GSs in public discourse.

The conducted study leads to the conclusion about the cultural
conditioning of this dynamics, the dialectical unity of wvariability and
sustainability and, in general, the relevance of linguocultural research on the

gender aspects of language and communication.

Masculinity and femininity are cultural concepts, the study of which
should be carried out in several cultural codes, including in the language, which
includes analysis and description of both the potential GS inventory in the

language system and the study of the actualization of certain HS in
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communication, depending on the historical period (and / or from the social

order).

For a more accurate description of the features of femininity and
masculinity, as well as male and female speech behavior, an analysis of the
characterological properties of the language in question 1is needed.
Characterological features of languages can be interpreted in terms of
metaphysical opposition "femininity / masculinity". It should be taken into
account the metaphorical character of these names. Features of the Karakalpak
language are correlated with the metaphor of femininity Comparison of English
linguistic material with Karakalpak, along with many similar features, revealed
some differences in the interpretation of the female image. The material of the
English language also received data confirming this fact. Our data suggest that -
although androcentricity, of course, is inherent in all languages - the degree of
androcentricity of different languages is not the same. Consequently, we can talk
about the mismatch of stereotypes of femininity and masculinity in different
cultural environments. It makes sense therefore to explore the reflection of the
image of women and men in the language, focusing both on gender asymmetries

and on contrasting analysis of gender stereotypes in different languages.

Of course, this issue should be studied more thoroughly with the use of
large data sets and involving a variety of linguistic material. Our analysis is not

exhaustive and can be continued, detailed and expanded in the future.

81



REFERENCES
Regulatory acts

. ©30exucran PecryOnukacel OMIMMIIEHIUPUY XAKKbIHAATHI

a. 29.08.1997 y. N 464-1 Ho13amb1

. V36ekucron Pecry6nukacu Ilpesupentununr 2017 fiun 7 despangaru
“Y36exucton  PecrnyGnMKacHHM — fHAja PUBOMNIAHTUPHIN  Oyiinua
xapakaiap crparerusicu Ttyrpucuga’ TtH [ID-4947-connmu dapmonm.
V36ekucron PecryGnukacu KOHYH XyxokaTmapu Tymiamu, 2017 if., 6-
coH, 70-mona

. V36ekucron Pecry6nukacu Ipesumentununr 2017 imn 20 ampengaru
“Onuil TabJIUM TU3MMUHU SHaJa TaKOMWUIAIITUPHIL YOpaA-TaaOUpIapu
Tyrpucuaa’tu Ne2909-connu Kapopu

. IlocranoBnenue Ilpesunenta PecnyOnuku V30ekuctan «O Mepax 1o
JaNbHEHNIIEMY COBEPLIEHCTBOBAHUIO CUCTEMBI M3YYEHHUS WHOCTPAHHBIX

SI3BIKOBY. — TamkeHT, oT 10 gexadps 2012 rona.

82



. MuHuctpnep MinistrlerKa’binetinin” 36-Qarari menen 2015-jil 2-

marttatastiyiglang’an “Magistraturahaqqindag’i nizamT., 2015.

The works of President

. Karimov 1. A. «Harmoniously developed generation is the basis of
progress of Uzbekistan». —T.1997. — 98 p

. Mup3uéep II.M. OpkuH Ba (apoBOH JEMOKpATHUK V36ekucron
NABIATHHH OuWpranukaa Oapmo otamms. TomkeHT,  “Y36eKHCTOH”
HMNY, 2017-29 6.

. Mup3uée III.M. KonyH ycryBopaurn Ba HWHCOH MaH(paaTIapuHH

TabMHUHJIANI IOPT TapakKMETH Ba XalK (PApOBOHIUTHMHUHT TapOBH.

“V36exucron” HMUY, 2017. — 47 6.

Main Literature

9. Barren, N. Sex — typed language: The production of grammatical cases.
Ada Sociologica, 1971, 14, 24-72.

10.Bate, B (1988). Communication between the sexes. New York: Harper
and Row. Treichler,P.A., & Kramarae, C. (1983). Women's talk in the
ivory tower. Communication Quarterly, 31, 118-132.

11.Bellinger, D. C, & Gleason,J. B. (1982) Sex differences in parental
directives to young children Sex Roles. 8. 1123-1139

12.Bloom, L., & Lahey, M. Language development and language disorders.
New York: Wiley, 1978.

13.Brandis,W., & Henderson, D. Social class, language and communication.
London: Routledge & Kegan Paul,1970.

14.Campbell, K. K. The rhetoric of women's liberation: An oxymoron.
Quarterly Journal of Speech, (1973), 59,74-86

15.Chesler, P.Women and madness. Garden City, N.Y.:Doubleday,1972.

16.Coates, J.(1986). Women, men, and language: Studies in language and
linguistics. London: Longman.

17.Coates, J., & Cameron, D. (1989). Women in their speech communities:
New perspectives on language and sex. London: Longman

83



18.Conklin, N. F. Perspectives on the dialects of women. Paper presented at
the meeting of the American Dialect Society, 1973.

19.Derlega, V.J , & Chai.ken, A. L. (1976) Norms affecting self-disclosure
in men and women.Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 44,
37 6-380.

20.Eakins, B. W, & Eakins, R. G. (1978). Sex differences in human
communication Boston, MA: Houghton Mifflin.

21.Fishman, P. M. (1978). Interaction: The work women do. Social
Problems, 25, 397 --40Garvey, C., & Dickstein, E. Levels of analysis
and social class differences in language. Language and Speech, 1972, 15,
375-384.

22.Garcia Zamor, M. A. Child awareness of sex role distinctions in language
use. Paper presented at the meeting of the Linguistic Society of America,
San Diego, Calif., December1973.

23.Hall, D., & Langellier, K. (1988). Story-telling strategies in mother-
daughter communication. In B Bate & A Taylor (Eds.), Women
communicating Studies of women's talk (pp. 197-226). Norwood, NJ:
Ablex.

24 Hartman, M. A descriptive study of the language of men and women born
in Maine around 190 0 as it reflects the Lakoff hypotheses in "Language
and woman's place." In B. L. Dubois & Crouch (Eds.), The sociology of
the languages of American women. SanAntonio, Tex: Trinity University
Press, 1976.

25.Hirschman, L. Female male differences in conversational interaction.
Paper presented at the meeting of the Linguistic Society of America,
SanDiego, Calif., December 1973.

26.Johnson, F. L. (1989). Women's culture and communication: An
analytical perspective. In C. M. Lont & 5. A. Friedley (Eds.), Beyond
Boundaries: Sex and gender diversity in communication(pp. 301-316).
Fairfax, VA: George Mason University Press

27.Klein, J. The family in "traditional" working-class England. In M.
Anderson (Ed.), Sociology of the family. Baltimore, Md.: Penguin
Books,1971.

28.Kotthoff H. Die Geschlechter in der Gesprachsforchung Hierarchien,
Theorien, Ideologien//Der Deutschunterricht, 1996.-Nel.- S. 9-15

29.Kramarae, C. (I1981) Women and men speaking: Frameworks for analysis.
Rowley, MA: Newbury House.

30.Kramarae, & N. Henley (Eds.), Language, gender and society (pp.

102-117). Rowley, MA: Newbury House
84



31.Kramer, C. Women's speech: Separate but unequal? Quarterly Journal of
Speech, 1974, 60, 14-24. (b)

32.Kuykendall, E. Sexism in language. Unpublished manuscript, State
University of New York College at New Paltz, Department of Philosophy,
1976

33.Labov, W. The social stratification of English in New York City.
Washington, D.C.: Center for Applied Linguistics, 1966.

34.Lakoff R. Language and Woman’s Place.-New York: Harper and Row.
1975.

35.Loban,W. D. The language of elementary school children (ReportNo.1).
Champaign, 111.: National Council of Teachers of English, 1963.

36.Nicholson Linda. Interpreting “Gender”’//The Play of Reason: from the
modern in the postmodern. — Ithaca, New York: Cornell University Press,
1999. — P. 53-76.

37.Philips, 1987 - Philips S.U. Introduction: The interaction of social and
biological processes in women’s and men’s speech // Language, gender
and sex in comparative perspective. Eds. S.U. Philips, S. Steel, Ch. Tanz.-
New York, 1987.- P. 1-11.

38.Pusch Luise. Das Deutsche als Mannerspracher. — Frankfurt am Main:
Suhrkamp, 1984. — 202 p.

39.Reik,T. Men and women speak different languages. Psychoanalysis, 1954,
2,3-15.

40.Saurer, M. K, & Eisler, R. M. (1990). The role of masculine gender
roles stress in expressivity and social support network factors. Sex
Roles, 23, 261-271.

41.Schaef,A. W. (I1981). Women's reality. St. Paul, MN: Winston Press

42.Stewart, L. P., Stewart, A. D., Friedley, S. A., & Cooper, P. J. (1990)
Communication between the sexes: Sex differences, and. sex role
stereotypes (2" ed ). Scottsdale, AZ: Gorsuch Scarisbrick

43.Stoller R. “Sex and gender: about development of masculinity and
femininity” (1968) (pp. 102)

44 Swacker, M. The sex of the speaker as a sociolinguistic variable. In
B.Thome & N. Henley (Eds.), Language and sex: Difference and
dominance. Rowley, Mass.: Newbury House,1975.

45.Tannen, D. (1990). You just don't understand: Women and men in
conversation New York: William Morrow

85



46.Zimmerman, D.H., & West,C. Sex roles,interruptions and silences in
conversation. In B.Thome & N.Henley (Eds.), Language and sex:
Difference and dominance. Rowley, Mass.: NewburyHouse, 1975

47. A6nynnaeB M.A ['pamMaTuueckuid poj KaK JUHIBUCTHYECKAs KaTeTOpHs
(Ha Marepuase Pa3HOCUCTEMHBIX SI3BIKOB). ABTtoped.

Huc...xanna.punon.Hayk.- Tamkent, 2007.-22c¢.

48.AmummxkanoBa [l. Ilonarue renpepa//BBenenue B TEOPHIO U MPAKTUKY

TeHJAEPHBIX OTHOIIEeHUM. - TamkeHT, 2007. C.26-34.

49.ApytionoBa H./[. Anomanuu u s3bIk (K TIpoOjieMe S3bIKOBOM “‘KapTHUHBI

mupa”) // Bonpocsl si3piko3Hanus, 1987.-Ne3.- C. 3 -19.
50. H.A. ApyTioHoBa. S3bIk 1 Mup denoBeka. - M., 1999.

51.Baiicrep6ep. W.JI. Ponmoii s3bIK U dbopmupoBanue nayxa.-M.: U3n-
BoMI'Y, 1993

52.BexOunikas A. S3BIK. Kynbtypa. [To3nanwue.
-M.: Pycckue cnosapu,1997.

53.Boponnna O.A. BBeneHue B reHjaepHele uccieaoBaHus // Marepuaibl

nepBorM POCCUICKOW MIKOJIBI TIO KEHCKMM Y T'€HICPHBIM HUCCIIEIOBAHUSAM

“Bannaii-97”.- M., 1997.- C. 29-34.

54.T'opomiko E.M., Kupununa A.B. T'eHmepHbie wucciienoBaHus B

nuHrBuctuke//I'enaepusie uccienoBanus.-M., 1999.- Nel.-C.34-36.

55.Topomiko E.W., Kupununa A.B., 1999 - T'ennepHbie uccienoBaHusi B

JUHTBUCTHKE cerofus // 'enpepHbie ucciaeaoBanus .- XapbkoB, 1999.-

Ne2.- C. 234-241.

56.'ym6onbar. B. U36panubie Tpyasl no si3piko3HaHuto. — M.; Ilporpecc,

1984

57. 1. KannnoTu. DBomtonus reHiepHbIX uccaenoBanuii. O63op // JKeHiuHbl

U coluaibHas MoJuTHKa (reHaepHui acnekt).- M., UCOIIH, 1992.- C.

156-163.
86



58 Kupumuaa A.B. ®wiocodckas 06a3za ¥ METOMONOTHS TEHIEPHBIX
UCCJIEIOBaHUI B MPUMEHEHUHN K POCCUNCKOMN TUHTBUCTUKE // I eHaepHbIii

dbaxTop B sI3bIKE M KOMMYHUKaluu.- UBanoso, 1999.

59.Kupununa A.B. Bo3MmoxHOCTE TE€HJIEPHOTO noaxona B
AHTPOOPUEHTUPOBAHHOM  HM3YYEHHUM  S3bIKa M KOMMYHUKaIuu//

Kaskazosenenue. Caucasiology.- M., 2002. Ne2.-C.134-141. URL.:

60.Kupununa A.B. T'enaepHble HCCIENOBaHUS B  OTEYECTBEHHOM
auHrBuctuke. IIpoOGnemMbl, cBsizaHHBIEC OypHBIM paszBuThueM//Jloknanbl
Bropoit  Mexnynapoanoit koHd. « Tenmep: A3bIK, KyJIbTypa,

KOMMYHHUKaIus» 22-23 Hoaops 2002.-M.:MI'J1V, 2002.-C.5-12

61.Kupununa A.B. . Pa3Butue reHaepHbIX HCCIEIOBAHUN B JIMHTBUCTHUKE//

®duionornyeckue Hayku.- M., 1998. No2.-C.61-78.

62.Koukuna, 1999 - Koukuna E. I'ennepHbIii pa3BOpOT BCEMUPHOTO OaHKa
//We/Mpbl. Iuanor >xeHimuH. MexayHapoaHbIi KeHCKHM xypHai, 1999.-
Ne7.- C. 5-9. XaneeBa, 1999 - Xameesa W.M. I'ennep kak uHTpuUra
no3Hanus // ['ennepHbliil pakTop B si3bIke U KOMMYyHUKalMu.- FIBaHOBO,

1999.- C. 5-9.

63.CremanoB 0. C. fA3pik u Meton. K coBpemennoit dunocoduu s3bika.-

M., 1998.

64.TneymypatoB I'. Kareropuss poma B cucreme JAepUBaAlUM HMEH
CYIIECTBUTEILHBIX B UCTOPHUH  AHTJIMICKOTO s3bIKa (HA Marepuanie
appukcanuu U CJIOBOCJIOKEHHSA). Astoped.

Hucc...xana.pmron.Hayk.Camapkann, 1998.

65.TypuuésoB H., Typuuészoa K. «/ukm» Ba «TallKW» TUIIIYHOCIHUK
xakuna Oaw3u  mynoxosanap// Tunm TU3UMH  caTXJIapu: CEMaHTHK-
dbyHKIMOHAT Ba CTPYKTyp acocnap: PecnyOnuka wuimmui-amanuii

aH>kyMaH marepuauiapu.- Camapkang, 2009. -. 10-12.

87



66.Oyko M. Boig K WHCTHHE: NO Ty CTOPOHY 3HaHHMs, BJACTH U

cekcyanbHOCTH. PaboThl pasHbIx jeT.- M., 1996.

67.Xaneera M.M. 3agaun MOCKOBCKOI'O JIMHTBUCTUYECKOTO YHHUBEPCUTETA B
MEXKIUCIMIUIMHAPDHOM  NpoeKkTe  “DeMHuHONOrMs U TEHAEpPHbIC
uccienoBanust B Poccuu: mepcrneKTHBHBIE CTpAaTeruu W TeXHojoruu” //

Kenmmna B poccuiickom obmiectse, 1998.- Ne3.- C. 8-11.

68.Xaneesa U.W. I'engep kak untpura nosHanus // ['ennepHsiit ¢akrtop B

A3bIKE 1 KOMMYHHUKa1uu.- UBanoso, 1999.- C. 5-9.

69.Xaneea M.U. I'engep kak mHTpura mno3Hanus// I'enaep kak HHTpuUra

no3Hanud. CoopHuk crarteil.-Pynomuno, 2000.-C.9-18

70. Xa3upru Kapakajinak aneOuil TWIMHUH rpamMmatukachl. Co3 Kacajbly

xam mopdomorusi. Hokuc «bumumy», 1994.
Dictionary and language materials used in the work

71.K.Rakhmanov. “Aqibet”. 34b

72.Kunin A. “Frazeologicheskiy Slovar” 1972.

73.«AMuynapbsi»xypHaisl, NeS, 2011

74.bexnusizoBa b. Kei3nap.- Hokuc: Kapakannakcran. 1976

75.Kpatkuii cnoBaps korHuTuBHBIX TepMuHOB (KCKT)/ Tlox pen. E.C.
Ky6psikoBoii. -., 1996.

76.JI2C — JlunrBucTuyeckuil sHIMKIONeAnYeckuid ciosaps./ [log pea. B.H.
Apueoii. — M.: CoBerckas sHuuknonenus, 1990.
Magazine

77.He1zanoB M . Xaya kemecunjeru ekey. Akmaryi. 3uityap. Hokuc
«Kapaxkanmakcrany, 2014.

78.YtenbeprenoB E. Kymap. — Hokuc: 1988.

Internet resources

79.http://nbuv.gov.ua/Articles/Kult/Nar/knp49-1-149-152 pdf
80.URL: http.//frgt.utmn.ru/last/No19/text07.html

&1.http://www.gender-cent.ryazan.ru/school/lecturers.htm#kirilina

82.http://'www.cios.org/'www/ ejc/v3nl93.htm

88



83.http:/ / vimm”.inform.umd.edu/EdRes/ Topic/WomensStudie
s/Computing / ArticlestResearchPapers/genderswapping )

Appendix
Different Words, Different Worlds

(An extract from the book by D. Tannen “You just don’t understand”

concerning the work)

Many years ago I was married to a man who shouted at me, "I do not give you
the right to raise your voice to me, because you are a woman and I am a man."
This was frustrating, because 1 knew it was unfair. But I also knew just what
was going on. | ascribed his unfairness to his 12 having grown up in a country

where few people thought women and men might have equal rights.

Now I am married to a man who is a partner and friend. We come from similar
backgrounds and share values and interests. It is a continual source of pleasure
to talk to him. It is wonderful to have someone I can tell everything to, someone
who understands. But he doesn't always see things as I do, doesn't always react

to things as I expect him to. And I often don't understand why he says what he
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does. At the time I began working on this book, we had jobs in different cities.
People frequently expressed sympathy by making comments like "That must be
rough," and "How do you stand it?" I was inclined to accept their sympathy and
say things like "We fly a lot." Sometimes I would reinforce their concern: "The
worst part i1s having to pack and unpack all the time." But my husband reacted
differently, often with irritation. He might respond by deemphasizing the
inconvenience: As academics, we had four-day weekends together, as well as
long vacations throughout the year and four months in the summer. We even
benefited from the intervening days of uninterrupted time for work. I once
overheard him telling a dubious man that we were lucky, since studies have
shown that married couples who live together spend less than half an hour a
week talking to each other; he was implying that our situation had advantages. I
didn't object to the way my husband responded--every-thing he said was true--
but I was surprised by it. I didn't understand why he reacted as he did. He
explained that he sensed condescension in some expressions of concern, as if the
questioner were implying, "Yours is not a real marriage; your ill-chosen
profession has resulted in an unfortunate arrangement. I pity you, and look down
at you from the height of complacence, since my wife and I have avoided your
misfortune." It had not occurred to me that there might be an element of one-
upmanship in these expressions of concern, though I could recognize it when it
was pointed out. Even after I saw the point, though, I was inclined to regard my

husband's response as slightly odd, a personal quirk. He frequently seemed to

see others as adversaries when I didn't. Having done the research that led to this
book, I now see that my husband was simply engaging the world in a way that
many men do: as an individual in hierarchical social order in which he was
either one-up or one-down. In this world, conversations are negotiations in
which 13 people try to achieve and maintain the upper hand if they can, and
protect themselves from others' attempts to put them down and push them
around. Life, then, is a contest, a struggle to preserve independence and avoid

failure. I, on the other hand, was approaching the world as many women do: as
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an individual in a network of connections. In this world, conversations are
negotiations for closeness in which people try to seek and give confirmation and
support, and to reach consensus. They try to protect themselves from others'
attempts to push them away. Life, then, is a community, a struggle to preserve
intimacy and avoid isolation. Though there are hierarchies in this world too, they
are hierarchies more of friendship than of power and accomplishment. Women
are also concerned with achieving status and avoiding failure, but these are not
the goals they are focused on all the time, and they tend to pursue them in the
guise of connection. And men are also concerned with achieving involvement
and avoiding isolation, but they are not focused on these goals, and they tend to
pursue them in the guise of opposition. Discussing our differences from this
point of view, my husband pointed out to me a distinction I had missed: He
reacted the way I just described only if expressions of concern came from men

in whom he sensed an awareness of hierarchy.
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