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VJIK 81-11

This article is the second one in the series ofpthielications devoted to the problems of gendetofain society,
culture and language and to the peculiarities ahéde and male language pictures of the world. i ghven work
we present the brief review of the second (starfingh the 17 century) and the beginning of the third (from the
end of the 60s - the beginning of the 70s of th® éextury) period of gender studies mainly in lirsgigis. Special
attention is paid to the works of F. Mauthner, Bp, O. Jespersen and R. Lakoff. The authors taskle the main
postulates of the feministic linguistics at thdialistage of its development.
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GENDER FACTOR IN SOCIETY, CULTURE AND LANGUAGE:
FEMALE AND MALE LANGUAGE PICTURES OF THE WORLD (PAR T II)"

This work is the continuation of the article pubksl in [12].

In the seventeenth century the stimulus of theareseof gender factor in language was the discowétgxotic’
primitive languages where there was a division imtde and female variants or even separate malécamale lan-
guages. Reports concerning such languages spdipdipgeared since 1664, but there weren't any leggre-
searches of them. The common thing for all thesspdescriptions of gender variability was that rirede variant
was considered as actually the language and thaléemne - as a deviation from it.

The mainly descriptive character of scientific digise and purely biological approach to the mdterime typi-
cal for this period. As a rule, the initial positiof the researchers was influenced by the soecaliedetermined by
nature distinctions in cognitive and as a wholenental abilities of men and women. The correlatbsex, educa-
tion, culture and age was not considered; all theclusions were drawn basing on the non-represeatataterial.
It was believed that all the distinctions betweeslerand female speech are determined by the bazbgex. The
starting point of the interpretation of the featu sexual dimorphism in language and speech heis hatural
conditionality: “The idea about gender accepteduhure tackles a man and a woman as the natuaatlyunambi-
guously determined categories of existence withalsly different preferences which are possiblpredict on the
basis of reproductive functions. Competent adulinimers of these societies consider the differenebsden a man
and a woman as fundamental and steady... Thinguateas they are due to the fact that men are mgmvamen
are women: such division is considered as natuglraoted in biology” [17, p. 97].

At the beginning of the XX century the interest to the gender aspects oflage and communication increased
due to the works of E. Sapir, O. Jespersen anddutimer though an independent trend was not foyraed

The information about the distinctions in languageaditioned by the sex of its native speakers, @afhg in the
languages of the peoples which were at the stageimftive development and in a number of languagfeSouth-
Eastern Asia led the linguists and philosopherthéoidea about the possibility of gender distinasidn “civilized’
languages of Europe. In 1923 F. Mauthner’s workotiedh to the language critique was published in tiie rec-
ognized gender distinctions in language substamgdhem by social and historical reasons [9].

Analyzing communication in various social layets tuthor revealed a number of features of malefeamdle
speech behaviour having ascertained that in therepdf factory workers substandard lexicon was useden.
And in high society the men used the ambiguitiegtviivere allowed to be pronounced by women as lnglonly
until their euphemistic character was not lost.

According to Mauthner women are less educated andegjuently aspire to use foreign words withoutdnee
whereas educated men do not use them being alfiledtthe equivalent in their mother tongue. Mauthtienks
that the creative use of language is the prerogativmen, and women are only capable to acquirtatiguage cre-
ated by men. Mauthner links the appearance of “feinanguage to the historical traditions of anti¢meatre
where originally female roles were played by menlyQvith the appearance of women on the stage thappened
the changes in the technique of dramatic art whale the opportunity to the female variant of tnegluage “to be-
gin to sound”. The historical approach led the autie the conclusion that the society acceptedfémale” lan-
guage only when it was allowed to women to act prates the influence of the unequal position oeseon the
language socialization. Earlier the social aspetthe gender variability of language were not takgo account;
however, Mauthner’s idea was not developed fong kime and remained unclaimed.

" Arestova A. A., Riabtseva E. V., 2010
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E. Sapir paid special attention to the distinctioasting upon the social identitpdrson implicationsin the
American Indian languages. Sapir considers sexstatds as the dimensions of social identity whiatppse is to
signal the “deviation from the norm” by means o tinguistic form [14]. Sapir also considered ttepologic dis-
tinctions within the framework of one morphemeegiptreting them as the sex signal system. Sapir ¢arnie con-
clusion that sex marks are obligatory in the motpép of many languages.

In 1922 Otto Jespersen devoted the whole chapteisdindamental work about the origin and develepnof
language to the features of female language competgl]. Jespersen provided wider than Sapir'sengvof dis-
tinctive features of sex in language. He is alsos@tered to be one of the first linguists who paiiéntion to the
existence of male and female preferences in lexirsen

Though Jespersen provided the fullest for his timerpretation of the question about the influenteender
factor, his views during the subsequent period weitecized because he drew the conclusions basithg on per-
sonal observations, many of which were not provezligh [3].

As a whole, the first and the second periods alydtig the gender factor in language are charaeerw two
featuresa) the researches had irregular character and wehe geriphery of linguistics; b) during the deégstion
of the features of male and female language competthe conception of the “deficiency” of “femal@hguage in
comparison with the “male” one was formed. The novas the “male” language and the deviation fromrtbem -
the “female” one. However during the second pened data appeared and besides the theme becamestimig
for famous linguists that promoted the greater apef gender researches and the increase of thtbiority.

From the end of the 60s - the beginning of the afaie XX" century there happened a radical turn in the ap-
proach to gender researches. It was caused batiebghange of scientific paradigm (transition fretructuralism
to pragmatics) and social changes [13].

The development of sociolinguistics, the formatidrthe postmodernist theory of cognition and tise f femi-
nist movement played an important role. During fhesiod several linguistic trends were formed diffg in con-
ceptual positions, research methods and the clearaicstudied material:

1. Socio-linguistic gender researches.

2. Feministic linguistics.

3. Actually gender researches studying both sexes.

4. Manliness researchmen’s studigs- the newest trend which appeared at the beginafnthe 90s of the
XX™ century [2].

5. Psycho-linguistic study of sex which recently instgd with neuro-linguistics. Here we can also abars
the bio-determinative trend basing on the natusald@tionality of cognitive differences between nmemd women
caused by different hormonal balance [11] and #isaesearch of children's speech.

6. Cross-cultural, linguo-culturological researcheduding the hypothesis of gender subcultures [T, 16

All these trends study the following groups of gesbs from different points of view:

1. Language and sex reflection in it: nominativetegn, lexicon, syntax, gender category and a nuwbgimi-
lar objects. The purpose of such approach is teerggion and explanation of how the presence opfeeof differ-
ent sex is manifested in language, what estimaiwesttributed to men and women and in which séimaneas
they are mostly spread. They can be both the relsesiof one language and comparative works.

2. Speech behaviour of men and women where thedlypirategies and tactics, gender specific choidexi-
con units, ways of achieving the success in thétasspecificity of male and female speaking astimjuished. In
this sphere, in turn, it is possible to distingusgwveral conceptual approaches, first of all, theoty of socio-
cultural determinism and the theory of bio-detelisrm

Many of the trends develop in interdisciplinary gdigm that in general is a distinctive feature ehder re-
searches. Their other feature is an applied chemagtnumber of successful attempts of languagemafg that,
probably, is possible to explain by the significpatitical activity of feminism.

It is necessary to note that these trends did eygiace each other but “grew’ one from another amauays
continue to coexist in some cases competing with ether.

Besides the gender aspect of linguistics is charizetd by that practically any area of linguistjpsoblems of
reference, cognition, morphology, grammar, syntaxicology and phraseology, semantics and pragteatiext
linguistics, etc.) can be considered from the pofntiew of the reflection of gender relations ret.

The stimulus for more intensive and regular gendsearches in the 60s of the XXentury was the develop-
ment of sociolinguistics which gave the scientestensive statistical material about the functignirfi language in
groups of people incorporated according to thebaitte of profession, sex, urban or rural way of lietc. So, the
guantitative researches showed that the sex ofenatieakers definitely influences on the languagéopmance. In
particular it was determined that women tend torusee prestigious variants of pronunciation [5].

In sociolinguistics there is also a hypothesis althe greater conservatism of “female’ languageyéder its
validity is doubted by some researchers [10].

One more stimulus for the comprehension of gengdecificity of language and speech was given by @thn
graphic and ethnologic works where the broaderearfgphenomena in which gender distinctions carmimecap-
parent was considered: lexicon, phonology, morpglsyntax.
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At the end of the 60s - the beginning of the 70thefXX" century gender researches in language received one
more very powerful impulse due to the so-called Neamen's movement in the USA and Germany, as dtfi@su
linguistics there appeared an original trend catkesd feministic linguistics or the feministic ccitsm of language.
The main goal of the feministic linguistics is thlemasking of patriarchy - the men's dominationublfc and cul-
tural life [1].

R. Lakoff's work “Language and a woman'’s place”dme basic in the field of linguistics; it provedt tandro-
centredness of language and the lameness of a einaage in the picture of the world reproducedhe lan-
guage [6].

To the specificity of the feministic criticism cdimguage it is possible to attribute its stronglgressed polemic
character, the development of own linguistic methogy, the attraction to the linguistic descriptitire results of
all the spectrum of sciences about a man (psyckhpkariology, ethnography, anthropology, histong,)eand also
a number of successful attempts to influence thguage policy [8].

The ideology of feminism is frequently consideredome of the components of postmodernist philosgp8j
From here its heightened interest to the phenoroétenguage results. The feministic linguistics paytention to
the uneven manifestation of persons of differertisghe language.

The language fixes the picture of the world frora thale point of view, that is why it is not onlythropo-
centric (focused on the person) but also androricefibcused on the man): the language creategpititare of the
world based on the male point of view, on behalthaf male subject, from the point of view of makrgpective
where everything female appears mainly in the oblebject or ignored as a whole that is the essefd¢eministic
“reproach”.

The feministic linguistics distinguishes the folliowy attributes of andro-centrism:

1. The identification of the notions “person” anddn”. In many European languages they are desighgtene
and the same wordananin English,hommen French,Mannin German. In the German language there is algo on
more designation Mensch but it also etymologically goes back to the Oldper Germammannisco- “male”,
“connected with man”. The worder Menschis of masculine gender, but it can ironically ksed in relation to
women with the article of neutral gendetas Mensch.

2. Nouns of feminine gender are, as a rule, déveatof masculine nouns, not vice versa. They arguiently
accompanied by negative estimation. The applicatfomasculine designation to the referent - wonsapdssible
and raises her status. On the contrary, the noimmaf a man with a feminine designation carriegative estima-
tion.

3. Nouns of masculine gender can be used not sgadhbif that is for the designation of persons af &ex.
There is a mechanism of “inclusion” in the grammaiasculine gender. Language prefers masculinesfémmthe
designation of persons of any sex or the groupeo$gns of different sexes. Thus, if hosts and kesteare meant,
it is enough to say hosts. So, the feministic lintits considers that in the vast majority of casesen in general
are ignored by the language.

4. The agreement at the syntactic level is perfdraeeording to the form of the grammatical gendehe cor-
responding part of speech, not to the real sehefeferent: Germ\Ver hat hier seinen Lippenstift liegen lassen?
(Word for word:Who has forgotten here his lipstigkthough it is talked about a woman.

5. Feminity and manliness are differentiated slyarphs poles - and are opposed to each other atiadity
(positive and negative estimation) and quantitafiydomination of masculine as human as a whola) ksads to
the formation of gender asymmetries.

This topic is in detail developed on the materfahe English and German languagtske continued
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Orta cTaThs - BTOpas B CepUH ITyOJIMKAINHA, MOCBIMIEHHEIX IIpobiIeMaM IeHIepHoro (akTopa B o0IIecTBe, KyJIbType H SI3BIKE, a
TAKKe OCOOCHHOCTSAM JKCHCKHX M MY)KCKUX SI3BIKOBBIX KapTHH MHpa. B nmanHOH pabGoTe MBI IpeicTaBisieM KpaTkuii 0630p
BTOpOro (HaumHas ¢ 1710 Beka) n Havana Tperbero (¢ konuna 60x - Hauanma 70x rr. XX Beka) nepro/ia reHICPHbIX HCCIIEI0Ba-
HUH NpEeMMyIIecTBEHHO B JuHrBHcTHKE. Ocoboe BHUMaHMe ynensercs paboram ®. Mayruepa, O. Cemmpa, O. Ecnepcena u
P. Jlakod . ABTOpHI TarKe BBIACIAIOT OCHOBHBIC MTOCTYNATHI (PeMUHUCTCKOM JIMHIBUCTHKU Ha HAYAJIBHOM CTAIUK €€ pa3BUTHSA.

Kniouesvie cnoea u ¢ppaser: TeHaep; 1Mo, OOLIECTBO; KYJIBTYPA; SI3bIK; MY)KUHMHA - XKEHILHHA; MYKCKOH - JKEHCKHI; MY)KECTBEH-
HBIH - )KEHCTBEHHBIH; MY>KECTBO - )KEHCTBEHHOCTb.

YK 811.161.1

Cmamuvs nocesiuieHa 6bliA6JIEeHUI0 63aUMO0eLCMBUs. JIEKCUYECKOoc2O0, MOpd)OJlOZu‘leCKOZO u C‘Jl06006pa306ameﬂbH020
APYCO6 PYCCKO2O A3blKA 6 obnacmu 2nazonbHol aekcuxku. B oannoi cmamoe 3ampacuearomcs maxoatce np06.7leMbl
KOHMEHCUBHO20 M30M0p¢M3MCl u cmpyKmypHoco aﬂﬂomop¢u3ﬂ4a no OMHOULEHUIO K pA3HOCUCTEMHBIM A3bIKAM.

Knrouesvie cnosa u ¢pasvi: cioBooOpa3oBarenbHas KaTeropus, CIOBOOOpa3oBaTeIbHOE 3HAYSHHE; CIOCOOBI Tia-
TOJILHOTO JICWCTBHSI; KATErOPUH BU/IA U 3QJI0Ta; H30MOP(HHU3M; AIUTIOMOPHH3M.
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CJIOBOOBPA3OBATEJBHBIE KATETOPUM I'JIAI'OJIOB B ACHEKTE B3AUMO/ENCTBUSI
JEKCUYECKOI'O, MOP®OJOTAYECKOIO ¥ CIOBOOBPA3OBATEJILHOI'O SIPYCOB”

B macTosiiiee BpeMsl B JIMHIBUCTHKE aKTUBU3UPYIOTCS KaK MCCIECIOBAHMS HOBBIX HANPABJICHHN (S3bIKOBAs Kap-
THHA MHpa, JIHHTBOKYJIBTYPOJIOTHS, KOTHATHBHAS U TCHICPHAs JIMHTBUCTUKA), TaK W HAIPABICHHUS W MPOOIICMBI,
BBIIBUHYTHIC U C(OPMYIHPOBAHHBIE B MPEABIAYIIHE AecaTiieThs. K omHON U3 akTyaabHBIX MPOOJIEM S3BIKO3HAHUS
OTHOCHTCS CO3/aHue OOIIel TEOpHH CIIOBa, OOBEOUHSIONICH TOCTIKEHHUS KaK COOCTBEHHO JICKCHKOJIOTHH, TaK M
rpaMMaTHKH, U cI0oBooOpa3oBaHus. [10 OTHOIIEHHUIO K IJIarONBHON JIEKCHKE PYCCKOTO SI3BIKa 0COOYIO aKTyaJbHOCTh
mproOpeTaeT TITyOMHHOE NCCIIEAOBAaHNE CBA3CH IpaMMaTHYECKUX KaTerOPHH BHA | 3aJI0Ta CO CIIOCO0aMH TJIaroJib-
noro aeiicteus (CI'T) u cioBooOpasosarenbubiMu Kateropusmu (CK). DTo HanpasiieHHe akTyalbHO KakK B COIOC-
TaBUTEIHLHOM aCIEKTEe, TaK U MPH M3YYCHUU MOP(POJIOTHICCKUX U CIOBOOOPA30BATENBEHBIX CHCTEM OTHCIBHBIX SI3bI-
KOB, B TOM YHCJI€ U PYCCKOTO.

CrnaBsiHCKOE SI3BIKO3HAHUE, B TOM YHCIC M PYCUCTHKA, U COMOCTABHTEIHLHO-TUIIOIOTHYCCKAS JIMHTBUCTHKA SIB-
JISIFOTCS] aKTUBHO PA3BUBAIOIIMMHUCS HAMIPABJICHUSIMU SI3bIKO3HAHUS B Y30ekucrane (cM. pabotel A. A. AGayasu3oBa,
k. Bypanosa, M. Jlixycymoa, M. 1. Pacynogoii, A. I'. Illepemerseroit, V. K. FOcymnosa u MH. 1p.), OIHAKO B CO-
MMOCTABUTEIILHOM aCIIEKTE CIOBOOOPA30BATEIBHBIN SPYC U3YYEH SIBHO HEJOCTATOYHO. MEKAy T€M, HIMEHHO CIIOBO-
o0Opa3oBaTeNbHBIE CHCTEMBI Pa3HOTHITHBIX S3BIKOB HATIISAHO JEMOHCTPHUPYIOT M O0IIMe, YHHBEPCAIHHBIC YEPTHI
JAHHBIX CHCTEM, W YEPTHI ABHOTO aJIOMOp(U3Ma, CBSI3aHHOTO KaK C BBIPAKECHHEM SI3BIKOBOM IETCPMUHAHTHI (Be-
JyIIeil THITOJOTHYECKON TEHIEHIMU), TaK U CO CIEUU(UKON «BHICHUS Mupa» B aaHHoM s3bike. J[. H. IlImenes,
paccMaTpuBasi Ipo0IeMy CHCTEMHOCTH B JIEKCHKE, IOMHUMO MapaJurMaTHIeCKOH M CHHTAarMaTHYECKOW ocel cuc-
TEMHOCTH BBIICIISCT aCCOIMAaTHBHO-IEPUBAIMOHHYIO OCh, UTO CBSI3aHO C SBJIICHHEM MHOTO3HAYHOCTH M CIIOBOOOpa-
soBanueM [11, c. 125]. C Hameit Touku 3peHusi, AEpUBAIIMOHHAS OCh CUCTEMHOCTH TJIATOJIbHOM JIEKCUKH CBsI3aHa C
Kareropusimu Buaa, 3anora, CK u CI'Jl rnarosna, npuyeM B3aUMOJIEHCTBUE STUX KaTErOpUil U riIarojibHbIX IPYIINU-
POBOK TIO CYTH SIBIISICTCS MAJIOM3Y4YCHHBIM.
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