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Annotatsiya: Ushbu tadgiqot jinsiy farglarni sosiolingvistik nugtai nazardan tahlil
giladi. Unda erkaklar va ayollarning nutgdagi xulg-atvori — muloyimlik, noaniglik
(hedging), so‘zga aralashish, hamda emotsional ifoda kabi til belgilarini ganday
qo‘llashi o‘rganiladi. Lakoff, Tannen, Wodak va boshga olimlarning asarlariga
tayangan holda, tadqiqot jinslar o‘rtasidagi til farqlari biologik emas, balki ijtimoiy
jihatdan shakllanganini ta’kidlaydi. Jinsga oid nutq uslublari madaniy gadriyatlar,
ijtimoiy magom va hokimiyat munosabatlarining aksidir. Tadgiqot shuningdek, jinsiy
nutq farglari universal emasligi, balki madaniyat, kasbiy soha va onlayn mulogot
kontekstiga qarab o°‘zgarishini ko‘rsatadi.

Kalit so‘zlar: gender, sosiolingvistika, mulogot, til farglari, ijtimoiy identitet,
hokimiyat munosabatlari.

AHHOTanmMs: /[aHHOE HCClenOBaHUE PACCMATPHUBAET TE€HIACPHBIE pa3uyus B
HUCIIOJIB30BaAHUU S3BIKA C COHHOHHHFBHCTH‘IGCKOﬁ TOYKHW 3pPCHUA. B pa60Te
AHAIIM3UPYCTCA, KadK MYXYMHBI MW JKCHIOIWMHBI IIPHUMCHAIOT TaKHC A3BIKOBBIC
OCOOEHHOCTH, KaK BEXJIMBOCTb, HEYBEPEHHBbIC KOHCTPYKIUHU, TEpEeOUBaHUS W
OMOIMOHAJIbHAA BBIPA3ZUTCILHOCTDL B PA3JIMYHBIX COUAJIBHBIX KOHTCKCTAaX. OHI/IpaSICB
Ha Tpyabl Jlakodd, Tannen, Bomak u npyrux uccienoBarenei, aBTOp NOIYEPKUBAET,
YTO SI3IKOBBIE pA3NMUUS MEXAY MoiamMu (GOPMHUPYIOTCA HE OHOJOTUYECKH, a
COLIMANIBHO. ['eHJepHble OCOOEHHOCTH pEud OTPAKAIOT KYyJIbTYpHbBIE OKHJIAHUSA,
COOMAJIbHBIC POJIM WM BJACTHBIC OTHOIICHMA. Taxxe OTMCYACTCA, YTO A3BIKOBBLIC
pasIndunsA 110 IIPU3HAKY 110JIa 3aBHUCAT OT KOHTCKCTA U BAPbUPYIOTCA B 3aBUCUMOCTHU OT
KYJbTYPBI, TPOGECCUOHATBHON CpeIbl U MU(PPOBOTO OOIICHMUS.

KaroueBble cjioBa: ICHACP, CONUOJIMHIBUCTHKA, KOMMYHHKAIHWA, S3bIKOBBLIC
pasian4dusd, conrajJibHad WACHTUYHOCTD, BJIACTHBIC OTHOIIICHMA.
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Abstract: This study explores gender differences in language use from a
sociolinguistic perspective. It examines how men and women employ linguistic
features such as politeness, hedging, interruption, and emotional expressiveness within
different social contexts. Drawing upon the works of Lakoff, Tannen, Wodak, and
others, the research emphasizes that linguistic variation is not biologically determined
but socially constructed. Gendered communication styles reflect cultural expectations,
power relations, and social identity rather than innate distinctions. The paper also
highlights that gender-based differences in speech are context-dependent and can vary
across cultures, professional settings, and digital communication platforms.

Keywords: gender, sociolinguistics, communication, linguistic variation, social
identity, power relations

INTRODUCTION

In the study of sociolinguistics, gender has always been one of the most influential
variables affecting the way language is used in society. From early theories such as
Robin Lakoff’s Language and Woman’s Place (1973) to contemporary computational
analyses, researchers have observed systematic differences in how men and women
express ideas, emotions, and power. According to a meta-analysis by Leaper and Ayres
(2007), women tend to use more affiliative and supportive language, while men display
more assertive and competitive styles. Data from a 2023 Stanford study also indicates
that female speakers use 20% more emotional adjectives and hedges like “I think™ or
“maybe,” whereas men employ 15% more direct imperatives and interruptions.
However, modern sociolinguists argue that such distinctions are not biologically
determined but socially constructed, influenced by culture, context, and identity.
Gendered communication patterns serve as reflections of social expectations rather than
innate linguistic traits. As globalization and digital communication continue to reshape
interaction norms, understanding these gender-based linguistic tendencies remains
essential for equality in education, workplace discourse, and media representation.

METHODOLOGY

The research applies a mixed sociolinguistic approach combining descriptive,
quantitative, and discourse analyses. The data were drawn from 600 samples of
authentic communication: 300 spoken conversations and 300 written texts, equally
distributed between male and female participants aged 18-40. Spoken data were
collected from interviews and classroom discussions, while written data included blogs,
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academic essays, and social media comments. Each sample was coded for linguistic
variables such as politeness markers, interruptions, emotional expressions, hedging,
and lexical choice. Computational text analysis using the LIWC 2022 software
identified patterns in emotional, cognitive, and social word usage. For comparative
analysis, chi-square and t-tests were applied to determine statistically significant
differences between male and female language features. A qualitative discourse review
was also conducted on selected conversations to interpret pragmatic meaning and social
context. This combination of traditional linguistic analysis and quantitative tools allows
for a comprehensive understanding of gendered communication in both formal and
informal settings.
DISCUSSION AND RESULTS

The findings confirm that gender differences in language use are evident but not
absolute. Female participants showed a 25% higher frequency of hedging and
politeness markers, such as “perhaps,” “I guess,” and “you know,” which align with
cooperative and relationship-oriented communication. Male speakers produced 30%
more direct commands and interruptions, particularly in mixed-gender conversations,
supporting earlier results by Tannen (1990). However, in same-gender discussions,
these contrasts diminished, suggesting that social context moderates linguistic
behavior. Emotional and psychological vocabulary also displayed clear divergence.
Women used 40% more words related to feelings and empathy (e.g., “care,”
“understand,” “hurt”), while men used 35% more words related to objects, power, and
reasoning (e.g., “fix,” “system,” “result”). Computational analysis showed that
gendered bias remains visible in lexical associations—words such as “leader,” “expert,”
and “engineer” were 70% more likely to occur in male-authored texts, while “support,”
“family,” and ‘“kind” appeared predominantly in female-authored samples.
Nevertheless, education level and setting significantly reduced gender gaps. In
professional or academic contexts, both men and women exhibited similar structural
accuracy and lexical complexity. This supports the sociolinguistic view that gendered
communication patterns are socially conditioned rather than biologically fixed. The
results also highlight cultural and digital influences. In online platforms, women
favored expressive emojis, empathetic phrases, and supportive comments, while men
preferred concise replies and humor-based interaction. These observations align with
global research indicating that women’s online communication tends to foster
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inclusivity and social bonding, whereas men’s language leans toward efficiency and
debate-oriented styles.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, gender differences in language use persist, but their expression
depends heavily on social environment, communicative purpose, and power dynamics.
Women generally employ more affiliative and empathetic strategies, whereas men tend
toward assertiveness and dominance-oriented speech. Yet, these differences are
increasingly fluid in digital and multicultural settings. Sociolinguistic evidence
demonstrates that gendered linguistic behavior reflects socialization patterns, not
inherent capability. As communication becomes more global and technology-driven,
understanding gender variation in language is vital for promoting inclusive discourse
in classrooms, workplaces, and media. Future research should expand cross-cultural
comparisons and include non-binary identities to present a more comprehensive picture
of linguistic diversity. Ultimately, recognizing and respecting gender-based
communication styles enriches mutual understanding and ensures that language
remains a tool of equality rather than division.
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