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Ⱦɚɧɧɚɹ ɫɬɚɬɶɹ ɩɨɫɜɹɳɟɧɚ ɚɤɬɭɚɥɶɧɨɦɭ ɜɨɩɪɨɫɭ ɨ ɝɟɧɞɟɪɟ 
ɢ ɟɝɨ ɜɥɢɹɧɢɢ ɧɚ ɪɟɱɶ, ɚ ɬɚɤɠɟ ɬɨɦɭ, ɤɚɤ ɷɤɨɧɨɦɢɫɬɵ 
ɦɭɠɱɢɧɵ ɢ ɠɟɧɳɢɧɵ ɦɨɝɭɬ ɜɥɢɹɬɶ ɧɚ ɨɛɳɟɫɬɜɨ ɫ 
ɩɨɦɨɳɶɸ ɹɡɵɤɚ, ɢ ɤɚɤɢɟ ɨɫɨɛɟɧɧɨɫɬɢ ɩɪɢɫɭɳɢ ɢɯ ɪɟɱɢ. ȼ 
ɞɚɧɧɨɣ ɫɬɚɬɶɟ ɛɵɥɢ ɢɡɭɱɟɧɵ ɜɵɫɬɭɩɥɟɧɢɹ ɪɚɡɧɵɯ 
ɷɤɨɧɨɦɢɫɬɨɜ, ɦɭɠɱɢɧ ɢ ɠɟɧɳɢɧ. ȼ ɞɚɧɧɨɦ ɢɫɫɥɟɞɨɜɚɧɢɢ 
ɛɵɥɢ ɩɪɨɚɧɚɥɢɡɢɪɨɜɚɧɵ ɜɵɫɬɭɩɥɟɧɢɹ ɛɪɢɬɚɧɰɟɜ ɢ 
ɚɜɫɬɪɚɥɢɣɰɟɜ. ɂɡɭɱɟɧɢɟ ɞɚɧɧɨɣ ɬɟɦɵ ɡɚɤɥɸɱɚɟɬɫɹ ɜ ɬɨɦ, 
ɤɚɤ ɨɩɢɫɚɬɶ ɢ ɜɵɹɫɧɢɬɶ ɨɩɪɟɞɟɥɟɧɧɵɟ ɯɚɪɚɤɬɟɪɢɫɬɢɤɢ ɜ 
ɩɭɛɥɢɱɧɵɯ ɜɵɫɬɭɩɥɟɧɢɹɯ ɜ ɪɚɡɧɵɯ ɚɧɝɥɨɹɡɵɱɧɵɯ ɫɬɪɚɧɚɯ. 
Ɂɧɚɱɢɦɨɫɬɶ ɷɬɨɝɨ ɢɫɫɥɟɞɨɜɚɧɢɹ ɨɛɴɹɫɧɹɟɬɫɹ ɬɟɦ, ɤɚɤ 
ɩɪɚɜɢɥɶɧɨ ɨɛɴɹɫɧɢɬɶ ɧɚɲɭ ɫɨɛɫɬɜɟɧɧɭɸ ɦɵɫɥɶ, ɬɚɤ ɱɬɨɛɵ 
ɭɩɪɚɜɥɹɬɶ ɥɸɞɶɦɢ ɩɨɫɪɟɞɫɬɜɨɦ ɪɚɡɝɨɜɨɪɚ. Ɋɟɱɟɜɵɟ 
ɜɵɫɤɚɡɵɜɚɧɢɹ, ɢɫɩɨɥɶɡɭɟɦɵɟ ɜ ɡɚɪɚɧɟɟ ɫɨɫɬɚɜɥɟɧɧɵɯ ɪɟɱɚɯ ɢ 
ɩɪɟɡɟɧɬɚɰɢɹɯ, ɨɬɥɢɱɚɸɬɫɹ ɭ ɦɭɠɱɢɧ ɢ ɠɟɧɳɢɧ, ɢ ɨɧɢ 
ɫɨɡɞɚɸɬ ɫɜɨɣ ɫɨɛɫɬɜɟɧɧɵɣ ɭɧɢɤɚɥɶɧɵɣ ɯɚɪɚɤɬɟɪ. ɋɨɝɥɚɫɧɨ 
ɪɟɡɭɥɶɬɚɬɚɦ ɷɬɨɝɨ ɢɫɫɥɟɞɨɜɚɧɢɹ, ɦɵ ɦɨɠɟɦ ɩɪɢɣɬɢ ɤ 
ɡɚɤɥɸɱɟɧɢɸ, ɱɬɨ ɝɟɧɞɟɪɧɵɣ ɤɪɢɬɟɪɢɣ ɹɜɥɹɟɬɫɹ 
ɭɧɢɜɟɪɫɚɥɶɧɵɦ (ɨɧ ɧɟ ɩɨɥɧɨɫɬɶɸ ɫɨɰɢɚɥɶɧɵɣ, ɧɟ ɩɨɥɧɨɫɬɶɸ 
ɥɢɱɧɵɣ). ɉɨɷɬɨɦɭ ɟɝɨ ɧɟɥɶɡɹ ɪɚɫɫɦɨɬɪɟɬɶ ɤɚɤ 
ɟɞɢɧɫɬɜɟɧɧɭɸ ɨɬɥɢɱɢɬɟɥɶɧɭɸ ɱɟɪɬɭ ɷɤɨɧɨɦɢɫɬɨɜ-ɠɟɧɳɢɧ 
ɢ ɷɤɨɧɨɦɢɫɬɨɜ-ɦɭɠɱɢɧ.  

ȼ ɡɚɤɥɸɱɟɧɢɟ ɦɵ ɦɨɠɟɦ ɨɬɦɟɬɢɬɶ, ɱɬɨ ɥɸɛɨɣ ɹɡɵɤ 
ɧɚɯɨɞɢɬɫɹ ɩɨɞ ɜɥɢɹɧɢɟɦ ɦɧɨɝɢɯ ɮɚɤɬɨɪɨɜ. ɀɟɧɳɢɧɵ ɜ 
ɫɜɨɟɦ ɨɛɳɟɧɢɢ ɥɟɝɤɨ ɩɟɪɟɤɥɸɱɚɸɬɫɹ ɫ ɨɞɧɨɣ ɬɟɦɵ ɧɚ 
ɞɪɭɝɭɸ, ɢɯ ɪɨɥɢ ɜɨ ɜɪɟɦɹ ɩɪɨɰɟɫɫɚ ɨɛɳɟɧɢɹ ɜɫɟɝɞɚ ɦɟɧɹɸɬɫɹ. 
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Ɇɭɠɱɢɧɵ, ɫ ɞɪɭɝɨɣ ɫɬɨɪɨɧɵ, ɫ ɬɪɭɞɨɦ ɩɟɪɟɤɥɸɱɚɸɬɫɹ ɧɚ 
ɞɪɭɝɭɸ ɬɟɦɭ, ɩɪɨɹɜɥɹɹ ɛɨɥɶɲɨɣ ɢɧɬɟɪɟɫ ɤ ɛɨɥɟɟ ɚɤɬɭɚɥɶɧɨɣ 
ɞɥɹ ɧɢɯ ɬɟɦɟ, ɧɟ ɪɟɚɝɢɪɭɸɬ ɧɚ ɨɬɞɚɥɟɧɧɵɟ ɬɟɦɵ ɪɚɡɝɨɜɨɪɚ. 

Ʉɥɸɱɟɜɵɟ ɫɥɨɜɚ: ɪɟɱɟɜɨɣ ɩɨɪɬɪɟɬ, ɝɟɧɞɟɪ, ɤɭɥɶɬɭɪɚ ɪɟɱɢ, 
ɷɤɨɧɨɦɢɱɟɫɤɢɣ ɞɢɫɤɭɪɫ, ɥɢɧɝɜɨɤɭɥɶɬɭɪɨɥɨɝɢɹ, ɜɟɪɛɚɥɶɧɨɟ 
ɩɨɜɟɞɟɧɢɟ. 
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GENDER FEATURES OF BRITISH AND AUSTRALIAN 

ECONOMISTS’ SPEECH PORTRAIT 

 

This article is devoted to topical gender issue and its influence 

on the speech. The author investigates how men and women 

economists can influence the society by means of language and 

what features are peculiar to their speech. In this article speeches 

of different economists, men and women, Britons and  

Australians, were studied. Studying this matter is remarkable as 

it helps to describe and find out certain characteristics in public 

statements in different English-speaking countries. The 

importance of this research is explained by the considerable 

interest to the ability to explain our own thought, and ways to 

control people by means of a conversation. Speech acts, used in 

set speeches and presentations are different for men and women, 

and they have their own unique character. According to the 

results of this research, we can conclude that the gender criterion 

is universal (nor completely social, neither completely personal). 

Therefore, it can't be considered as the only distinctive feature 

for female and male economists.  

In conclusion, we can say that any language is under the 

influence of many factors. Women in a communicative act easily 
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switch, change roles in the process of communication. Men, on 

the other hand, have difficulties in changing topics of 

conversation, taking a great interest in the topic under 

discussion; they do not react to remarks that are not related to it. 

Keywords: speech portrait, gender, speech culture, economic 

discourse, linguaculturology, verbal behaviour. 

 

Introduction 

Nowadays with the development of international 

communication, integration and learning different languages, it is 

very important to communicate with each other. The purpose of 

our study is to discover the main features of the speech portrait of 

economists КЧН ЭШ НТsЭТЧРЮТsС ЩОМЮХТКrТЭТОs ЛОЭаООЧ ЦОЧ‘s КЧН 
аШЦОЧ‘s sЩООМС. FШr ЭСТs, аО аТХХ ШЛsОrЯО sЩООМСОs ШП BrТЭТsС-

speaking and Australian-speaking economists of both genders. 

We aim to explain the significant scientific interest to the ability 

to express our own thoughts and to control the public.  

The amount of these factors is different, but explanation is 

needed to compose a complete image of verbal behaviour of a 

person. It was suggested, that gender identity plays a significant 

role in the verbal behaviour of a person and it causes specific 

features of the speech portrait of men and women (Bakusheva, 

1995; BöЭЭРОr, 2017; Bucholtz, Liang, & Sutton, 1999).  

The main tasks during this investigation were: 

 to study speech portrait and methods of its 

НОsМrТЩЭТШЧ, sЩОМТПТМКХХв ТЧНТЯТНЮКХ‘s ЩrОПОrОЧМОs ТЧ 
speaking, that makes him or her recognizable; 

 to learn more about speech profile of economists, 

who will be a good sample of individuals working in 

economy sphere and giving public presentations; 

 to look through the culture of modern English 

language, to learn more specifically three main aspects of 

speech culture: prescriptive (abidance by the speech 

standards), communicative (the ability to achieve the goal 

by using all language means), and speech etiquette (the 
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ability to use polite forms and means to achieve mutual 

understanding in the dialogue); 

 to compare the achieved results about the 

НТППОrОЧМОs ШП ЦОЧ‘s КЧН аШЦОЧ‘s sЩООМС ЩШrЭrКТЭ.  
Gender linguistics consists of various aspects of representation 

of gender in language. These aspects can be divided into two 

categories: how the genders speak, and how they are spoken 

about. Language not only reflects reality, but it also creates a 

reality (Malyuga, 2009; Cameron, & Coats, 1989). 

How the genders are spoken about usually involves a feminist 

КРОЧНК КЧН КЩЩХТОs ЭШ аШЦОЧ‘s rОЩrОsОЧЭКЭТШЧ ТЧ ХКЧРЮКРО, аСТМС 
has become an important political issue. The representation of the 

genders in fiction also falls into the category of how the genders 

are represented in the language. Considering how the genders 

express themselves, scientists addressed the issue of men being 

ЭСО ШЧОs ―аСШ СКЯО ЦКНО ЭСО аШrХН, аСТМС аШЦОЧ ЦЮsЭ ТЧСКЛТЭ‖ 

(Cameron, 2005). Such restrictive language forces women to use 

a system of personal expression that is not necessarily true to 

their nature, and that issue has been addressed not only by 

linguists (Malyuga, 2011; Weber, 1968; Crawford, 1995; Butler, 

1990). 

Verbal behaviour of men and women is a field of study of 

inherited and learned language patterns in human minds. It was 

assumed that all people have a basic sense of language, or rather 

of grammar. When men and women talk, their utterances differ in 

terms of semantics and syntax (Zemskaya, 1993; Coats, 1993). It 

is possible that the differences in speech portrait are perceived to 

be much stronger than they actually are. 

Methods and used materials 

The material for present research was taken from such popular 

УШЮrЧКХs КЧН ЧОаsЩКЩОrs, Кs ―TСО GЮКrНТКЧ‖ КЧН ―TСО АКХХ 
Street JШЮrЧКХ‖. TСО НКЭК ПШr ЭСО КЧКХвsТs ШП РОЧНОrОН sЩООМС ТЧ 
this research is taken from the presentations, speeches, and 

interviews of randomly chosen English economists of both 

genders. 
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The study involved various methods of investigation, such as: 

descriptive and comparative methods, documents analysis and the 

method of component analysis. 

The research had two stages of the investigation. First, the 

definition of gender and economic discourse were studied. 

Second, speeches and presentation of British and Australian 

economists of both genders were analyzed and compared in the 

same-gender aspect. These helped to make a conclusion about the 

functions of every peculirity that was found. 

The analysis 

As we aim to consider the speech portrait exhibited by 

ОМШЧШЦТsЭs, аО ЧООН ЭШ НОsМrТЛО ЭСО ЧШЭТШЧ ШП ‗ОМШЧШЦТМ 
НТsМШЮrsО‘. EМШЧШЦТМ НТsМШЮrsО КssТЦТХated a dominant influence 

from other discourses (such as political discourse, for example) 

(Henderson, Dudley-Evans, & Backhouse, 1993). It shares a lot 

of metaphors with the financial discourse and covers topics, 

narratives, as well as more or less stereotyped facts that are 

adopted by other types of discourses, such as scientific, general 

fiction, etc. Discourses make social changes that imply 

alternation of social practices. Such alternation, in turn, 

transforms the very nature of texts, discourses and languages 

used. 

Bв ЭСТs ПКМЭ, аО МШЮХН МШЧsТНОr РОЧНОr ЩОМЮХТКrТЭТОs ШП ЩОШЩХО‘s 
МШЦЦЮЧТМКЭТЯО ЛОСКЯТШЮr. TСО ФОв НТППОrОЧМО ЛОЭаООЧ ЦОЧ‘s КЧН 
аШЦОЧ‘s sЩООМС ЩrКМЭТМОs sЭОЦs ПrШЦ ЭСО ПКМЭ ЭСОв ЭОЧН ЭШ 
perceive the purpose of communication differently (Malyuga, 

2009; Cameron, 2005; Tannen, 1996). A research on 

psychological gender varieties showed that while women use 

communication as a tool to develop social connections and create 

relations, men use language to employ dominance and achieve 

tangible results. Women are more expressive, cautious and polite 

in a conversation, while men are more self-confident and 

dominating (Werner, 1993; Gray, 1992). 

Most differences between men and women are associated with 

power and status. Men and women employ various styles of 
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interaction, as they usually assimilate their communicative skills 

at an early age in same-gender groups. While men focus on the 

information exchange, women commonly tend to value the very 

process of communicative interaction (Tannen, 1993; Wood, 

1996). 

In ШЮr rОsОКrМС аО КЧКХвsОН РОЧНОr НТППОrОЧМОs ШП ЩОШЩХО‘s 
speech portrait on the linguacultural level. We compared British 

women with Australian women and did the same comparison 

with men. 

AЭ ЭСО ХТЧРЮКМЮХЭЮrКХ ХОЯОХ, ЦОЧ‘s sЩООМС Тs ОбЭrОЦОХв МШrrОМЭ. 
IЭ ХКМФs ОЦШЭТЯО аШrНs КЧН ОбЩrОssТШЧs; ТЭ‘s qЮТЭО sТЦЩХО, 
moderate and correct. Women tend to use specific professional 

and formal language. 

Interestingly enough, the speech portrait of Australian men 

and women is quite similar in terms of: 

 correctness; 

 lack of metaphors, abusive language, or anything that is 

said in a figurative sense; 

 lack of conjunctions; 

 propensity to sound bookish and formal. 

While comparing the speech portraits of British and Australian 

people, we may say that there is a significant difference. 

Although the British tend to be rather accurate in terms of their 

communicative behaviour, they sometimes use emotionally 

coloured vocabulary and other linguistic means that make their 

speech rather ambiguous. 

Results 

Language material allowed us to conclude that the gender 

criterion has an intermediate character (neither purely social, nor 

purely personal). Being linguistically relevant, it can't be 

considered as an absolute marker of female and male speakers. 

In this work it was shown how women use some essential 

linguistic characteristics in their usual presentation context. All of 

them and their usage is a conscious choice, supporting different 
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approach in gender speech styles. These styles differ due to the 

conflicting interaction purpose. For female these means are 

demonstration of connection and solidarity. Often appraising with 

ЦОЧ‘s ХКЧРЮКРО Кs ЭСО ЧШrЦ, ЦТsТЧЭОrЩrОЭКЭТШЧ ШП аШЦОЧ‘s 
speech intentions is very common (Vinokur, 1989; Nikolaeva, 

1991; Trufanova, 2004; Kitaygorodskaya, 2003). 

Some characteristics that can be drawn out are the following: 

connotations that were found between specific characteristic 

ЮsКРО КЧН аШЦОЧ‘s ХКЧРЮКРО sСШЮХН ЧШЭ ЛО ЩrОsЮЦОН ЭШ ЛО ТЧ КХХ 
situations or contexts. Second is that, an interpretation of a 

ЩКrЭТМЮХКr МСКrКМЭОrТsЭТМ, ТЧ КННТЭТШЧ ЭШ К sЩОКФОr‘s ТЧЭОЧЭТШЧ, МКЧ 
be done only within the setting of the interaction (Telia, 1996). 

Summarizing the consideration of male and female speech 

portrait, it should be noted that any speaker is influenced by a 

number of factors. Women in a communicative act switch easily, 

change roles in the process of communication. Men, on the other 

hand, switch not so easily, taking a great interest in the topic 

under discussion, they do not react to remarks that are not related 

to it (Spender, 1980; Maeve, 1995; Freed, 1995). 

There is also a so-called, polyphony of conversation, on the 

one hand, and more frequent interruption of women by men, on 

the other. In the male speech, one can trace the terminology, the 

desire for the accuracy of nominations, the stronger influence of 

the "profession" factor, the greater, compared to the female, 

tendency to use expressive, especially stylistically lowered 

means, and intentional coarsening of speech (Smith, & Philip, 

1985). 

Typical features of female speech included hyperbolized 

expressiveness and more frequent use of interjections and modal 

words and expressions. Female speech reveals a large 

concentration of emotionally evaluative vocabulary, and in male 

speech, the evaluation lexicon is more stylistically neutral. 

Women tend to intensify, above all, positive assessment. Men 

more often use negative evaluation, including stylistically 

nonstandard vocabulary. It can also be concluded that in different 
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communicative situations, different verbal behaviour is found. 

Comparison of British and Australian variants gave us 

surprising results. As it used to be known, British English is more 

correct and is acknowledged as a norm, but in contrast to 

Australian, it is not seen that way. Australian speech portrait 

sШЮЧНs ЦШrО ПШrЦКХ КЧН ―МХОКr‖. 
Conclusions 

АО ФЧШа ЭСКЭ ОКrХТОr, ЭСО ЭОrЦ ―РОЧНОr‖ аКs ЮsОН ЭШ НОsМrТЛО 
ЭСО НТППОrОЧМОs ЛОЭаООЧ ЦОЧ‘s КЧН аШЦОЧ‘s sЩООМСОs. MШrО 
vivid studies showed that now gender linguistics helps people to 

avoid misunderstanding in cross-cultural communication. Recent 

analyses presented us how to understand each other in our 

communication and how to behave. With these findings we can 

understand why women and men used some peculiar preferences, 

which come from their childhood and influence our society. 

Moreover, we have looked over the impact of gender on 

language. We surely can say that women and men differ in their 

linguistic behavior. Traditionally, men are seen as dominant 

speakers. At the same time, women have less respect in our world 

and during communication. Sometimes they are not even heard. 

Also, the function of language for men and women differs a 

lot. Men try to use language to build their own status and 

independence, while language for women is a way to connect and 

has some intimate characteristics. As a result, conversations 

between them have some misunderstandings. 

To understand the features of female and male speech portrait, 

we, first of all, should remember about such categories, as 

―ЦКsМЮХТЧТЭв‖ КЧН ―ПОЦТЧТЧТЭв‖. TСОsО МКЭОРШrТОs СКЯО 
biologically genetic opposite principles. They are different 

―аШrХНs‖ КЧН ЭШ КЯШТН sШЦО ЦТsТЧЭОrЩrОЭКЭТШЧs, аО sСШЮХН 
remember about them. All differences are due to their personal 

development. While boys and girls grow up, they experience 

sШМТОЭв‘s ТЧПХЮОЧМО ШЧ ЭСОТr ХКЧРЮКРО, ЛОСКЯТШr, МСКrКМЭОrs КЧН 
personalities. Differences are about their relation to age, marital 

status and even ethnic group. That is why women are more 
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emotional, while men are self-controlled. 

Due to all above said, we have distinguished characteristics of 

ЦОЧ‘s КЧН аШЦОЧ‘s sЩООМСОs. As ЦОЧ аКЧЭ ЭШ ЛО ТЧНОЩОЧНОЧЭ, 
women are very sociable. Men prefer to share and gain 

information they need, while women value the process of 

communication. 

Women pay more attention to the correctness of syntax, in 

order to express their thoughts, they would use precise grammar. 

Women pay more attention to using standard language than men 

НШ, ЭСКЭ‘s аСв ЭСОв КrО sЭrТМЭ аТЭС ЭСО rЮХОs ШП ЭСО ХКЧРЮКРО ЮsКРО. 

Women tend to use the standard form. This point is emphasized 

ТЧ ЭСО НТППОrОЧМО ШП аШЦОЧ‘s КЧН ЦОЧ‘s ЩrШЧЮЧМТКЭТШЧ. 
We have mentioned that women usually show politeness in 

their conversation. Besides, women also show that they are 

reserved, when they talk. We know that men tend to interrupt 

other people‘s ЭКХФ. IЧ РОЧОrКХ, НЮrТЧР ЭСО МШЧЯОrsКЭТШЧ ТЧЯШХЯТЧР 
both sexes, women often play the role of patient listeners. 

Though, men want to be heard, which drives them to catch an 

opportunity when it is possible. 

Men and women even choose different topics for their 

discussions. When men are talking, they are more likely to 

choose the topics of politics, economy, stocks, sports, current 

news. While women have more interest in talking about family 

affairs, such as МСТХНrОЧ‘s ОНЮМКЭТШЧ, clothes, cooking, fashion, 

КЧН ШЭСОrs. АШЦОЧ‘s ЭКХФ Тs КssШМТКЭОН аТЭС СШЦО КЧН НШЦОsЭТМ 
КМЭТЯТЭТОs, аСТХО ЦОЧ‘s Тs КssШМТКЭОН аТЭС ЭСО ШЮЭsТНО аШrХН КЧН 
economic activities. 

As this research deals with discourse and economic discourse, 

we have studied different works about this topic. Discourse is 

linguistic relations, forms and structures, that are explored by 

means of discourse analysis, as a part of stylistic analysis, and is 

concerned with the study of speech and writing (West & 

Zimmerman, 1985). We have redefined the ЭОrЦ ―НТsМШЮrsО‖ ТЧ 
regard to ―ОМШЧШЦТМ НТsМШЮrsО‖. TСОsО ОбЭОЧsТШЧs ШП ЭСТs МШЧМОЩЭ, 
can be useful for social science. Discourse, which functions 
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through cultures, participates in redefining the prospects of these 

cultures. This problem is relevant for many areas, including 

political and cultural issues. 

The general conclusion is that discourse has a major impact on 

social, cultural or economic environment. The word has the 

power to change realities and also to build new identities, cultures 

and economies. 

Nowadays ЭСО ЭОrЦ ―sЩООМС ЩШrЭrКТЭ‖ Тs used to denote a 

complex of linguistic means which describe the human 

personality. It is a connection between mentality and speech 

forms. Thus, speech behavior is the language of the personality 

integrated with other people, which is expressed in the speech in 

one social community (national, demographic, professional, and 

other) (Matveeva, 1993; Erofeyeva, 1990). 

So, with the change of the scientific paradigm, attention is 

focused on the connection between language and a human being 

and the problem of the language personality is brought to the 

forefront. A detailed study of the concept of language personality 

leads to the emergence of many definitions, including the 

concepts of speech, communicative, dictionary personality. 

When describing a speaker's portrait and language, speech 

characteristics are considered separately or in combination. The 

analysis of the speech portrait is a characteristic of different 

levels of realization of the language personality. One of the most 

important aspects in describing a speech portrait is the fixation of 

the most distinctive elements. 

In this regard, the description of all levels of language is not 

mandatory, and the characteristics of linguistic features and 

features of speech portrait are fundamental. In addition, with 

regard to the speech portrait of a person, the linguo-culturological 

aspect acquires a certain significance. When describing the 

speech portrait of a literary character, you should also pay 

attention to commenting remarks by both the author and the 

characters by themselves (Bogin, 1984; Karasik, 2003). 

Finally, conclusions are drawn from the consideration of ways 
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of expressing the evaluation in the gender-assessment discourse, 

and also the possibilities for further research of the specifics of 

the influence of such parameters as the situation of 

communication, age, education, which are predicted on the 

differentiation of male and female speech. 

We have studied the examples of meЧ‘s КЧН аШЦОЧ‘s 
speeches. We compared speech among same-gendered aspect, 

and took for consideration speeches of Australian economists. On 

the whole, we may conclude that both genders use a lot of 

adjectives, expressive words and phrases in British English. But 

there are different tendencies, due to their social behavior, 

environment and attitude to life. We understood that these 

differences came from their background and psychological 

aspect. 
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ɈɇɈɆȺɋɌɂɑȿɋɄɂȿ ɊȿȺɅɂɂ ȼ ɋɈȼɊȿɆȿɇɇɈɆ 
ȺɇȽɅɈəɁɕɑɇɈɆ ɇȺɍɑɇɈ-ɎȺɇɌȺɋɌɂɑȿɋɄɈɆ 

ɊɈɆȺɇȿ ɄȺɄ ɉȿɊȿȼɈȾɑȿɋɄȺə ɉɊɈȻɅȿɆȺ 

ȼ ɧɚɫɬɨɹɳɟɣ ɫɬɚɬɶɟ ɪɚɫɫɦɚɬɪɢɜɚɸɬɫɹ ɨɬɥɢɱɢɬɟɥɶɧɵɟ 
ɨɫɨɛɟɧɧɨɫɬɢ ɧɚɭɱɧɨɣ ɮɚɧɬɚɫɬɢɤɢ ɤɚɤ ɫɚɦɨɫɬɨɹɬɟɥɶɧɨɝɨ 
ɠɚɧɪɚ ɯɭɞɨɠɟɫɬɜɟɧɧɨɣ ɥɢɬɟɪɚɬɭɪɵ, ɪɚɡɛɢɪɚɸɬɫɹ ɬɚɤɢɟ 

ɩɨɧɹɬɢɹ, ɤɚɤ «ɨɧɨɦɚɫɬɢɱɟɫɤɢɟ ɪɟɚɥɢɢ» ɢ «ɨɧɢɦɵ», ɚ ɬɚɤɠɟ 
ɚɧɚɥɢɡɢɪɭɸɬɫɹ ɫɩɨɫɨɛɵ ɢ ɦɟɬɨɞɵ, ɤɨɬɨɪɵɟ ɩɟɪɟɜɨɞɱɢɤɢ 
ɢɫɩɨɥɶɡɭɸɬ ɞɥɹ ɚɞɟɤɜɚɬɧɨɣ ɩɟɪɟɞɚɱɢ ɨɧɨɦɚɫɬɢɱɟɫɤɢɯ 
ɹɡɵɤɨɜɵɯ ɟɞɢɧɢɰ ɫ ɚɧɝɥɢɣɫɤɨɝɨ ɹɡɵɤɚ ɧɚ ɪɭɫɫɤɢɣ ɜ ɬɟɤɫɬɚɯ 
ɩɟɪɟɜɨɞɨɜ ɫɨɜɪɟɦɟɧɧɵɯ ɧɚɭɱɧɨ-ɮɚɧɬɚɫɬɢɱɟɫɤɢɯ 
ɩɪɨɢɡɜɟɞɟɧɢɣ ɩɨɩɭɥɹɪɧɵɯ ɛɪɢɬɚɧɫɤɢɯ ɢ ɚɦɟɪɢɤɚɧɫɤɢɯ 
ɩɢɫɚɬɟɥɟɣ. ɐɟɥɶ ɞɚɧɧɨɣ ɫɬɚɬɶɢ ɡɚɤɥɸɱɚɟɬɫɹ ɜ ɩɨɩɵɬɤɟ 
ɩɪɨɚɧɚɥɢɡɢɪɨɜɚɬɶ ɩɨɫɥɟɞɨɜɚɬɟɥɶɧɨɫɬɶ ɞɟɣɫɬɜɢɣ 


