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K.41. 7KesesnoBa

Poccuiicknii yauBepcureT ApyKObl HAPOA0B

I'EHAEPHBIE XAPAKTEPUCTHUKHU PEYEBOI'O
INOPTPETA DKOHOMUCTOB BEJIMKOBPUTAHUU U
ABCTPAJINN

Hannas cmamos nocesawena akmyaibHoMy 60npocy 0 ceHoepe
U eco0 GIUAHUU HA peyb, d MAaKice MOMY, KAK IKOHOMUCHIb
MYJICUUHBL U JHCEHWUHbL MO2YM GIUAMb HA 00uwjecmeo ¢
HOMOWbIO A3bIKA, U KaKue 0CoOeHHOCmU npucywu ux pedu. B
OaHHOU  cmambe  OblIU  U3YYEHbl  BLICMYNIEHUS — PA3HLIX
IKOHOMUCIOB, MYICUUH U JCeHWuH. B Oannom uccrnedosanuu
OblIU  NPOAHATUBUPOBAHbI  BLICMYNIEHUS — Opumanyeé U
ascmpanuiyes. M3yuenue OanHOU membl 3aKNIOUAEMCS 8 MOM,
KaK onucamv U BblIACHUMb ONpeOeleHHble XAPAKMepUucmuky 6
NYONUYHBIX BLICMYNIEHUAX 6 DPASHLIX AH2NIOA3bIYHLIX CMPAHAX.
3uauumocmo  5mo2o  uccneoo8anus OOBACHAEMCS meM, Kak
NPABUILHO OOBACHUMb HAULY COOCMBEHHYIO MbICIb, MAK 4mMoobl
ynpasisimos — 100bMU  NOCPEOCmEoM  pazeoeopa.  Peuegvle
8bICKA3LIBANUS, UCNONIb3YEMblE 8 3apaHee COCMABNIEHHbIX peyax U
Npe3seHmMayusx, OMAUYAIOMCA Y MYAHCUUH U JHCEHWUH, U OHU
cozoaiom ceoti cobcmeeHubili YHuKanibHulil xapakmep. CoenacHo
pe3yrbmamam 2mo20 UCCAE008AHUs, Mbl MOJCEM NPUUMU K
3aKa0YeHuo, Umo  2eHOepHblli  Kpumepuii  AGIAemcs
VHUBEPCANbHBIM (OH He NOTHOCHbIO COYUATbHDIL, He NOJIHOCMbIO
auunslti).  Iloomomy — e2o  Henwb3a — paccmompemv KAk
€OUHCMBEHHYIO OMIUYUMENLHYIO Yepmy IKOHOMUCTNOG-JICEHUJUH
U IKOHOMUCTOB-MYHCHUH.

B 3axnouenue mvr mooicem ommemumsv, umo Ja00O0U A3bIK
HAxXooumcsi noo GIUsAHUeM MHo2ux Gaxmopos. Kenwjunvl 6
ceoem OOWjeHuU 1e2KO NepPeKNouaomcs ¢ OOHOU MmemMbl Ha
opyeyio, ux ponu 80 epems npoyecca ooujenus 6ce20a MeHAIOMcs.
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Myoicuunsl, ¢ Opyeoti cmopomusl, ¢ mpyooM NepeKiyaomcs Ha
opyeyio memy, nposieisis 60Ibwol uHmepec K 6ojee aKkmyaibHol
0J151 HUX meMme, He peasupyrom Ha OmoaieHHble meMbl pa32080pd.

Kniouesvie crosa: peuesoii nopmpem, 2enoep, Kyibmypa peyu,
9KOHOMUYECKUll  OUCKYPC, JTUHSBOKYIbMYPONO2Us, 6epOalbHOe
nogeoetue.
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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 and to distinguish peculiarities between men’s and
women’s speech. For this, we will observe speeches of British-
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; Bottger, 2017; Bucholtz, Liang, & Sutton, 1999).

The main tasks during this investigation were:

- to study speech portrait and methods of its
description, specifically individual’s preferences in
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
differences of men’s and women’s speech portrait.

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
agenda and applies to women’s representation in language, which
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
the ones “who have made the world, which women must inhabit”
(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
journals and newspapers, as “The Guardian” and “The Wall
Street Journal”. The data for the analysis of gendered speech in
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
economists, we need to describe the notion of ‘economic
discourse’. Economic discourse assimilated 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.

By this fact, we could consider gender peculiarities of people’s
communicative behaviour. The key difference between men’s and
women’s speech practices stems from the fact they tend to
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 our research we analysed gender differences of people’s
speech portrait on the linguacultural level. We compared British
women with Australian women and did the same comparison
with men.

At the linguacultural level, men’s speech is extremely correct.
It lacks emotive words and expressions; it’s quite simple,
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:

e correctness;

elack of metaphors, abusive language, or anything that is
said in a figurative sense;

e lack of conjunctions;

e 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
men’s language as the norm, misinterpretation of women’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
usage and women’s language should not be presumed to be in all
situations or contexts. Second is that, an interpretation of a
particular characteristic, in addition to a speaker’s intention, can
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
sounds more formal and “clear”.

Conclusions

We know that earlier, the term “gender” was used to describe
the differences between men’s and women’s speeches. More
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
“masculinity” and “femininity”. These categories have
biologically genetic opposite principles. They are different
“worlds” and to avoid some misinterpretations, we should
remember about them. All differences are due to their personal
development. While boys and girls grow up, they experience
society’s influence on their language, behavior, characters and
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
men’s and women’s speeches. As men want to be independent,
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
do, that’s why they are strict with the rules of the language usage.
Women tend to use the standard form. This point is emphasized
in the difference of women’s and men’s pronunciation.

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 talk. In general, during the conversation involving
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 children’s education, clothes, cooking, fashion,
and others. Women’s talk is associated with home and domestic
activities, while men’s is associated with the outside world and
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 term “discourse” in
regard to “economic discourse”. These extensions of this concept,
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 the term “speech portrait” is 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 men’s and women’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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TyJbcKkuii rOCy1apCTBEHHbIN MeIaroru4ecKui
yHusepcurer um. JI.H. Tosacroro

J.C. XpamueHKo

MockoBCcKHIi TOCy1apCTBEHHbINH HHCTUTYT MEKIYHAPOAHBIX
oTHomeHunii (yauepcurer) MU PP

OHOMACTHYECKUE PEAJIMU B COBPEMEHHOM
AHI'JIOA3BIYHOM HAYYHO-®AHTACTHYECKOM
POMAHE KAK IIEPEBOJYECKASA ITPOBJIEMA

B nacmosawei cmamve paccmampusearomcs omaudumenbHvle
0CObeHHOCmU HAYYHOU (aHmMacmuKu Kax camoCmosmenbHo20
HCAHPA XY O0IHCECMBEHHOU IUmepamypuvl, pazouparomcs. maxue
NOHAMUSL, KAK «OHOMACMUYeCKUe peanruu» U «OHUMbLY, d MaKaice
AHATUBUPYIOMCS. CNOCOObL U Memoobl, KOMopble NepesoovUKU
ucnonv3ylom O0ns  A0eK8amHoUu nepeoayu  OHOMACUYECKUX
A3bIKOBLIX €OUHUY C AHSTULUCKO20 S3bIKA HA PYCCKULL 8 MeKCmax
nepesooos COBDEMEHHBIX Hay4Ho-ghanmacmuieckux
npou3ee0eHull  NONYIAPHLIX ~ OPUMAHCKUX U  AMEPUKAHCKUX
nucameneu. Llenv Oanmoll cmambu 3aKnI04AEmMcs 8 NONbIMKE
NPOAHAIUIUPOBAMb nOC1e008amenbHOCHb Oeticmeuti
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