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Abstract

Men and women differ in their linguistic behavior. The given article is on the use of the specific
linguistic functions in casual conversation in English and Armenian. It particularly discusses the divergence
of the male and female linguistic behavior in certain conversational contexts. Comparative parallels are
drawn between analogous English and Armenian situational dialogues and in the result of their analysis a
range of similar and special features are revealed. The article highlights the fact that gender consideration
in interaction between males and females has linguistic and social effects on language use both in English
and in Armenian.

Key words: gender roles, sociological factors, comparative analysis, “genderless” language,
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It is not difficult to state that men and women differ in their linguistic behavior. Assumed gender roles
are contrastive, with men often thought as dominant speakers, while women are placed in a subordinate role
during the conversation process. It is important to realize that there are different perspectives of the two
sexes in casual speech. “If women speak and hear a language of connection and intimacy,” a clash of
conversation styles can occur, when confronted with a men’s language concerned with status and
independence [8]. Misinterpretation of the use of linguistic functions, thus, often arises.

In this article we shall concentrate on the use of key linguistic functions, and their use by women in
creating or disturbing solidarity in a casual conversation context in English and in Armenian. Two
approaches are first presented, that attempt to define the sex differences in communicative competence,
specifically from females’ position. With that theoretical research in mind, a sample of natural, casual speech
will be examined and discussed in terms of its use of specific linguistic items.

Early attempts to distinguish speech norms of different communities focused on sociological factors
such as economical status, ethnic minorities and age. Through this research, the belief that male and female
speakers may somehow differ in their communicative behavior, and thus compose different speech
communities, became the focus of researchers in the early 1970’s. Although lacking in empirical research,
and influenced by prejudice about gender roles [2], this article on women’s language, specifically the usage
of several linguistic features, proved influential toward becoming an important issue in the study of
linguistics. Research since these early works has focused empirically on a variety of features, such as the use
of tag questions, interruptions, questions, standard forms and minimal responses.

We consider it important to mention that the comparative analysis the article contains is rather limited
as there are few researches on the notion of gender and linguistic divergence caused by gender in Armenian.
The mentioned fact has a logical and reasonable explanation. Armenian is a grammatically “genderless”
language and this might be the reason for our misconception of gender. [6] Gender is also a language-
specific grammatical category. While English has this category only for the third-person pronoun (she/he),
other Indo-European (IE) languages such as Russian or German, for example, also have nominal gender,
nouns and adjectives that are arbitrarily masculine, feminine, or neuter while most IE languages distinguish
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between two sexes with the third person pronoun, Eastern Armenian has one only fuz (na), and Western
Armenian has only wé (an), standing for both “she” and “he”. The noun in Armenian is not marked by
grammatical gender either. Armenian instead distinguishes between the two physiological sexes in the
following three ways:

1. With the help of gender-binary vocabulary such as wnohl-wnu (girl-boy), §ni-gni; (cow-
bull), twpp-uny (ewe-ram);

2. With the help of the feminizing postfix -nzhph (-ess in English as in prince-princess)
e.9. wpwlkpu- wowllpunnihp (pupil- female pupil), dwinnignn-dwwnnignnnihh (waiter-waitress);

3. With the help of feminizing vocabulary, mostly A& (woman) placed in front of otherwise
gender-neutral nouns as in gpng- §hl gnng (writer- woman writer), fhé Juipnpn (woman driver).

One might think that being native in such a grammatically genderless language, speakers of Armenian
would be predisposed to see gender beyond a binary categorization and accepting of gender as a variety.
However, speakers of Armenian turn out to perceive gender the way that patriarchal culture has constructed
it for them at a semantic level: binary physiological sex linked with a body of non-linguistic knowledge that
ascribes roles to either of the sexes. Deciphering this principle of role distribution does not beg for a toilsome
effort: solely biological conceptualization of gender should revolve around the core difference between
women and men
While manhood and masculinity are characterized by high agency and ability, femaleness, on the contrary,
is marked by inability and lack of agency [6].

It is now understood that men and women differ in terms of their communicative behavior [2]. In
explaining these differences, however, Montgomery warns that there is a sense of variation in speech
differences between men and women. One sociological point to be remembered, he states, is that “speech
differences are not clear-cut” and a set of universal differences does not exist [5]. Gender, as a “dimension of
difference” between people should always be thought of in relation to other dimensions of difference, such as
those of age, class, and ethnic group. A second point he stresses is that linguistically one must be clear as to
what is being identified as a difference between the sexes. Unless examining identifiable linguistic behavior,
such as interruptions or tag questions, it is difficult to validate generalized claims of dominance, politeness or
subordinance. Even then, “the formal construction of utterances is no consistent guide to what function they
might be performing in a specific context”.

Reinterpretations of gender-differentiated language fall into one of two approaches, which reflect
contrasting views of women in society. The dominance approach considers language differences to be a
reflection of traditional social roles, that of men’s dominance and women’s subordination. The difference
approach, in contrast, focuses on sex speech differences as outcomes of two different subcultures. Women, it
is claimed, come from a social world in terms of solidarity and intimacy, while men are more hierarchal and
independent minded. Contrasting communicative styles are born out of these two subcultures.

The dominance approach to sex differences in speech is concerned with the imbalance of power
between the sexes. Powerless speech features used by women help contribute to maintaining a subordinate
position in society; while conversely, men’s dominance is preserved through their linguistic behavior.

Early research that regards imbalance of power as a main factor toward gender speech differences can
be attributed to Robin Lakoff, and her influential work “Language and Woman’s Place”. Although relying
mostly on personal observation, and later criticized for its feminist bias and lack of empirical research,
Lakoff’s definition of “woman’s language”-both language used to describe women and language typically
used by woman created an initial theoretical framework which would be critiqued and expanded by future
researchers. Lakoff provides a list of ten linguistic features which characterize women’s speech, as follows:

1. Lexical hedges or fillers, e.g. you know, sort of, well, you see.
2. Tag questions, e.g. she’s very nice, isn’t she?

3. Rising intonation on declaratives, e.g. it’s really good?

4. ‘Empty’ adjectives, e.g. divine, charming, cute.
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Precise color terms, e.g. magenta, aguamarine.
Intensifiers such as just and so, e.g. | like him so much.
‘Hypercorrect’ grammar, e.g. consistent use of standard verb forms.
‘Superpolite’ forms, e.g. indirect requests, euphemisms.
Avoidance of strong swear words, e.g. fudge, my goodness.
10. Emphatic stress, e.g. it was a BRILLIANT performance.
[4]

Consistent in Lakoff’s list of linguistic features is their function in expressing lack of confidence.
Holmes divides this list into two groups [3]. Firstly, those “linguistic devices which may be used for hedging
or reducing the force of an utterance,” such as fillers, tag questions, and rising intonation on declaratives, and
secondly, “features which may boost or intensify a proposition’s force”, such as emphatic stress and
intensifiers. According to Lakoff, both hedging and boosting modifiers show a women’s lack of power in a
mixed-sex interaction. While the hedges’ lack of assertiveness is apparent, boosters, she claims, intensify the
force of a statement with the assumption that a women would not be taken seriously otherwise.

For Lakoff, there is a great concordance between femininity and unassertive speech she defines as
“women’s speech.” According to her, in a male-dominated society women are pressured to show the
feminine qualities of weakness and subordinance toward men.

Thus, “it is entirely predictable, and given the pressure towards social conformity, rational, that women
should demonstrate these qualities in their speech as well as in other aspects of their behavior.” [1].

Rather than assuming speech differences among men and women are related to power and status, the
more recently emerging difference, or dual-culture, approach views sex differences as attributable to
contrasting orientations toward relations [5]. For men the focus is on sharing information, while women
value the interaction process. Men and women possess different interactive styles, as they typically acquired
their communicative competence at an early age in same-sex groups.

Tannen provides much research on the concept of misunderstanding in the dual-culture approach.
According to her, the language of women is primarily “rapport-talk”, where establishing connections and
promoting sameness is emphasized. Men, on the other hand, use language described as “report-talk,” as a
way of preserving independence while exhibiting knowledge and skill [8]. The contrasting views of
relationships are apparent: negotiating with a desire for solidarity in women, maintaining status and
hierarchical order in men. The frustration that occurs between women and men in conversation can be better
understood ‘by reference to systematic differences in how women and men tend to signal meaning in
conversation [9]. When these meaning signals are misunderstood, communication breakdown occurs.

Firstly we are to examine a sample of natural, spoken conversation among three native speakers of
English. Of special interest are several relevant linguistic features, many of which were first provided by
Lakoff, and their use in controlling or facilitating the interaction of the speakers; the participants, two men
and one woman, are co-workers of equal status in a casual conversation over lunch [11].

Indirectness: Female Use of Questions

The function of a command can be described as an utterance designed to get someone else to do
something [5]. Several studies ([1], [8] [3]) have commented on the different ways men and women phrase
commands. Men tend to use simple, direct statements, whereas women rely on “couching their commands as

© o N O

inclusive suggestions for action. [5]” Consider the following two examples:
Jody: Mmm...home phone.
Andy: What home?
Jody: My home. What’s my phone number? Are you gonna plug it in?
Jody: Mmm...How many? Do you want it small?
Andy: Smallish.
lan: I like this stuff.
Jody: Like that?
Andy: Mmm...even smaller.
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Jody: Smaller? Do you want to put it here? Why don’t you just bite it?

Jody has chosen to couch her commands in the form of questions. Rather then stating the bald
commands, “Here’s my phone number. Plug it in,” and “Put it here. Bite it,” she opted for a more indirect
approach. Lakoff describes two benefits of indirectness: defensiveness and rapport. Defensiveness “refers to
the speaker’s preference not to go on record with an idea in order to be able to disclaim, withdraw, or modify
it if it does not meet with a positive response.” Rapport refers to getting one’s way not by demanding it, but
because the listener is working toward the same end, indirectly encouraging the common goal [9].

It can be argued that defensiveness can be a feature of women’s powerless language, and that women’s
tendency to be indirect is proof of an unauthorization for command usage, as set by society’s standards.
However a different and more valid interpretation is that Jody, however entitled, chooses not to make direct
commands. Rather, the solidarity she creates with her command/question usage gives the benefit of rapport.
This, according to Tannen, can be considered a sign of power rather than the lack of it. However, this
ambiguity, often viewed with men’s language as the norm, has a tendency to be labeled as powerless. As
Tannen states, “Because they are not struggling to be one-up, women often find themselves framed as one-
down [8].”

We have tried to present a similar dialogue in Armenian and observe whether an Armenian female
speaker would also tend to use indirect commands or the so called question commands:

Ul ...nug np pk nut hkpwijunut k:

Upwd: ...n"p nal

Uttt bu vt baswyk™u kp ht hwdwpp: 26 u nignud wyh dhwghby:/Gdhught v wyi/ Uhw'gpm
wy

Ubtti:. .. wublip pulih "ub ku mqnid: ®n’pph bu mqnud:
Upwud: nn thnppnu [huh:

Lupkl: Pud wju swtht E nnip qujhu:
94. Uttu: Fu Uklyp nhigw’:

95. Mputihg thnpp shw” :
96. Uit ;"] thnpp: Niqnud bu p’ty wbiku: Yupnnu” Jhpewybu sku nputihg :

It’s remarkable that in Armenian the female can equally use indirect command, a request like
command or even a direct command in the place (line) where the English woman mostly uses indirect
commands.

Tag questions

The tag question, similarly, can be interpreted as a hedging device which weakens women’s speech. Of
all the linguistic forms originally listed by Lakoff, the tag has come to hold the position of archetypal
women’s language feature [2]. However, researchers since Lakoff have included context as a deciding factor
in determining a tag’s usage, with an association toward conversational role rather than gender.

There are three instances in our sample which we consider function as tag questions, two by the
woman and one by a man:

Andy: You don’t have a phone right now...do you? (falling intonation)
Jody: Mmhm.
Jody: Looks good...huh? (falling intonation)
Andy: Mmm.
Jody: You didn’t get scissors, ehh? (rising intonation)
lan: It’s like talking to a machine. She obviously had this spiel...
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Holmes describes four different functions of tag questions, three of which do not follow Lakoff’s
original proposal of tags expressing tentativeness. They are expressing uncertainty, facilitative, softening,
and confrontational [3].

The first example is labeled the tag as softening. Considering the falling intonation, its function is
affective, or addressee-oriented. It is not seen as expressing uncertainty, but rather softening an informative
out of concern for the addressee [3].

The second example, “Looks good...huh?” is decided to include as a tag form, taking in account the
casual context of the recorded conversation. An equivalent tag would be, “Looks good...doesn’t it?” It
follows the classic facilitative strategy of providing a way into the discourse for the addressee, thus creating
solidarity with the speaker. It is an expression of personal opinion, generally by someone in a leadership role,
in which confirmation is not required, but is elicited. This can, however, be interpreted as a method of
“fishing for approval or verification.” [7]

Cameron, Mc Alinden and O’Leary, in their article “Lakoff in context: the social and linguistic
functions of tag questions’, state that although facilitative tags contain no informational function, their
interactional function of including others is important. That the woman in our conversation sample provides
the only facilitative tag device may support the claim that women are more attentive at keeping a
conversation going, being “co-operative conversationalist who express frequent concern for other
participants in talk.” [1].

The third tag example is categorized as confrontational, although the function of this tag is not as
clear-cut as the other two. According to Holmes, the function of a confrontational tag is not to hedge but
rather to “strengthen the negative force” of an utterance. Unlike the other two examples, which are affective,
this one is modal, in that it is requesting information or confirmation of information. With the rising
intonation, the ‘ehh?’ can be translated into “did you?”, as in “You didn’t get scissors, did you?” If falling
intonation had been used, the criticizing force would have been more powerfully signaled. However, with the
rising intonation, it is difficult to determine, and she may simply be questioning whether the addressee is in
possession of scissors. Holmes acknowledges this ambiguity, stating “a primary function is often
identifiable, but not always. Different functions often overlap and classification into different types is not
always straightforward. [3]”

It is interesting to note that in tag examples one and two, both of which are addressee-orientated and
act as positive politeness devices, the addressee chooses to respond to the question, in these cases with the
minimal response “mmm.” In doing so, the interactional process is strengthened. The confrontational tag in
example three, however, goes ignored, possibly because the addressee has noticed an accusatory tone in the
remark and wants to avoid further criticism. The tag question, however, still lessens the accusation and
allows the current speaker to hold his turn.

The following analogous Armenian dialogues would reveal the socio-linguistic function of the tag
guestions used by both sexes in Armenian:

Upud: dm hknwunu snibibu st

Ulitw: Chp:

Ubttiw: Lunin | sk

Upwd: Chp:

Ui 2qlikghp dypuwitn st

‘Lwipkl: 1ug np nnpninh htwn junubjhu (hubd: ‘bw E £ dhown tnyb putbw wund...

The analysis of the above-mentioned dialogues allows us to state that in Armenian the male and female
(they mostly use low-rise for tags) use the tag questions just as an alternative for starting a conversation or
attracting the listener’s attention. As compared with the English dialogues where the tag questions play a
multi-faceted role (softening facilitative, interactional), in Armenian the female and male equally use them to
attain rather a facilitative effect. However it should be mentioned that sometimes the use of tag in Armenian
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(for instance in the sentence “2qubkghp ulpuun, st™) presupposes some tint of aggression or
disappointment as speaker thinks that the listener hasn’t done what she expected her to do.
The Minimal responses
Minimal responses (also known as back-channel speech, positive feedback and assent terms) can be
defined as the brief, supportive comments provided by listeners during the conversation interaction. They are
a feature of jointly produced text, and show the listener’s active participation in the conversation [2].
Common examples include mmm, uh huh, yes, yea and right. Usage in the given data is abundant, with both
the men and woman producing examples:
lan: It’s laying on my mind//
Jody:// Mmm.
lan: So I think if I do it now and get it over and done with | can relax.
Jody: Yea...I have to //
lan:// pay ever after the phone
Jody: Mmm.

Andy: High energy...You probably know him...Australian.
lan: Mmm.
Andy: Is he a national hero or...does anyone really care?
Ian: Uhmm...He was for a while but...I dunno. I think he’s more popular outside Australia

now.
Andy: Mmm...an export.
lan: Yea.
Jody: How do you think about this now? Do you think it’s ready?

lan: It probably is ready and its beef so...

Jody: Yea.

Several researchers have found that, in casual conversation, it is women who take on the role as
facilitator [10]. Men, it has been demonstrated, are less sensitive to the interactional process. One study
which Holmes recounts found that women gave over four times as much of this kind of positive feedback as
men [3]. For women, then, ““talk is for interaction.” [42].

One interpretation is that lan goes against the norms of male speech strategies by being more
supportive and less competitive in the discourse process.

A deeper analysis of this view, however, should consider the influence of context. Being a small group
conversation in a casual context, the goals of this conversation sample are most likely focused on group
solidarity (rather than control), which follows women’s strategy of being cooperative conversationalists.

According to Holmes, “the norms for women’s talk may be the norms for small group interaction in
private contexts, where the goals of the interaction are solidarity stressing-maintaining good social relations.
Agreement is sought and disagreement avoided.” [3].

In their daily conversations the Armenian men and women also tend to use the so called minimal
responses or short responses. The role of the Armenian words (short response words) php, whw, wyw, yk,
hw, wyn, jkuhd, wuyyw-wuyw in the conversation can’t be underestimated. Being mostly used by the female
they serve as verbal means for showing the listener that you are listening attentively or “you are in the
conversation”. As distinct from the English, in Armenian the male use the short responses quite scarcely.

However in the following dialogue we have also shown the use of the minimal response by the male:

41. Luipkly: Nug np upnhu Ypw dh Swtip plin (huh:

42. Uutw: // Zw

43. Luipkly: Y dnwbdnid B, Epl npu wtbkd hhdw nt yepowugubd dh phy Yphplwtwd:
44. Ut Chp, tu B/

45.Luipkly: // Mhwh gnuk vh wiqud Jwpbu hipwhinuh hwdwnp:
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129: Upwd: Swwn wljnnhy L....nk kpth fwbwsnid bu tpul, Zujwunwihg
130: Lwipkly: Chp
131: Upwd: ‘Lu wmqquijht hhpnou E....pk nu Juuy snitih:
132: Luipkly: Y. .. .Jup dudwbwly tpwb htpnu Eht upénud. . .Guhd: fuyg Eplth tw hhdw
Zuywunwthg nnipu wybih hwynih b
133: Upwd: Chp... wmpinuwhwbnud E:
134: ‘vupkl : Uyw-wuyw
135: Utitw: Uh wbu wyunpw un £ hpdw:
136: Luipkly: Gpk mwuph dhu k, nipbdt ywwnpwun k
137: Ut Chp:
Interruptions
West and Zimmerman provide a widely accepted definition of interruption as “a device for exercising
power and control in conversation” and “violations of speakers” turns at talk [9]”. Rather than mistaking the
first speaker’s intention to renounce a turn, for example, or enthusiastically overlapping in agreement with
the first speaker, an interruption is an intended infringement on a person’s right to speak. In mixed-sex pairs,
West and Zimmerman found that interruptions were much more likely to come from men. In one study, 96
percent of interruptions were made by the man; in another, 75 percent [10].
In the given English conversation data, similar results were found. The woman was interrupted for
many times, while a man was interrupted only once. Interestingly, it is the other that’s for sure.
In the lengthy except below, several examples are shown in which the woman is interrupted. Double
slash marks indicating the interruption, while brackets indicate overlaps:
Jody: Umm...cancel your phone?
lan: Yea.
Jody: | have to give //
lan:// It’s laying on my mind
Jody: [umm]
lan: [so] I just think if I do it now and get it over and done with | can relax.
Jody: Yea...Ihaveto//
lan:// pay ever after the phone.
Jody: Mmm. I have to do gas...electricity...water. What else is there? [ don’t know.
lan: Cable TV. Do you [have cable TV?]
Jody [cable.] I’ve gotta get cable transferred //
lan: // cause they’ve to come and pick up the box.
Jody: Mmm.

Despite being interrupted three times in this excerpt (following the ‘interruption as violation” definition
provided by West and Zimmerman), Jody provides three minimal responses to support Ian’s speech turns.
Thus, rather than fight to maintain her speaking turn, she relinquishes it when lan cuts in and, in turn,
supports his topic.

This, according to Tannen, should not be considered an issue of power control. For an interruption to
occur, two speakers must act. One must start speaking, and the other must stop. If the first speaker does not
stop, no interruption occurs.

For Jody, therefore, the goal of group cohesiveness takes precedence over the desire to share her
individual information and opinions, and her choice of relinquishing the floor shows sensitivity for this. For
men, conversely, conversation can be likened to a contest, “in which everyone competes for the
floor...expecting women to compete for the floor like everyone else [8].” The misunderstanding of these two
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different conversational styles has often been misinterpreted as supporting men’s speech dominance over
women.

Even a brisk overview of the Armenian dialogue makes it clear that the Armenian men are less patient
in a conversation than women. They are more likely to interrupt the conversation than the female. Thus we
can state that the sociolinguistic feature of interruption is peculiar both for Armenian and English
conversation:

Ul Yk, "ty wbikp by hkinwunuh wywhny, hnwagkip
‘Lunkl: Chp
Utbiw: MEwnp Ewnwd...//
‘Lupkl: // Nug np upnhu ypw dh Swibip phn huh:
Uttiw: [hpd]
Luptl: [gh] dnwsnd B, Epl pu wiubd hhdw nt Jkpowgubd dh phy Yptplwutiud:
Ut Chp...ku whwnh/
Lupkl:  gnuk vh mbiqud Jdwupbu hinwpinuh hwdwn:
Ultiw: M Bu unhwdws B y&wnk) qugh, inyuh, oph hwdwn: Nug np Eh ju y&wpkhp:
Lupkly: ZEnniuinugnygh Jupbjught uhpt pp pu: dpubg hwdwp sk p J&upnud:
Ubtw: [hw Juptjughtp] bd upbjughtup nknuthnhet) Gu/
‘Lupkl: / npnyhtnl tpuip Byt B o JEpgply vinuthpe
Ubtw: Chp

Analyzing many dialogues with the above mentioned socio-linguistic features (indirectness, tag
guestions, minimal responses, interruptions) we have come to the conclusion that the social and
psychological characteristics of male and female are reflected in their language often irrespective of the
country they live. Gender consideration in interaction between males and females has linguistic and social
effects on language use both in English and in Armenian. One of the linguistic consequences of gender
differentiation in language is linguistic change. Certainly, differences in women’s and men’s language are
regularly associated with changes in language as gender in speech plays an important role on the mechanism
of linguistic change.
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uuoNeNhuU
Ubqitpku b huybpt (kgniitipmud hwwnntly (Equljwb gnpdwnnyputph Jhpuenidp jubwbg

Ynnuhg wdkuopyu qpnygutinh hwdwwnbtpuinnid
Quyuut Gunpgut

Puwlbugh punbp’ ghunbpwihbt nkpkp, unghnnghwlwb gnpénutbp, hwdbdwnwlub
Jbpnidnipinit, punhwwnnudubp, (kqujut dhongubp, jupd yunwupwl, wunigquljhnipmnt,
odwiquljnn wqntgnipinii:

znypudp puttwpyniud E wdbkopym othdwt Uky wnwbdht (Equljut gnpswnnyputph
ognnugnpénidp wnudwpnnt b Jung UYnnuhg wuqikpkt b huygbpbkt (Egqniubpnud:  Uju
dwubtwynpuybu snpwithmd £ §nupbn hwunnppuljgdwt hwdwwnbpunnid tmiqudwpnynt b jung
punwwupuph vhol wnlw wmwppkpnipniip: Zwdbkdwnwljut qgniqubbeibp Eu wighugynd
tdwbwwnhy wiqpku b huytpku Epljununipjniuiph dhol: Chownynid £ twb wyt thwuwnp, np
nnudwpnnt b Jung sthdwb dkp wnlw qkunbpujhtt gnpéntp pp (kquliwb b unghwjuljut
wqntgnipynitit k pnnumu (kqdh Yhpundwi Jpu ph wigikpkunud, pt’ hwjbpkinud:

PE3IOME
Hcnosib30BaHne :KeHCKUM M0JI0M crieHu(pUYeCKUX SI3bIKOBBIX (YHKIUH B KOHTEKCTe
HeNPHUHYKIEHHOI 0eceIbl HA AHTJIMIICKOM U APMSHCKOM SI3BIKaX
I'asine I'eBopksH

KawueBble coBa: TeHIEpHBIC POJIM, COIMOJIOTHYCCKUE (AKTOpPhl, CPaBHUTEIBHBIA aHAIU3,
KOMMYHHMKATHBHOE TMOBEJCHUE, NpEPhIBAHUE, S3BIKOBBIC CPEICTBA, KOPOTKUM OTBET, KOCBEHHOCTH,
CIIOCOOCTBYIOIIICE BIMSTHHE.

B cratbe paccmarpuBaeTCs WCHONB30BAaHHE KOHKPETHBIX JTMHTBUCTUYECKUX (DYHKIWN MY>KYMHOW U
KEHUIMHOW B IOBCEIHEBHOM OOIICHHHM B aHTJMMCKOM M apMSHCKOM, B YacCTHOCTH, Pa3HHIy MEXIy
MYXCKMM UM JKEHCKMM CIIOBapHbIM 3allacoM B KOHKDETHBIX  KOHTEKCTaxXx. B cTaTbe MPOBOAATCS
CPaBHHUTENBHBIE MApAJUICId MEXAYy aHAJOTMYHBIMM AHIVIMACKMMH W apMSHCKUMH CHTYyallHOHHBIMHU
nuanoraMu. Taxoke momdepkuBaercss TOT (akT, 4To TeHJEepHbBIH (aKTOp, MPUCYTCTBYIONIMA B OOIIEHUH
MY’KUYMHBI U KEHIIMHBI, IMEET COLMAIBbHOE U IMHTBUCTUYECKOE BO3JECHCTBHE HA MCIIOJIB30BAHUE SI3bIKA KaK

B aHFHHﬁCKOM, TaK 1 B apMAHCKOM fA3bIKax.
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