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INTRODUCTION

Language, as a universal sign system that serves all spheres of human activity,
is a social phenomenon by its nature. Considering the above, A. Meillet saw the task
of linguistics as "...to show how a particular language structure interacts with a
particular social structure" (Meillet, 1926, p. 16).

Society is heterogeneous in its structure. Therefore, the variability of the speech
of representatives of a certain ethnicity depends on "...a number of extralinguistic
factors of a social-psychological nature that influence the choice of certain language
means by speakers" (Labov, 1966), including such factors as ethnic and cultural
affiliation, social status, education, age, gender characteristics, and so on.

The anthropocentric direction of linguistics in the XX-XXI centuries directs the
study of language functioning in society in interaction with thinking, consciousness,
psychological and other personality parameters, including gender, "sociocultural
status" (Kupununa 1999, p. 29). Thus, the term gender entered linguistics, introduced
into scientific circulation by Robert Stoller in 1968 (in English, it denoted the
grammatical category of gender); it has become widely used in other fields of
knowledge, such as sociology, philosophy, history, in order to differentiate from the
term sexus (biological sex), which is biologically determined (Kupununa 1999, p. 29).
The term gender emphasized the socio-cultural rather than natural cause of differences
between sexes.

According to O.0. Taranenko, the development of society and the
transformation of social mentality in the previous century manifested itself in "...the
formation in the last decades of the XX century of feminist (gender) linguistics with
the aim of already systematically eliminating (weakening) manifestations of language
discrimination against women" (Tapanenko 2020, p. 27).

Gender linguistics, or linguistic genderology, is a scientific field within
interdisciplinary gender studies that studies gender (a socio-cultural construct,
relatively independent of biological sex) in its linguistic expression using linguistic
concepts and tools. Language is seen as a tool that reproduces gender stereotypes in

social practice, as a means of reflecting gender stereotypes, ideals, and values through
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the specific ethnic language. Therefore, linguistic phenomena and communication
have been analyzed through the lens of gender.

The work is devoted to aspects of misunderstanding between men and women.
Its relevance is determined by the fact that it is carried out within the anthropocentric
paradigm of modern linguistics, relying on such concepts as language, culture,
thought, and society. The problem of misunderstanding, linguistic contacts,
communication, including in the aspect of interaction between genders, is actively
studied in many branches of linguistics and is extremely important in the aspect of
intercultural communication. Therefore, the study of speech activity, its specificity
depending on social factors, the functions of language and speech in society is timely.

The theoretical and methodological basis of the work is based on scientific
works in the fields of lexical semantics, psycholinguistics, communicative linguistics,
and pragmalinguistics.

The issue of intergender communication is a popular topic of research for both
domestic and foreign experts. The most studied issues in this area are questions of
sociology (R. Anufriieva (Anydpiesa, 2000), 1. Zherebkina (JKepeOkina, 1997), N.
Lavrynenko (JlaBpunenko, 1998), L. Males (Manec, 2013), etc.), advertising (O.
Belik (benuk, 2003)), N. Lysytsya (Jlucuus, 2012), etc.), gender policy (K.
Levchenko (JIleuenko, 2012); D. Petrenko, O. Petrenko (/I. Ilerpenko, O.
[Terpenko, 1999) and linguistics (O. Voronina, (Boponina, 2002), O. Goroshko
(I'opouiko, 1999), O. Kleschova (Knemona, 2011), H. Hrytsenko (I'punienxo, 2012),
O. Zemska (3emckas, 1993), A. Kirilina (Kupununa, 1999), 1. Skachkova (Ckaukosa,
2009), N. Sorokoletova (CopoxkosieroBa, 2010), O. Taranenko (Tapanenko, 2005,
2020, 2021). In English linguistic literature, this issue is represented in the works of S.
L. Bem (1974), D. Cameron (1999), B. Erman (1992), M. Hellinger & H. Bussmann
(2001), Ch. Kramarae (1981), R. Lakoff (1973), D. Tannen (1990), F. Wouk (1999),
M. Yoong, etc.

¢




6

The purpose of the study is to investigate misunderstandings in
communication between men and women in English and Ukrainian cultures in a
pragmalinguistic dimension. To achieve this goal, the following tasks were
accomplished:

- Consider the theoretical foundations of the research of gender communication
features.

- Clarify the neurophysiological foundations of speech in men and women.

- Characterize approaches to studying gender in modern linguistics.

- Determine the specificity of the meaning of the words "misunderstanding" in
English and Ukrainian languages and the reasons for misunderstanding.

- Apply discourse analysis as the leading method in identifying misunderstandings
between men and women.

- Identify the main factors of misunderstanding in intergender communication in
English and Ukrainian cultures.

The object of the study is communication between men and women expressed
in dialogical discourse.

The subject of the study is misunderstandings that arise during intergender
communication.

The material used consists of fragments of English dialogical discourse
representing communication between men and women. The source material consisted
of dialogues extracted from literary works by American authors (including Tannen D.
"You Just Don't Understand: Women and Men in Conversation"; Moore L. "You're
Ugly Too"; Jong E. "Fear Of Flying"; Feiffer J. "Grown Up") and Ukrainian writers
(Zabuzhko O. "Museum of Abandoned Secrets"; Fialko N. "Two Rings", "Family
Sins") from the 20th-21st centuries. 30 fragments of dialogical discourse were
processed in both languages to clarify the specificity of the meaning of the words
HETIOPO3YMIHHA/MISUNDERSTANDING and the causes of misunderstandings
using materials from psycholinguistic experiments conducted in March-April 2023

among representatives of Ukrainian and American linguocultural communities.
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The research methods were combined into a comprehensive methodology
that includes general scientific (analysis, synthesis, comparison) and linguistic
(pragmatic, discourse, contextual analysis) methods, with the inclusion of H.P. Grice's
method and D. Tannen's analysis in terms of symmetry and asymmetry (for
characterization of communication between men and women), particularly
psycholinguistic methods (free and directed associative experiments).

The scientific novelty of the obtained results lies in the comprehensive
approach to studying misunderstandings between men and women in English and
Ukrainian cultures from the perspective of psycho- and pragmalinguistics. The
theoretical significance is observed in the substantiation and systematization of the
concept of gender, its peculiarities of manifestation in different communicative
situations, and in the application of a comprehensive research methodology that
combines general scientific, linguistic, and psycholinguistic research methods to
identify the specificity of misunderstandings in Ukrainian and American
linguocultures.

The practical significance of this work lies in the fact that the research results
can be used in courses on general linguistics, ethnolinguistics, sociolinguistics,
psycholinguistics, pragmatics, and intercultural communication.

The structure and scope of the coursework consist of an introduction, two
sections, conclusions for each section, general conclusions, a summary, a list of
references, a list of sources of illustrative material, and appendices. The list of
references contains 52 works (of which 18 are in English). The total volume of the

coursework 1s 30 pages.
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CHAPTER 1. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY OF
COMMUNICATION FEATURES BETWEEN MEN AND WOMEN

1.1. Speech of Men and Women through the Prism of Neurophysiology

The uniqueness of the experience of each nation is reflected in culture and
language. "Together with the acquisition of language, an internal plan of possible
actions is laid down in our subconscious, models of actions are created, which are
implemented in the corresponding situation. Society assigns different roles, different
norms of behavior to women and men, and also forms different expectations in them -
all of this is reflected in language" (®omenko, 2004, p. 455).

The problem of gender-specific speech, "the gender parameter in language and
speech" (I'opomiko, 2005), became the most relevant in linguistics at the end of the
20th century, and at the beginning of the 21st century, separate branches were formed:
gender linguistics (which studies language and speech behavior using gender research
methods) and linguistic gender studies (which studies gender categories using
linguistic research methods) (I'opomiko 2005, p. 14).

In science, the category of "gender" was introduced not only into linguistics
but also into literary studies, history, psychology, sociology, etc., which contributed to
the formation of new areas: gender history, sociology, psychology, political science,
etc. (Cennepni nocnaimxenns... 2013), which testifies to the universal nature of the
gender characteristic.

Every society develops its own stereotypes. Thus, ethnic stereotypes are
"relatively stable, schematized perceptions, judgments, emotionally charged
evaluations of moral, intellectual, physical, and other qualities characteristic of
members of different ethnic communities" (bameBuu, 2007, p. 165).. Accordingly,
there 1s an ethnic stereotype of communicative behavior, which refers to "established,
often unconscious models of verbal and nonverbal behavior of members of a national
linguistic and cultural community" (bamesuu, 2007, p. 166). The latter is based on

gender stereotypes, which determine the place, functions, and social tasks of men and



women in society. Such "gender asymmetry" is also reflected in language.

Scientists identify three models of the theoretical-methodological basis of
gender studies:

- theory of social construction of gender (gender is understood as an organized model
of social relations between men and women that determines their position in the main
institutions of society) (Boposnina, 2001, p. 102); - understanding of gender as a
stratification category among similar categories (Boponina, 2001, p. 103-104);

- interpretation of gender as a cultural metaphor (Boponina, 2001, p. 104-105;
['opowko, 2005, p. 15-16).

According to neuro-linguistics, neuroanatomy, and neuropsychology, some of
the main factors that confirm the differences in functional brain asymmetry between
men and women are:

- Different expressions of functional and structural specificity of the left and right
hemispheres;

- Morphological asymmetry of the cortex of the large hemispheres is more
characteristic of men;

- The functional role of the left hemisphere is more important in men;

- Dominance of the right hemisphere in the analysis of visual-spatial stimuli is
stronger in men;

- Clear gender differences in performing phonetic tasks;

- Brain injuries in the speech zones of men and women lead to different consequences
in speech function disorders (Lambe 1999, p. 531. Cited in: T'opomiko, 2005, pp. 157-
158).

Thus, according to neuroscience, the connection between interhemispheric
asymmetry differences and gender has been confirmed, as well as the likelihood of
realizing these differences in speech. Significant socio-cultural factors play a role in
forming the speech ability of men and women. Therefore, the study of "ethnogender

subsystems" is considered the most promising topic.
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1.2. Approaches to studying gender characteristics of language personality

Several directions have been formed in the study of the problem of linguistic
specificity in a gender aspect.

1. Linguistic gender studies or gender linguistics (O. T'opomko, A. Kupununa,
H. PozanoBa), which solves two problems: 1) reflection of the factor of the speaker's
gender (what evaluations are attributed to representatives of different genders and
how gender stereotypes manifest themselves); 2) peculiarities of the speech behavior
of men and women (determining communicative strategies, ways of achieving success
in communication) (I'opomrko, Kupumuaa 2005, p. 234).

2. Feminist linguistics (R. Lakoff, L. Push, D. Spender, S. Tremel-Pletz),
which emphasizes the asymmetry in the language system that restricts women's
linguistic abilities (I. CkauxoBa). Languages that were formed in patriarchal societies
discriminate against women and leave them in last positions. R. Lakoff chooses
women's speech as more polite and endows them with a desire to avoid conflicts and
collisions that may arise in communication.

3. Sociolinguistic approach to studying gender variability, which begins with
sociophonetic studies of the British variant of the English language conducted by W.
Labov and P. Trudgill - it has been proven that women tend to choose more
prestigious forms than men (Labov, 1966). The use of standard forms in speech allows
women to occupy a more prestigious position in society and gain respect. Women tend
to be conservative, use fewer borrowings and neologisms than men. O. Jespersen
noted that in a bilingual situation, men find it easier to learn a language, while women
remain monolingual.

Gender marking exists at all levels of the language system: for women, the use
of complex syntactic structures, inversions, and expressive sentences are typical; at the
supra-segmental level, women have a higher and more frequent range, clearer
articulation, and the use of taboo words, while men have a wealth of vocabulary and
use slang.

4. The study of male speech behavior is a new direction: according to O.

Petrenko and E. Isayeva (Iletpenko, 1999), men tend to hold back emotional displays
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and have a more logical construction of utterances; they have a desire to be leaders,
even in communication; men discuss personal topics less, but focus on awareness of
world politics, sports, etc.

5. Psycholinguistic research on gender is based on the position that cognitive
processes of both genders have a biological basis. Scientists consider this
classification conditional, as all areas complement each other and work closely
together.

Overall, differences in speech behavior between men and women reflect
psychological characteristics of their nature and personal qualities. Gender is
considered a certain type of mentality and social behavior. Differences between the
male and female worldviews affect the speaker's choice of communicative strategy.
For example, D. Tannen demonstrates differences in communication styles between
men and women in the form of binary oppositions: independence-closeness,
competition-cooperation, public-private. This is due to the specificity of the position
of men and women in society and the discrepancy between the demands that society
makes on representatives of different genders. When studying men and women as two
subcultures with different models of behavior and communication, D. Tannen believes
that the misunderstandings that arise between communicants of different genders are
caused by speaking on different "genderlects" (Tannen, 1990).

Thus, the differences between the speech of men and women are significant
and relate to all levels of the linguistic system, but it should not be claimed that there
is exclusively "male" or "female" language.

For greater clarity, the results of analyzing the works of scientists regarding the
identification of common and distinctive features in the communicative behavior of
different genders are presented in Table Al (see: Appendix A, Table A1 "Specifics of
speech communication between men and women in different cultures").

Given the ethnosocial differences in the speech of representatives of the two
genders, in "mixed communication" (Coates, 2005, p. 208), communicative
misunderstandings or "communicative failures" can occur, primarily due to the fact

that different ways of organizing communication introduce different rules of dialogue.
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Overall, the peculiarities of communication depend significantly on the
communication situation, especially on the gender of the interlocutors, as well as the

topic of conversation (M. Smith; J. Mayer, 1994).

Conclusion to Chapter I

The chapter considered the fundamental theoretical foundations of the study of
communication between women and men. It was found that trends laid down in the
past century within the anthropocentric paradigm are still operational in modern
linguistics - the study of language in connection with humans, their consciousness,
cognitive activity, and so on.

Differences in the communicative behavior of representatives of different
genders are determined both by neurophysiological principles and sociocultural
factors. Linguistics studies not the gender as an extralinguistic cognitive phenomenon,
but the linguistic mechanisms of its creation, extralinguistic factors that influence this
process, how gender can be marked in the text, and what verbal and non-verbal means
participate in its construction. Studying these factors helps to identify the causes of

misunderstandings in communication between men and women.
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CHAPTER II. GENDER CHARACTERISTICS OF MISUNDERSTANDING IN
COMMUNICATION BETWEEN MEN AND WOMEN IN ENGLISH AND
UKRAINIAN LINGUISTIC CULTURES

2.1. Misunderstandings in communication and reasons for their occurrence.

In her work "You just don't understand," Deborah Tannen notes that during her
research on the issue of misunderstandings in communication, including with her ex-
husband, the manner of communication is influenced by the social environment and
the role assigned to men and women in society: "Years ago, I was married to a man
who yelled at me 'l won't let you raise your voice to me because you're a woman and
I'm a man'...I justified it by the fact that he grew up in a country where only a few
were for equal rights for women and men..." (Tannen, 1990, p. 25).

Even if children live in the same area, the same block, or the same building,
girls and boys grow up in different worlds of words. People speak to them differently,
and expectations and perceptions of what and how they speak differ. Anthropologists
Daniel Maltz and Ruth Borker summarize research that shows that boys and girls
have very different ways of communicating with their friends. Although they often
play together, boys and girls spend most of their time in single-sex groups. And
although some of the activities they play are similar, their favorite games differ, and
their ways of using language in games are divided by a world of differences.

Boys usually play outdoors, in large groups that have a hierarchical structure.
There is a leader in their groups who tells others what and how to do things and resists
what other boys propose. High status is achieved by giving orders and enforcing them.
Another way to achieve status among boys is to take a central place, telling stories
and jokes, as well as playing pranks that put other boys in embarrassing or
uncomfortable situations.

Girls, on the other hand, play in small groups or pairs; a girl's best friend is the
center of her social life. Within the group, closeness is key, and differentiation is

measured in terms of relative proximity. In their most common games, such as
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jumping rope, everyone gets a turn. Many of their activities (such as playing house)
have no winners or losers.

Furthermore, according to her research, D. Tannen points out that men see the
world in a more hierarchical order, where one rules over another, and most
discussions are attempts to establish one's importance and significance in this
hierarchy. For such people, life is a constant competition where there is no room for
mistakes.

Women see their role in society as a link in a chain, part of a larger system.
The goal of communication is to achieve agreement and support.

These attitudes, by the way, can also be seen in contemporary feminist
movements, where the concept of sisterhood - support for women by other women -
exists.

So we see two main models of society: the so-called male "Life is a race. Stay
ahead" and the female "Life is about creating a supportive environment. You are not
alone." And although it is clear that we cannot divide the world into strictly male and
strictly female, we will take this aspect into account in the analysis of communicative
situations.

Another important aspect that D. Tannen identifies is symmetry and
asymmetry. To understand this, let's consider the example of the concepts of intimacy
and independence:

The couple has been in a relationship for some time. The guy's old
acquaintance is coming to visit him, and he arranged to meet him on the next Friday
evening. He informed the girl about it, but for her, it will be the first evening at home
after her trip, and she wanted to spend it with her partner. During the argument, it
turns out that the guy didn't want to discuss the issue because it felt like asking for
permission from the girl, and it doesn't look respectable for a man. The girl always
coordinates all her plans with her partner.

From the guy's side, we see a desire for independence - the question limits his
freedom, puts him in a dependent state on the girl, and he takes a lower place in the

hierarchy. For the girl, it is closeness, and coordinating plans is not obtaining
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permission but an indicator that she is part of an important system, she is not alone,
and is connected with someone.

Therefore, the above elements have meaning: closeness - we are the same, and
we are together, our relationship is symmetrical; independence - we have a different
status, and we are alone, our relationship is asymmetric. In such different contexts, the
same phrase can be perceived completely oppositely. And the act of communication in
general.

asymmetry in the relationship. But such symmetry from the guy's perspective
1s asymmetrical for the girl because it puts her in a lower position than her partner.
Therefore, we partially share D. Tannen's views that misunderstanding between male
and female communicants is caused by the use of different genderlects. However, we
cannot ignore the sociocultural factors that influence the formation of these
genderlects in a particular ethnic culture.

To clarify the meaning of the word "Hemopo3yMiHHsa" (meaning
"misunderstanding" in Ukrainian) in two different languages and cultures, a
comparative analysis was conducted:

1) Comparison of the lexical meaning of the words "Henopo3yminasa" and

"misunderstanding" in Ukrainian and English, respectively, based on dictionary

definitions.
Table 2.1
Comparison of the lexical meaning of words
HEIIOPO3YMIHHA/MISUNDERSTANDING
Language Ukrainian English
Word HEITIOPO3YMIHHSA MISUNDERSTANDING
lexicalll. Hexocratne, HenpaBuabHe | an occasion when someone does not

pPO3yMiHHS YOTO-HEOYab.

meaning understand something correctly:

Tosapuwi! Hene nenoposyminmus... He
max mene 3po3yminu.. (AHTOH
XwxHsik, HesramoBHa, 1961, 18); Biu

[He3HaliOMenb| 2060pu6 npo Opyocoy

There must be some misunderstanding.
I never asked for these chairs to be
delivered.

His ridiculous comments showed a



https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/occasion
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/understand
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/correctly
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/ask
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/chair
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/deliver
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/ridiculous
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/comment
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/show
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/complete
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/situation
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Dinnanoii 3 Paosncokum Cowszom, | complete misunderstanding of the
npo me, wo Oexmo noborwemvcsa yiei | situation.

Opyocbu, a Ooexmo, uyepes
Henopo3yMiHHsA ma 8iocmanicmo,
Hedoaoonwe i Hedooyinwe it (FOpii

36ananpkuii, JIro6oB, 1957, 128);

I lka-HeOyap TTyTaHWHA, HESICHICTH; | a disagreement, argument, or fight:
BUnankoBa nomuiaka. Ckinsxku | often humorous "How did you get your
Henopos3ymines eunuxac y| black eye?" "Oh, I had a little
nepexnaoavie, sAki bepymwvca 3a | misunderstanding with someone at the
cnpagy 6e3 docmamHubo2o 3Hauus | football match.”

moeu (Makeum Punberknid, 111, 1956, | (Cambridge Dictionary)

131); [bnaroupaBoB:| A 3narw, wo
oymae npo eac komauoyouuu. A me,
Wo 68U OpOeHOHOCeYb — Ye NPoCcmo
Henopozyminuna (Onmexcaunap

Kopniituyk, 11, 1955, 62).

2. B3aemHe HEpPO3yMiHHS;, HE3T0]a,
cymepeuka. V tioco 3 myosrcuxamu He
Oyn0 ceapok Hikonu, a Koau u Oyiu
HENnoOpO3YMIHHS, MO BOHU KIHYALUCS
nadom (bopuc I'pinuenko, I, 1963,
19); B Opyocniii cim'i Henoposyminus
mpuearwoms Hedoszo (OnexcaHap
Komunenko, JlecaruknacHuku, 1938,
118).

(CinoBHMK YKpaiHChKOI MOBH,

1974, p. 362).

Thus, the lexical meanings of the words "Hemopo3yminusa" and
"misunderstanding" mostly coincide in both languages, with the additional meaning of
"fight" in English.

2) Comparison of the associative meaning of the words "Hemopo3yminasa" and

"misunderstanding" in Ukrainian and English, respectively, based on gender


https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/complete
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/situation
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/disagreement
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/argument
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/fight
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/your
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/black
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/eye
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/football
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/match
http://sum.in.ua/p/5/362/1
http://sum.in.ua/p/5/362/1
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characteristics. Data was obtained from Ukrainian and American respondents through
a free associative experiment conducted in Ukraine and the USA in April 2023 (see

also: Appendix B, Table B1). The most frequent reactions are presented in Table 2.2.

Table 2.2
Comparison of the associative meaning of words
HEIOPO3YMIHHA/MISUNDERSTANDING
Language Ukrainian English
Stimulus HEITIOPO3YMIHHSA MISUNDERSTANDING

Ceapka (14), xondmuikr (13), | Miscommunication (3), argument
women nomuika (3) posmoBa (3), | (2), confusion (2)

nanytanuHa (3), auckycis | apologize

(2), moau (2) mnmraHHs (2), | argumentative

Oilika common

conflict

confuse

Cmapka (2), cymepeuka (2), | anger

men 0e3 HUX HIsK argument
Oiiika arguments
3aBXKIH closed
3JIICTh communication
KOH(DITIKT compassion
Kpax conflict
JUXO dialogue
MOBYaHKa
general -Quarrel and conflict -Conflict (including arguments
characterizati | -Communication errors and quarrels)
on of the -Confusionand complexity -Miscommunication
structure of -Enmity, anger and rage -Confusion (including being

fields by -Disagreements and confused, unclear, and
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semantic differences misunderstandings)

feature -Depression and -Mistakes and errors
disappointment -Listening and communication
-Difficulties and problems, -Apologizing and compassion
-Search for dialogue and -Disagreements and disrespect
communication -Politics and war
- Love and relationships -Sadness and hurt

Based on the results of a directed associative experiment in the associative
fields of two languages, 5 and 11 zones were identified, among which there are
approximately common zones: "Communication Problems" / "Inadequate
Communication", "Character and Personality Traits" / "Different Perspective" and
specific to each field: THE CAUSE OF MISUNDERSTANDING — "Character and
Personality Traits", "Inability to Compromise", "Differences in Thoughts and
Actions", THE CAUSE OF THE MISUNDERSTANDING — "Failure to Listen
Well", "Ego", "Pride", "Stupidity", "Fear", "Lack of Truth", "Politics". Interestingly,
the most frequent reactions of the core fields in the Ukrainian language based on
gender have differences: THE CAUSE OF MISUNDERSTANDING — Conflict (3);
THE CAUSE OF MISUNDERSTANDING — Silence (2); while in English, they
almost coincide: THE CAUSE OF MISUNDERSTANDING — Miscommunication
(4); THE CAUSE OF MISUNDERSTANDING — Miscommunication (3). In the
future, we will try to determine to what extent ethno-gender characteristics of speech
are realized in communicative situations.

3) Comparing the reasons that lead to misunderstanding. The material was obtained
from Ukrainian and American respondents as a result of a directed associative
experiment conducted in Ukraine and the USA in April 2023, in which they were
asked to complete the sentence: THE CAUSE OF MISUNDERSTANDING ...............
(see also: Appendix C, Table C 1). The most frequent responses are presented in Table

2.3.
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Table 2.3

Comparison of associative word fields

MISUNDERSTANDING as a result of a directed associative experiment.

Language Ukrainian English
Stimulus IMPUYNHA THE CAUSE OF THE
HEITIOPO3YMIHHSA MISUNDERSTANDING
women Kounduikr (3), BiACYTHICTh Miscommunication (4)
nianory (2), complicated
HEJIOCKa3aHHICTh (2), ego
HecTaua KoMyHikaiii (2), exploded
pizamil cBitornsayg (2), pizni | failure to listen well
norysian (2) inadequate communication.
arpecis lack of dialogue
0ail1yKIiCTh lack of willingness to listen to
Opak 1H(popMarii others' opinions/views.
Opak CHUIKYBaHHS poor communication, listening
BIJICYTHICTh KOHTaKTy but not hearing
men Mosuanns (2), Miscommunication (3),

HECTPUMAHICTH(2), TYIICTh
(2),

BIICYTHICTh Jiajiory
BIJICYTHICTh YBa)XHOCTI
3aMOBYYBaHHSI

JIFO TN

HeO@KaHHS CIyXaTH
HEBMIHHS JIUBUTHUCH 3
pI3HUX KYTIB;

HEJTOMOBKH

BJIACHOT'O AYIICBHOI'O

not listening(3)

because you didn’t listen
1s fear

lack of truth

language

lies

misrepresenting history
politics

poor communication
silence

society
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IOPUBY was
pi3HI ITyMKH was faulty hearing
pi3HI MOTJISAM HA OJHY was not talking
CHUTYyaIIito
g e n er al|-Communication problems -Inadequate Communication
characterizati | 13% 4,4%
on of the field | -Character and personality - Failure to Listen Well 4,4%
structure by | traits 12% - Different Perspectives 4,4%
semantic|-Different views 7% - Unclear 4,4%
feature -Inability to reach - Ego 2,2%
compromises 6% - Pride 2,2%
-Disagreements in thoughts - Stupidity 2,2%
and actions 4% - Fear 2,2%
- Lack of Truth 2,2%
- Misrepresenting History 2,2%
- Politics 2,2%

According to the results of the directed associative experiment, 5 and 11 zones
were identified in the associative fields of two languages based on a semantic feature,
including approximately common zones: "Communication problems" / "Inadequate
Communication", "Character and personality traits" / "Different Perspective", and
specific zones for each field: THE CAUSE OF THE MISUNDERSTANDING —
"Character and personality traits", "Inability to compromise", "Differences in thoughts
and actions", THE CAUSE OF THE MISUNDERSTANDING — "Failure to Listen
Well", "Ego", "Pride", "Stupidity", "Fear", "Lack of Truth", "Politics". Interestingly,
the most frequent reactions in the core fields of the Ukrainian language based on
gender characteristics differ: THE CAUSE OF THE MISUNDERSTANDING —
Conflict (3); THE CAUSE OF THE MISUNDERSTANDING — Silence (2); while
in the English language they are almost the same: THE CAUSE OF THE
MISUNDERSTANDING — Miscommunication (4); THE CAUSE OF THE
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MISUNDERSTANDING — Miscommunication (3). In the future, we will try to find
out how ethno-gender characteristics of speech are realized in communicative

situations.

2.2. Identification of the specificity of misunderstandings between men
and women in different cultures using discourse analysis.

In studying the issue of communication between men and women in a
pragmatic aspect, we must recall Grice's theory of cooperative maxims and
implicatures. This theory focuses on:

- Universal principles of rational speech behavior that are subordinate to the principles
of cooperation.

- The study of the implied meaning of the speaker.

- Rules of perception by the listener.

The principle of cooperation is a universal principle of rational speech
behavior, according to which communication partners demonstrate a willingness to
cooperate. This willingness is demonstrated by contributing to the conversation in a
way that corresponds to the current situation and its direction. This principle is
regulated by four cooperative maxims: quantity, quality, relation, and manner of
expression. Let's examine them in more detail.

The maxims of cooperation are rules that collectively regulate the exchange of
information between conversational partners.

The maxim of quantity: the speaker should be as informative as necessary, not
overly concise, but also not talk too much. Linguistic expressions such as "in short",
"in a nutshell", etc. indicate adherence to this maxim.

The maxim of quality: in speech, strive to be truthful and honest. Do not
transmit unverified or fake information. Phrases such as "it seems", "as far as I know",
"if I am not mistaken" indicate adherence to this maxim because the information is
not 100% reliable.

The maxim of manner: express yourself clearly, avoid ambiguous and unclear

statements, make your speech organized and concise as necessary. Unlike other
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maxims, this one pertains not to what is said, but how it is said. Formulations such as
"let me shed some light on the situation", "if I may simplify it" adhere to this maxim.

Maxim of Relation: stay on topic. If the speaker wishes to demonstrate that
they are following this principle, they may use phrases such as "getting back to the
point" or "let's return to our topic". According to D. Wilson and D. Sperber (Wilson &
Sperber, 2004), the maxim of relevance is used universally, as conversational partners
can always invoke cognitive contexts within which an utterance will be both
meaningful and realized as a cohesive whole in the communicative act (Kravchenko,
2017, p. 18).

In their work, D. Wilson and D. Sperber (Wilson & Sperber, 2004) note that all
maxims can be reduced to the principle of relevance, as relevance is a natural
characteristic of any conversation in which interlocutors aim to achieve successful
communication.

Implicature is an informational-pragmatic parameter of discourse that is a
semantic or pragmatic (conversational) component of an utterance and carries
information that the speaker wanted to convey.

Particular conversational implicature considers the result of an utterance in
specific circumstances and context. In order to understand whether this implicature
took place, the listener must consider:

- The meaning of the words used and references to phenomena mentioned in the
conversation

- The cooperative principle and its maxims

- The context of the utterance

- Other units of background knowledge

- The fact that interlocutors have in mind the same phenomena when expressing
certain words.

Therefore, let us consider different communicative situations between men and
women, analyze their communicative behavior regarding the principle of cooperation

and its maxims.
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Also, we will consider the examples from the perspective of asymmetry. (D.
Tannen, 1990)

Let's consider the following example: A girl and a boy after a breakup agreed
that they both would be free but wouldn't do anything to hurt each other. When the
boy started getting involved with others, the girl's reaction upset him:

SHE: How can you do this when you know it's hurting me?

HE: How can you try to limit my freedom?

SHE: But it makes me feel awful.

HE: You are trying to manipulate me. asdflk sad kflalfkj aldf kaslfj kasslf aksdlfj sadl
Jikdsjf.

First, let's analyze this dialogue from the perspective of the cooperation
principle. The principle is not violated here in general, although the willingness to
cooperate is clear. In my opinion, the quality maxim is partially violated here (taking
into account that the man is clearly not inclined to discuss this), because both speakers
are frank with each other, talking about how the situation makes them feel.

The manner maxim is violated by both speakers. The boy's answers are too
concise and ambiguous, and it is unclear what exactly is the girl's manipulation. As
we know, in this maxim, how things are said is more important than what is said. In
this dialogue, we only see mutual accusations and a reluctance to hear each other.

The quantity maxim: in the communicative act, the participants make clear to
each other what their claims are. They do it as concisely as possible, even too much.
But in this situation, it is permissible since long monologues during a domestic
argument are inappropriate.

The relevance maxim. In my opinion, the dialogue presented in the example is
absolutely non-constructive precisely because of the lack of relevance in their
conversation. Answering an accusation with an accusation, trying to switch the
conversation from one topic to another. The last replica is absolutely inappropriate
since it contradicts the purpose of any dialogue - cooperation on the way to solving a
problem.

Let's discuss the characteristics of this example in terms of asymmetry. In
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study, which examined how men and women talk about their divorces, Katherine
Coler Rissman found that both men and women mention increased freedom as an
advantage of divorce. However, the word "freedom" meant different things to them.

When women talked about the freedom they gained from divorce, they meant
that they gained "independence and freedom." It was a relief for them that they no
longer had to worry about how their husbands would react to what they did, and they
didn't have to report to an unhappy partner anymore.

When men mentioned freedom as an advantage of divorce, they meant
freedom from obligations - fewer duties and more freedom of choice. Rissman's
conclusions highlight the different burdens placed on women and men due to their
characteristic approaches to relationships.

In the above dialogue, the man's freedom from obligations is clearly expressed.
There is also dissatisfaction with the encroachment on his independence. As discussed
in the first section, acknowledging one's dependence on someone automatically puts
one at a lower social level than the person one depends on. Therefore, from the man's
perspective, this looks like a loss in the competition for superiority, which is
sometimes difficult to recognize and overcome, especially from someone who is no
longer your partner.

In this example, there was a direct misunderstanding in the dialogue between
men and women. A similar example is the following dialogue:

HE: I'm really tired. I didn't sleep well last night.

SHE: I didn't sleep well either. I never do.

HE: Why are you trying to belittle me?

SHE: I'm not! I'm just trying to show that I understand!

In this example, the principle of cooperation was observed, as the goal of the
two speakers was to achieve cooperation. Although the conversation ended in a
misunderstanding, this happened mainly due to an asymmetry. I believe that the
maxim of quantity of information was not violated, as the utterances fully conveyed
what the speakers wanted to say. The utterances themselves are informative enough.

The maxim of quality of information was observed, as there were no false facts in the
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speech.

The maxim of manner of expression was partially violated in the girl's
utterance, as, in my opinion, the way she expressed herself could have been somewhat
inappropriate, considering the boy's reaction. The phrase could have sounded
egocentric or lacked empathy in her voice.

The maxim of relevance was violated from the boy's perspective. The partner's
response was completely off-topic in their conversation, and it gave the impression
that the girl was trying to belittle the boy's feelings. On the female side, the utterance
where the boy is offended is also irrelevant, but to understand the difference, we need
to consider the asymmetry.

The woman was not only offended by the man's reaction, but she was also very
surprised by it. The problem is that, in the "female" world, empathy is something that
girls communicate to each other to let them know that they have been through it
before and understand how their friend, sister, etc. is feeling. The emphasis on support
is placed on "I know how hard it is for you right now, I've been through it. Believe me,
it will get easier", meaning the experience gained by one of the girls. Understanding
that you are not alone (remember that the purpose of the female worldview is to create
a strong and friendly environment) gives a sense of belonging to something, such as
shared experience, which is extremely important for a girl and can calm her down,
because she is not the only one who has faced this problem.

So, in the same way, the wife decided to express her support for her loved one.
However, the accusation of devaluing his experience and himself was an unpleasant
surprise for her.

Men, as banal as it may sound, usually offer solutions to problems in their
support, because they do not worry about what you can do or know how to fix. And
such support more often than not does not encroach on the social status of a man, and
does not violate the hierarchy that is usual in his world. Therefore, undoubtedly, when
feelings try to be equated, it may seem that the problem the man faced is unimportant.
But for the speaker in the above dialogue, it was important to experience his own pain.

This alienation from her experience to some extent shows his independence,
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because, as already mentioned, dependence or belonging can become a humiliation
and a blow to his self-esteem for a man.

The next example may be short, but it highlights another important aspect of
communication between men and women.

SHE: What's up with you?
HE: Nothing.

This conversation took place between a sister and a brother. They didn't talk
very often because the girl didn't know how to talk to her brother in a way that would
elicit detailed answers to her questions. We can say that the principle of cooperation
was only being followed by one of the speakers.

The maxim of quantity is violated because it is impossible to extract any
specific information from the reply.

The maxim of quality is also violated as the boy's answer does not provide a
complete picture of what is going on. In other words, the statement can be called false
because it conveys incorrect information.

The maxim of manner in this dialogue can only be analyzed with additional
information. We know that the sister doesn't call her brother often, so we can conclude
that the brother's responses are usually "dry," which is illustrated in the dialogue.

The maxim of relevance, as in the previous example, should be considered in
light of the asymmetry of communication between men and women. Because we have
different perspectives, we have different results. In fact, it can be said that this maxim
was violated by both parties. The girl was disappointed when she heard her brother's
answer because for her, that answer meant "nothing personal, nothing I would want to
tell you about."

Men and women interpret what is important and what is not, what is worth
talking about and what is not, differently. For example, with a man close to her (not
just a partner, but a brother, friend, etc.), a girl wants to share her emotions about what
happened during her workday. This is something she would tell her best friend. And
women expect the same attitude from their conversation partners.

And partly from the male perspective, we also observe a tendency to talk about
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something that could be told to a friend. However, men are not used to talking about
their emotions, so they rarely share them. Nevertheless, they can calmly talk about
what's on their mind right now. How different can perspectives be?

After meeting with a friend, the girl asked the guy what's new with him. The
guy replied that nothing was new, but during the discussion, it turned out that his
friend was soon to marry his girlfriend. "And that's nothing?" the young woman
exclaimed indignantly.

As we can see, different worldviews provoke completely different behavior
and thinking, which strikingly affects communication between men and women.

Let's turn to Ukrainian language materials. Below, several communicative
situations between men and women from Ukraine will be presented.

F: — A woco mu meni 0360nus, mu e 3Has, wo s Ha cmyoii? Ilpocmo mak?

M: — A4, ye... Ta... Xomie mobi 6iopa3y o pozkazamu, 3azapady... 3Haecul, sl
YOMYCb 8 00i0 3ACHY8, NPUMOPULO MeHe O0e CUOi8, NPoCcmo 8 Kpicli, OUBHO
maxk... Omo U wega npocnas...

F: — Asimaminos!

In this dialogue, F (the female speaker) asks M (the male speaker) why he
called her when he knew she was in the studio. We can analyze the dialogue
according to the maxims of communication as follows:

Maxim of Quantity: Both speakers provide the right amount of information for
their purposes. F asks a direct question about why M called her, and M gives a brief
explanation for why he called her.

Maxim of Quality: Both speakers are truthful in their communication. F asks a
question that assumes M knew she was in the studio, and M admits that he did know
this but wanted to tell her something right away. M then provides an explanation for
why he called her, which seems truthful. F

Maxim of Relevance: Both speakers stay on topic, discussing why M called F.
They do not stray into other topics.

Maxim of Manner: M's response is somewhat ambiguous and unclear. He

hesitates and says "A, me... Ta..." before giving his explanation for why he called.
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However, F's response is concise and clear, using a single word ("aBitamino3") to
express her opinion about M's explanation.
Overall, the speakers seem to follow the maxims of communication to some

extent, although M's response could be clearer.

F: — Aeorceorc, 3ninu cobi, cepye, conosy, 3ninu — He 3a8adumb!
M: — Ilepecmanv mene [nioxomosamu]!

F: — loii-eo, cepye, — Oe meoec nouymms cymopy?

M: — A 1ioeco na miu keapmupi 3arunius.

This dialogue can be analyzed according to the maxims of communication as follows:

Maxim of Quantity: Both speakers provide enough information for their
purposes. F makes a sarcastic comment, to which M responds defensively. F then asks
about M's sense of humor, to which M gives a humorous response.

Maxim of Quality: Both speakers are truthful in their communication. F's
initial comment is a sarcastic way of saying that M should use his head, and M
responds by asking her to stop teasing him. F then asks about M's sense of humor, and
M responds with a joke about leaving it behind in the apartment.

Maxim of Relevance: Both speakers stay on topic, which is teasing and humor.

Maxim of Manner: Both speakers use informal language and sarcasm, but their
communication is clear enough to understand their intentions.

Overall, the speakers seem to follow the maxims of communication in this
dialogue. The conversation is light-hearted, and the speakers seem to be enjoying the
teasing and joking. The maxims are not always followed strictly in informal
conversations, but in this case, the speakers manage to communicate effectively while
also having some fun.

F: — A uoco ye mebe nowmecno eowsamu 3i cmapumu? Bonu euiiwiiu, uod
8IOCMOAMU NPABO HA3UBAMUCS NAMPIOMAMU CBOEL 3eMli, A He 3PAOHUKAMU, 5K
esaxcaromo KomyHicmu. A mu wo mam 3axuwas? ! — eunamuna Cnasa.

M: — Bom oypak! Hawen xomy noxcanrosamovcs. A 1 3a0ys, wo mu 3 mux
micyb. Mooice, we ti 6anoepiska...

F: — Bouna. Kyremem nio nisickom mpumaro. Tu xiba ne d6auus? I wo mu
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3nHacwi npo Hux? Tineku me, wo moOi KOAUCL ) WKONI 8MOKMAYUIU?

The dialogue appears to violate several of the Grice maxims:

Maxim of Quantity: The first speaker's response to the question is arguably too
informative and defensive. They give more information than necessary and don't
simply answer the question. Similarly, the second speaker's response ("Bom odypax!
Hawen xomy nooswcanosamucsa. ..") is not informative enough and doesn't provide a
clear answer to the question.

Maxim of Quality: The first speaker's response ("4 mu wo mam 3axuwas?!")
is somewhat accusatory and assumes that the second speaker didn't have a valid
reason for participating in the conflict. There is also a hint of sarcasm in the response
("Bin minoxu 3i Cnasoro chninkysaecsi yKpaiHcbkow, 060 6ona mozo xomina...")
that could be seen as a violation of this maxim.

Maxim of Relevance: The second speaker's response ("4 u 3ab6ys, wo mu 3
mux micyb. Moowce, we 1 6andepisxa...") is tangential to the conversation and
doesn't address the first speaker's point about the conflict. Similarly, the first speaker's
response ("Bom oypax! Hawen xomy nooxcanosamwcs. ..") is also not directly
relevant to the conversation.

Maxim of Manner: The use of sarcasm and the switch to Russian by one of the
speakers can be seen as violations of this maxim. Additionally, the last sentence of the
dialogue ("Tinvku me, wo mobi xoaucev y wkoni emoxmadunu?") is somewhat
ambiguous and could be interpreted in different ways.

Overall, the dialogue appears to be somewhat confrontational and not very
cooperative. The speakers don't always follow the Grice maxims, which could lead to

miscommunication and misunderstandings.

Conclusions for Chapter 2
This chapter examined several examples of communicative acts between men
and women in English and Ukrainian languages. Two approaches were applied to
analyze the dialogues and identify the cause of misunderstandings between

interlocutors.
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Discourse analysis was preceded by comparing the meaning of the words
"HEITOPO3YMIHHSA / MISUNDERSTANDING" in explanatory dictionaries and
psycholinguistic experiments, which helped to reveal the psychologically real
meaning of words in both languages, which had insignificant differences in Ukrainian
and English languages compared to dictionary entries.

Thanks to the research, it is possible to identify the general and common
features in the presented examples. Thus, first of all, it should be noted that this study
analyzed communicative acts that took place between a close man and a woman (or
close in the past), which to some extent affects the nature of the conversation.

The second common feature of all materials presented for analysis can be
called a violation of at least one maxim of cooperation, most often it is the maxim of
relevance. As is known from theoretical material, the maxim of relevance can be
considered the main one to adhere to because in most cases, effective cooperation
depends on it as a result of a conversation, or not. It is precisely "whether what is said
corresponds only to my interlocutor's topic of our conversation and whether it is what
I want to hear in this situation" that becomes the main cause of misunderstandings and
indignation between interlocutors.

Regarding asymmetry and its influence on communication between men and
women, we see that it is difficult to overestimate the importance of this aspect, as it is
inseparably linked with the principle of cooperation, namely, relevance. Asymmetry
forms the context in which a particular communicative situation develops; it
determines to some extent the person's thinking and attitude towards various life
situations.

It should also be noted that the seriousness of misunderstandings is directly
proportional to the seriousness of the offenses that cause them, and the ability of
interlocutors to resolve them depends on many factors, including their ability to listen,

understand, and empathize with each other.
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CONCLUSIONS

Based on the analysis of communicative acts and experimental material, we
can conclude that the issue of misunderstanding in communication between men and
women will not lose its relevance. Only the approaches to studying this problem will
change, as the object of the work — communication between a man and a woman —
is inexhaustible, especially in cross-cultural comparison.

According to scientists, modern studies in gender linguistics focus on the
speech-communicative behavior of male and female speakers (I'apGap, 2021, p. 34).
Therefore, this justifies our choice of the pragmatic aspect as a guiding principle in
the work.

To analyze communicative situations in the study, the theory of cooperative
maxims and implicatures by H.P. Grice was used, where the main component is the
principle of cooperation, which includes 4 maxims: quality, quantity, manner, and
relevance. Thus, dialogues between men and women in English and Ukrainian were
analyzed.

This analysis was preceded by a comparative psycholinguistic study of the
associative meaning of the words "misunderstanding" / "Henopo3yminus" in the
studied languages, which helped to clarify the psychologically real meaning of these
words for a deeper understanding of the ethnospecificity of gender in different
cultures.

For a more comprehensive analysis of the context, the study of D.F. Tannen
was used, presented in the work "You just don't understand", focused on differences in
communication between men and women. The aspects of symmetry and asymmetry
proposed by the author, based on the concepts of closeness and independence, as well
as the description of the "female" and "male" worldviews, fully allowed us to analyze
the causes of misunderstanding.

During the analysis, it was noticed that Grice's maxim of relevance is relevant
to the asymmetry mentioned by Tannen, since the context to some extent can
determine the appropriateness of the speaker's statement (as in a dialogue where a girl

tries to hint at something, and the guy does not understand this hint).
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As a result of analyzing communicative situations, it was found that the basis
of all misunderstandings is the differences in the interpretation of various social
situations between men and women. This is influenced by the so-called world model,
which, according to the research of D.F. Tannen, is divided into the male model,
where the world is competition and rivalry, and the female model, where the world is
a community where we should stick together. Such different approaches to viewing
the world also shape different behaviors and therefore different contexts and
perceptions of what is said. The communication model that works in female society
can be perceived as insult or disrespect in intergender communication (as illustrated in
one of the examples in the second chapter). The same applies in reverse.

Therefore, the gender marking of language (i.e., the gender characteristics of
language) is expressed in the speech behavior of men and women. Since men and
women belong to different ethno-social groups and perform different social roles, a
gender dichotomy arises in speech behavior ([Jenucosa, 2011), which leads to
misunderstandings in intergender communication.

The ethno-gender characteristic of communication among representatives of different
cultures shows that "a man or a woman (if they identify themselves as such) must take
on all the psychological qualities and behavior that correspond to their biological sex
and are accepted by society" (I'anyctan, Hosuupka, 2004, p. 7). Thus, stereotypical
models of communicative behavior of men and women undoubtedly rely on social
factors that shape them, but in specific communicative situations, they yield to the

manifestation of ethno-gender characteristics of communicants.
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PE3IOME
['am3rok M. M. Henopo3yMiHHA B CHIJKYBaHHI MiX 4Y0JIOBiKaMu i
JKIHKAMM B AHIJVIOMOBHIH i yKpalHCBKIH KyJbTypax: HNparMaJiHIrBiCTHYHUHI
miaxi.
KuiBcbknii HamioHanbHU# JiHrBicTH4HMiIl yHiBepcurer, Kuis 2023.
PobGoTy nmpucBsueHO acmekTaM HENOPO3yMIHHS MiX YOJIOBIKAMH W

KiHKaMH. [i aKkTyaJbHiCTh BHM3HA4a€eThCid THM, IO BUKOHAHO B MeXax
AHTPOMOLEHTPUYHOI MapajurMH CYYacHOi JIHTBICTUKH, 3 ONOPOI Ha Takl
NOHSTTS, AK MOBa, KyJIbTypa, MHUCIEHHS, cycniabcTtBo. [Ipobnema
HEMOPO3yMiHHA, MOBHMX KOHTaKTIB, KOMYHIKalli, y TOMY 4YHCIJIl B acCIEKTI
B3a€MO/JII1 TE€HJIepiB, aKTMBHO BHUBYAETHCS B 0araThbOoX rajly3siXx MOBO3HABCTBA, €
HAJ3BUYAHO BAXJIMBOIO 1 B aCMEKTI MIKKYJIbTYPHOI KOMYHIiKallli.
TeopeTuko-MeTON0NOTIUHY 0a3y poOOTH CTAaHOBIATH HAYKOBI1 mpami 3

rajgy3e JIGKCUYHOI CEMaHTUKH, TMCHUXOJIHTBICTUKU, KOMYHIKAQTUBHOI JITHTBICTUKH
Ta TMparMajIiHrBICTUKH.

MeTta poOoTu mojsirae B JOCHIJKEHHI HEMOPO3YMIHHA B KOMYHIKaIii
MK YOJIOBIKAMHU M >KIHKaMU B aHTJIOMOBHIM 1 yKpaiHCBKIM KyJabTypax y
MparMajJiHrBICTUMHOMY BHMIPI.

O0’eKTOM JOCIIJKEHHS BUCTyNa€ KOMYHIKaIlisl MiX YOJOBIKaMu i
JKIHKaMM, BUpPaXeHa B JIAJIOTIYHOMY IHCKYpCI.

IIpeameroM poOOTH € HEMOPO3YMIHHSA, IO BUHHUKAIOTH MiJ dYac
MDKI€HIEpHOT KOMYHIKAITIi.

Marepiajsom nociayryBaiu (pparMeHTH aHTJIOMOBHOTO J11aJOT14HOTO
JUCKYPCY, IO PENpe3eHTYIOTh KOMYHIKAIII0 MK YOJIOBIKAMHU M >KIHKaMHU.

JxepenbHo 0Oa3or Martepiany Oynu Jialoru, Skl BUJIYUYEHO 3

JITepaTypHUX TBOPIB aMEpUKAHCHKUX aBTOPiB (30kpema Tannen D. "You Just
Don't Understand: Women and Men in Conversation"; Moore L. "You're Ugly Too";
Jong E. "Fear Of Flying"; Feiffer J. "Grown Up") Ta ykpaiHCbKHX JITE€paToOpiB

(3a0yxko O."Myseit nokunytux cekpetiB"; ®dianko H."JIBi obpyuku", "PoaunH1
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rpixu") XX-XXI crtomitra. OnpanpsoBano mo 30 ¢parMeHTIiB A1aJTOT14HOTO
JTUCKYpCy B 000X MOBax.

Hns 3'scyBanus cnenudiku 3HadeHHs ciaiB HEIIOPO3YMIHHSA /
MISUNDERSTANDING Tta npu4yuH HEMOPO3yMIHHS BHKOPHUCTAHO MaTeplalu
NICUXOJIIHTBICTUYHUX EKCIIEpUMEHTIB, MpoBeneHuX y Oepe3Hi-kBiTHI 2023 poky
cepea MpeACTaBHUKIB yKpaiHChKOi Ta aMEpUKAaHCHhKOi JIHTBOKYJIBTYPHHUX
CHJIBHOT.

Metoau a0CJiAAKEeHHS MOEIHAHO B KOMIUIEKCHY METOJHMKY, IO MICTHUTH
3araJbHOHAyKOBi1 (aHaNi3, CUHTE3, MOPIBHAHHS) Ta BJACHE JIHTBICTHYHI
(mparMaTUyHUM, JUCKYpPCUBHUMN, KOHTEKCTyalbHUW aHaui3); 3amydeHo meton [.II.
['paiica; anmaniz J[. TanHeH B acmekTi cuMeTpii Ta acumeTpii (ans
XapaKTEepUCTHUKU KOMYHIKaIli MiIX 4YOJIOBIKAMHM M K1HKaMH), 30Kpema
MICUXOJIHTBICTUYHI (BUIBHUM 1 CIPSMOBAHUMN) acoOIllaTUBHI €KCIIEPUMEHTH.

HaykoBa HOBHM3HA OTPMMaHUX pPE3YyJIbTATIB MOJATA€ B KOMIUJIEKCHOMY
MigX0A1 1O BUBYEHHS HEMOPO3YMIHHS MIX YOJIOBIKAMH W XKIHKaMu B
AHTJIOMOBHINW 1 YKpaiHChKIH KyJbTYypax B aCHEKTI MNCUXO- Ta
IparMaJiHIBICTHKH.

Teoperuuny 3HauymicTb BOayaeMO B OOTPYHTYBaHHI Ta CUCTeMaTH3alli
NOHATTS TeHAep, HOro OCOOIUBOCTAX PO3KPUTTSA B PI3HUX KOMYHIKATUBHUX
CUTYyaIisiX; y 3aCTOCYBaHHI KOMIUIEKCHOI METOJUKU AOCHITNKEHHS, IO
noejHanga 3arajbHOHAYKOBIi, JIHTBICTHYHI ¥ MCUXOJIHTBICTUYHI METOIU
JNOCIHIJKEHHS JJ BUSABJIECHHS crneuu@iku HEMmOpo3yMIHHA B YKpaiHCbKIA Ta
aMEPUKAHCHKIN JIIHTBOKYJIbTYpaXx.

IIpakTHyHa 3HaYywicTh poOOTH ToONATaEe B TOMY, II0 PE3yIbTaTH
JOCHIIKEHHsI MOXYTh OyTHM BHUKOPHCTaHI B Kypcax 3arajibHOrO MOBO3HABCTBA,
€THOJIIHT'BICTUKH, COI[IOJIHTBICTUKH, TCUXOJIHTBICTUKH, MParMajaiHTBICTUKH Ta
MDKKYJIBTYPHOI KOMYHIKaIIii.

Y po6oTi MU AIWMIAM BUCHOBKY, IO Te€HAEpPHA MapKOBaHICTh MOBH
(ToOTO TeHJEpHI XapaKTEPUCTUKH MOBH) BUPAXKAETHCS Y MOBJICHHEBIN TOBEIIHII

4OJ0BIKIB 1 X1HOK. OCKIJIBKM YOJOBIKHM 1 JKIHKM HajJeXaTh JI0 PI3HHUX
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€THOCOI[IAJIbHUX TPYN 1 BUKOHYIOTH PIi3HI COIiajibHI POJi, BUHUKAE TEHIEPHA
JTUXOTOMIisl B MOBJIeHHEBIM moBeminili (/enucosa, 2011), mo i mpU3BOIUTH IO

HEMOPO3YMiHb y MIKTCHJIEPHINA KOMYHIKaIIii.
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Appendices A
Table Al

Specificity of speech communication of men and women in different cultures

men women
Author Features of speech | Author Features of speech
behavior behavior
domeHKoO, | stereotypical image: men | DomeHKO, | stereotypical image:
2004 as rational beings; as a | 2004 women as sexual beings;
norm as a deviation from the
norm; "invisibility" of
women in the language
due to the lack of lexical
units to denote, for
example, professions,
etc.; gender sexism at the
level of word,
expression, sentence,
discourse; women's
speech is more correct
than men's and is closer
to language standards
Jesspersen, | the woman surpassed the
1920 man in the ability to
express himself
beautifully
H. Xewnni|they talk more than
Ta 1HI1,|women because they have
1985 more opportunities to
express their own opinion;
interrupt women more
often; direct the
conversation in the desired
direction
Tannen,|menand women belongto| Tannen, | men and women belong
1986,1990 |different speech|1986,1990 |to different speech

communities; different
communication styles;
various communicative
purposes: for the sake of
self-affirmation and

communities; different
communication styles;
different communicative
goals: communicate to
get closer, improve
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consolidation of one's
authority; women and men
speak in different gender
dialects

personal relationships;
women and men speak in
different gender dialects

Lakoft, 1973

women more often use
rising intonation in
affirmative sentences,
use interrogative-
affirmative sentences,
which indicates their self
-doubt and inability to
formulate their own
opinion; use so-called
"empty" words to express
feelings (for example,
wonderful, beautiful), use
other typically "female"
words, in particular,
numerous shades of
colors; emphasis is used
more often; more often
avoid direct answers to
questions; signs of
"female" speech -
politeness and
hypercorrectness;

C. Pomeitn | men's speech is valued | C. Pomeitn | speech is closer to the
much more because they standard and prestigious
have more power norm; is considered

secondary

Mxk’Konen- | when a man speaks, both | Mx’Konen- | women talk to each other

I'iger, 1989 | men and women listen to | I'tner, 1989 | more than men; various

him more attentively than
to a woman speaker;
different topics: they talk
mainly about work, sports
and other types of joint
activities

topics: discuss problems
of a personal nature; they
talk less about
themselves,;
conversations are more
dynamic; the tendency to
interrupt each other to
confirm agreement with
the interlocutor's point of
view, to express
sympathy, etc

Labov, 1999

more often use standard
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options (phonology,
syntax)

Zimmerman | prone to confrontation Zimmerman | more often use simplified
and West, and West,|techniques in speech
1975; 1975; (discursive markers)
Nordenstam, Nordenstam,
1992; 1992;
Brown, Brown,
1980 1980
Wouk, 1999 | more "polite"; more
sensitive to social status;
more self-confident;
S mith -|in the Javanese language, | S m i t h - | in the Javanese language,
Heffner,|politeness is divided into | He ffn e r, | politeness is divided into
1988 spheres: in the public | 1988 spheres: in the public
sphere, more polite people sphere, more polite
control speech people control speech
Wetzel,|Japanese, Korean men use
1988 "feminine", helpless
strategies, which is a sign
of maturity
W o od s ,|speech behavior reflects
1988 the social dominance of
men "dominance
hypothesis"
Bazsanella, | [talian men and women | Bazsanella, | Italian men and women
1990 have different preferences | 1990 have different
in the use of phatic preferences in the use of
conjunctions to denote phatic conjunctions to
discourse structuring denote discourse
structuring
Meyerhoff,| Maori men use the
1994 participle eh more often
than Maori women and
European New Zealanders
of both sexes
Holmes, | New Zealand women are
1984 more likely than men to
express confidence
Nordenstam | interrogative and non-
1992 interrogative tags in

Swedish women's speech
predominate compared to
men's speech
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Appendices B

Table B1
Experiment Journal
Ne Information list Information about the Notes
n/m experimenter
1. | Name, Position, Place of work | Mariia Hamziuk, a 4th-
year student of the done
Faculty of German
Philology and
Translation.
2. | Place of the study (country, | Ukraine: Kyiv, Kyiv
) ) L National Linguistic
city, educational institution, University, Microsoft done
etc.) Forms platform.
3. | Date of the study April 2023 done
4. | Type of study online questionnaire done
5. | Number of respondents (male, | 106 respondents (18 done
female) males, 86 females)
6. | Language of the questionnaire Ukrainian done
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Table B2

Data analysis of the experiment

HEITIOPO3YMIHHSA (Registry word)

Native Place of Responses from| Responses from men,

language | residence women, quantity 83 | quantity 18

Ukrainian | Ukraine, CBapka (14)(CBapka (2),
Berdyansk, | Koudmikr (13) cynepeuka(2), be3 Hux
Boryspil,momunxa (3)]|HUK
Brovary,|po3moBa (3)]|biiika
B ucha ., lnnyramnuna (3)]|3aBxau
Vinnytsia, | nuckycisa (2), 31iCTh
Gostomel, | momu (2) Koungmikr
Drohobych, | nuranns (2) Kpax
Zhytomyr, | Oiiika JIuxo
Znamyanka, | OUIb MogBuaHka
[rpin, BECHA Hesrona
Kyiv, BIJIMIHICTh PO
Korostyshiv, | BiaHOCHHH Caapku
Kremenchuk, | BopoxHeua CnanTenuueHui
Lutsk, Lviv, | THIB Cym'sarrs
Mykolaiv ,| giamor TpynHoi

Pryluky,| nypicth

R 1 v n e ,|epynna (poc.)
Simferopol, | 3 moapyror
Sokolivske, | 3aBxau
Kharkiv,|xoMmyHikaiis
Khmelnytskyi, | JIro6oB

Chernihiv MoBHe
MOBYAHHS
Canada. HEIO0CKa3aHICTh
Finland,|Hespyunicts
Ruukki. HETOYHICTD

Germany, | OOMipKOBYBaHHS
Berlin,|O6pa3a
Dortmund. Opxku

Great Britain, | miayTh

W a 1| e s|Ilocriitne
Lithuania, | ITomyxk

Vilnius. [IpurniueHHs
[TpoGnema
Po361xHOCT1
Ukrainian | po3uapyBaHHS




students who
went abroad
participated

Pocis
Capku
Cepian
Curyaris
Curyaris
CKJIAJIHICTD
CIIHO3U
CTiHa
CTpax
TPYAHOII
o poouTH

INPUYNUHA HEIIOPO3

YMIHHSA (Registry word)

Native Place of|Responses from| Responses from men,

language | residence women, quantity 83 | quantity 18

Ukrainian | Ukraine, Koundpnikr (3),|MoBuanusa (2),
Berdyansk, | BiaCyTHICTh niajory | HECTpUMaHICcTh (2),
Boryspil,|(2), HemockazanuicTs | TymicTh (2),
Brovary,|(2), HecTaua|BiagcyrHicts miaiory
B ucha,|komyHnikanuii (2),|] BigcyTHICTHb

Vinnytsia,
Gostomel,
Drohobych,
Zhytomyr,
Znamyanka,
[rpin,

Kyiv,
Korostyshiv,
Kremenchuk,
Lutsk, Lviv,
Mykolaiv ,
Pryluky,
R1vne,
Simferopol,
Sokolivske,
Kharkiv,
Khmelnytskyi,
Chernihiv

Canada.
Finland,
Ruukki.
Germany,
Berlin,
Dortmund.

PI3HHUM CBITOTNAN
),

pi3H1 norysaau (2)
arpecis

baitnyxicth

Opak 1H(popMmarii
Opak CHUIKyBaHHS
BIZJCYTHICTHS
KOHTaKTY
BigncyTHicTh
pPO3MOBHU
BIJICYTHICTh TOYKHU
TOTHKY
BiacyTHicTp sicHOi
KOMYHIKaIii

Biiina

BJIaCHA JTyMKa
BnepTicth
['ocTtpun
BITHOCHMHAX
['pomi
Hypictb
3aMKHYTICTh JTYMOK
30ir o6cTaBUH
MOMHOXEHHUW HA

KyT Yy

YBaXKHOCTI,
3aMOBYYBaHHS

Jromun

He Oaxanns cmyxaru
HEBMIHHS JTUBUTHUCH 3
PI3HUX KYTIB,
HenomoBku

BJIACHOTO AYHIEBHOTO
MIOPHBY

Pizui mymkwm

pPI3HI MOTASIAW Ha
OJIHY CHUTYaIlil0

Pi3Hi TOUKHM 30pYy
IIBnaki oOcraBUHHA
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Great Britain,
W al e s
Lithuania,
Vilnius.

Ukrainian
students who
went abroad
participated

HEYBaXXHICTh
IrHopyBaHHH4
criiBOeciTHUKA
KOMYHIKaTHBHa
HE3PUIICTh

JIOJICHKI TIOTJISIIM Ha
KUTTS

MoBHuU# KOHQIIKT
MoBuaHHs

Mo3soxk

HACJIIJOK MOBYAaHHSA
He ©OaxaHHA4
CIIyXaTu

HE BMIHHA CIyXaTu
He nogipa

HE 3JaTHICTH
BHUCITyXOBYBaTU

He 3mora mouytm
OJINH OJIHOTO

He mpaBuasHO
JIOHECeHa TyMKa

He po3yminas onun
OJIHOTO

He cunpuiiHaTTA
TTyMKHU

He uytu iHmux
Heb6axxanus 3HalTH
KOMIIPOMIiC
HeOaxaHHiH4
OPO3YMITHCH
HeOaXaHHSH
PO3MOBIATH 1
BIJIKPUBATUCS
HeoOaxanssi4
PO3YMITH 1HIIIOTO
HeOaKaHHS CIyXaTH
HeOaXxaHHS YYyTH
OJINH OJIHOTO
HebGaxanHs yyTu Ta
UTH Ha KOMIPOMICU
HeBMinHS BU3HaAYaTH
npoOiaemy

HeBMminHsl BUCTyXaTu
OJINH OJIHOTO
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HeBMI1HHS
KOMYHIKYBaTH

HEe B MI1HH S
PO3MOBJISITH
HEBMIHHS YYyTH OJIMH
OJTHOTO

HenomoBku
HEJOCKa3aHICTH
(HEeITOMOBJICHICTB )
HemnocrtarTtHe
CIIJIKYBaHHS
HEJOCTAaTHICTH
MOSICHEHHS
HEeaAOoOCTAaTHH4
KOMYHIKaIIist
HemoruuHicTes ABOX
CTOpiH

HEMae KOMIIPOMICY,
HE0013HAHHICTh
HemoBara OJIMH [0
OJTHOTO,
HETMOPO3yMiHHS,
HenpasunbHe
(b opMyTIOBaHHS,
HenpasunpHoO
chbopMoBaHE
MATaHHS,
HECMPOMOXHICTH
MOTOBOPUTH,
OOMeEeXeHICTSH
COPUUHATTSA Ta
30aTHOCTI1 10
BU3HAHHS TTOMWIIOK.
Opku

[Torana xKoMyHIiKaIis
[Tomuiika
[Ipuuubna, oMy
mochr OyJO TO-
pi3HOMY CHpPUUHSATE
CIIIBPO3MOBHHUKAMH,
P13 HUIOA B
CHPUUHSITTI YU
1HTEepecax,

PI3HUIA TIOTIISIIIB

49



50

pPi3H1 AyMKH Ta
HENIPUMHATTSA LbOIO,
pi3H1 cUCTEeMH
I[IHHOCTEH
PO301KHICTh JTYMOK
Po36ixHICTSH
1HTEpECIB,
Po30ixHoCTi B
TTyMKax
Po36ixHoCT1 B
PO3yMIHHI,

Pocisinu

Xapakrep

Appendieces C
Table Cl1

Experiment Journal

No Information list Information about the Notes

n/m experimenter

1. | Name, Position, Place of work | Mariia Hamziuk, a 4th-

year student of the done

Faculty of German
Philology and

Translation.

2. | Place of the study (country, | Ukraine: Kyiv, Kyiv
National Linguistic
University, Microsoft
etc.) Forms platform.
USA, Bayfield,
Knoxville,
Minneapolis,
Minnesota

city, educational institution, done

3. | Date of the study April 2023 done

4. | Type of study online questionnaire done

5. | Number of respondents (male, respondents (males, done

female) females)




Language of the questionnaire

English

done
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Table C2

Data analysis of the experiment

MISUNDERSTANDING (Registry word)

Native|Place of/Responses from | Responses from men,
language | residence women, quantity 24 quantity 17
English Miscommunication(3), | anger
USA, argument(2),|argument
Bayfield, confusion(2) arguments
Knoxville, | apologize closed
Minneapolis, | Argumentative Communication
Minnesota | common compassion
Conflict Conflict
Confuse dialogue
Confused Disagreement
Disagreement Disrespect
Error fight
language hurt
Listen Listening
mistake Miscommunication
politics misunderstanding
Quarrel Situation
Rude Sorry
sad Talking
Unclear Trouble
Unfortunate Understand this
war

THE CAUSE OF THE MISUNDERSTANDING (Registry word)

Native/Place of{Responses from | Responses from men,
language | residence women, quantity 22 quantity 17
English USA, Miscommunication (4) | Miscommunication (3),
Bayfield, complicated not listening(3)
Knoxville, | Ego because you didn't
Minneapolis, | exploded listen
Minnesota | failure to listen well 1s fear.
inadequ at e|lackof truth
communication. Language
lack of dialogue lies

lack of willingness to
listen to others'
opinions/views.

poor communication,
listening but not

misrepresenting history
politics

poor communication
silence

Society




hearing.

Pride

reason

Stupidity

uncertain

was that the two
people didn't
understand each other’
S Views

was their very different
perspectives.

Was unclear.

was you

Was

was faulty hearing
Was not talking
Was you

you
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