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The research of gender differences through and in 
language as one system of communication has been and 
is widely being explored by linguists and sociolinguists. 
Our language and society refl ect one another, so it is im-
portant for us as communicators to recognize and respect 
change in the meaning and acceptability of words. 

Sociolinguists attempt to isolate the linguistic fea-
tures used in particular situations that mark the various 
social relationships among the participants and the sig-
nifi cant elements of the situation. Factors infl uencing the 
choice of sounds, grammatical elements, and vocabulary 
may include age, gender, education, ethnic identity, oc-
cupation, and peer-group identifi cation” [22].

Psycholinguistic view on the relation between 
language and mind, while investigating brain structure, 
solves the problems of language impairments and socio-
linguistic approach can help to understand the place of 
gender category in that relation. 

As “functional magnetic resonance imaging” 
(“fMRI”) scanning grows ever more sophisticated, neu-
roscientists keep refi ning their search for male-female 
brain asymmetry. So, in the last fi fteen years, fMRI has 
allowed scientists to explore whether gender peculiarities 
of the brain could explain already revealed properties in 
language abilities of women and men. fMRI allows sci-
entists to measure blood fl ow in the brain during behav-
ioral tasks, mapping certain patterns between the brain 
reaction to various activities. The demonstration of such 
differences does not prove that they are innate; rather, the 
activity of the brain is shaped by our experiences as well 
as our innate brain structure.

Using psycholinguistic approach we observe cur-
rent evidences about brain and language correlation from 
the fi ndings associated with the pathological circum-
stances (which are generally accepted and regarded as 
consistent and reliable) compared with studies of healthy 
individuals. In the second part the category of gender is 
analyzed from a sociolinguistic perspective. In the last 
section we try to conclude the whole research and em-
phasize main ideas.

Brain-damaged patients show that men’s and 
women’s speech is impaired differently when trauma 
happens to the same areas [16].

The differences suggest that women process 
speech more on the right side of the brain than do men. 
Women show less impairment of speech than men, over-
all, when the left side of the brain is traumatized, i.e. 
greater involvement of both hemispheres in language 
processing and less hemispheric specialization of cogni-
tive functions than for men [18: 4]. 

D. Kimura (1983) studies “incidence of aphasia 
and apraxia on 216 right-handed patients with unilateral 
lesions of the left cerebral hemisphere, and on a subgroup 
of 81 patients with damage restricted to anterior or pos-
terior regions” [p. 19]. He states that “aphasia was pro-
portionally more frequent in males than in females, but 
this difference was signifi cant only in the larger sample” 
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[p. 19]). Moreover, the pattern of speech representation 
differed between the sexes. D. Kimura (1983) argues 
that “speech disorders and manual apraxia occurred in 
women more often from damage to the anterior part of 
the left hemisphere than from posterior damage” [p. 19]. 
But as the author notes “this was not true for men” [p. 
19] and continues that “in 169 patients with unilateral 
right-hemisphere damage the incidence of aphasia was 
extremely low and did not differentiate the sexes [p. 19]. 
The scientists implicates “that there are sex differences 
in the organization of speech and praxis within the left 
hemisphere, and that speech is not simply more bilater-
ally organized in women than in men” [12]. The research 
presents clear results with a good sample size and gives 
the types of injuries which are general damage, lesions, 
tumor, vascular system tumor, aphasic (posterior and an-
terior), apraxia and even controls for level of severity of 
damages. We think that people with slight damages of 
head would process the same tasks much differently from 
people with heavy brain injuries.  

Douglas D. Burman clarifi es the situation on the 
issues in the article “Gender Differences in Language 
Abilities: Evidence from Brain Imaging”. Based on 
Kimura, D., Howell, P., Berninger, V. W. et al. studies of 
gender language abilities he argues that, for instance, the 
following differences have been found:

Girls begin to talk sooner and more clearly than 
boys.

The average 20-month old girl has twice the vo-
cabulary of the average 20-month old boy.

Boys are much more likely to be diagnosed with 
stuttering and handwriting.

There are no gender differences in vocabulary 
knowledge, but females tend to have more advanced 
spelling and grammar skills [3].

These observed differences have led to many 
questions. Are these language differences innate or are 
they due to social factors? If boys and girls have differ-
ence language skills, should they be schooled separately 
in single-sex classes?

New research by Burman et al. demonstrates a bi-
ological mechanism for why girls show better language 
abilities than boys. It shows that young girls may learn 
language more completely than their male peers [23]. The 
scientists test a group of children (31 boys and 31 girls, 
ranging in age from nine to 15) using fMRI while the 
children are given language tasks in which two words are 
either fl ashed in front of, or spoken to them; and they have 
to identify whether the pair is spelled similarly (omitting 
the fi rst consonant, as in “pine” and “line”) and whether 
the words rhyme, such as “gate” and “hate” or “pint” and 
“mint.” Some pairs fi t neither criterion, such as: “jazz” 
and “list”. Swaminathan comments that “researchers re-
port that the answer lies in the way words are processed: 
girls completing a linguistic abilities task showed greater 
activity in brain areas implicated specifi cally in language 
encoding, which decipher information abstractly. Boys, 
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on the other hand, showed a lot of activity in regions tied 
to visual and auditory functions, depending on the way 
the words were presented during the exercise” [23].

She concludes that while processing the language 
males utilize sensory machinery more to decode the 
information and advises that “in a classroom setting…
boys need to be taught language both visually (with a 
textbook) and orally (through a lecture) to get a full grasp 
of the subject, whereas a girl may be able to pick up the 
concepts by either method” [23].

Study co-author D. Burman, a research associate 
in Northwestern University’s communication sciences 
and disorders department, says the team saw greater ac-
tivity in the so-called language areas of the girls’ brains 
than in those of the boys. The areas included the superior 
temporal gyrus (implicated in decoding heard words), in-
ferior frontal gyrus (speech processing), and the fusiform 
gyrus, which helps spell and determine the meaning of 
words. Activation of the latter two structures, in particu-
lar, seemed to correlate with the girls’ greater language 
accuracy [23].

“For girls, it didn’t matter if they heard the word 
or read the word,” Burman says. “It does suggest that 
girls are learning [language attributes] in a more abstract 
form, and that’s the ideal objective when we’re teaching 
things” [23].

D. Burman says that they should remember that 
there is much overlap in language skills among boys and 
girls, and that overall differences in language skills are 
small. He adds that their fi ndings of gender differences 
in the brain would better serve to remind us that not all 
children process information the same, and that an ef-
fective education depends on tailoring the teaching (and 
testing) methods to the strengths and weaknesses of each 
child [23].

B.A. Shaywitz et al. in their research in Nature 
Journal discuss the functional organization of the brain 
for language of different sexes. A long-held hypoth-
esis posits that language functions are more likely to be 
highly lateralized in males and to be represented in both 
cerebral hemispheres in females, but attempts to demon-
strate this have been inconclusive. In this article they use 
echo-planar functional magnetic resonance imaging to 
study 38 right-handed subjects (19 males and 19 females) 
during orthographic (letter recognition), phonological 
(rhyme) and semantic (semantic category) tasks. During 
phonological tasks, brain activation in males is lateral-
ized to the left inferior frontal gyrus regions; in females 
the pattern of activation is very different, engaging more 
diffuse neural systems that involve both the left and right 
inferior frontal gyrus. The data provide evidences for a 
sex difference in the functional organization of the brain 
for language and indicate that these variations exist at the 
level of phonological processing [21].

A.M. Clements et al. (2006) argue that “sex dif-
ferences on language and visuospatial tasks are of great 
interest, with differences in hemispheric laterality hy-
pothesized to exist between males and females” [p. 150]. 
They prove that “some functional imaging studies exam-
ining sex differences have shown that males are more left 
lateralized on language tasks and females are more right 
lateralized on visuospatial tasks” [5: 150], the team also 
notes this is not consistent. The scholars use fMRI to re-
cord the data from thirty participants who perform pho-

nological and visuospatial tasks. As they are interested in 
testing differences in cerebral laterality each the method 
of “region-of-interest analyses” [5: 150] are taken for 
every task; they use “both methodologies: whole brain 
or region of interest analyses to look for overall differ-
ences in activation patterns” [p. 157]. Their implications 
say that “lateralization differences exist, with males more 
left lateralized during the phonological task and show-
ing greater bilateral activity during the visuospatial task, 
whereas females show greater bilateral activity during 
the phonological task and are more right lateralized dur-
ing the visuospatial task” [5: 150]. The scientists note 
that although their fi ndings show signifi cant sex discrep-
ancies for both tasks there are some studies where on the 
same language or visuospatial processing tasks partici-
pants demonstrate no sex differences.

The experiment by Clements et al. (2006) can be 
characterized as a complex research with clearly illus-
trated methodology. And, in our opinion, the lacking in-
formation about the socio-economic background of sub-
jects and an attempt to test the widespread views do not 
negatively describe the implications of the study.

Cheryl L. Garn, Mark D. Allen and James D. Lar-
sen (2009) present a neuroimaging experiment that ex-
amines whether males and females use distinct brain 
systems while performing a confrontational naming 
task, with specifi c attention to the possibility of lateral-
ity differences. The scholars test “whether sex-based dif-
ferences in functional brain organization might interact 
with object category distinctions” on 26 participants (13 
males and 13 females) using fMRI taking into account 
that “previous behavioral studies have shown some con-
sistent processing differences between the sexes with re-
spect to tools versus plants” [4]. As the team concludes: 
“Main effect and interaction analyses reveal no discern-
able laterality differences between the sexes” [4]. But the 
scientists claim that consistently with other previous ob-
ject-naming studies their research shows that “global ef-
fects revealed dominant foci in fusiform gyrus, left pos-
terior middle temporal gyrus, left basal ganglia/thalamus, 
left middle/inferior frontal gyri, left frontal operculum, 
left supplementary motor area/dorsal anterior cingulate, 
and left pre-central gyrus” and “men and women showed 
no discernable activation differences, hemispheric or 
otherwise, when collapsed across object categories, sex-
by-category analyses showed selective activation for fe-
males in dorsal anterior cingulate gyrus and left posterior 
middle temporal gyrus for tools, and selective activation 
for males in left posterior middle temporal gyrus for 
plants [4]. This research presents new facts about how 
men’s and women’s brain refl ect objects which belong 
to different semantic categories: tools vs. plants. The 
results show that males and females differently process 
objects of the reality. This provokes some questions, such 
as: Does it happen because of various education levels 
of subjects or due to associations participants have when 
they are shown these objects? For future research we 
would try to control for this, using fMRI, by, fi rst, giving 
them sentence to read about this object and then showing 
them the picture of the object. We think that the seman-
tic priming they would have while reading the sentence 
(mainly defi nitions of objects) will not let their cognitive 
abilities distract their mind too aside from the objective 
reality.



Creative Innovations & Innovative Creations, 1-2, 2011-2012

36

Another group of scientists including R.C. Gur, 
D. Alsop, D. Glahn, R. Petty, C.L. Swanson, J.A. Mald-
jian, B.I. Turetsky, J.A. Detre, J. Gee, R.E. Gur (2000) 
claim that sex differences in cognitive performance have 
been documented and women performing better on some 
phonological tasks and men on spatial tasks. An earlier 
fMRI study suggested sex differences in distributed brain 
activation during phonological processing, with bilateral 
activation seen in women while men showed primarily 
left-lateralized activation. fMRI study examined sex dif-
ferences (14 men, 13 women) in activation for a spatial 
task (judgment of line orientation) compared to a verbal-
reasoning task (analogies) that does not typically show 
sex differences. Scientists also control for the diffi culty 
of tasks. The study concludes that women are “more left 
lateralized for the verbal and more right for the spatial 
tasks, but men also showed some left activation for the 
spatial task, which was not seen in women” [10]. The 
scientists propose that “failure to activate the appropri-
ate hemisphere in regions directly involved in task per-
formance may explain certain sex differences in perfor-
mance and, for a spatial task, the principle that bilateral 
activation in a distributed cognitive system underlies sex 
differences in performance [10]. This research presents 
suffi cient information about the differences in women 
and men language processing abilities. But, of course, 
various outcomes can be found out if the type of tasks 
would be changed and subjects with opposite background 
would be chosen, and what would be the results if we 
could test the same tasks with people studying English as 
a second language or test the same theory on people with 
other languages.

J. Harasty, K.L. Double, G.M. Halliday, J.J. Kril, 
D.A. McRitchie (1997) argue that “many studies have 
demonstrated signifi cant sexual dimorphism in verbal 
ability”. The scientists focus on examining “anatomical 

differences between the sexes that may underlie such di-
morphism” [11]. They provided an experiment and sug-
gest that “females have proportionally larger Wernicke 
and Broca language associated regions compared with 

males”. And the team supposes that “these anatomical 
differences may correlate with superior language skills 
previously demonstrated in females” [11]. The fact that 
women have larger Wernicke and Broca areas is sup-
ported also by Renato M.E. Sabbatini. He argues that it 
“provides a biological reason for women’s notorious su-
periority in language-associated thoughts” [20]. 

M. Besson, C. Magne & D. Schön (2002) studied 
sex differences in sensitivity to speech melody in terms 
of emotional prosody. The latter is defi ned as “the abil-
ity to express emotions through variations of different 
parameters of human speech, such as pitch contour, in-
tensity and duration” [p. 405]. They discover “clear dif-
ferences between men and women in the time course of 
emotional prosodic processing” [p. 405]. The research-
ers argue that “most prosodic systems offer distinctive 
intonation patterns for questions and declarations (rising 
versus lowering of pitch contour at the end of the utter-
ance). Prosody allows communication of both linguistic 
and emotional intentions at the same time and carries 
important information related to the sex, age and emo-
tional state of the speaker. Research into the encoding of 
emotional states in speech signals shows clear correlation 
with global properties, such as loudness, speech rate and 

pitch contour” [p. 405]. M. Besson et al. use objective 
acoustic measures, such as the harmonics-to-noise ratio 
and the event-related brain potentials (ERPs) method to 
explore the specifi c acoustic features of emotional speech 
using. 

M. Besson, C. Magne and D. Schön (2002) discuss 
the ERP method used by Schirmer et al. to study the time 
course of the relationship between emotional prosody 
and word recognition. They claim: “the novelty in their 
approach is their comparison between men and women” 
[p. 405]. As researchers state: “the participants listened 
to semantically neutral German sentences (e.g. ‘Yester-
day she had her fi nal exam’) spoken with either a happy 
or sad intonation” where “a semantically related target 
word with positive or negative valence (‘success’ or ‘fail-
ure’, respectively) was presented visually after each spo-
ken sentence” [1: 1]. The target words either matched or 
did not match with the emotional sentence prosody (e.g. 
‘success’ or ‘failure’ following the sentence: ‘yesterday 
she had her fi nal exam’, spoken with a happy intonation). 
In addition, participants performed a lexical decision task 
(LDT) while their EEG was recorded from 58 scalp elec-
trodes. The results demonstrate signifi cant differences 
between men and women in the processing of emotional 
congruence. When the time interval between the spoken 
sentences and the visual targets is short (200 ms), women 
respond faster to matching targets, than to targets that 
do not match the sentence prosody. Moreover, the N400 
component of the ERPs, which is known to refl ect word 
expectancy, is smaller for targets that match compared 
with those that do not match the sentence prosody. The 
results indicate that women base their linguistic expecta-
tions on emotional prosody as early as 150 ms following 
visual target onset. By contrast, men do not show any 
electrophysiological priming effect, but respond faster 
to positive target words than negative target words, in-
dicating that men process word meaning independently 
of sentence emotional prosody. Results of a second ex-
periment enabled Schirmer et al. to establish that men are 
sensitive to emotional prosody, but they are slower than 
women to process it [1]. This research proves the fact 
that female and male language usage differences can be 
explained with help of investigation of brain structures 
and processes. It leads us to the impetus of developing 
the existing techniques and testing subjects of different 
nationalities and backgrounds. 

Sociolinguistic perspective at gender category 
presents another side of the problem. The outcome of 
the applied experiments enable us to get new look at the 
problem of gender in language and fi nd some common 
things with the previous methodology.

In the fi fth century BC, according to Aristotle’s 
account, Protagoras fi rst created the labels masculine, 
feminine, and neuter for Greek nouns, and language 
scholars have been trying to explain the relationship of 
grammatical gender categories to the world around them 
ever since [6: 11]. 

According to most grammarians, the category of 
gender found in Old English and in other Germanic lan-
guages, gradually disappeared from English and replaced 
by a system where the gender of nouns and the use of per-
sonal pronouns depend on the natural gender of the refer-
ent. But the problem with inanimate objects is not still 
absolutely clear. Following this idea this paper examines 
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the gender category from the fi eld of semantics. Thus, 
this paper presents the actualization of gender frames on 
the basis of certain communities of practice and modern 
classical books and magazines.

Frame theory helps us to better understand the 
phenomena structures, look at the roots and prophesy the 
possible outcomes [17]. 

The working hypothesis consists of the idea of re-
ferring to the inanimate world to describe objects using 
third person singular pronouns ‘he/she’ which are the in-
dicators of animacy. And when we do that we usually per-
sonify the inanimate objects and divide them into female 
or male and refer by ‘she/he’ pronouns. So, we propose 
that the problem of marked gender relations lays in the 
intersection of several disciplines such as linguistics, an-
thropology, sociology, psychology, cognitive science etc. 
And our suggestion is that it is closely related to under-
standing of the processes of consciousness. We offer to 
address the processes of cognitive science to make clear 
the gender status in the English language because mainly 
it is the issue of our mind that is refl ected in the language 
and back the language impact on our mind. Every day, 
while refl ecting the objective world with our eyes, hearing 
and other senses, our mind categorizes the information, 
and then it is conceptualized and categorized in certain 
clusters of objects. These two processes of categoriza-
tion and conceptualization help us to adequately exist 
in this complex and still not fully researched and under-
stood world with the harmony of the nature. By harmony 
we mean the reasonability of the world structure that is 
created for human beings. Scientists want to understand 
the structure of this planet they should fi rst focus on two 
main creatures: female and male. The combination of the 
two sexes gives birth to further continuing of humanity. 
Also, we suggest that scientists should widely use the 
gender frame approach. Going back to the connection 
between language and mind we can assume that these 
processes are mutually evoked. By language, as it was 
explained by Ferdinand de Saussure we understand the 
system of signs and symbols which can be represented 
in our mind by numerous variations. So, if a person is 
a deaf and mute from birth it does not mean that she/he 
does not use language. Of course, she/he cannot use the 
language to see and utilize but in their minds there is a 
certain algorithm of signs that is built up through the pro-
cess of socialization and helps us to communicate. And 
that is the way every animate object in our world exists, 
using a certain set of signs. From ancient civilizations 
till modern days people have reached great results in all 
fi elds of life. At the same time people managed to destroy 
many important things which could be highly useful for 
further discoveries.

We also have to speak about the relation between 
the prototype theory and gender. Main ideas of prototype 
phenomenon have been clearly explained by W. Labov 
(1973), E.H. Rosch (1978), G. Lakoff (1980), et al.

The research supports the proposed theory of cor-
relation between gender and semantics. The basis of the 
category of gender can be related to a characteristic of 
descriptional prototype which is based on certain criteria. 
Such as, the neutralization of gender relations under the 
infl uence of noun semantics: a noun – it; and on the other 
hand, here, the markedness of gender relations may take 
place, exactly, the prototype declination: a noun – he / 

her. In this case the noun semantics (inanimate subject) 
comes into contradiction with the meaning of the category 
of gender. Referring to world categorization characteris-
tics through gender features shows the necessity to study 
the dynamics of the category of gender development. 

Schematically the hypothesis can be represented 
like this (our own product):

Figure 1

The paper demonstrates connections and pro-
cesses of the gender category. Why do people personify 
inanimate objects? And based on what qualities people 
do it? How does the process of personifi cation affect the 
category of gender? And why can we, fi nally, refer to ani-
mated words as female or male? 

We provided the experiment in the class of so-
ciolinguistics with the students of third level. Number 
of surveyed: 16 females, 9 males, age 19-23 years old 
students.

First, we handed around the class papers with two 
terms, femininity and masculinity, and asked students 
to write all associations that pop up in their minds in 3 
minutes, at the same time we did not limit them either 
in their choice of a part of the speech or in the number 
of words. Second, we asked the class to write down any 
inanimate objects in their possession that they refer to 
as ‘she/he’ and try to explain such behavior (5 minutes). 
Third, we handed out to them papers with inanimate gen-
der marked nouns which we collected through classical 
literature reading.

Let us focus fi rst on Table M1. There were count-
ed 63 words: nouns and adjectives (73% and 27% re-
spectively). The type of these nouns is important for the 
proposed theory. So, concrete nouns: 52 % (33 words) 
(e.g.: blanket, dolls, dress). Among them: animate and 
inanimate nouns, 14 % and 54 % (9 and 54 words respec-
tively). For the next step we divided them according to 
their sex: female – 5, male – 2. These results are from the 
table M1 where the male students wrote their associa-
tions with the notion ‘masculinity’. 

The main targets of our analysis here are to focus 
on the moment of correlation of notions ‘masculinity’, 
‘femininity’ and ‘gender’ as mental representations in the 
males’ heads of this class. As a result, we found out:

Female animate nouns: femme, girl, sister, 
wife, woman. We need these data in order further to 
compare them with the qualities females possess and 
how they relate to the personifi ed objects. 

Male persons of this class associate masculine 
nouns boy and gay with ‘femininity’. This moment is in-
teresting for us because later we will try to correlate the 
qualities of males and females with the purpose to fi nd 
common ground and discrepancies.

5 % of animate nouns are of animal and insects 
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categories: butterfl y and cat. These results will also en-
able us to compare females and males with animal world 
in order to distinguish some basic qualities of sexes. 

The same schema I used with the data on the no-
tion ‘masculinity’.

Results:
Male persons of this class did not associate 

women with ‘masculinity’;
Male nouns: brother, butch, father, dude, 

jock, jockester, man, soldier, stoic.
Table M2. These results are from the table where 

we asked the students of the class to indicate any inani-
mate objects they ever possessed and which they ever 
called by ‘he/she’, i.e. personifi ed them referring to se-
mantic prototype categories of female or male. 

 From this table we have received the following 
interesting results.

Inanimate objects are personifi ed according 
to the semantic inherent categories of ‘femininity’ and 
‘masculinity’ in Table M1;

The noun ‘sword’ associated with ‘masculin-
ity’ in Table M1 here fi nds its place with association of 
females. Probably it happens due to the different mental 
presentations of a referent of a ‘sword’ which are used by 
students in the process of personifying.

Concrete noun ‘car’ is associated both with fe-
males (three times) and males (one time);

Concrete noun ‘hookah’ which is inanimate is 
referred to ‘she’ (third singular pronoun that is coherent 
to feminine gender). It is done so due to the qualities the 
subject refers to it: my baby, very beautiful design, very 
fragile, glass. These verbalizations of the subject’s se-
mantic prototypical category of ‘femininity’ are the proof 
of the correlation between sociolinguistic gender and 
grammatical gender. This correlation allows us to argue 
that in the English language Grammar the category of 
gender is semantic by its nature. And this correlation of 
an object with its semantic gender occurs due to a refer-
ent to which the speaker applies the gender. When he sees 
the ‘hookah’ a referent of it is refl ected in his mind with 
form and content, he knows that it is inanimate and it 
does not have any sex but in his mind due to a certain set 
of semantic prototypical categories of male and female 
which he has been acquiring since his birth allow him to 
refer to it as an animate object. 

Results from the Table M2:
 The following collocations ‘big baseball bat’, 

‘biggest golf club’, ‘powerful water gun’ are associated 
with masculine gender because these objects have got 
‘power’, ‘serious power’, ‘masculating to use’. Now let 
us turn to the Table M3 the students were given the list of 
the most frequent qualities of males or females from the 
classical literature. Then, the subjects were offered to write 
down the qualities (expressed in any part of a speech) they 
think refer to females and males. The third table presents 
the right to existence of my theory. 

This table presents the subjects’ semantic proto-
type categories of ‘femininity’ and ‘masculinity’ repre-
sented in their mind and which are refl ected in the lan-
guage faculty.

Here we can describe the real picture of the Eng-
lish language world for the male persons of the class.

Femininity – cleanliness, beauty, fragility, liberty, 
passivity, reproduction.

Masculinity – large sizes, aggressiveness, author-
ity, power, courage.  

Now, let us turn to the analysis of the female sur-
vey.

Table F1. 82 words counted describing ‘feminin-
ity’.

Here again we are trying to fi nd more frequent 
and prominent cases of ‘masculinity’ ‘femininity’ and 
‘gender’ interaction in terms of mental presentations by 
the students of the class.

Key fi ndings:
Females associate themselves more with con-

crete notions and ideas. This fact may lead us to the idea 
that females of the class have better developed imagina-
tion and are more prone to personify inanimate objects. 

Compared to male persons of the class girls de-
scribing ‘femininity’ used three times fewer gendered 
nouns, no association with males and fi ve feminine 
nouns: blonde, business woman, girl, mother, women;

If males of the class associate ‘femininity’ with 
animals, insects, so females do not. But there is one word 
from the class of fl ora: fl ower (10 times). For centuries, 
the symbol of fl ower has been a representation of beauty, 
fragility and for this reason people have used to refer 
fl owers with women.

The theory of prototype categories affords us 
to show the central bodies of given associations and no-
tions. Based on these bodies we can get the current pic-
ture of mental representations of individuals of the given 
society. I tried to expose the following main bodies of the 
notion ‘femininity’: beauty, cleanliness, emotional, 
fragile, maternity, productivity, love. 

Now, let us look at the results about females’ as-
sociations of ‘masculinity’ where I counted 95 words.

Given the relation between inanimate objective 
world and shift to animacy with the help of personifi ca-
tion, we are focused on concrete and abstract inanimate 
nouns (which are possible to acquire gender). 

Left 4% of females’ associations about ‘mas-
culinity’ of animate objects constitute animals: deer, 
dogs, horse, wolf;

The central bodies of given associations and no-
tions: active, strong, rude, alcohol bias, sport, bread-
winners, power, paternity.

Table F2. The female students were asked to share 
their experience and write down inanimate objects they 
ever possessed which they ever called by ‘he/she’.

We analyzed these data as we did with Table M1, 
and we have received the following results:

Inanimate objects are personifi ed according 
to the semantic inherent categories of ‘femininity’ and 
‘masculinity’ in Table F1;

Based on the results 43 % of females refer to 
their car as ‘she’. They explain that it is important for 
them. The same principle of ‘importance’ was exposed 
when one girl referred to her ‘desktop’ and with two ex-
amples of laptops.

According to the results we also can assume that 
the concrete noun ‘car’ is associated both with females 
and males;

Females personify laptop and refer to it as ‘he’ 
because (according to the explanation of one female stu-
dent) “if it were ‘she’ for her it would have made her 
laptop seem snobby”.
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Someone prefers to call her/his laptop ‘he’ or 
‘she’, guitar gets female name, vibrator is referred as 
‘she’. Thus, every person fi rst of all, due to closeness or 
importance of a thing can personify this inanimate ob-
ject, once it is personifi ed it acquires a sex. Here a person 
judging by and based on her/his stereotypes, associations 
which constitute their semantical prototype categories re-
fer it with female or male gender.

The results of the Table F3 where I offered the 
females of the class to divide given set of words into 
females, males or neuter with regard to the notions ‘fe-
males’ and ‘males’ help us to understand basic sematical 
categories which have great impact on the category of 
gender. Further we will show the semantical representa-
tion of language picture of the world about ‘masculinity’ 
and ‘femininity’.

The semantic category of ‘femininity’ can be 
represented by such central bodies as: beauty, cleanli-
ness, fertility, liberty, love, luxury, courage, passivity; 
‘masculinity’ – aggressiveness, authority, brave, force, 
large sizes, dominion, predator, blood, tyranny. These 
categories were exposed on the basis of both frequency 
from the acquired data during the experiment and already 
found data from the classical literature. 

The search for correlation between brain and lan-
guage research with regard to sex appears to be a com-
plicated task. Some scientists ignore or consider these 
differences insignifi cant. This idea was elaborated in the 
times when technological tools did not allow scientists 
to assess the real state of things. Nowadays, when we 
have developed our technology and gained some useful 
methods for investigating these differences it seems quite 
obvious that brain structure differences in males and fe-
males directly correlate with language acquisition. 

Given the two patterns of ‘femininity’ and ‘mas-
culinity’ we can argue that the mental representation of 
these notions is still traditional among the students, at 
least in the tested class. In spite of the feminist movement 
and promotion of women’s rights males and females tend 
to associate each other with the same stereotypes which 
are the foundation of religious traditions.

Of course, the attempts of feminists, who have 
been trying to change the situation with inequality be-
tween sex roles since 1950s, have gained some effect. 
The situation of women in all spheres changed in better 
way but the reasonability of the Nature limits the whole 
shift of sex role changes. And this survey is additional 
proof to the persistence of Nature laws where men are 
mostly dominions and women are the keepers of family 
hearth.

Also, the given research gives answers for the 
questions posed in Figure 1. People personify inanimate 
objects of the world due to the importance of those to 
their lives, due to their emotional state, closeness to 
something. So, we can propose that females and males 
automatically start, in the process of personifying inani-
mate objects, comparing these objects with themselves. 
They represent these objects in their minds as human be-
ings and according to the qualities, semantic prototypical 
categories; further these already animated objects are ap-
plied the gender.

There are some data on sex differences in the 
brain structure and processing effects. Scientists argue 
that brain structure correlates as well or better with psy-
chological “gender” than with simple biological “sex”. 

Thus, ‘individuals’ gender traits – their preference for 
masculine or feminine clothes, careers, hobbies and in-
terpersonal styles – are inevitably shaped more by rear-
ing and experience than is their biological sex [7]; that 
women have a higher percentage of GM (grey matter), 
whereas men have a higher percentage of WM (white 
matter) and of CSF. Such brain anatomy may explain 
some documented differences in behavior that women 
perform better than men on verbal and memory tasks, 
whereas men excel in spatial tasks [9]. Some scholars ar-
gue that sex differences in language lateralization may be 
task-dependent but they do not specify the process [13] 
or that gender differences in language appear biological 
and language processing more abstract in girls, more sen-
sory in boys [8]. 

A. Weatherall and C. Gallois (2003) claim that 
instead of gender being viewed as an essential character-
istic of an individual’s psyche, it is understood as a thor-
oughly social construct, one that is produced by language 
and discourse. The scientist also supports that the shift 
from an essentialist to a constructionist view of gender 
has resulted in new explanations of key problematic is-
sues that have emerged from some aspects of gender and 
language research [24].

According to M. Bucholtz, discourse is the lin-
guistic level in which sentences are combined into larger 
units – this defi nition focuses on linguistic form [2].

Therefore, brain structure and processes should be 
investigated with regard to persons’ abilities to personify 
inanimate objects. This process starts in the brain and is 
refl ected in the language. It can be assumed that the cor-
relation of the socialization of human beings is related to 
brain structure differences. 

In conclusion, with regard to the issue of localiza-
tion of language in the brain, we can hypothesize that 
males and females operate the processes of personifi -
cation and gender applications in different ways. And
maybe these processes could be located in different areas 
of the brain and differently affect the way of thinking.
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Linguacultural researchers consider that “every nat-
ural language refl ects a particular way of world perception 
and organization”. Its meaning expression predetermines 
a certain integral system of views, some kind of collec-
tive philosophy that is in a way obligatory for all language 
speakers. Typical of language way of reality conceptualiza-
tion is universal on the one hand, but on the other it is na-
tionally specifi c so speakers of various languages can per-
ceive the world differently through their own languages. 

The idea of the necessity to investigate “masculin-
ity” and “femininity” as important elements composing 
the conceptual system of the social consciousness and per-
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Ethnocultural gender language world view

sonality was fi rstly introduced by B. Connel. According to 
B. Connel they reveal universal and culturally specifi c fea-
tures as well as other constituents that predetermine their 
consideration as the culture concepts. Their properties that 
make up the defi nite content of gender stereotypes of this 
or that  community can be studied by means of language 
structures as the gender stereotypization is represented at 
all language levels and refl ects defi nite evaluations [1]. 
Within this approach B. Connel introduces the notion “cul-
ture gender representation” [1: 600] that underlines the va-
riety of masculinity and femininity in various cultures.

The concepts “masculinity” and “femininity” have 




