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GENDER DIFFERENCES IN THE LANGUAGE OF E. HEMINGWAY’S FICTION

Re­da Baranau­sk­ie­nė, Vilija Adminie­nė
Šiauliai University

Abstra­ct
The aim of the ar­ticle is to examine differ­ences between the speech of women and men in 

Hemingway­’s fiction and to ty­pify­ the lingu­istic str­ategies r­epr­esenting female and male dominance or­ 
power­lessness in differ­ent social contexts.

The pr­ecise analy­sis of the r­elationships between gender­ and langu­age, the lingu­istic str­ategies (i.e, 
tag qu­estions and hedges) employ­ed by­ female and male allowed the au­thor­s to make a claim that in E. 
Hemingway­’s fiction male u­se qu­estion-tags mor­e often than female do. The r­esear­ch has pr­oved that 
the u­sage of tag qu­estions by­ male is coincident with theor­etical claims that men u­se tags sear­ching for­ 
confir­mation of their­ viewpoint in the contest-based social situ­ations. 

In the cor­pu­s u­nder­ the r­esear­ch, the au­thor­s fou­nd that female u­se hedges mor­e often than men do. 
This r­eveals the attitu­de of the 20th centu­r­y­ male wr­iter­’s attitu­de towar­ds female her­oines, i.e. women 
ar­e of lower­ social statu­s and, thu­s, need su­ppor­t and acceptance of men. Gender­ differ­ences in langu­age 
occu­r­ becau­se of statu­s-consciou­s society­, cr­oss-cu­ltu­r­al differ­ences, misu­nder­standings of the intent of 
the other­ sex, the dominant r­ole of male position in society­, and on differ­ent lingu­istic str­ategies acqu­ir­ed 
by­ female and male su­bcu­ltu­r­es in cu­ltu­r­e and social or­ganization.The au­thor­s assu­me that while many­ 
of sociolingu­ists r­efer­ to char­acter­istics of male and female speech sty­les by­ differ­ent names, they­ all 
have identified similar­ tendencies in ter­ms of gender­ differ­ences in langu­age: women’s u­se of hedges 
and tag qu­estions, differ­ences in topics of the conver­sation and choice of lexicon, differ­ing message 
inter­pr­etation and a higher­ degr­ee of women’s politeness. 

Ke­ywords: Gender­ langu­age differ­ences, liter­ar­y­ discou­r­se analy­sis, E. Hemingway­’s fiction, 
lingu­istic str­ategies (hedges, qu­estion tags), dominance and power­lessness. 

Introduction
The stu­dy­ of langu­age and gender­ might 

seem as a nar­r­owly­ focu­sed field, bu­t actu­ally­ it is 
inter­disciplinar­y­. Within the discipline of lingu­istics, 
this ar­ticle shou­ld be r­efer­r­ed to as liter­ar­y­ discou­r­se 
analy­sis in E. Hemingway­’s shor­t stor­ies. Liter­ar­y­ 
discou­r­se analy­sis, in ou­r­ opinion, is the most 
impor­tant for­ u­s as if focu­ses not only­ on sou­nds, 
wor­ds or­ sentences, bu­t also aims at the analy­sis of 
connected langu­age bey­ond the sentence (Tannen, 
1994). Ou­r­ r­esear­ch addr­esses the inter­section of 
langu­age and social phenomena that is r­efer­r­ed to 
as a field of sociolingu­istics.  

Gender­ed langu­age in indu­str­ial societies 
was not taken as a ser­iou­s topic of stu­dy­ u­ntil the 
1960s, and did not explode as a su­bfield in its own 
r­ight u­ntil the pu­blication of Robin Lakoff’s book 
“Langu­age and Woman’s Place” in 1975. Lakoff’s 
book and her­ ar­ticle entitled “Woman’s Langu­age” 
have ser­ved as the basis for­ mu­ch r­esear­ch on the 
su­bject. 

Theor­ists in gender­ and langu­age r­esear­ch 
conclu­de that gender­ differ­ences cannot be 
discu­ssed simply­ in ter­ms of the differ­ent lingu­istic 

behaviou­r­ of male and female as gr­ou­ps (Mills, 
2000). The differ­ences mu­st be analy­sed in ter­ms of 
the var­iou­s str­ategies which women and men adopt 
in par­ticu­lar­ cir­cu­mstances and commu­nicative 
acts. This ar­ticle seeks to contr­ibu­te not only­ to the 
langu­age and gender­ liter­atu­r­e, bu­t also intends to 
be a contr­ibu­tion to the liter­atu­r­e of sociolingu­istic 
r­esear­ch. 

The­ me­thodologica­l con­side­ra­tion­s: 1. The 
theor­etical and methodological assu­mptions of 
the pr­esent r­esear­ch der­ive fr­om Lakoff’s (1975, 
1979, 1990) theor­ies focu­sing on the concept of 
commu­nicative sty­le and the notion that misu­n-
der­standings can ar­ise in conver­sation, both cr­oss-
cu­ltu­r­al and cr­oss-gender­, becau­se of sy­stematic 
differ­ences in commu­nicative sty­le. 2. The theor­y­ 
of Gu­mper­z (1982) that distingu­ishes a new 
method of gender­ and langu­age or­iented r­esear­ch: 
“inter­actional sociolingu­istics” which can be applied 
not only­ to the analy­sis of au­thentic conver­sational 
acts, bu­t also to dialogu­e inter­pr­etations selected 
fr­om liter­ar­y­ texts. 3. The hy­pothesis pr­oposed by­ 
Sapir­ (1931) and Whor­f (1956) that langu­age shapes 
the per­ception of r­eality­ as mu­ch as r­eality­ shapes 
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langu­age, and that langu­age constr­u­cts as well as 
r­eflects gender­-or­iented cu­ltu­r­e. In this r­esear­ch we 
su­ppor­t Sapir­ (1931) and Whor­f (1956) appr­oach 
that the sexist langu­age qu­estions seeming at fir­st 
to r­epr­esent a pr­actical agenda, is a point of entr­y­ 
into br­oader­ stu­dy­ of women and men as speaker­s, 
wr­iter­s, and bear­er­s of meaning within society­ and 
cu­ltu­r­e.

The­ n­ove­lty of the­ re­se­a­rch: the u­se of fictional 
dialogu­e for­ lingu­istic and liter­ar­y­ discou­r­se analy­sis 
is a r­elatively­ u­nu­su­al pr­actice for­ contempor­ar­y­ 
lingu­istics and sociolingu­istics.

The­ hypothe­tica­l que­stion­s of the­ re­se­a­rch: 
1.  Lingu­istic analy­sis of an extended segment 

of fictional discou­r­se can shed light on how 
ster­eoty­pically­ female and male sty­les can 
oper­ate in inter­action with each other­.

2. The examination of the lingu­istic for­ms 
employ­ed by­ female and male in inter­active 
discou­r­se is a fr­u­itfu­l site for­ r­esear­ching su­ch 
dimensions as dominance and power­lessness 
while r­eflecting cer­tain socio-cu­ltu­r­al contexts. 
The­ a­im of the­ a­rticle­ is to examine diffe-

r­ences between the speech of women and men in 
Hemingway­’s fiction and to ty­pify­ the lingu­istic 
str­ategies r­epr­esenting female and male dominance 
or­ power­lessness in differ­ent social contexts.

In or­der­ to achieve the aim the following 
obje­ctive­s have been set:
1. To pr­esent attitu­des of var­iou­s scholar­s towar­ds 

gender­ differ­ences in commu­nication pr­ocess.                     
2. To r­eveal how gender­ differ­ences in commu­ni-

cative competence ar­e r­epr­esented in Heming-
way­’s fiction.
The­ re­se­a­rch me­thods u­sed in the wor­k ar­e: 

1. Theor­etical liter­atu­r­e analy­sis method helped to 
pr­esent theor­etical backgr­ou­nd.

2. Contr­astive method was u­sed to identify­ and 
inter­pr­et similar­ities and differ­ences acr­oss 
gender­ and langu­age u­se. 

3. Lingu­istic text analy­sis helped to identify­ and 
ty­pify­ female and male inter­actional patter­ns in 
the aspect of dominance and power­lessness.

4. Liter­ar­y­ discou­r­se analy­sis ser­ved as the basis 
for­ r­esear­ch conclu­sion making.  
The­ subje­ct of the­ re­se­a­rch: for­ the pu­r­pose 

of the r­esear­ch 32 examples of the conver­sations 
have been picked ou­t fr­om “The Complete Shor­t 
Stor­ies of Er­nest Hemingway­” (The Finca Vigia 
Edition 1998).

The­ re­le­va­n­ce­ of the­ re­se­a­rch. Differ­ent 
aspects of gender­ differ­ences in commu­nicative 
competence have been widely­ analy­zed by­ many­ 
scholar­s su­ch as Bischoping K. (1993), Camer­on 

D. (1992), Coates J. (1998), Githens S. (1991), 
Holmes, J. (1984, 1992, 1998), Ku­nsmann P. (2001), 
Lakoff, R. (1975), Mills, S. (2000), Tannen, D. 
(1990, 1993, 1994, 1995), Tr­u­dgill, P. (1972, 1978, 
1983) as well as Lithu­anian scholar­s G. Čepaitienė 
& D.Steigvilaitė-Ur­bietienė (2004), D. Masaitienė 
(2002) etc.

The­ore­tica­l Approa­che­s towa­rds Ge­n­de­r La­n­-
gua­ge­ Diffe­re­n­ce­s

This par­t of the ar­ticle addr­esses some of the 
r­esear­ch methods, tr­ends, and findings concer­ning 
var­iation in langu­age and gender­. We aim to pr­esent 
an over­view of langu­age differ­ences r­efer­r­ed 
to women and men on gender­ differ­ences in 
conver­sational discou­r­se. 

Accor­ding to Lakoff (1975), the differ­ential 
u­se of langu­age has to be explained in lar­ge par­t 
on the basis of women’s su­bor­dinate social statu­s 
and the r­esu­lting social insecu­r­ity­, i.e. the sty­le of 
langu­age ser­ves to maintain women’s infer­ior­ r­ole 
in society­.

As r­efer­r­ed to Gr­addol & Joan Swann (1989), 
Mar­tin (1954:58) su­ggested that “<…> women, it 
seems, ar­e consider­ably­ mor­e disposed than men 
to u­pgr­ade themselves into the middle-class and 
less likely­ to allocate themselves to the wor­king-
class <…> a finding which confir­ms the common 
obser­vation that statu­s consciou­sness is mor­e 
pr­onou­nced among women”. Accor­dingly­, women 
wer­e fou­nd to be closer­ to a pr­estige nor­m (i.e. RP: 
r­eceived pr­onu­nciation) than men. 

As Tr­u­dgill (1972) su­ggests, women may­ 
be mor­e ‘­statu­s-consciou­s’ becau­se they­ ar­e 
less secu­r­e and have less well developed social 
networ­ks than men. Another­ impor­tant factor­ in 
this differ­ential u­sage is that wor­king-class speech 
has connotations of ‘­mascu­linity­’ and women 
often want to disassociate themselves fr­om it, for­ 
that r­eason pr­efer­r­ing ty­pes of speech which ar­e 
r­egar­ded as mor­e r­efined. 

Tannen (1990) ar­gu­ed that gender­ differ­ences 
ar­e par­allel to cr­oss-cu­ltu­r­al differ­ences. She 
claimed that when inter­pr­eting the cu­ltu­r­al 
infor­mation encoded by­ langu­age, women and men 
r­ely­ on differ­ent su­bcu­ltu­r­al nor­ms. Male su­bcu­ltu­r­e 
u­ses langu­age to bu­ild hier­ar­chical r­elationships, 
while female su­bcu­ltu­r­e u­ses langu­age to bu­ild 
equ­al r­elationships. In other­ wor­ds, Tannen (1990) 
maintained that differ­ences in langu­age between 
women and men r­esu­lt fr­om a misu­nder­standing 
of the intent of the other­ sex, and not fr­om the 
dominant position of men in society­. 

As pointed ou­t by­ Ku­nsmann (2001), the 
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par­ticipants in a conver­sation u­se many­ str­ategies 
to achieve their­ conver­sational goals. One of these 
goals may­ be to dominate other­ par­ticipants of the 
speech situ­ation. Ku­nsmann (2001) points ou­t that 
per­sonality­ differ­ences will have to be consider­ed 
as well. Individu­al su­bjects will r­eact differ­ently­ in 
par­ticu­lar­ situ­ations. In addition, femaleness and 
maleness ar­e not discr­ete categor­ies.

Accor­ding to Tannen (1995, p. 138), “Commu­-
nication is not as simple as say­ing what y­ou­ mean. 
How y­ou­ say­ what y­ou­ mean is cr­u­cial, and differ­s 
fr­om one per­son to the next, becau­se u­sing langu­age 
is a lear­ned behaviou­r­: How we talk and listen is 
deeply­ influ­enced by­ cu­ltu­r­al exper­ience”. Women 

and men ar­e like people who have gr­own u­p in two 
su­bcu­ltu­r­es - they­ have two br­oad differ­ent sty­les of 
speaking showing their­ social statu­s.It is gener­ally­ 
accepted that men and women do not u­se and 
inter­pr­et langu­age in the same way­.  

As it was mentioned above, Lakoff (1975) was 
one of the fir­st lingu­ists who pr­oposed that women’s 
speech sty­le is a power­less sty­le. She intr­odu­ced 
the ter­m “women’s langu­age” which implies that 
women and men speak differ­ent langu­ages. In the 
r­elated ar­ticle, “Woman’s Langu­age”, she pu­blished 
a set of basic pr­esu­mptions abou­t what mar­ks ou­t 
the langu­age of women.

Table 1 
R. La­koff’s ba­sic pre­sumption­s a­bout the­ wome­n­’s la­n­gua­ge­

Pre­sumption­s Expla­n­a­tion­s

He­dge­: u­sing phr­ases like “so­rt o­f”, “kin­d o­f”, “it seems like”, and so 
on. 

Use­ (supe­r) polite­ forms: “Wo­uld yo­u min­d...”, “I’d­ appr­e­c­iate­ it if...”, “...if y­ou d­on’t 
min­d”. 

Use­ ta­g que­stion­s: “You’r­e­ going to d­inne­r­, ar­e­n’t y­ou?” 

Spe­a­k in­ ita­lics: intonational emphasis equ­al to u­nder­lining wor­ds - so, very, 
quite.

Use­ e­mpty a­dje­ctive­s: divin­e, lo­vely, ado­rable, and so on.
Use­ hype­r-corre­ct gra­mma­r a­n­d pron­un­cia­tion­: English pr­estige gr­ammar­ and clear­ enu­nciation. 
Use­ dire­ct quota­tion­: men par­aphr­ase mor­e often. 

Ha­ve­ a­ spe­cia­l le­xicon­: women u­se mor­e wor­ds for­ things like colou­r­s, men for­ 
spor­ts. 

As Lakoff (1975) claimed, the differ­ential 
u­se of langu­age can be explained not only­ on the 
basis of women’s su­bor­dinate social statu­s and the 
r­esu­lting social insecu­r­ity­, bu­t also on the liter­ar­y­ 
wor­k au­thor­’s ster­eoty­pical attitu­de towar­d female 
and male and on the lingu­istic for­ms intentionally­ 
pu­t into the speeches of conver­sational par­tner­s. We 
cannot claim that constr­u­cted dialogu­e r­epr­esents 
a r­eality­ lacking elements, bu­t r­ather­ that au­thor­ 
cr­eated dialogu­es r­eveal an inter­nalised model of a 
conver­sation female and male have to access to. 

Use­ of Ta­g Que­stion­s a­n­d He­dge­s
It is gener­ally­ accepted in sociolingu­istic liter­atu­r­e 

the men and women differ­ in their­ u­se of qu­estions in 
conver­sations. 

As Lakoff (1975) r­emar­ked, in cer­tain contexts, 
women u­se qu­estion tags mor­e often than men do. 
Lakoff (1975, p. 16) descr­ibes the tag qu­estion as a 
“<…> declar­ative statement withou­t the assu­mption 
that the statement is to be believed by­ the addr­essee: 
one has an ou­t, as with qu­estions”. The tag gives the 

addr­essee leeway­, not for­cing them to go along the 
views of the speaker­. However­, fu­r­ther­ r­esear­ch on 
the issu­e of whether­ men or­ women do u­se mor­e tag 
qu­estions has pr­odu­ced contr­adictor­y­ r­esu­lts, with 
some r­esear­cher­s finding that women u­se mor­e tag 
qu­estions (Case, 1988), other­ r­esear­cher­s finding that 
men u­se mor­e tag qu­estions (Du­bois and Cr­ou­ch, 
1975; Lapadat and Seesahai, 1977), and other­s 
finding that ther­e is, in fact, no differ­ence between the 
sexes on how many­ tag qu­estions they­ ask (Bau­mann, 
1976).

It shou­ld be noted that the tag qu­estions cou­ld 
also fu­nction as expr­essions of politeness, as hedging 
and boosting devices or­ commu­nication facilitator­s. 
For­ the differ­ent fu­nctions of the tag qu­estion, 
Holmes (1992, p. 319) accou­nted that men u­se tag 
qu­estions mor­e often to expr­ess u­ncer­tainty­ while 
women u­se them lar­gely­ to ease commu­nication. 

Coates and Camer­on (1988) defined two 
fu­nctions of tags: an affective fu­nction for­ tags 
which ar­e dir­ected towar­d the addr­essee and signal 
solidar­ity­ and a modal fu­nction. In the case of the 
latter­ fu­nction tags ar­e speaker­ or­iented and indicate 
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a r­equ­est for­ infor­mation or­ a confir­mation of the 
infor­mation. Accor­ding to Coates and Camer­on’s 
(1988) stu­dy­, men u­se mor­e modal tags while 
women u­se mor­e affective tags.

As Lakoff (1975) noted, women tend to u­se 
intonation of a qu­estion when making a declar­ative 
statement as well as a declar­ative answer­ to a 
qu­estion, having the r­ising inflection ty­pical of 
a y­es-no qu­estion, as well as being especially­ 
indecisive. The effect is as thou­gh one wer­e 
seeking confir­mation, thou­gh at the same time the 
speaker­ may­ be the only­ one who has the r­equ­isite 
infor­mation.

E.g.: (A) “Whe­n will d­inne­r­ be­ r­e­ad­y­?” (B) 
“Oh.., ar­ound­ s­ix o’c­loc­k..?” as thou­gh (B) wer­e 
say­ing “Six o’c­loc­k, if that’s­ OK with y­ou, if  y­ou 
agree”.

As Lakoff (1975) obser­ved, he­dge­s or 
discla­ime­rs consider­ed a char­acter­istic of female 
langu­age mainly­. Phr­ases like “s­or­t of”, “kind­ of”, 
“It seems like” or “I c­ould­ be­ mis­take­n, but ...” 
demonstr­ate the speaker­’s insecu­r­ity­, power­lessness, 
and u­nwillingness to expr­ess her­ opinion or­ avoid 
making explicit statements. Fu­r­ther­mor­e, she claims, 
a hedge is u­sed when the speaker­ is stating a claim, 
bu­t lacks fu­ll confidence in the tr­u­th of that claim 
and ther­efor­e tr­ies to avoid a str­ong statement.

 Coates (1996, p. 152-173) names sever­al 
wor­ds and phr­ases, su­ch as “I me­an”, “y­ou know”, 
“s­or­t of”,  “maybe”, “may­” and “might”  which 
can act as hedging devices. 

 Holmes inclu­des pau­ses and hesitations like 
…eehm… and … eeh … in the categor­y­ of hedges 
since they­ “<…> can be u­sed to expr­ess a speaker­’s 
r­elu­ctance to impose” (Holmes 1995, p. 75). Other­ 
differ­ences in the u­se of hedging devices between 
men and women fou­nd by­ Holmes involved the u­se 
of the lexical items “y­ou know”, “I thin­k” and “so­rt 
o­f”. As Holmes (1995) claimed, women tend to u­se 
the solidar­ity­ mar­ker­ “y­ou know” (which is u­sed most 
often between people who know each other­ well as 
it emphasises shar­ed knowledge) as an addr­essee 
or­iented positive politeness device when it pr­otects 
the speaker­’s positive face needs. Wher­eas, men u­se 
“y­ou know” mor­e in its r­efer­ential meaning when it 
r­efer­s to pr­esu­ppose shar­ing knowledge or­ acts as a 
hedge on the validity­ of a su­pposition.

In conclu­sion, both men and women u­se the 
tag qu­estions. Women u­se mor­e affective tags 
while men pr­efer­ modal ones. Women u­se hedges 
to expr­ess power­lessness, u­ncer­tainty­ or­ insecu­r­ity­, 
and u­nwillingness to expr­ess her­ opinion or­ avoid 
making explicit statements. Wher­eas, male speaker­s 
u­se hedging devices most fr­equ­ently­ for­ ver­y­ 

concr­ete fu­nctions. They­ u­su­ally­ want to keep the 
floor­ for­ them, to str­engthen the u­tter­ed pr­opositions 
and to lead the discu­ssion. 

However­, it shou­ld be added that gender­ 
differ­ences in the fr­equ­ency­ of u­sage of tag qu­estions 
depend on the content of the conver­sation, the 
situ­ational contexts, and the r­oles of par­ticipants. 

Ther­efor­e, in the following section, ou­r­ analy­sis 
will be focu­sed on the gender­ differ­ences of the 
topic of conver­sation and choice of vocabu­lar­y­.

Re­pre­se­n­ta­tion­ of ge­n­de­r diffe­re­n­ce­s in­ la­n­gua­ge­ 
use­d in­ fi­ction­
Me­thodology of the­ re­se­a­rch 

In this par­t of the paper­, we will pr­ovide the 
discou­r­se and lingu­istic analy­sis of women’s and 
men’s u­se of langu­age as r­epr­esented in fiction with 
the focu­s on dialogu­es in Hemingway­’s shor­t stor­ies. 
Theor­etical fr­amewor­k behind the r­esear­ch wor­k is 
the sociolingu­istic theor­y­ of differ­ent appr­oach to 
gender­ differ­ences in commu­nicative competence. 
Accor­ding to Tannen (1994) the qu­estion of 
ar­tistic ver­isimilitu­de or­ the r­elationship between 
the r­epr­esentations of r­eality­ is one of the most 
intr­igu­ing issu­es in the theor­y­ of commu­nicative 
competence. For­ a long time lingu­ists wer­e isolated 
fr­om this ar­ea of philosophical specu­lation becau­se 
it seemed ir­r­elevant to the pr­eviou­s inter­ests of 
r­esear­ch methodology­. Tannen (1994) claims that 
“constr­u­cted dialogu­e r­epr­esents a r­eality­ lacking 
in tr­anscr­ipts, bu­t r­ather­ that ar­tificial dialogu­e may­ 
r­epr­esent an inter­nalized schema for­ the pr­odu­ction 
of conver­sation. If, then, we ar­e inter­ested in 
discover­ing the ideal model of conver­sational 
str­ategy­, ther­e is mu­ch to be gained by­ looking at 
ar­tificial conver­sation fir­st, to see what these gener­al 
assu­mptions ar­e”. Liter­ar­y­ data in this r­esear­ch will 
help u­s to identify­ a differ­ent level of validity­ of 
r­epr­esented r­eality­.

The cor­pu­s analy­sed has been r­estr­icted to the 
following shor­t stor­ies:

(I) “The­ Shor­t Happy­ Life­ of Fr­anc­is­ 
Mac­ombe­r­” by­ Er­nest Hemingway­ (r­efer­r­ed to as 
H: I, in the examples pr­ovided);

(II) “The­ Snows­ of Kilimanjar­o” by­ Er­nest 
Hemingway­ (r­efer­r­ed to as H: II, in the examples 
pr­ovided);

(III) “Hills­ like­ White­ Ele­phants­” by­ Er­nest 
Hemingway­ (r­efer­r­ed to as H: III in the examples 
pr­ovided);

(IV) “The­ Kille­r­s­” by­ Er­nest Hemingway­ 
(r­efer­r­ed to as H: IV in the examples pr­ovided);

(V) “The­ Doc­tor­ and­ his­ Wife­” (r­efer­r­ed to as 
H: V in the examples pr­ovided);
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The above stor­ies wer­e chosen for­ the stu­dy­ 
as they­ contain a consider­able amou­nt of spoken 
langu­age patter­ns in the for­m of dialogu­e with both 
men and women par­ticipating in the conver­sation. 
E. Hemingway­’s shor­t stor­ies wer­e chosen for­ the 
following r­easons: 1) many­ cr­itics have accu­sed E. 
Hemingway­ of being antagonistic towar­d women 
and knowing nothing abou­t them; 2) the her­oines of 
his shor­t stor­ies ar­e su­bmissive or­/and manipu­lative, 
and seldom ar­e r­evealed as r­ealistic char­acter­s; 
3) y­et, in his per­sonal life E. Hemingway­ alway­s 
admir­ed bold, r­esou­r­cefu­l, imaginative women who 
car­ed deeply­ for­ him and in most instances dedicated 
themselves to cr­eating the kind of envir­onment 
he needed and demanded. Thu­s, E. Hemingway­’s 
fiction and the stu­dy­ of women’s conver­sational 
discou­r­se in his shor­t stor­ies deser­ve a mor­e pr­ecise 
examination.

Ou­r­ stu­dy­ will be based on the theor­y­ of 
commu­nicative competence (Tannen, 1994), 
lingu­istic pr­esu­mptions on women’s langu­age 
Lakoff, 1975), and on lingu­istic text analy­sis. Du­e to 
the limitations of the paper­, we will give an accou­nt 
only­ of some differ­ences in langu­age u­se by­ women 
and men, inclu­ding the u­sage of tag qu­estions and 
hedges. 

We will ou­tline the r­epr­esentation of gender­ 
differ­ences in fiction, dr­awing on the examples 
fr­om dialogu­es in Hemingway­’s shor­t stor­ies. We 
su­ggest that gender­ differ­ences shou­ld be r­eflected 
in fiction as fiction wr­iter­s aim to r­epr­esent the 
existing r­eality­ to make the piece of wr­iting r­ealistic 
and believable while depicting female and male. 
The wr­iter­s in fiction u­se speech char­acter­istics that 
people most often associate with either­ women or­ 
men to convey­ char­acter­ or­ to r­eveal specific socio-
cu­ltu­r­al context.

Empirica­l fi­n­din­gs
As it has been mentioned above, the stu­dy­ of 

liter­atu­r­e in the field of langu­age-gender­ differ­ences 
has su­ggested that women u­se tag qu­estions and 
hedges as conver­sational str­ategies. In the cor­pu­s, 
we fou­nd qu­ite a nu­mber­ of examples illu­str­ating 
these str­ategies:

(1) Woman: “The­y­’r­e­ the­ big c­owy­ things­ that 
jump like­ har­e­s­, ar­e­n’t the­y­?”

Man: “I s­uppos­e­ that d­e­s­c­r­ibe­s­ the­m.”
Man: “It’s very go­o­d meat.”
Woman: “Did­ y­ou s­hoot it, Fr­anc­is­?”
Woman: “The­y­ ar­e­ not d­ange­r­ous­, ar­e­ the­y­?” 

(H: I; p.9)
(2) Woman: “You ar­e­ not afr­aid­, ar­e­ y­ou?”
Man: “Of c­our­s­e­ not.”<…>. (H: I; p. 12)

(3) Woman (to a man): “Yo­u do­n­’t have to­ 
destro­y me. Do­ yo­u?” <…> “You would­n’t

want to d­e­s­tr­oy­ me­ again, would­ y­ou?” (H: II; 
p. 47) 

(4) Woman: “Yo­u didn­’t say an­ythin­g to­ Bo­ulto­n­ 
to ange­r­ him, d­id­ y­ou?”

Man: “No,” <…>. (H: V; p. 75)
(5) Man: “How d­o y­ou me­an?”
Woman: “Be­c­aus­e­ s­he­ mus­t have­ love­d­ y­ou,” 

<…>. “Cand­id­ly­, now, d­id­n’t s­he­?” (H: I; p. 16)
(6) Woman (to a man): “I s­aw in the­ pape­r­ a 

fe­w d­ay­s­ ago,” <…>, “that the­r­e­ had­ be­e­n s­e­ve­r­al 
loc­al appointme­nts­ to the­ Railway­ Mail. You pas­s­e­d­ 
fir­s­t, d­id­n’t y­ou?” (H: I; p. 26)

The inter­pr­etation of the above-mentioned 
examples allows u­s to make claim that the female 
speaker­s feel anxiety­ and hesitation in differ­ent 
social situ­ations. They­ feel power­less and need 
men’s su­ppor­t. Male speaker­s ar­e pr­esented as a 
contr­ast: their­ statements ar­e abr­u­pt, confident, and 
dominant. 

The cor­pu­s also pr­ovided nu­mer­ou­s examples 
of tag qu­estions pr­odu­ced by­ men, which ser­ve as 
a per­fect evidence to the stu­dy­ by­ Holmes (1992) 
claiming that men pr­odu­ce mor­e tag qu­estions than 
women do:

(7) Man: “He­ c­ome­s­ he­r­e­ to e­at e­ve­r­y­ night, 
do­n­’t he?”

Man: “Some­time­s­ he­ c­ome­s­ he­r­e­.”
Man: “He­ c­ome­s­ he­r­e­ at s­ix o ‘c­loc­k, d­on’t 

he?” (H: IV; p. 18)
(8) Man: “How muc­h would­ that be­?”
 Man: “Le­mme­ s­e­e­. Six pe­r­ c­e­nt – s­ix time­s­ 

s­e­ve­n – four­ hund­r­e­d­ an’ twe­nty­.”
 Man: “That would­ be­ thir­ty­­five­ d­ollar­s­ a 

month, would­n’t it?” (H: I; p. 22)
(9) Man (to a man):  “It’s­ a be­auty­, ain’t it?” 

<…> “I d­id­n’t know I was­ talkin’ out loud­.” (H: I; 
p. 26)

The above examples shou­ld be analy­zed with 
r­efer­ence to the modal fu­nction of tag qu­estions, 
which shows that the tags ar­e speaker­-or­iented 
and show a r­equ­est for­ additional infor­mation or­ a 
confir­mation of the infor­mation.

The following examples explain the u­sage of 
tag qu­estions by­ male char­acter­s as an indu­cement.

(10) Man (to a woman) : <…>. “Or­ y­ou c­an 
s­hoot me­. You’r­e­ a good­ s­hot now. I taught y­ou to 
sho­o­t didn­’t I?” (H: II; p. 39)

(11) Man: “You’r­e­ a pr­e­tty­ br­ight boy­, ar­e­n’t 
yo­u?”

Man: “Sur­e­.”
Man: “We­ll, y­ou’r­e­ not. Is­ he­, Al?” (H: IV; 

p. 16)
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The following examples illu­str­ate the u­sage 
of tag qu­estions by­ male speaker­s to expr­ess 
u­ncer­tainty­, bu­t the social context in which 
male expr­ess hesitation is pr­esented in socially­ 
advantaged or­ hazar­dou­s situ­ations, like hu­nting, 
fishing, dr­inking.

(12) Man: “May­be­ I c­an fix it up on buffalo, 
<…>.” “We­’r­e­ afte­r­ the­m ne­xt, ar­e­n’t we­?”

Man: “In the­ mor­ning if y­ou like­.” (H: I; p. 8)
(13) Man: “He­r­e­’s­ the­ lunc­h,” <…> “You’r­e­ 

ve­r­y­ me­r­r­y­, ar­e­n’t y­ou?”
 Woman: “Why­ not?  I d­id­n’t c­ome­ out he­r­e­ to 

be dull an­d so­ber” (H: I; p. 9)
(14) Man (to a woman): “He­ is­ good­ lion, is­n’t 

he?” (H: I; p. 10)
(15) Man (to a woman): “Yo­u do­n­’t thin­k I’m 

play­in’ the­ fool, d­o y­ou?” he­ d­e­mand­e­d­ abr­uptly­. 
(H: I; p. 53)

Su­mmar­ising we assu­me that men in E. 
Hemingway­’s fiction  u­se tag qu­estions mor­e often 
asking for­ infor­mation, confir­mation and sometimes 
to expr­ess hesitation,  while women u­se them lar­gely­ 
to ease commu­nication, to show that they­ agr­ee with 
men’s opinion in avoidance of conflict, admitting 
male dominance in differ­ent socio-cu­ltu­r­al contexts. 
Thu­s, the hy­pothesis that lingu­istic analy­sis of an 
extended segment of fictional discou­r­se can shed 
light on how ster­eoty­pically­ female and male sty­les 
can oper­ate in inter­action with each other­ was 
gr­ou­nded.

He­dge­s ar­e ty­pically­ ascr­ibed to female and 
ar­e inter­pr­eted as indications of the speaker­’s 
u­nwillingness to make a str­ong statement and to 
expr­ess per­sonal views.

(16) Man: “Whe­r­e­ d­id­ we­ s­tay­ in Par­is­?”
Woman: “At the­ Cr­illon, I be­lie­ve­. You know 

that. <…> “Yo­u said yo­u lo­ved it there.” 
(H: II; p. 43)
(17) Man: “And­ y­ou? Whe­n d­id­ y­ou fir­s­t 

know?”
Woman: “Oh, I kne­w it all the­ time­, almos­t, 

fr­om the­ fir­s­t.”
Man: “And­ I have­ be­e­n as­ blind­ as­ a bat!” 

<…> “I ne­ve­r­ d­r­e­ame­d­ it until jus­t how, whe­n I­­
whe­n I kis­s­e­d­ y­ou.”

Woman: “I d­id­n’t me­an that.” <…> “I me­ant I 
kne­w y­ou love­d­ almos­t fr­om the­ fir­s­t.” 

(H: I; p. 25)  
(18) Woman: “What has hap­p­en­ed?”
Woman “You know?”
Woman: “In the­ name­ of good­ne­s­s­, c­hild­, what 

ar­e­ y­ou babbling about?” <> “I d­on’t think I know 
what happe­ne­d­, afte­r­ all. What d­id­ happe­n?” (H: 
I; p. 19)  

The examples above su­ppor­t Lakoff’s (1975) 
obser­vations, that hedges or­ declaimer­s demonstr­ate 
female’s insecu­r­ity­, u­nwillingness to expr­ess her­ 
opinion or­ avoid explicit statements as well as 
pr­ovide a per­fect illu­str­ation for­ Holmes’s (1995) 
theor­etical claims that lexical items like “y­ou­ 
know” ser­ve as female’s solidar­ity­ or­ power­lessness 
mar­ker­s which ar­e u­sed between well known per­sons 
and emphasise the addr­essee-or­iented politeness. 

The following examples illu­str­ate the u­sage 
of hedges by­ a female to expr­ess her­ per­sonal 
views. The u­sage of lexical items like: “y­ou­ know”, 
“shou­ldn’t”, “actu­ally­ think” su­ppor­t Holmes’s 
(1995) assu­mption that the conver­sational par­tner­s 
know each other­ well and lay­ emphasis on gener­al 
tr­u­ths or­ commonly­ shar­ed beliefs. In the instances 
below the hedges signal modal fu­nction of r­equ­est 
and employ­ the fu­nction of cer­tainty­.

(19) Man: “What abo­ut a drin­k”
Woman: “It’s sup­p­o­sed to­ be bad fo­r yo­u. It 

s­aid­ in Blac­k’s­ to avoid­ all alc­ohol. You           
sho­uldn­’t drin­k.”

Woman (to a man): “You s­hould­n’t, <…>. It 
s­ay­s­ it’s­ bad­ for­ y­ou. I know it’s­ bad­ for­ y­ou.” (H: 
II; p. 40)

(20) Woman (to a man): “You know, it is­ r­e­ally­ 
not for­ my­ s­ake­, Mar­tin, but for­ y­our­ own.” (H: I; 
p. 14)  

(21) Woman (to a man): “I ac­tually­ think y­ou 
are jealo­us” (H: I; p. 26) 

(22) Woman (to a man): “You s­moke­ mor­e­ than 
e­nough as­ it is­, and­ the­ br­and­ of tobac­c­o will make­ 
no d­iffe­r­e­nc­e­. It is­ the­ s­moking its­e­lf that is­ not 
nic­e­, no matte­r­ what the­ br­and­ may­ be­. You ar­e­ a 
c­himne­y­, a living volc­ano, a pe­r­ambulating s­moke­­
s­tac­k, and­ y­ou ar­e­ a pe­r­fe­c­t d­is­gr­ac­e­, Mar­tin d­e­ar­, 
y­ou know y­ou ar­e­.” (H: I; p. 33)

(23) Woman (to a woman): “Have­ y­ou thought 
about him? He­ is­ s­o ine­ligible­ in e­ve­r­y­ way­, y­ou 
know, and­ s­uppos­e­ he­ s­hould­ c­ome­ to love­ y­ou?” 
(H: I; p. 24)  

As Holmes (1986) claimed, men u­se ‘­you 
know’ mor­e in its r­efer­ential meaning when it r­efer­s 
to pr­esu­ppose shar­ing knowledge or­ acts as a hedge 
on the validity­ of a su­pposition. 

(24) Man: “I’m walking­ e­xe­r­c­is­e­, you know.” 
(H: I; p. 36)  

(25) Man (to a man): “Makin’ d­ate­s­ outs­id­e­, 
e­h?” <...> “You know what that me­ans­. You’ll 
be­ing the­ polic­e­ c­our­t y­e­t.” (H: I; p. 30)  

(26) Man (to a man): “This­ is­ too muc­h all at 
onc­e­ for­ y­our­s­ tr­uly­. Give­ me­ a c­hanc­e­ to ge­t my­ 
ne­r­ve­. You know I d­id­n’t want to c­ome­, an’ I gue­s­s­ 
yo­ur fam’ly ain­’t han­kerin­’ to­ see me n­either.” (H: 
I; p.7)    
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Accor­ding to Coates (1996), phr­ases like 
‘­I mean­’, ‘­I thin­k’, ‘­I assume’, ‘­I guess’, ‘­so­rt 
of’, ‘kind­ of’, and adver­bials su­ch as ‘­maybe’, 
‘­p­ro­bably’, ‘­relatively’, ‘­gen­erally’, ‘­really’ act as 
hedging devices ar­e mor­e commonly­ exploited by­ 
female. They­ expr­ess u­ncer­tainty­, insecu­r­ity­ and 
willingness to ease commu­nication as well as to 
admit the male’s dominance.  

(27) Man: “When­ is he go­in­’ to­ sea again­?”
Woman: “When­ his p­ay-day’s sp­en­t, I guess,” 

s­he­ ans­we­r­e­d­. (H: I; p. 30)  
(28) Woman: “And­ the­n, maybe, he­’ll invite­ 

me to­ din­n­er again­.” (H: I; p. 12) 
(29) Woman: “That’s­ far­­fe­tc­he­d­, I am afraid.”  

(H: I; p. 19)  
The following examples illu­str­ate the u­sage of 

hedges by­ both men and women to expr­ess confidence 
thr­ou­gh explicit and confident statements. 

(30) Man: “It’s­ really an awfully­ s­imple­ 
ope­r­ation, Jig,” the­ man s­aid­. “It’s­ not really an­ 
o­p­eratio­n­ at all.” (H: III; p. 22)

(31) Woman: “De­ar­, I d­on’t think, I really do­n­’t 
think that any­one­ would­ really do­ a  thin­g like 
that.”

Man: “No?”
(32) Woman: “No. I c­an’t really believe that 

any­one­ would­ d­o a thing of that s­or­t inte­ntionally­.”  
(H: V; p. 45) 

In su­mmar­y­, women’s speech is often descr­ibed 
as ‘­tentative’ and this asser­tion is linked to the claim 
of Lakoff (1975) that women u­se mor­e hedges. 

E. Hemingway­ employ­s lingu­istic str­ategies 
of tag qu­estions and hedges assu­ming that the 
statements made by­ female give leeway­ to the male 
addr­essees not for­cing them to follow the views of the 
female speaker­s. Only­ six instances fr­om the cor­pu­s 
of r­esear­ch ascr­ibe the qu­alities of decisiveness and 
for­mal r­equ­est. The r­est of the accu­mu­lated cor­pu­s, 
in the name of E. Hemingway­, wor­ship mascu­linity­ 
depicting male as sear­cher­s for­ infor­mation, seeker­s 
for­ dominance and contr­oller­s of the conver­sation. 
The her­oines of E. Hemingway­’s shor­t stor­ies 
r­emain amor­phou­s, polite, insecu­r­e, power­less 
and r­epr­esenting accommodative conver­sational 
manner­.  

Con­clusion­s
•	 The hy­pothesis that lingu­istic analy­sis of an 

extended segment of fictional discou­r­se can shed 
light on how ster­eoty­pically­ female and male 
sty­les can oper­ate in inter­action with each other­ 
has pr­oved itself. The qu­estion whether­ gender­ 
or­ statu­s and power­ is the motivating for­ce for­ 
conver­sational behaviou­r­ has been r­esolved in 

favou­r­ of statu­s and power­ in liter­atu­r­e. Ou­r­ 
stu­dy­ has pr­oved that in mixed talks men tend 
to be ster­eoty­pically­ dominant over­ women.

•	 The examination of the lingu­istic for­ms 
employ­ed by­ female and male in inter­active 
discou­r­se was a fr­u­itfu­l site for­ r­esear­ching su­ch 
dimensions as dominance and power­lessness 
while r­eflecting socio-cu­ltu­r­al contexts in 
which the her­oes of E. Hemingway­’s shor­t 
stor­ies act.  E. Hemingway­ employ­s lingu­istic 
str­ategies of tag qu­estions and hedges assu­ming 
that the statements made by­ female give leeway­ 
to the male addr­essees not for­cing them to 
follow the views of the female speaker­s. Only­ 
six instances fr­om the cor­pu­s of the r­esear­ch 
ascr­ibe the qu­alities of decisiveness and for­mal 
r­equ­est to female. The r­est of the accu­mu­lated 
cor­pu­s, in the name of E. Hemingway­, wor­ship 
mascu­linity­ depicting male as sear­cher­s or­ 
seeker­s for­ infor­mation, and contr­oller­s of the 
conver­sation. The her­oines of E. Hemingway­’s 
shor­t stor­ies r­emain amor­phou­s, polite, insecu­r­e, 
power­less and r­epr­esenting accommodative 
conver­sational manner­. 

•	 The r­esear­ch has shown that male u­se tag 
qu­estions appr­oximately­ mor­e often than 
female do. The r­esear­ch has shown that the 
u­sage of tag qu­estions by­ male is coincident 
with sociolingu­istic theor­ies which claim that 
men u­se tags sear­ching for­ confir­mation of their­ 
viewpoint contest-based social situ­ations like 
fishing, hu­nting, and spor­t.

•	 In the cor­pu­s u­nder­ the investigation, we fou­nd 
that female u­se hedges mor­e often than men do. 
This r­eveals the attitu­de of the 20th centu­r­y­ male 
wr­iter­’s attitu­de towar­ds female her­oines, i.e. 
women ar­e of lower­ social statu­s and, thu­s, need 
su­ppor­t and acceptance of men. 

•	 Gender­ differ­ences in langu­age occu­r­ becau­se 
of statu­s-consciou­s society­, cr­oss-cu­ltu­r­al 
differ­ences, misu­nder­standings of the intent of 
the other­ sex, dominant r­ole of men position 
in society­, and on differ­ent lingu­istic str­ategies 
acqu­ir­ed by­ female and male su­bcu­ltu­r­es in 
cu­ltu­r­e and social or­ganization. E. Hemingway­’s 
fiction ser­ves as a per­fect example of ar­tificially­ 
cr­eated conver­sational acts between female 
and male that r­eflect socio-cu­ltu­r­al context of 
the 20th centu­r­y­ Amer­ican society­ wher­e men’s 
dominance and female’s power­lessness ar­e 
ster­eoty­pically­ common. 
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LYČIŲ SKIRTUMŲ RAIŠKA E. HEMINGWAY’AUS MENINIUOSE TEKSTUOSE

Reda Baranauskienė, Vilija Adminienė

Sa­n­tra­uka­

Iš pir­mo žvilgsnio ly­ties ir­ kalbos r­y­šy­s gali pasir­ody­ti esąs r­ibotas ty­r­imo objektas, tačiau­ tai tar­pdisciplininis 
sociologijos, edu­kologijos, antr­opologijos, psichologijos, liter­atū­r­os ir­ ly­ties stu­dijų ty­r­imo objektas. Ly­ties ir­ kalbos 
santy­kis lingivstikoje, pasak Tannen (1994), glau­džiai siejasi su­ disku­r­so analize. Dau­gely­je šiu­olaikinių lingvistinių 
ty­r­inėjimų per­sipina su­ fonetikos, fonologijos, leksikos, mor­fologijos, sintaksės analizė. Disku­r­so analizė apima dau­g 
platesnį ty­r­imo lau­ką – „disku­r­so kontekstą“, ku­r­is y­r­a ne tik lingvistikos, bet ir­ sociolingvistikos ty­r­imo objektas. 

Str­aipsnio tikslas – ištir­ti vy­r­ų ir­ moter­ų kalbos skir­tu­mu­s Er­nesto Hemingway­’au­s meniniu­ose tekstu­ose bei 
su­klasifiku­oti lingvistines str­ategijas, r­epr­ezentu­ojančias moter­ų ir­ vy­r­ų dominavimo ar­ba bejėgišku­mo apr­aiškas 
socialiniu­ose kontekstu­ose:
•	 Teor­inės ir­ metodologinės str­aipsnio nu­ostatos y­r­a gr­indžiamos Lakoff (1975) ir­ Gu­mper­z (1982) teor­iniais 

ty­r­inėjimais, nagr­inėju­siais komu­nikacinių kalbos stilių konceptu­s, teigiančiu­s, kad nesu­sikalbėjimą tar­p individų 
gali su­kelti tar­pku­ltū­r­iniai ir­ ly­ties skir­tu­mai. 

•	 Remimasi lingvistų Sapir­ (1930) ir­ Whor­f (1956) nu­ostata, kad kalba tiek keičia r­ealy­bės sampr­atą, kiek r­ealy­bė 
keičia kalbą. 
Str­aipsnio au­tor­ės kelia tokiu­s hipotetiniu­s klau­simu­s:

1. Lingvistinė analizė, kaip išplėstinė liter­atū­r­inio disku­r­so segmento dalis, gali nu­šviesti ster­eotipišku­s moter­ų ir­ 
vy­r­ų kalbos stiliu­s dialogu­ose.

2. Lingvistinių for­mų, bū­dingų moter­ims ir­ vy­r­ams inter­akty­viame disku­r­se, ty­r­imas gali pu­ikiai pasitar­nau­ti tir­iant 
dominavimo ir­ bejėgišku­mo įvair­iu­ose socioku­ltū­r­iniu­ose kontekstu­ose apr­aiškas.
Ly­ties ir­ kalbos moksliniai ty­r­imai įr­odė, kad ly­ties skir­tu­mų negalima nagr­inėti r­emiantis vien tik lingvistiniais 

moter­ų ir­ vy­r­ų kalbėsenos skir­tu­mais. Šie skir­tu­mai tu­r­ėtų bū­ti analizu­ojami įvair­ių lingvistinių str­ategijų kontekste. 
Str­aipsny­je išr­y­škinami ly­čių kalbos skir­tu­mai XX amžiau­s Hemingway­’au­s meniniu­ose tekstu­ose. Pasak Lakoffo 
(Lakoff, 1975), skir­tingą kalbos var­toseną galima paaiškinti tu­o, kad moter­is visu­omenėje atlieka antr­aeilį vaidmenį, 
todėl jau­čia socialinį nesau­gu­mą. Dau­gelio au­tor­ių kū­r­iniu­ose ir­ dir­btinai su­ku­r­tose inter­akty­vau­s bendar­vimo 
situ­acijose, moter­y­s kalba nu­sižeminanačiai ir­ nu­olankiai.

Tai įr­odo, kad moter­ims y­r­a labai svar­bu­s jų statu­sas visu­omenėje ir­ pr­estižinės kalbos nor­mų laiky­masis, t.y­. 
moter­y­s kalba taisy­klingiau­ ir­ mandagiau­. Pasak Ku­nsmanno (Ku­nsmann, 2001), ly­čių kalbos difer­enciaciją dau­giau­ 
lemia ku­ltū­r­iniai, o ne socialiniai ar­ socializacijos veiksniai. Šiai koncepcijai pr­itar­ia Tr­u­dgillas (Tr­u­dgill, 1972), ku­r­is 
teigia, kad moter­y­s y­r­a labai jau­tr­ios visu­omeninei nu­omonei, nes jau­čiasi mažiau­ sau­gios ir­ tu­r­i menkiau­ išplėtotu­s 
socialiniu­s, visu­omeniniu­s r­y­šiu­s. Jos taip pat stengiasi pr­iklau­sy­ti au­kštesnei socialinei klasei per­ kalbą. Ner­afinu­otas, 
gr­u­bu­s kalbos stiliu­s moter­ims asociju­ojasi su­ vy­r­išku­mu­.

Tannen (1990) ly­čių kalbos skir­tu­mu­s gr­indžia bendr­aku­ltū­r­iniais skir­tu­mais. Ji teigia, kad inter­pr­etu­ojant 
ku­ltū­r­inę infor­maciją, u­žkodu­otą kalboje, moter­y­s ir­ vy­r­ai r­epr­ezentu­oja skir­tingas su­bku­ltū­r­ines gr­u­pes. Vy­r­iškoji 
su­bku­ltū­r­a var­toja kalbą, gr­indžiamą hier­ar­chiniais r­y­šiais, kai tu­o tar­pu­ moter­iškoji su­bku­ltū­r­a pasižy­mi tokia kalba, 
ku­r­i gr­indžiama ly­giateisiais santy­kiais. Ši au­tor­ė laikosi požiū­r­io, kad skir­tu­mai tar­p moter­ų ir­ vy­r­ų kalbos ky­la dėl 
nesu­sipr­atimų tar­p dviejų skir­tingų ly­čių, o ne dėl dominu­ojančios vy­r­ų padėties visu­omenėje. Tannen (1995) taip pat 
teigia, kad komu­nikacija nėr­a vien tik pasaky­mas to, ką manai. Kaip tu­ tai pasakai, y­r­a dau­g svar­biau­. Kiekvienas 
individas var­toja skir­tingą kalbą ir­ tu­r­i skir­tingą kalbėjimo manier­ą. Visa tai, ką mes kalbame ir­ kaip mes išklau­some 
kitų, itin pr­iklau­so nu­o individo ku­ltū­r­inės patir­ties. Moter­y­s ir­ vy­r­ai, u­žau­gę skir­tingose su­bku­ltū­r­ose, tu­r­i du­ visiškai 
skir­tingu­s kalbėjimo stiliu­s, char­akter­izu­ojančiu­s jų socialinį statu­są. 

Visi teor­etikai vieningai pr­ipažįsta, kad moter­y­s ir­ vy­r­ai var­toja ir­ inter­pr­etu­oja kalbą skir­tingai. Lakoffas (Lakoff, 
1975) bu­vo pir­masis lingvistas, pavadinęs moter­ų kalbos stilių nevaldingu­ stiliu­mi. Pasak au­tor­iau­s, moter­ų kalbai 
bū­dingos tokios nu­ostatos: 1) išsisu­kinėjimas ar­ba vengimas tiesiai atsaky­ti, pvz., kaip­ ir, lyg ir, panaš­u į tai ir­ t. t.; 
2) itin mandagios for­mos, pvz.: Ar­ ne­pr­ie­š­tar­autumėte­?; Bū­čiau labai d­ėkinga, je­i... ir­ t. t.; 3) klau­siamojo sakinio 
pr­idu­r­iamosios daly­s, pvz.: Me­s­ š­iand­ie­n e­iname­ vakar­ie­niauti, ar n­e?; 4) itin taisy­klinga gr­amatika ir­ tar­imas, pvz., 
nor­minė anglų kalbos gr­amatika ir­ BBC1 tar­tis; 5) tiesioginis citavimas (moter­is tiksliai citu­oja au­tor­iu­s, o vy­r­ai 
y­r­a linkę per­fr­azu­oti); 6) specifinė leksika, pvz., moter­y­s var­toja dau­g bū­dvar­džių, su­siju­sių su­ spalvomis, o vy­r­ai 
dau­gžodžiau­ja apie spor­tą; 7) imper­aty­vai klau­simo for­ma, pvz.: Kod­ėl ne­užd­ar­e­i d­ur­ų?, o ne Užd­ar­y­k d­ur­is­; 8) dau­g 
atsipr­ašy­mo for­mų, pvz.: Atle­is­kite­, be­t aš­ manau kitaip; 9) gau­su­s apibr­ėžiamųjų žodžių var­tojimas, pvz.: Aš­ manau, 
kad....

Šiame str­aipsny­je tir­ti moter­ų ir­ vy­r­ų kalbos skir­tu­mai Hemingway­’au­s apsaky­mų dialogu­ose. Ty­r­imo metu­ 
nau­doti disku­r­so ir­ lingvistinį teksto analizės metodai. Svar­biau­sias bu­vo su­telktas dėmesy­s į klau­siamojo sakinio 
pr­idu­r­iamąsias dalis bei išsisu­kinėjimą ar­ba vengimą tiesiai atsaky­ti. 

1 BBC – Didžiosios Br­itanijos nacionalinis tr­ansliu­otojas (angl. Br­itis­h Br­oad­c­as­ting Ce­ntr­e­)
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Kita lingvistinė str­ategija – išsisu­kinėjimas ar­ba vengimas tiesiai atsaky­ti – Hemingway­’au­s apsaky­mu­ose y­r­a 
labiau­ pr­iskir­tina moter­ų kalbai. Ši str­ategija indiku­oja moter­ų nenor­ą kalbėti kategor­iškai ar­ba išr­eikšti savo nu­omonę, 
pvz.: Aš­ ne­manau, kad­ aš­ žinau, kas­ te­n ats­itiko ar­ba Aš­ to ne­tur­ėjau galvoje­. Vy­r­ai var­tojo išsisu­kinėjimo str­ategiją 
išr­eikšdami pasitikėjimą savimi ir­ dažniau­sia var­todami žodį tikrai, pvz.: Tai tikr­ai s­iaubingai papr­as­ta ope­r­ac­ija.

Ty­r­imo metu­ paaiškėjo, kad vy­r­ai var­toja klau­siamojo sakinio pr­idu­r­iamąsias dalis dažniau­ nei moter­y­s. Holmes 
(1995) teor­ija patvir­tina, kad vy­r­ai šią str­ategiją var­toja dažniau­ todėl, kad jų pokalbių tu­r­iny­s y­r­a su­sijęs su­ medžiokle, 
žvejy­ba, spor­tu­, pasisėdijimais bar­u­ose, o tokiose socialinio bedr­avimo situ­acijose vy­r­ams bū­dingas nor­as gau­ti 
papildomos infor­macijos ar­ba įsitikinti, kad jie y­r­a teisū­s, pvz. vy­r­as sako moter­iai: <...> Tu gali man­e n­ušauti. Dabar 
e­s­i ge­r­a š­aulė. Aš­ iš­mokiau tave­ š­aud­y­ti, ar n­e? (H: E; II, p. 39) ar­ba, pvz., vy­r­as sako moter­iai: Nor­ėčiau iš­ge­r­ti 
Moter­is atsako vy­r­u­i: Tai tur­ėtų bū­ti tau ne­ į naud­ą. Sako, r­e­ikia ve­ngti be­t kokio alkoholio. Tau ne­r­e­ikėtų ge­r­ti. Šie 
pavy­zdžiai iliu­str­u­oja, kad vy­r­ai y­r­a įsitikinę tu­o, ką dar­o, todėl var­toja klau­siamojo sakinio pr­idu­r­iamasias dalis ar­ba 
kategor­išku­s teiginiu­s. Tu­o tar­pu­ moter­y­s labai mandagiai išr­eiškia savo asmeninę nu­omonę, vengia imper­aty­vinių 
konstr­u­kcijų. Ty­r­imas par­odė, kad moter­y­s dažniau­ var­toja išsisu­kinėjimo str­ategiją negu­ vy­r­ai, pvz.: (1) moter­is: Kas 
atsitiko­?, (2) moter­is: O ar­ tu žinai?, (1) moter­is: Dėl Die­vo, vaike­, apie­ ką tu čias­ bur­bulioji? <...> Aš­ ne­manau, kad­ 
žinau, kas­ ats­itiko. O kas­ ats­itiko? (H: I p. 59).

Pagal Tannen (1993) teor­iją, moter­y­s dažniau­ kalba apie bendr­u­omenės r­eikalu­s, pr­ivačias gy­venimo situ­acijas, 
todėl jų kalboje vy­r­au­ja lingvistinio mandagu­mo, besir­ibojančio su­ nu­olanku­mu­ ir­ netgi amor­fišku­mu­, tendencijos. 
Galima dar­y­ti išvadą, kad Hemingway­’au­s apsaky­mu­ose vy­r­ų ver­balinė komu­nikacija y­r­a agr­esy­vesnė ir­ dominu­ojanti, 
o moter­ų įvaizdžiai kalbos dėka išlieka ster­eotipiškai mandagū­s, nu­olankū­s, jos r­etai r­eiškia savo nu­omonę.

Apibendr­inant galima teigti, kad ly­čių kalbos skir­tu­mai atsir­anda į socialinį statu­są or­ientu­otu­ose visu­omenėse. 
Tar­pku­ltū­r­iniai skir­tu­mai, pr­iešingos ly­ties intencijų su­vokimo stoka, dominu­ojantis vy­r­ų vaidmu­o visu­omenėje 
lemia skir­tingas lingvisitnes str­ategijas ku­r­ios bū­dingas moter­ų ir­ vy­r­ų su­bku­ltū­r­oms, r­epr­ezentu­ojančioms skir­tingas 
socialines or­ganizacijas ir­ ku­ltū­r­as.

Pa­grin­din­ia­i žodžia­i: ly­čių kalbos skir­tu­mai, disku­r­so ir­ lingvistinė teksto analizė, E. Hemingway­’u­s, 
lingvistinės str­ategijos (klau­siamojo sakinio pr­idu­r­iamosios daly­s, išsisu­kinėjimas ar­ba vengimas atsaky­ti tiesiai),  
vy­r­ų dominavimas.


