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Abstract  

Observations of the differences between the way males and females speak were long restricted to 

grammatical features, such as the differences between masculine and feminine in morphology in 

many languages. However, in the 1970s women researchers started looking at how a linguistic 

code transmitted sexist values and bias. Lakoff‘s work (1975) is an example of this; she raised 

questions such as: Do women have a more restricted vocabulary than men? Do they use more 

adjectives? Are their sentences incomplete? Do they use more ‗superficial‘ words? Consequently, 

researchers started to investigate empirically both bias in the language and the differential usage of 

the code by men and women. This paper will analyze a short recorded sample of natural 

conversation (see Appendix 1) in order to discuss if the following claims can be supported by 

research: a) women talk more/less than men; b) women break the ‗rules‘ of turn-taking less than 

men c) women use more standard forms than men. Results in the analysis showed that there does 

not seem to be a distinguishable difference with respect to the usage of language by men and 

women potentially due to the establishment of an informal atmosphere during the recorded sample 

and to a sense of solidarity among participants, which enabled them to make use of the code to 

maintain conversation. 
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INTRODUCTION  

The gender pattern which is explained in the section on sociolinguistic patterns describes 

phonological differences in female and male speech behaviour with respect to the overall 

frequency of using certain phonological variants (Pranoto & Afrilita, 2019), (Suprayogi, 

Samanik, et al., 2021). These differences have also been referred to as typical sex-graded 

variation (Kuswoyo & Siregar, 2019), (Kardiansyah, 2019). Studies in language and 

gender, however, have a less restricted focus as they are more generally concerned with 

gender-based variation as concerns specific female and male ways of speaking (Abidin et 

al., 2022), (Puspita & Pranoto, 2021) (i.e. conversational styles and connected discourse 

features: structuring conversation; lexical differences) (Afrianto & Gulö, 2019), (Amelia et 

al., 2022), (Fakhrurozi & Adrian, 2021). The term ‗genderlect‘ is used to refer to the 

communicative style associated with a particular gender (Qodriani & Kardiansyah, 2018), 

(Gulö & Nainggolan, 2021). Men and women use language differently (Budiman et al., 

2021), (Samanik & Lianasari, 2018). Differences in the choice of vocabulary, grammatical 
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patterns, prosodic means are distinct enough to speak of male and female speech styles 

(Kuswoyo et al., 2022), (Adelina & Suprayogi, 2020), (Puspita & Amelia, 2020). The 

existence of the two speech styles is the linguistic reflection of social relations (Maskar et 

al., 2022): until recently men have exercised more power in society and the tendency is 

still rather strong (Candra & Qodriani, 2019). Men‘s verbal behaviour is more aggressive 

as it is supposed to demonstrate a position of dominance (Oktaviani & Mandasari, 2019), 

(Aminatun et al., 2021). Women were assigned a submissive role both in the workplace 

and at home (Gulö, 2019), which accounts for more co-operative and less aggressive 

female speech strategies (Mertania & Amelia, 2020). 

Sociolinguistic research says about female-male differences (Suprayogi, Pranoto, et al., 

2021). Women, it turns out, are not the embarrassing little sister in the story of language 

change (Wahyudin, 2018), (Rahmania & Mandasari, 2021). Instead, they are the early 

adopters and the leading edge of innovation (Yulianti & Sulistiyawati, 2020). Matthew J. 

Gordon, a sociolinguist at the University of Missouri, says, ―One of the strongest 

tendencies is for women to take the lead when language changes spread in a community 

(Samanik, 2021), (Qodriani & Wijana, 2020). There are exceptions, but most studies have 

found that women are in the forefront of change; they use the innovative forms at higher 

rates than do men (Gulö et al., 2021), (Kardiansyah & Salam, 2020). Of course another 

way of stating this is to say that men lag behind when changes are active in a community 

(Kasih et al., 2022), (Ahmad et al., 2020).‖ So, if one gender has to be cast as the vocal 

underachiever, it is almost certainly men (Mandasari & Aminatun, 2019). Linguists have 

identified various speech tendencies that distinguish men and women (Kardiansyah & 

Qodriani, 2018), (Maulana & Suprayogi, 2022). And these two in particular stand out. 

Women are, first off, are more innovative, more inclined to pick up on and adopt changes 

that are occurring more broadly in pronunciation (Fithratullah, 2021), (Mandasari & 

Wahyudin, 2021). And, secondly, they are more correct in their speech—meaning women 

are more aware of what is considered correct and prestigious in pronunciation, and they‘re 

more likely to apply that knowledge (Hutauruk & Puspita, 2020), (Yulianti & Sulistyawati, 

2021). The opposite is true as well: Men tend to be more conservative, that is, more slow to 

pick up on sound changes going on around them, and they tend to be more casual in their 

speech (Fithratullah, 2019). 
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Studies in the area of language and gender often make use of two models or paradigms - 

that of dominance and that of difference. The first is associated with Dale Spender (1980), 

Pamela Fishman (1980), Don Zimmerman and Candace West (1975), while the second is 

associated with Deborah Tannen (1984). Dominance can be attributed to the fact that in 

mixed-sex. Conversations, men are more likely to interrupt than women. It uses a fairly old 

study of a small sample of conversations, recorded by Don Zimmerman and Candace West 

at the Santa Barbara campus of the University of California in 1975. The subjects of the 

recording were white, middle class and under 35. Zimmerman and West produce in 

evidence 31 segments of conversation. They report that in 11 conversations between men 

and women, men used 46 interruptions, but women only two.  

Research Question 

Do men and women speak differently in the process of communication? 

Aim And Objectives of The Study 

This project aims at a sociolinguistic study of the effect of gender on language use among 

students. It seeks to achieve the following specific objectives: 

To identify the differences in the speech patterns of male and female 

Significance Of The Study 

This study is very significant because it would bring to limelight the terms and expressions 

used by male and female student of the environment. Since it focuses on the issue of 

language and gender, it would serve as a source of information and discovery to those who 

do not understand how gender consideration influences. 

LITERATURE REVIEW  

In the literature, Trudgill (1972) found a kind of sex differentiation for speakers of urban 

British English. His study demonstrated that ―women informants‖... use forms associated 

with the prestige standard more frequently than men‖. His study also discovered that male 

speakers place a high value on working class nonstandard speech. He offers several 

possible reasons for the finding that women are more likely to use forms considered correct: 

(1) The subordinate position of women in English and American societies makes it ―more 
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necessary for women to secure their social status linguistically‖; and (2) while men can be 

rated socially on what they do, women may be rated primarily on how they appear – so 

their speech is more important. As for American literature, research has not shown a 

noticeable difference in terms of the usage of standard forms by men and women. The 

difference theory was also summarized in Tannen‘s book, you just don‘t understand (1990) 

in an article in which she represents male and female language use in a series of six 

contrasts: 

• Status vs. support 

This claims that men grow up in a world in which conversation is competitive - they seek 

to achieve the upper hand or to prevent others from dominating them. For women, however, 

talking is often a way to gain confirmation and support for their ideas. Men see the world 

as a place where people try to gain status and keep it. Women see the world as ―a network 

of connections seeking support and consensus‖. 

• Independence vs. intimacy 

In general, women often think in terms of closeness and support, and struggle to preserve 

intimacy. Men, concerned with status, tend to focus more on independence. These traits 

can lead women and men to starkly different views of the same situation 

• Advice vs. understanding 

Deborah Tannen claims that, to many men a complaint is a challenge to find a solution: 

• Information vs. feelings 

Culturally and historically speaking, men's concerns were seen as more important than 

those of women, but today this situation may be reversed so that the giving of information 

and brevity of speech are considered of less value than sharing of emotions and elaboration. 

• Orders vs. proposals 

It is claimed that women often suggest that people do things in indirect ways - ―let's‖, 

―why don't we?‖ or ―wouldn't it be good, if we...?‖ Men may use, and prefer to hear, a 

direct imperative. 



  Komunikata.id 

  Volume 2 (10), 2022 

5 Komunikata.id 

• Conflict vs. compromise 

This situation can be clearly observed in work-situations where a management decision 

seems unattractive - men will often resist it vocally, while women may appear to accede, 

but complain subsequently. In fact, this is a broad generalization - and for every one of 

Deborah Tannen's oppositions, we will know of men and women who are exceptions to the 

norm. 

METHOD  

The main focus of attention of this study is on the use of English language among male and 

female students. Hence, the sources of the data are 400 level students of the Department of 

English and Literary Studies. Forty (40) students (20 males and 20 females) were selected 

at random for this study. For the collection of data, participant‘s observation the,use of 

questionnaire and audio recording were the main techniques employed. The respondents 

were asked questions at different places and periods within the department and their 

responses were recorded. 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION  

This method of analysis in this study is based on Lakoff‘s (1975) levels of analysis. She 

identified a number of linguistic features which she claimed were used more often by 

women than men and which in her opinion express uncertainty and lack of confidence. The 

features to be considered using Lakoff‘s analysis for this study are: lexical hedges, tag-

question, verbosity, adjectives, intensifier, hyper-correct words etc. Each data collected has 

been discussed under the relevant topics above as appropriate. Below is a sample analysis. 

 

DATA RESPONDENT PERCENTAGE 

AGREE 26 65 

DISAGREE 8 20 

NOT SURE 0 0 

NO RESPONSE 6 15 

TOTAL 40 100 
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From the above, it would be seen that 65% of the respondents agreed that maleand female 

use different speech patterns and six respondents did not answer this question. This study 

set out to demonstrate that the inherent differences in male and female use of language, 

that is, the sex exclusive and sex  preferential markers. This study has examined the 

language use among male and female in my environment. From the study carried out, it 

can be said that male and female use different speech patterns. These differences in the 

speech pattern of male and female results in miscommunication and misinterpretation in 

the process of interaction. While the most obvious function of language is to communicate 

information language also contributes to at least two other equally important, but less often 

recognised, function; to establish and maintain social relationships and to express and 

create the social identity of the speaker. 

CONCLUSION  

This study has demonstrated that in our society and others like it, there are male and 

female differences in their use of language. They do not use completely different forms but 

different quantities or frequencies of the same form. In a society where gender plays a 

major role language also has a key role to perform in the contribution of that role. 

Differences in the gender roles, identities of men and women, hierarchical nature of gender 

relations and the dominance of men constitute the factors that contribute to the differences 

in language use. Gender differentiation does not exist in vacuum: it interacts in a complex 

way with other kinds of social differentiation. But language and gender are developed 

through participation in everyday social  practice. In other words, language and gender are 

inextricably linked. 
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