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Abstract: This article examines gender differences in language use from a contemporary sociolinguistic 
perspective. Rather than treating women, men, and gender-diverse speakers as possessing fixed or biologically 
determined speech styles, the study conceptualizes gender as a social and interactional practice whose linguistic 
expression varies across context, community, power relations, topic, and individual identity. The article 
synthesizes classic deficit, dominance, difference, and social-constructionist approaches to language and gender 
and develops an illustrative quantitative design for university students. To demonstrate a complete research 
article without falsely claiming original human-participant fieldwork, the results use a reproducible simulated 
dataset of 260 students: 125 women, 115 men, and 20 gender-diverse participants. Eight linguistic features are 
analyzed: hedges, intensifiers, politeness markers, questions and supportive prompts, interruptions or overlaps, 
assertive/direct forms, emotion- and social-process vocabulary, and first-person pronouns. Language-use 
patterns across seminar, peer, digital, and formal academic contexts are also compared. The simulated results 
show small average group differences in several features, with extensive overlap among individuals. Women show 
somewhat higher means for politeness, hedging, supportive questions, and emotion/social vocabulary; men show 
somewhat higher means for interruptions and direct/assertive forms; the gender-diverse group generally falls 
within or near the range of the other groups, although its small size limits interpretation. More importantly, 
communicative context produces shifts that are comparable to or larger than many gender-group differences. 
These patterns align with research arguing that gendered language cannot be explained adequately by categorical 
sex differences alone. The article concludes that sociolinguistic research should analyze gender together with 
interactional goals, institutional roles, communities of practice, status, and other dimensions of identity. 
Implications are discussed for language education, discourse analysis, research design, and equitable classroom 
interaction. 
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Introduction: Language is one of the most visible 

resources through which people present themselves, 

manage relationships, negotiate authority, display 

solidarity, and participate in social institutions. Because 

gender is also produced and interpreted in everyday 

interaction, the relationship between language and 

gender has been a central question in sociolinguistics 

for more than half a century. Researchers have asked 

whether women and men differ in vocabulary, 

politeness, conversational style, interruption, 

directness, emotional expression, storytelling, 

pronunciation, or the use of standard and nonstandard 

varieties. Early studies often sought stable differences 

between two sex categories. Contemporary work is 

more cautious. It asks not only whether aggregate 

differences can be observed, but also when they 

appear, how large they are, what social meanings they 

carry, and how they intersect with context, class, 

ethnicity, sexuality, institutional role, and community 

membership. 

The historical importance of the topic is difficult to 

overstate. Lakoff's Language and Woman's Place, first 
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published in 1975, argued that linguistic patterns 

associated with women reflected and reproduced 

unequal social positions. The work drew attention to 

forms such as hedges, tag questions, intensifiers, polite 

requests, and what Lakoff characterized as a restricted 

range of socially sanctioned ways of speaking. Although 

many of its generalizations were later criticized for 

limited empirical grounding and for treating "women's 

language" too uniformly, the book helped establish 

language and gender as a major field of study. Later 

dominance-oriented research investigated how 

unequal power can become visible in interaction, for 

example through control of topics, interruptions, floor 

time, and access to authoritative speaking roles. 

Difference-oriented approaches, including popular 

work associated with Deborah Tannen, emphasized 

gendered conversational subcultures and contrasting 

expectations for rapport, status, independence, and 

involvement. These traditions stimulated extensive 

research, but they also risked implying that women and 

men naturally possess internally homogeneous 

communication styles. 

A major theoretical shift occurred when sociolinguists 

increasingly conceptualized gender as something 

speakers do rather than something language merely 

reflects. West and Zimmerman (1987) described 

gender as an ongoing accomplishment embedded in 

interaction. In language-and-gender research, this 

orientation encouraged scholars to investigate how 

linguistic features acquire gendered meanings within 

local social practices rather than assuming that a 

feature belongs intrinsically to women or men. Eckert 

and McConnell-Ginet (2013) argue that linguistic 

behavior is connected to communities of practice in 

which people jointly develop styles, norms, identities, 

and social meanings. From this perspective, a hedge 

can signal uncertainty in one setting, politeness in 

another, strategic caution in a third, and expert 

awareness of complexity in a fourth. An interruption 

can be competitive, but overlap may also display 

enthusiasm or collaborative involvement. The 

interpretation of a linguistic feature therefore depends 

on interactional function and social context. 

Empirical research also suggests that average gender 

differences in language are often smaller and more 

conditional than stereotypes imply. Leaper's (2014) 

review notes that statistically significant differences 

tend to be small on many measures and are moderated 

by partner familiarity, gender composition, activity, 

and other contextual variables. Newman, Groom, 

Handelman, and Pennebaker (2008), analyzing more 

than 14,000 text samples from multiple studies, 

identified average differences in several lexical 

categories: women used more language related to 

psychological and social processes, whereas men used 

more language referring to object properties and 

impersonal topics. Yet the authors also showed that 

context affected the size of observed differences. Such 

findings do not support the idea of two separate 

"genderlects" that predict every individual. Instead, 

they show distributions with considerable overlap and 

patterns that are sensitive to communicative 

conditions. 

University students provide a useful population for 

studying these questions because academic life 

contains sharply contrasting communicative settings. 

Students participate in seminars, presentations, 

laboratory work, informal peer talk, online groups, 

collaborative assignments, advising meetings, and 

social media. Each context carries different 

expectations about authority, politeness, expertise, 

humor, emotional disclosure, and turn-taking. A 

student who uses cautious language in a formal 

seminar may be highly direct among close friends. 

Another may adopt assertive language during a debate 

but use affiliative and supportive forms in collaborative 

project work. Gender may shape these choices, but so 

may disciplinary culture, friendship networks, 

confidence, multilingual background, and the local 

norms of particular classrooms. 

This article addresses gender differences in language 

use through a sociolinguistic framework that integrates 

quantitative comparison with social-constructionist 

interpretation. It has four objectives. First, it reviews 

major theoretical traditions in language-and-gender 

research, including deficit, dominance, difference, and 

social-practice approaches. Second, it identifies 

linguistic features commonly investigated in empirical 

work and explains why their interpretation requires 

contextual caution. Third, it presents a complete 

quantitative research design using an explicitly 

simulated student dataset so that statistical tables and 

figures can be demonstrated without representing 

invented observations as real participant data. Fourth, 
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it discusses how researchers and educators can 

interpret gendered patterns without turning group 

averages into stereotypes. 

The study is guided by four research questions: (1) Are 

there average differences across self-identified gender 

groups in selected linguistic features such as hedging, 

politeness, supportive questioning, interruption, 

directness, emotional/social vocabulary, and pronoun 

use? (2) How large are these differences relative to 

within-group variation? (3) How does communicative 

context influence reported language behavior? and (4) 

What sociolinguistic explanations are most appropriate 

for any observed patterns? The central expectation is 

not that one group will possess a single language style, 

but that small group-level tendencies may coexist with 

substantial overlap, and that context will be a major 

source of variation. 

A further aim is methodological. Language-and-gender 

research is especially vulnerable to overinterpretation 

because familiar cultural stereotypes can make small 

statistical differences appear more meaningful than 

they are. A responsible analysis therefore needs effect 

sizes, attention to distributional overlap, transparent 

operationalization of variables, and explicit 

acknowledgement of categories not adequately 

represented by binary comparisons. The present model 

includes a gender-diverse category to signal that 

gender cannot be reduced conceptually to women and 

men, while also recognizing that a small subgroup 

cannot support strong statistical claims. The article 

consequently treats all numerical results as illustrative 

rather than generalizable. 

2. Literature Review 

2.1 Deficit and Dominance Approaches 

The earliest influential approaches to language and 

gender are often summarized as deficit and dominance 

models. The deficit model is associated particularly 

with Lakoff (1975), who described a cluster of linguistic 

forms socially associated with femininity, including 

hedges, intensifiers, tag questions, polite forms, and 

certain evaluative adjectives. The argument was not 

simply that women lacked linguistic ability; rather, the 

social system placed women in a double bind. Speech 

judged appropriately feminine could be interpreted as 

weak or uncertain, whereas speech that departed from 

feminine expectations could be sanctioned as 

unfeminine or aggressive. This insight remains 

important because it identifies language as part of a 

broader system of gender evaluation. However, 

subsequent research challenged the tendency to 

generalize from intuition or limited samples to all 

women. 

Dominance approaches shifted attention toward 

power in mixed-gender interaction. Researchers 

examined interruptions, topic control, conversational 

floor, directives, and institutional authority. This work 

asked whether patterns interpreted as gender 

differences might actually reflect unequal access to 

social power. The key contribution was to reject the 

assumption that conversational behavior can be 

understood apart from social hierarchy. A professor 

and a student, a manager and an employee, or an 

interviewer and an applicant have different rights and 

expectations regardless of gender. If women are 

disproportionately located in lower-status positions, 

linguistic patterns associated with deference may be 

consequences of role distribution rather than 

properties of female speech. Conversely, when women 

occupy high-status roles, they may use linguistic 

resources associated with authority because those 

resources are linked to institutional power rather than 

masculinity itself. 

Dominance research nevertheless faces interpretive 

problems. Interruption is a classic example. Counting 

interruptions can be informative, but the category is 

interactionally ambiguous. Some overlaps seize the 

floor and suppress another speaker; others show 

agreement, shared excitement, or cooperative 

completion. A purely numerical count can therefore 

misclassify supportive behavior as dominance. Similar 

problems apply to questions and hedges. Questions 

may solicit information, but they can also challenge, 

manage a discussion, display expertise, or encourage 

another participant to speak. Hedges such as perhaps, 

maybe, I think, or sort of can mark uncertainty, yet they 

can also soften disagreement, show epistemic 

precision, protect face, or signal disciplinary caution. 

Sociolinguistic interpretation must move from form to 

function rather than assuming a single meaning. 

2.2 Difference, Stereotypes, and Effect Sizes 

Difference approaches developed partly in response to 

power-centered explanations. They proposed that girls 
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and boys may be socialized into different peer cultures, 

creating different norms for interaction. Popularized by 

Tannen (1990), this perspective contrasted 

communication oriented toward rapport, connection, 

and involvement with communication oriented toward 

status, information, and independence. The framework 

helped explain why conversational behaviors that 

appear uncooperative from one perspective may be 

understood differently by speakers operating with 

different expectations. It also brought same-gender 

peer interaction into focus, rather than treating mixed-

gender talk as the only relevant data. 

The difference model has pedagogical value because it 

encourages analysts to consider multiple 

conversational norms rather than treating one style as 

universally correct. Yet it has been criticized for 

exaggerating binary contrast and underplaying 

variation within gender groups. Women do not all 

share one peer culture, and men do not all share 

another. Class, ethnicity, sexuality, region, profession, 

age, and local community practices shape 

communicative expectations. Moreover, presenting 

gender groups as separate cultures can inadvertently 

naturalize social divisions that are historically and 

institutionally produced. Coates (2016), while 

reviewing extensive sociolinguistic evidence, 

emphasizes the complexity of the relationship between 

gender and language and the importance of newer 

approaches that treat gender as socially constructed. 

A further challenge is the gap between cultural 

stereotypes and empirical effect sizes. Stereotypes 

often describe women as much more talkative, polite, 

emotional, indirect, or supportive, and men as much 

more competitive, terse, direct, and interruptive. 

Large-scale evidence does not justify such sweeping 

contrasts. Leaper (2014) reviews research on 

talkativeness, topic preference, turn-taking, 

interruption, and affiliative/assertive functions and 

concludes that average gender differences are 

frequently negligible or small, with magnitude and 

direction changing according to context. Newman et al. 

(2008) similarly found some reliable lexical differences 

across a very large text corpus, but the findings were 

probabilistic rather than categorical. Such evidence 

supports a distributional interpretation: groups may 

differ in means while still overlapping substantially. 

This distinction matters for research writing. A 

statement such as "women use more politeness 

markers" can be misleading when the observed 

difference is small and many men use more politeness 

than many women. A more accurate formulation is 

that, in a particular sample and context, the mean 

frequency for one group was somewhat higher. Effect 

sizes and confidence intervals help maintain this 

distinction. They also remind researchers that 

statistical significance is partly a function of sample 

size. With large datasets, tiny differences may reach 

conventional significance thresholds even when they 

have limited practical or sociolinguistic importance. 

2.3 Gender as Social Practice and Communities of 

Practice 

Social-constructionist and communities-of-practice 

approaches transformed the field by challenging the 

search for universal female and male language styles. 

West and Zimmerman (1987) conceptualized gender as 

an interactional accomplishment: people are held 

accountable to socially recognizable expectations and 

continually reproduce, resist, or modify those 

expectations. In sociolinguistics, Eckert and McConnell-

Ginet (1999, 2013) developed an approach in which 

gendered linguistic practices emerge within 

communities engaged in shared activity. The relevant 

unit of analysis may therefore be a friendship group, 

workplace team, classroom, sports community, online 

network, or professional field rather than a broad 

demographic category alone. 

This approach distinguishes linguistic resources from 

their social meanings. A feature does not possess a 

fixed gender value. Instead, features participate in 

styles that can index stances such as toughness, care, 

expertise, detachment, enthusiasm, refinement, 

ordinariness, authority, or intimacy. Because these 

stances are culturally associated with gender in 

different ways, language can indirectly index gender. 

The same person can mobilize different styles across 

situations. A student may sound highly formal and 

restrained during an assessed presentation, humorous 

and slang-heavy with friends, and emotionally 

expressive in a private message. Such shifts are not 

inconsistencies; they are evidence of stylistic 

competence. 

Freed (1995) observed that language-and-gender 

research had become more sophisticated by 
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questioning simplistic social categories and recognizing 

the subtle relationship between gender and other 

dimensions of identity. Ehrlich (1997) similarly argued 

for viewing gender as a social practice shaped by 

historical, cultural, social, and interactional factors, 

including in second-language research. These 

developments make intersectionality essential. Gender 

cannot be analytically isolated from class, ethnicity, 

race, sexuality, age, disability, nationality, linguistic 

repertoire, or institutional status when those 

dimensions shape access to interaction and the 

meanings of particular ways of speaking. 

The communities-of-practice perspective also changes 

how researchers interpret variation. Instead of asking 

only whether women and men differ, a study can ask 

which local practices generate differences, who 

participates in them, and what social meanings 

speakers associate with the relevant forms. For 

example, if a classroom rewards rapid competitive 

debate, students who are socialized or positioned as 

legitimate assertive speakers may dominate turn-

taking. If collaborative learning is valued, supportive 

questions and acknowledgement may become 

resources for academic leadership rather than signs of 

deference. Gender effects can therefore be mediated 

by institutional design. 

2.4 Linguistic Features and Contextual Meaning 

Several linguistic domains recur in gender research. 

Politeness is one of the most prominent. Holmes (1995) 

examined relationships among gender, politeness, and 

social interaction, showing that politeness strategies 

cannot be reduced to simple weakness. Positive 

politeness can build solidarity, while negative 

politeness can acknowledge autonomy and social 

distance. Whether a form is interpreted as deferential, 

considerate, strategic, or authoritative depends on the 

speech event and participants' relationships. 

Hedging and intensification are similarly 

multifunctional. Hedges can mitigate claims or express 

uncertainty, but they can also indicate careful 

epistemic positioning. In academic discourse, a phrase 

such as "the results may suggest" can be a mark of 

disciplinary sophistication rather than insecurity. 

Intensifiers such as very, really, so, or absolutely can 

convey involvement, stance, persuasion, or affect. 

Their meaning depends on genre and topic. 

Consequently, a student corpus that counts these 

forms should distinguish frequency from pragmatic 

function where possible. 

Turn-taking variables such as interruption, overlap, 

question use, and response tokens are valuable but 

demand interactional analysis. Competitive 

interruption may index attempts to control the floor, 

whereas simultaneous talk can display affiliation. 

Supportive questions can redistribute speaking 

opportunities, while challenging questions can exert 

control. Directives and assertive forms also vary with 

activity type: a laboratory task, team game, group 

presentation, or seminar debate creates different 

needs for explicit instruction and disagreement. 

Lexical studies provide another line of evidence. 

Newman et al. (2008) found that women, on average, 

used more words related to psychological and social 

processes, while men used more words related to 

object properties and impersonal topics. Such 

differences may reflect topic selection, social role, or 

task constraints as much as stable style. Pronouns can 

also reflect discourse orientation: first-person singular 

forms may relate to self-focus or stance, while first-

person plural forms can construct group alignment. 

Again, no linguistic category maps directly onto gender 

identity. 

Digital communication further complicates the picture. 

Online contexts permit rapid style-shifting, multimodal 

expression, pseudonymity, and participation in 

translocal communities. Students may use emojis, 

abbreviations, memes, capitalization, punctuation, and 

platform-specific conventions to construct identities in 

ways that differ from classroom speech. A 

contemporary sociolinguistic study should therefore 

avoid assuming that face-to-face conversational 

patterns transfer unchanged to digital settings. 

For the present model, eight features were selected 

because they represent several dimensions of 

interaction: epistemic stance (hedges), emphasis 

(intensifiers), relational work (politeness), participation 

management (questions), turn competition or 

involvement (interruptions/overlaps), directness 

(assertive forms), semantic orientation (emotion/social 

vocabulary), and self-positioning (first-person 

pronouns). The study also includes four contexts - 

seminar discussion, peer interaction, digital 



International Journal Of Literature And Languages 13 https://theusajournals.com/index.php/ijll 

International Journal Of Literature And Languages (ISSN: 2771-2834) 
 

 

communication, and formal academic communication - 

to test the premise that situational variation may rival 

or exceed average gender differences. 

3. Conceptual Framework and Hypotheses 

The conceptual framework combines three 

propositions. First, gender is treated as a socially 

meaningful category rather than a deterministic cause 

of language. Self-identified gender can correlate with 

linguistic behavior because people experience different 

social expectations, identities, roles, networks, and 

opportunities. The correlation itself does not identify 

the mechanism. Second, linguistic features are 

multifunctional. Their meaning must be interpreted 

with reference to discourse context, interlocutor 

relationship, and communicative purpose. Third, 

within-group diversity is theoretically important rather 

than statistical noise. Overlap among groups is 

expected because speakers participate in multiple 

communities and draw on shared linguistic resources. 

These propositions lead to cautious hypotheses. H1 

predicts small average differences across gender 

groups for some linguistic variables, especially 

politeness, hedging, supportive questioning, 

interruption, directness, and emotion/social 

vocabulary. The hypothesis concerns mean tendencies, 

not categorical distinctions. H2 predicts substantial 

within-group variation, such that the distributions for 

different gender groups overlap extensively. H3 

predicts contextual shifts in reported language 

behavior across seminar, peer, digital, and formal 

academic settings. H4 predicts that the size and 

interpretation of gender differences will depend on 

context, making broad claims about "women's 

language" or "men's language" inadequate. 

The framework deliberately avoids a deficit 

interpretation. A higher mean for hedging is not 

automatically classified as weaker language, and a 

higher mean for direct forms is not automatically 

classified as stronger language. Both may be effective 

or ineffective depending on interactional goals. 

Similarly, politeness can be a leadership resource, and 

directness can be socially costly in some contexts. The 

analytical task is to describe distributions and then 

interpret possible social meanings without converting 

linguistic variation into a hierarchy of communication 

styles. 

4. Methodology 

Research design. The article presents a cross-sectional 

sociolinguistic survey-and-language-feature design 

suitable for adaptation to a university setting. Because 

no original participant dataset was supplied, all 

numerical results in this paper are generated from a 

reproducible simulated dataset. The simulated analysis 

is included to demonstrate the structure of a complete 

research article, including tables, figures, effect sizes, 

and cautious interpretation. It must not be represented 

as evidence collected from actual students. 

Participants. The illustrative sample contains 260 

university students. Self-identified gender categories 

are women (n = 125), men (n = 115), and gender-

diverse (n = 20). The third category is intentionally 

retained rather than forcing all participants into a 

binary classification. However, because the subgroup is 

small, its descriptive statistics are reported without 

strong inferential claims. Ages range approximately 

from 18 to the early thirties, and students are 

distributed across four undergraduate years. In an 

empirical study, recruitment should aim for larger and 

more balanced representation of gender-diverse 

students and should allow participants to self-describe 

their gender rather than selecting from an 

unnecessarily restrictive list. 

Data collection. A real version of the study could 

combine a background questionnaire, short discourse 

tasks, and naturalistic or semi-naturalistic interaction 

samples. Participants might complete: (a) a five-minute 

informal peer conversation, (b) a short problem-solving 

task, (c) a structured seminar discussion, and (d) a 

written or digital response task. Audio should be 

transcribed using a consistent system that distinguishes 

simultaneous speech, interruptions, pauses, and 

incomplete turns. Digital data should be collected only 

with explicit consent and careful privacy protection. In 

the model dataset, each participant receives 

standardized illustrative feature-frequency scores 

rather than actual transcript counts. 

Measures. Eight linguistic variables are used. Hedges 

include tentative or qualifying expressions such as 

perhaps, maybe, I think, kind of, and sort of, although 

an empirical coding manual should distinguish 

epistemic functions from discourse fillers. Intensifiers 

include forms such as very, really, absolutely, and so 
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when used to strengthen evaluation. Politeness 

markers include please, thanks, apologies, mitigated 

requests, and other conventional forms, coded 

according to context. Questions/supportive prompts 

include information questions and interactional 

prompts that invite another speaker's contribution. 

Interruptions/overlaps should ideally be separated into 

competitive and cooperative types; the model uses a 

combined frequency score because it is illustrative. 

Assertive/direct forms include explicit disagreement, 

directives, and unmitigated stance statements. 

Emotion/social vocabulary includes words referring to 

feelings, relationships, and social processes. First-

person pronouns include singular and plural self-

reference, with finer distinctions recommended for 

empirical work. 

Context variables. Participants also receive 1-to-5 

reported-use scores for seminar discussion, peer 

interaction, digital communication, and formal 

academic communication. These measures are not 

intended to imply that any context is intrinsically more 

gendered. They are used to demonstrate how linguistic 

behavior shifts with activity type and audience. 

Analysis. Descriptive means and standard deviations 

are reported for all groups. For women-men 

comparisons, Cohen's d is calculated as a standardized 

mean difference. The purpose is to assess magnitude, 

not merely statistical significance. One-way analysis of 

variance is used descriptively for the three-group 

comparison, but interpretation emphasizes effect size 

and overlap. Because the gender-diverse subgroup is 

small, the paper does not use its p-values as a basis for 

substantive conclusions. Context means are plotted by 

group to visualize situational shifts. In empirical 

research, multilevel modeling would be preferable 

when multiple discourse samples are nested within 

individuals and individuals are nested within 

classrooms or peer groups. 

Ethics and validity. A real study would require 

institutional ethical approval, informed consent, 

voluntary participation, secure storage of recordings, 

de-identification, and special care for potentially 

identifying gender or sexuality information. Researcher 

reflexivity is also necessary because analysts' 

assumptions can influence coding. Reliability should be 

assessed through double-coding of a subset of 

transcripts and reporting inter-rater agreement. 

Construct validity requires attention to function: a form 

should not be labeled "polite," "weak," or "dominant" 

solely because it matches a word list. Qualitative 

excerpts and conversation analysis can help validate 

quantitative categories. 

Table 1. Illustrative sample characteristics (N = 260) 

Characteristic n / Mean % / SD 

Women 125 48.1% 

Men 115 44.2% 

Gender-diverse 20 7.7% 

Year 1 70 26.9% 

Year 2 65 25.0% 

Year 3 65 25.0% 

Year 4 60 23.1% 

Mean age (years) 21.4 SD = 2.0 

 

5. Results The simulated data display modest average gender-
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group differences alongside substantial within-group 

dispersion. No feature separates the groups cleanly. In 

other words, knowing a participant's self-identified 

gender would not allow a researcher to predict that 

individual's language behavior with confidence. This 

point is visible in the relatively small standardized mean 

differences and in the broad ranges produced by the 

simulated observations. 

For hedging, politeness markers, supportive questions, 

intensifiers, emotion/social vocabulary, and first-

person pronouns, the mean for women is somewhat 

higher than the mean for men. For 

interruptions/overlaps and assertive/direct forms, the 

mean for men is somewhat higher. The gender-diverse 

group's means generally fall within or near the ranges 

of the women and men groups, but the small subgroup 

size makes those descriptive values unstable. The 

direction of these patterns reflects hypotheses often 

discussed in the language-and-gender literature, but 

the simulated effect sizes are intentionally small to 

illustrate contemporary evidence that average 

differences frequently overlap. 

The women-men Cohen's d values in Table 2 are mostly 

in the small range. This is important for interpretation. 

A small effect can represent a real average tendency in 

a population, but it does not justify categorical claims 

about individual speakers. In a distributional sense, 

many men would score above the average woman on 

politeness or emotion/social vocabulary, and many 

women would score above the average man on 

directness or interruption. Group distributions 

therefore overlap extensively. 

Contextual variation is also prominent. Formal 

academic communication and seminar participation 

have relatively high scores across all groups, digital 

communication is similarly high, and peer interaction 

varies more. The lines in Figure 2 remain relatively close 

across gender groups compared with the vertical shifts 

across contexts. The pattern demonstrates why 

researchers should not interpret a linguistic feature 

independently of activity. A speaker may change style 

substantially between peer conversation and a formal 

academic task even when their gender identity remains 

constant. 

The illustrative results provide partial support for H1 

because some group means differ in predicted 

directions. H2 receives stronger support because 

within-group variation is large relative to most mean 

differences. H3 is supported by the contextual shifts 

across communicative settings. H4 is supported 

conceptually by the fact that group differences are not 

stable enough to warrant a single gendered-language 

profile. The results should therefore be read as a 

demonstration of analytical reasoning rather than as 

empirical findings about university students. 

Table 2. Linguistic-feature means by gender group and women-men effect sizes 

Feature 
Women 

M 
Men M 

Gender-

diverse M 

Cohen d 

(W-M) 
ANOVA p 

Hedges / tentative forms 7.35 6.63 6.89 0.39 0.010 

Intensifiers 5.98 5.20 5.87 0.50 < .001 

Politeness markers 7.58 7.09 7.68 0.30 0.042 

Questions / supportive prompts 6.08 5.80 6.12 0.14 0.500 

Interruptions / overlaps 3.67 4.10 3.91 -0.30 0.079 

Assertive/direct forms 7.09 7.76 7.13 -0.41 0.006 

Emotion/social-process words 7.63 6.74 6.75 0.48 < .001 

First-person pronouns 6.64 5.94 6.86 0.39 0.007 
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Note. Positive Cohen d values indicate higher illustrative means for women; negative values indicate higher 

means for men. The gender-diverse subgroup is small and is reported descriptively. 

Figure 1. Mean linguistic-feature scores by self-identified gender group 

 

Table 3. Reported language-use scores across communicative contexts 

Context Women Men 
Gender-

diverse 
Overall 

Seminar discussion 4.49 4.42 4.47 4.46 

Peer interaction 3.81 3.60 3.69 3.70 

Digital communication 4.15 3.96 4.07 4.06 

Formal academic communication 4.47 4.46 4.26 4.45 

 

Figure 2. Contextual variation in reported language use 
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Table 4. Sociolinguistic interpretation of selected features 

Feature Possible functions Interpretive caution 

Hedges 
Tentativeness, mitigation, epistemic 

precision, face management 

Do not equate automatically with 

uncertainty or weakness. 

Politeness markers 
Solidarity, deference, relational work, 

social distance 

Meaning depends on role, relationship, 

and local norms. 

Questions 
Information seeking, challenge, 

facilitation, floor allocation 

Supportive and controlling questions 

should be separated where possible. 

Interruptions / 

overlaps 

Competition, enthusiasm, agreement, 

collaborative completion 

Sequential function matters more than 

raw count alone. 

Assertive/direct forms 
Clarity, authority, urgency, 

disagreement 

Effectiveness and evaluation depend 

on activity and speaker positioning. 

Emotion/social 

vocabulary 

Topic orientation, relational focus, 

affective stance 

Lexical frequencies can be strongly 

influenced by genre and prompt. 

 

6. Discussion 

The most important result of the model study is not 

that women and men differ on particular features; it is 

that modest average differences coexist with 

substantial overlap and contextual variability. This 

pattern is consistent with contemporary sociolinguistic 

approaches that reject a simple mapping between 

gender category and language form. It also reflects the 

conclusions of broad reviews suggesting that many 

gender differences in language are small and 

moderated by situational variables (Leaper, 2014). If 

researchers report only statistically different means, 

readers may infer two distinct communication systems. 

Effect-size interpretation produces a different picture: 

gender can be one source of probabilistic patterning 

without being a deterministic predictor of individual 

speech. 

The higher illustrative mean for politeness among 

women can be interpreted in several ways. A deficit 

account might portray greater politeness as evidence 

of weaker or less authoritative speech. Such an 

interpretation is theoretically inadequate because 

politeness serves multiple functions. Holmes (1995) 

demonstrates that politeness can express solidarity, 

protect relationships, and manage social distance. In 

collaborative academic work, a student who uses 

mitigated requests, acknowledgements, and inclusive 

language may facilitate group coordination and 

leadership. Whether politeness indexes deference or 

interpersonal skill depends on who is speaking, to 

whom, about what, and with what consequences. 

The same caution applies to hedges. Lakoff's early 

account made hedging emblematic of women's 

linguistic insecurity, but contemporary discourse 

research recognizes that hedges can mark precision 

and appropriate epistemic caution. Academic speakers 

frequently need to distinguish evidence from 

speculation. A phrase such as "this may indicate" can 

be more intellectually responsible than an unqualified 

assertion. If one gender group uses more hedges in a 

particular setting, the relevant question is therefore 

not simply who sounds less certain; it is what 

interactional work the hedges perform. 

The illustrative difference in interruptions/overlaps 

also requires functional analysis. Competitive 

interruption can be a resource for conversational 

dominance, but simultaneous talk can indicate 

engagement, shared humor, agreement, or 



International Journal Of Literature And Languages 18 https://theusajournals.com/index.php/ijll 

International Journal Of Literature And Languages (ISSN: 2771-2834) 
 

 

cooperative completion. Counting both under one label 

risks reproducing a stereotype that one gender is 

inherently more dominant. A stronger empirical study 

would code overlap type, sequential position, 

outcome, and speaker relationship. It would ask 

whether one participant actually loses the floor, 

whether the overlap supports the ongoing turn, and 

how participants orient to the event. 

The somewhat higher mean for assertive/direct forms 

among men likewise should not be treated as a 

measure of communicative competence. Directness 

can be useful in time-sensitive tasks, but it can also 

damage rapport or suppress participation. Indirectness 

can obscure a message, but it can also preserve face 

and invite collaboration. Institutional context 

determines which styles are rewarded. A debate club, 

emergency simulation, counseling session, seminar, 

and friendship group create different interactional 

demands. This reinforces the social-practice view of 

gender: speakers learn how particular styles are 

evaluated in local communities, and those evaluations 

may themselves be gendered. 

The emotion/social vocabulary pattern is broadly 

compatible with Newman et al. (2008), who found 

average gender differences in psychological and social 

word use across a very large collection of text samples. 

Their work is especially useful because it shows both 

the possibility of reliable aggregate tendencies and the 

importance of task conditions. Lexical differences can 

arise because speakers discuss different topics, occupy 

different roles, or respond to different prompts. A 

corpus in which participants write freely about 

relationships may produce different gender effects 

from a corpus of technical laboratory reports. The 

correct inference is therefore limited to the sampled 

genres. 

The gender-diverse category deserves particular 

attention. Traditional language-and-gender research 

often assumed a binary division between women and 

men. Contemporary research recognizes that gender 

identity, expression, sexuality, embodiment, and social 

categorization are more complex. Including a 

nonbinary or gender-diverse option is a minimal 

improvement, but a sample of 20 is too small to 

support a meaningful account of heterogeneous 

identities. Future studies should recruit gender-diverse 

participants intentionally, involve community 

perspectives in research design, and avoid treating all 

nonbinary identities as a single residual category. 

Communicative context emerges as a major analytical 

consideration. The simulated context figure shows that 

all groups shift behavior across seminar, peer, digital, 

and formal academic communication. This illustrates a 

central principle of sociolinguistics: variation is 

structured by social situation. A student in a formal 

presentation is not the same interactional person as 

the same student joking with close friends, even 

though their demographic attributes are unchanged. 

Different identities become salient, different norms 

apply, and different linguistic resources become useful. 

This contextual view also clarifies why contradictory 

findings occur across studies. One study may report 

that women ask more questions, while another finds no 

difference or the reverse. The studies may involve 

different tasks, participant relationships, cultures, 

institutional roles, or question types. Rather than 

treating inconsistency as research failure, sociolinguists 

can use it to identify conditions under which gender 

becomes relevant. The goal shifts from discovering 

universal gender speech styles to explaining patterned 

variation. 

Power remains central even within a constructionist 

framework. Describing gender as performed or 

accomplished does not mean that speakers freely 

choose from an unconstrained menu of styles. 

Institutions assign unequal authority, audiences 

evaluate the same behavior differently depending on 

who displays it, and social sanctions can make some 

styles more available to some speakers than others. A 

direct statement may be interpreted as confident when 

produced by one speaker and abrasive when produced 

by another. Language ideologies therefore shape both 

production and evaluation. 

Communities of practice offer a productive level of 

analysis for university settings. Students participate 

simultaneously in disciplinary cohorts, friendship 

circles, sports clubs, religious groups, online 

communities, residence halls, and professional 

networks. Each community develops norms about 

humor, expertise, emotional disclosure, politeness, 

slang, and authority. Gendered patterns can emerge 

locally when particular linguistic styles become 

associated with valued identities within those 
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communities. Two women in different communities 

may have less similar language practices than a woman 

and a man who share the same activity and peer 

network. 

The findings also have implications for quantitative 

methodology. Researchers should report means, 

dispersion, standardized effect sizes, and ideally 

distributional plots rather than relying only on p-values. 

Multilevel models are useful when speakers contribute 

multiple observations across contexts. Topic and role 

should be measured rather than left as uncontrolled 

background variables. Corpus studies should examine 

genre balance because lexical frequencies can be 

driven by subject matter. Conversation analysis and 

qualitative interviewing can reveal functions that 

frequency counts cannot capture. 

Finally, researchers should distinguish between 

describing language patterns and evaluating them. 

Terms such as weak, strong, emotional, rational, polite, 

aggressive, cooperative, and dominant carry 

ideological assumptions. A sociolinguistic study should 

operationalize observable behaviors first and then 

investigate how participants and communities 

interpret them. This avoids turning culturally familiar 

stereotypes into supposedly objective scientific 

categories. 

7. Educational Implications, Limitations, and Future 

Research 

For language education, the study suggests that 

teachers should avoid teaching gender stereotypes as 

communication facts. Statements such as "women are 

more polite" or "men interrupt more" are too broad for 

responsible pedagogy. A better approach is to show 

students that linguistic features have multiple 

functions and that style varies with context. Classroom 

analysis can compare how disagreement, hedging, 

humor, questions, and directives operate in different 

genres without assigning one style to an entire gender. 

Participation design is also important. If seminar 

formats reward rapid floor-taking, some students may 

receive more speaking opportunities because they are 

more comfortable with competitive turn entry. 

Structured turn allocation, think-pair-share activities, 

written preparation time, small-group discussion, and 

rotating facilitation can diversify participation. These 

practices should not be framed as compensating for 

women's presumed conversational weakness; they are 

methods for reducing the advantage of any single 

interactional style. 

Researchers can also use the framework to study 

linguistic bias in evaluation. Identical levels of 

directness or emotional expression may be judged 

differently depending on the perceived gender of the 

speaker. Experimental vignette or matched-guise 

designs can test these evaluative processes. Such work 

may be especially relevant in classrooms, interviews, 

leadership contexts, and digital moderation. 

The model has several limitations. Most importantly, 

the dataset is simulated and therefore cannot support 

claims about actual students. Second, the feature 

scales simplify complex discourse functions. Third, self-

identified gender categories do not capture all 

dimensions of gender expression or how others 

categorize a speaker. Fourth, the small gender-diverse 

subgroup prevents meaningful subgroup analysis. Fifth, 

sociolinguistic patterns are culturally specific; findings 

from one university or language community should not 

be universalized. 

Future empirical studies should combine corpus 

methods, interactional analysis, ethnography, and 

participant interpretation. Longitudinal research could 

examine how students' styles change as they enter new 

communities of practice. Cross-cultural studies could 

test whether the same linguistic forms receive different 

gender meanings in different societies. Research on 

multilingual speakers could investigate how gendered 

styles shift across languages and how code-switching 

participates in identity work. Digital research could 

explore how platform affordances, anonymity, and 

algorithmic visibility shape gendered linguistic 

performance. 

8. Conclusion 

Gender differences in language use remain an 

important sociolinguistic topic, but the most defensible 

contemporary question is not simply whether women 

and men speak differently. The stronger question is 

how gender becomes relevant to linguistic practice 

under particular social conditions. Classic research 

brought attention to politeness, hedging, interruption, 

directness, and unequal conversational power. Later 

work demonstrated that these patterns are variable, 

multifunctional, and deeply dependent on context. 
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Social-constructionist and communities-of-practice 

approaches consequently provide a richer account than 

theories that assume stable genderlects. 

The illustrative study presented here shows how a 

quantitative article can acknowledge group-level 

tendencies without essentializing them. In the 

simulated sample, women have somewhat higher 

average scores on several affiliative and relational 

features, men somewhat higher averages on 

interruption and directness, and gender-diverse 

participants generally fall within the broader range of 

variation. Yet the differences are small, the 

distributions overlap substantially, and communicative 

context produces meaningful shifts for all groups. 

These are precisely the conditions under which 

cautious sociolinguistic interpretation is required. 

The central conclusion is that language does not simply 

reveal gender; language is one of the resources through 

which gender, status, stance, expertise, solidarity, and 

identity are negotiated. Good research therefore 

examines forms together with functions, speakers 

together with communities, and demographic patterns 

together with institutional power. Such an approach 

supports more accurate scholarship and reduces the 

risk that sociolinguistic findings will reproduce the 

stereotypes they are intended to explain. 
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