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ABSTRACT

A qUestion’posed by'Elizabeth Flynn in the December |

1990 1ssue of College Comp051t10n and Communlcatlon, "Do

Men and Women Compose leferently9" spawned this analysis
of forty randomly selected abstracts from master's theses
and pro;ects by twenty women and twenty men at Callforn1a>
~State Unlver51ty, Saanernardlno. Flynn says that women
‘do compose dlfferently and just1f1es her statement as |
"humanlstlc»lnqulry "Research can be emp1r1cal without
being posivitistic;“ Consequently I wondered whether
the questionS"Do’women and_men'comPOSe differently?"‘could
be proven by emplrlcal analys1s°". o

After developlng a methodology for analy51s based ‘
on sex/gender studles in the recent flndlngs 1n
5001ologlcal 5001ollngulstlc, bu51ness and research :
communltles—-all of whlch 1ndlcate sex/gender dlfferences
in style and structures for thelr communltles--I analyzed
forty abstracts for the same features.:‘The'results
indicate ‘highly slgnificant‘differences between the women
"and the men in my sample group:-the'WOmen used connective
structures~signiflcantly more:Often than did‘the meniand
the men used contrastive structures significantly more
often than d1d the women.l This study‘indicatesnthat a
‘ 51gn1f1cant styllstlc dlfference between these women's

andTmen'ssacademic prose.
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_;“CHAPTER;ONE: The Question

Wlthln a glven context or -a given wrlter there

is a certain correspondence between the rhetorical,
syntactlcal grammatical patterns and the writer's
way of looking at the world. And when there is

a high degree of regularlty in the use of these
patterns we may guess that the pattern comes from,
and therefore reveals something of, the writer's
habitual way of seeing reality, and that the
pattern is one of the ways in which a similar

way of looking at the world is created for the
reader. (Thale 286)

What would it do to our way of teaching writing if
we were to acknowledge'tnat meen's and men's "habitual
way of seeing‘realitY" is.reflected in the way they compose
or write? ‘What if women and‘men think differently and
learn to interacttdifferently and, accordingly write
differently? How might»that knowledge affect the way
"we teach writing?

In the December‘1988 issue of College Composition

and Communication, Elizabeth Flynn asks. "Do males and

females compose differentlY?" In her article, "Composing
as a Woman," she operates from the position that women
and men(reflect social and psychological differenoes in
their written eXpression. Her discuSsion includes ideae

which surface in Nancy Chodorow's The Reproduction of

Mothering, specifically the idea that "[f]eminine
identification proceSSes‘arevrelational, whereas masculine
identification processes tend to deny relationship" (Flynn;

"Composing" 426). FlYnn cites as examples to support



her hypotﬁesis fourVStﬁdent essays, two by women andrtwo
by men, which refleét‘the patterns derived from Chodorow;s‘
work. FlYnh“claimS that the two women's essayé)vKimFsu'

’ ﬁﬁd K;th&'é, emphasi?e horizontal relationships and
 communion or-intefConnectedness while the two meh's essays,
Jim;s»anngoe's, "stress individuation rather than
‘conneCtiqn" (Flynn} ﬁComposing"v429).

Flynn'alSO discuSSes”Carol Gilligan's book, In a

Different Voice;_which wés influenéedvby Cho&orow's work.
while Gilligén's wdrk discussés ﬁorality,,&n issue which

I am not approachingiin ﬁhié paper, her schematic metaphors
'illuStraté anothér voice Speaking to apbarent differenéésf’
in women's and ﬁen's stYles Sf thinkiﬁg: "ﬁhe web [which]
sugéests intefconnectednesé" speaks to women's methéd

‘Vof relating;‘and the ﬁladder {Which] suggesﬁs an
achievement-orientation‘as weil as:inaividﬁélistic and

hierarchical thinking“_speaks to men's method of relating

(Flynn, "CompOsing" 426). Flynn regards Kathy's expression

of "strong need for connection, for affiliation" as well

as Kim'sf"strong heed to féel part of a group" (429) té

be distinctly different from Jim's "solitary flight" in
which he "emerges“the somewhat shaken hero of his
adventuré" by achieving "his goal in the face of adversity"
(430)>ahd.JoeTé“harréfiVé in which FlYnn’sees him

fulfilling "his gender role identification, hié
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a male value system,f'”

that allows hlm to become an achlever (431) Flynnjflyf,

' concludes

@iwe ought not assume that males and females use”

" language in ‘identical" ways or. represent the world

. “in a 51mllar fashion. And if their wrltlng
 strategies and patterns of" representatlon do

. differ, then 1gnor1ng those dlfferences almost

'*'f]certalnly means a suppre551 nﬁof women's separate
~ ways of th1nk1ng and wrltlng. *("Comp051ng
'fj431 432) : , , T . .

‘i Whlle Flynn doesnnot cla1m”to have lsolated any
-"characterlstlc patterns of male and female student wrltlngf
;t [as she] would need a con51derably larger and more
*ﬁrepresentatlve sample to make such a clalm hold"?’:u‘ _‘
“h("Comp051ng 431), she does belleve that she had "llttle

”fdlfflculty 1dent1fy1ng essays that revealed patterns of

ljdlfference among the twenty four papers [she} had to choosecf -

from, and [she] could eas1ly have selected others (431). mfyf"

Although Flynn cons1ders thlS Work to be research,ol:a

”‘ffshe quallfles 1t as "humanlstlc 1nqu1ry 1n whlch,the

"1f'"lllustrat1ve example 1s often suff1c1ent ev1dence tOufJff-w%

‘ ltffsupportta clalm.' The example may be an 1nformat1ve one'j‘

Fyor a representatlve one, to use Kenneth Burke s terms

"; research can be emplrlcal w1thout belng p051t1v1stlc

h("Staffroom" 86).v She further states that her research

'hls not to be con31dered posrt1v1st1c and clalms that

"(87) She 01tes Cllfford Geertz,‘whose "Thlck Descrlptlon

lles 1ntended to "yleld defen51ble 1nterpretat10ns as new




phenomena arise that need to be interpreted" and is not
intended to be "predictive" as‘positivistic'empiricai
research is (87). Flynn also discusses her feminist
approach which she sees as "necessarily skeptical of claims
of the value-neutrality of;research metheds, theories;

and facts'" because they "all too often mask androcentrism"
(87) .. "Research which. . . reflects the concerns of one
group, white maies, to the'exclusion of others, often
women and people of color"™ (87) Flynn sees as inherently
biased from its inception.

All of this raises the question for me: Can this
hypothesis;éthat women “and men writers compose
differently;-be proven or disproven using posivitistic
empirical research? What would that type of research
look like? Who else has spoken to the question of
differences in_expression between women and men? Has
this question bees‘asked before?

I found that this questien of distinctions between
women and men is not new. As I look back to texts in
rhetorie studies, I hear women's voices asking and speaking
to this same question. Perhaps women writers have
suggested”this idea of difference as long asvthey have
been writing.

| :In the‘15th éentury;‘in'response to Bibulus Sempronius

having “"brashly and publicly lament{ed] that [Laura Ceretal]



Vhwas saldbto possess as flne a m1nd as nature ever bestowedgfv
i upon the most learned man (495) (1mply1ng that other
‘_Lwomen d1d not possess such mlnds), Cereta dellvers strong’
w‘farguments to h1m as she allgns herself w1th her 51sters
'1n her paper "Letter to Blbulus Sempronlus;‘Defense of
vlbthe L1beral Instructlon of Women.v The 1mpllcat10n by
'B1bulus 1s 51mple. women\are usually dlfferent because -
u'they are of less dlstlnctlon and have less ablllty in
tgexpre551on.' The 1mpllcat10n by Cereta is: equally clear"nr
tfwomen are equally glfted by nature, and 1f they appear
”lessxdlstrnct, 1t 1s due to thelr ch01ces, not thelr Tvu'
abilitles.c As she‘saYS,j"The explanatlon.ls.clear‘.women
' ahave been able by nature to be exceptlonal but have chosen
| lesser goals (497) Accordlng tob Cereta, although women
‘have not been seen as equally competent w1th men,‘women
lare. | |
In the early 19th century, Sarah‘Grimkef inyher
"Letters on the Equallty of the Sexes and the Condltlon
‘-of Woman,W responds to a letter by the General A53001at10n

‘of Congregatlonal Mlnlsters of Massachusetts. In response

to thelr statements regardlng "the dangers whlch at present

Lz‘seem to threaten the FEMALE CHARACTER w1th w1despread

. and permanent 1njury (685), (the dangers belng that women
. mlght ‘be percelved as’ splrltual equals with men before

'h;God both 1n pos1t10n and respons1b111ty) Grlmke argueS°



‘the New Testament has been referred to, and I
am willing to abide by its decisions, but must
enter my- protest against the false translation
" of some passages by the MEN [sic] who did that
work, and against. the perverted interpretation
by the MEN [sic] who undertook to write
commentaries thereon. I am inclined to think,
when we are admitted to thelhonor of studying
Greek and Hebrew, we shall produce some various
readings of the Bible a little different from
“those we now have. (686)
Grimke differs with those 1n power 1n her day, dlffers
with their mode of,relatlng, thlnklng and expressing,
and also differs with'the translators and‘commentators
of the Bible.glAccording to Grimke, women would produce
~ a different written text, both in content and in form, -
and that women's translation would reflect women's point
of view.

In the m1d to late 20th century, due largely to the
‘femlnlst movement, many stud1es were begun on gender and
language. French fem1n1sts,'cont1nu1ng in thls same llne
of thlnklng, contend that women not only. have somethlng;
dlfferent to say, but also have a different language ‘in
which to say it; women have ‘a different'way of viewing
life and will reflect:that'difference as they develop
their own forms in 1anguage to reveal thelr own point
;of.v1ew;} The French femlnlsts purport that men. have
Mdetermlned the forms language has take. Therefore

'languages reflect the‘vo1ces of the men.‘ Helene_clxous{f-

- 'maintains -



fg;unequlvocally that there 1s such a th1ng ‘as marked
- .~writing; that,. until: now, ~far more extens1vely
. and. repress1vely than is ever suspected or. _
;h"admltted, writing has been run by a 11b1d1nal
‘f“and cultural——hence polltlcal typlcally
:_lmascullne——economy, that this is a locus: where g
- the repre551on of women- has been: perpetuated
e e o 7. that ‘this locus. has grossly exaggerated
o all the s1gns of ‘sexual oppos1tlon. . +where woman
v’r"has never her turn to speak, this being all the
"7]more ‘serious’. and unpardonable in that writing:
is prec1sely the very possibility of change, the.
“space that can serve. . .[as] a transformatlon
of soc1al and cultural structures. (1235)

: Clxous argues that women need the1r own languagey :
a- language wh1ch reflects women and the1r perspectlve
:on llfe.» By developlng a femlnlne language w1th a system
' of references 1n language wh1ch 1llum1nate women s,
‘ perspectlve, both culture and soc1ety w111 experlence
"pos1t1ve changes.f ’ | ‘ |

| Adrlenne RlCh ‘1nvher‘essay "Taklng Women Students‘

Serlously," states that women thlnk dlfferently than ‘men
‘do. To RlCh women S thlnklng is- equated with crltlcal

"thlnklng. women s th1nk1ng challenges the glvens, the -

"‘assumptlons we usually operate under, women s thlnklng

’fmakes connectlons between facts and 1deas,'women S thlnklng
'gremembers that "1n every mlnd res1des a body'“ and women's

vthlnklng remalns accountable to that "body" as shevcompares:”
'hypotheses agalnst her experlence (175 176) . Rlch

»~characterlzes ‘women ' s thlnklng and expre551on of those

- ,thoughts as flndlng "the 51lences (175), the unspoken

' truths w1th whlch women llve.. She says it 1s by namlng



V;vourselves, as Paulo Frelre calls; shto do, that we speak

°gwout and wr1te that wh1chy1s hldden, that we\"take women

sterlously"'(176), that womenzdevelop thelr own V01ceSfH'
S i fiRlch concludes alongfﬁ‘
lkfdlfferently than d_
Ymen and are often 51lenced heca

'evof those dlfferences'

fﬁthat women w1ll demonstrate dlf_irences and learn to use

'”ﬁﬁthem constructlvely as they learn to wr1te themselves

’“-’experlences, and thelr v01c""

'”3lnt0 ex1stence and glVe v01ces to thelr 51lences. -

These and many other women have spoken out of thelr o

‘Necho the same message through

l;‘the ages. women“have somethlng to say, women speak from =

"f,a dlfferent perspectlves,'and women want“to express thelrgf‘

Y“Tfperspectlves on 11fe from thelr own p01nts of Vlew.' Whenjy;

:huwe llsten to the v01ces of these women, not ‘as’ 1solated
”fand unlque crleswln the nlght, but as a. harmony of echoes?c

'“5grow1ng louder and stronger,.then the messages from women[r
libecome clear and resonate w1th1n us. Many women, both
vhpast and present, belleve they possess thelr own messagesvl}
Nand thelr own v01ces.u The questlon now 1s whether 1t

‘vfcan 1t be proven°“Namely, are there any s1gn1f1cant

fhfemplrlcally demonstrable dlfferences?between the way men f’;

J_xand women thlnk and wr1te°




CHAPTER TWO: The Context

Often times the forces silencing women's voices are
buriedvin deep layers, hidden.layers of assumptions.
Because the assumptlons of those. in power determine the
publlc course language takes (Bakhtln 930), the v151ble
r’markers 1nwlanguage must be»examlned to‘detect the
| assumptionsibeneath the expressions.'-According to Smith,

without_awareness offassumptions, we remain
- mechanical members of our society, dangerously
oblivious to the abstractions that govern us and
~ without the ability to questlon them or to seek
- ~alternative new assumptlons. The first requisite
of intelligent freedom is to. discover the ‘
~ assumptions that restrict our thlnklng and wr1t1ng.‘
(242) v

In order to understand these assumptlons, we must

con51der the p0351b1e ways language may be marked. Flrst,

'jlt may be that men make all the ch01ces and their

‘ _assumptlons totally govern language use. Although some"

‘may thlnk that thls is true because patrlarchy has been

so perva51ve and exclu51ve, 1t has not totally encompassed

o all women or women would never have had any voice. And

o

not all men'have beenfor are patrlarchlal. So although
at times in hlstory women have come close to being fully
51lenced and even today many suffer in 51lence,'some have
managedvto speak out;for womenhrlghts and perSpeCtlveSv
throughoutvthe centuries even in'patriarchy'sastrongest

- moments. -



Sécond;'it may be that women make‘ail the choices
and their asSumptions totally govern language use. Women
have never‘made all the.choiCés in language use, in fact
ﬁot even most,'and at best perhaps women have made a few
 choices and éssumﬁtions which governrlanguage use. because
women are not the‘dominant facfor in society.

Third, it'may be that neither'women nor men make
choices with regard to assumptions about language use,
that power in 1én§uage use is a neufral quality which
either may appropriate ana ﬁsé. This theory may appear
plausible put when women are able to appropriate power
positions and powerfﬁl behavior, most often‘they have
been derogated.

Fourth, it may be thaf men and women both make choices
and assumptions about language use and they are equally
valued. Although this is a worthy goal for both men and
women, no evidénce anywhere suggests that it is true.

We are not currently at a point_of awareness in oﬁr’society
where this is possible.

Fif%h, it may be that women and men both make
assumptions and choices about.language use but they are
unequally valued. Women's choices for the most part are
not valued by society as highly as are men's. Men's
choices and assumptions curreﬁtly dominate much of life

for most societies because it is assumed by those in power:

10



thatlwomen either dovnot make significant or powerfnl
choices or assumptions abontvlanguage‘use‘or do not see
life differently from‘men or their choices are of lesser
Value. o

Y»Many women believe that women's and'men's assumptions
and ch01ces should be Valued equally but acknowledge |
that they are not. Wwith that 1n mind, many women have
spoken‘out'or‘are_speaking out of their'silences to
g,challenge‘the'assumptions of those in oower. Women like
Laura'Ceretaihave guestioned the patriarchial power
structure théy face ahd its point of view whioh'has limited
the»bonndaries of]women's'lives and experiences. Women
like Sarah Grlmke have questioned the patrlarachlal
'assumptlons they face wh1ch say that different means lesser
quallty,gthat_women,.because they possess obvious
differences.from-men'andgare judged‘ln relation to men,
are of lesSer‘disninotion and ability. .Although today
'tnis niew may not be wldely held-amOng educated people,
its reSidual‘effectsvstill impact women as they mork‘tO'
express éhemselvesvfrom‘ﬁheir own points of wview. Grimkel
says that women's perspeCtive will surface, if given‘the |
opportunity. If these differenCes do come to the surface
of language use,‘itfshould,be_poSSible to find them.

While many belie&e]fhat‘there is no difference between

women and men writers, that each uses the same language

11



in relatively the‘éamevway,;this study contends,‘along
{ w1th Cereta, Grlmke, Clxous and others, that women may
have their own way of seelng reallty. Women's and men's
‘ways of seelng reality and language use may differ and
those different perspectlves and choices should be valued
equally. |

vThe problem is how to‘find those differences
specifically in academic prose; I»began by looking at
differences in 1anguage\nse'ﬁhich were already well
establiahed, and from therehIisought td disCoVer if
dlfferences ex1sted in- arenas of language use apart from
un1vers1ty level wrltlng before mov1ng onto: the analys1s
of unlver81ty‘level academic prose.

' If there are unisolated,‘demonatrable’differences
in language use,vand,if they_C:oSs-overﬂinto academic
.prose, there may he.common denominators between women's
perspeetive on life and their writing style and men's
perspeeitive on iife and their writing Style. These women
‘and men may also differ from each other in their
xperspectives and writing styles. And’while there are
evidently factors which further‘group women and men into
other subgroups such as age, ciass; ethnicity and culture,
patterns and strategies of language use of women and
men--seen asvsex/gender differences—?may‘override the

age, class, ethnicity and cu1turalvdifferences. Further

12



study should.be‘conducted—which includes these factors
if significénﬁ‘differences'are found between women's and
men'sfwriting~sﬁyles.

‘Sex/gender differences in language use, which have
alfeadyvbeén identified;'can be seen in "marked language"
such‘as'Helene Cixous speéks.of when she discusses language
which privileges those in'pbwer. This marked language
"shows one way women have been'subordinated‘and reveals
sexualybias against‘women}‘ |

One example of a residual effect of this "marked
language" is seen in a simple question raised by Robin
Lakoff in a 1974 aftible for MS. maQaziné and is expanded

upon in Language and Women's Place. As part of her public

~stance in the linguistic search for gender differences

in Ianguage use, Lakoff identifies two language structures

--markers--which have been used to subordinate women.
Lakoff namés two areas causing dérogation of women:

women's use 6f precise and discriminating terms in naming

and‘describing and the use of euphemisms in the naming

of womenfby male speakers. Firsﬁ, Lakoff contends that

"[w]lords like mauve, beige, ecru, aquamarine, lavender

and the like, are unremarkable in a woman's active
vocabulary, but largely absent from that of most men"
(311). Although this propensity towafd specificity in

| language, the naming of an item as mauve instead of pink

13



or red,‘indicates a highvintellectual ability to make
subtle'distinctions, it is seen bytpatrlarchial society
as friwolouS'and is remarked on pejoratively. Second,
a woman may be called lady Wthh "confer[s] an exalted
stature" but also 1mp11es "helpless[ness]" and "does not
contain the sexual 1mpllcatlons present in wgmgg (314).
A woman canfalso be‘called a glrlf whlch-stresses‘
"immaturity" and‘ﬂlrresponSibility" while also "removing
the sexual connotationsvlurking in wgmag" (315). Thus,
Lakoff concludeslinhthe‘first instance thatvfemale.Speakers
usekdifferent’modes of namingvthe,world that_are often
'describedraswfrivolous.pthendthose in power'use.this‘
same technique of specific naming,~they are'said“tovbe
distinct and dlscrlmlnatlng and subtle. bIn.the second“
instance, Lakoff concludes that women ‘are. named dlfferently
and in dlmlnutlve modes. ThlS dlvorces sexuallty from
women while.permittindeand encouraging it in men. Thus'
it causes women to be seen in pollte and Chlldllke forms,
neither of whlch convey ability, power or w1sdom,vand
it robs women of a- portlon of their humanlty. Again,
those 1n power have controlled both the language used
and those u51ng the language.L o

If these dlfferences are analyzed 1n llghtvof Norman -
.Falrclough s theory of 5001al power structure, 1t reveals

that controlllng occurs 1n three ways. Flrst, in content

14



(what is said)::certain kinds'of~specificities of men
aredvalued, wh11e those of women are not. This reveals
an inequal valuatlon of a performative lingulstic abillty
which disadvantages-women'because they are women. |
Therefore women, not'men,'are named linguistically in
['diminutive modes,‘revealing‘an unequalivaluation based
on sex/gender alone. ’Second, in relations (when people
enter into social_relationsfin discourse, fhe meaning
- of sfatements is‘most often detefminedbbyithe'speakers
~in power). women's speech is judged in relation to men's
and found wantlng because 1t is women' s speech and,
‘ aCCordlngly denigrated. Thlrd, in subjugation (the
posifions people are permitted to occupy in discourse):
bothhin naming and-in‘being named, women.are put into
~positions of‘lesser‘power (Faiiclough 46). Fairclough's
theories illuminates Lakoff's‘findingsdby examining and
explaining how the power structures-in‘society work to
,achieve[the‘distinctionskshe has isolated. Patriarchy,
which is.theﬁdominant system, achieves and maintains its
power by explicitly or‘implicitly subordinating other
groups, the largest of‘which is women.,

'_Another'example of how this dominance has been
'fmaintained in'language ngsexual bias in favor of the
‘maleddefault. This sexual blas is aptly discussed by

Alleen Pace Nilsen. 1In her article "Sex1sm in English°
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A Feminist View," she concludes that the male form is
not the default for both sexes. And such bias has been
and is beihg confronted in most public arenas, most
predominantly in the publishing, education and business
commﬁnities.' Thué; thése sﬁrface reflections of marked
language are being changed and the question of sexual

" bias in language use is no longer strongly contested.
No reasonable argument exists today over the -
inappropriateness of the male default:‘the use of "he"
when implying "he".and "she"; the use of "man" and
"mankind" for "humans,"‘"péople" and "humankind" as
indicatOrS*of both genders. | .

The male model shouid‘no longer function as the
dominant means to express or explain human society.v The
dissolution of the male defaulf continues throughout
society, most notably in places where the male‘default_
has been used aé a research standard: using the male model
as norm, as opposed to a value-neutral norm or a norm:
which sets criteria based on the informants' subcultures’
norms, sﬁews results in that it does not reflect men as
members of society as‘a whole but as representative of
the whole society, and it does not reflect women at all.
Deborah Caméron and Jennifer Coates, listing points needing
to be considered when conducting research in the future,

indicate that

16



'traditionalgsociolinguietic methods and measuring
instruments have frequently been designed for
male speakers and may not be maximally well adapted
for female informants. Care needs to be taken
to select informants of both sexes and to
1nvest1gate all-female as well as all-male groups;
‘to design non- llngulstlc criteria such as social
class, network strength, etc. in ways that are
appllcable to both sexes; and to avoid definitions
-of important concepts that mean women are
automatlcally excluded (11)
Along w1th the dlssolutlon of the male default, its
extension in the pro- male—blas in research also needs
to be dlssolved
Researchers, in a effort to clarify the assumptions
we have_Operated under with regard to sex/gender issues,
call for specificity and intertextuality, which add to
thesccmplexity of the question. For example, Penelope
Brown in 1976 concluded that "explanations of language
~ usage should come from a theory of social forces and a
consideration of social status, race, and individual goals"
':(Thorne 234). In 1980, Virginia A;“Eman'and Benjamin
W. Morse raised the issue of "Gender schema theory" when
looking at’child,rearing‘and gender differences in language
and "argue against,usingv‘dichotcmous bieiogical
classification' in research, suggesting that one's
psychological orientation towards one's sex allows better
understanding of such variables as. . .language" (Thorne

©234). Also in 1980,}Patricia C. NicholS»argued that

researchers should consider contextual matters such as
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geﬁder roles, types of education and activitiés of
participants in their "speéchlcdmmunities" as'part of
"the interpretive process whenllodking at gender differences
in speech. Iﬁ 1982,vNoreen Carrocci proposed the use |
of "communication theory" as a‘field for context of
interpretation of’gender differences found.

Today, the question is not so much if there are
sex/gender differences, but where do they exist. 1In
phonemes and morphemes, reséarchers‘such as Muicaster,
Jesperson, Sapir, Trudgill,'Lébav, Cheshire, and Milroy
have worked 6n differences for decades. In intonation,
Sally McConnellfGinet's research clearly indicates
differences‘exist. In children's gendered use of language,
Jacqueline Saéhs has completed studies which reveal
differences. Regarding the effect of behavior caused
by use of gender markings; Norma Shepelak shows
relationships bétween cause and effect. Sex/gender
differences are discussed with regard to‘the moral
implications by Carol Gilligan and Katha Pollitt; to female
style in(sciénce by Nancy DiTomaso, Mary Frank Fox, and
Mafcia Barinaga (384-391); to gender-style in the corporate
world by Judy Rosener,‘F. Schwértz,.Marilyn Loden,'and
B.M. Vetter; and to the speakers' social and interpersonal
aspects of communication by Deborah Tannen. And these

are but a few of the many voices speaking out on sex/gender
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- differences.

Today researchers in linguistics, SOciolinguistics,
psychology, business, and science agree differences existjy;
today their research focuses on the context in which these
differences occur, on who has observed the differences,
on what factors the observers bring to their observations;
on what demographical factorslmay‘complicate the
x observations, on what significance can be found in the
differences, and finally, on how are we to act in response
to the knowledge gaihed. ‘Today, Cixous' "marked" language
is being documented. The questions for us now are: what
do the markers look like? Can they be used to identify
patterns in women's and men's academic prose?

In Jacqueline Sachs' study, "preschool Boys' and
Girls' Language Use in Pretend Play," she asks if boys
and girls speak differently in pretend play situations.

She concludes that while there were some similarities,

boys and girls speak differently in pretend play situations

in several ways:

1. Boys used the simple Imperative form much
more frequently than did the girls. . .In
fact, only one girl used more than one
Imperative during the sixteen-minute
interaction.

2. The boys used Prohibitions five times as
frequently as did the girls.

4. Taken together, the Imperative, Prohibition,
and Declarative Directives are directive
forms showing no mitigation. . .the boys'

Obliges were:unmitigated (42% as compared
with 17% for the girls). . . .
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7. The girls made heavy use of tag qguestions
" [35 to the boys' 16.1 - -

8. Joint utterances are mltlgated because they
imply- cooperatlon between the llstener and
"hearer. Fifteen percent of the glrls
‘Obliges were Joint, five times as many as
were spoken by the boys, and they talked

_ about joint activities and roles, . . .
~10.The only mitigating category in which we
find more utterances by boys than girls
is State [dlrect] Questions. Boys more
often asked [directly] what the other wanted
or how he felt, . ...

11 .Looking overall at categorles w1th
mltlgatlon, we find that many more of the
girls' utterances were mitigated (65% as
compared w1th 34% for the boys). (182-184)

While it is h1ghly unllkely that.lmperatlves or tag
guestions mlght be found in student- comp031tlons, we might
‘flnd 31gns of the assertlveness, mltlgatlon and joining
"activities Sachs flnds 1n chlldren s speech. It can also
be concluded that even at an early age, girls and boys

make ch01ces and enact assumptlons about language use.

Jennifer Coates, in Women, Men and Language, discusses

"the social consequences'of‘linguistic sex differences"
in "miscommunication between women and men" (151). In
discussing studies of womenfs imteractions in all-women
groups, and men's interactions with all—men“groups,kCoates
indicates that

women often discuss one topic fof half an hour

or more; they share a great deal of information

about themselves and talk about their feelings

and their relationships. Men on the other hand

jump from one topic to another, vying to tell

anecdotes which centi{er} around themes of

superiority and aggression. They rarely talk
about themselves, but compete to prove themselves
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better informed about current affairs, travel,
sport, etc. (151-152)

Women here appear to parellel Chorodow's "feminine

ldentification processes" (Flynn, Composing 176) by

_ dlrectlng conversation to share personal information,

‘ thus making horizontal connections, as opposed to the

men's anecdotes which centered on superiority and

aggressioh. Here the men's behavior parallels Chodorow's

- idea of individuation while the women's behavior parallels

her idea of feminine connection. There is also a parallel

~with Gilligan. Men's talk, like their moral reesoning,

. was hierarcﬁial and moved toward abstraction and

separation, while women's falk balanced self and other

and placed relationality at the center of the activity.
While it is unlikely that writtenlstudent work will

be conversaticnal; structﬁres which reveel‘connection

in women writers and which;reveal separation in men writers

would indicate stylistic diffefences. These stylistic

differences are also evident in Coates' discussion "llnks-

between speaker turns" and "topic shifts" (152-153).

She comments that research indicates that women, when -

in conversation, will make connections with the previous

speaker while men "do not feel they have to make a link.

. ." and "are more likely\tc ignore what was. . .said

before and concentrafe_on‘makiﬁg their own‘point" (152).

"Elaboration and cohtinuity,W,Whichfare.paralleling
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'«ﬁﬁaCtiVities, are key notlons 1n any ana1y51s of women s

Vﬁftalk " whereas "shlfts between toprcs tend to be abrupt

Q1n all male conversatlons (15334 »"Women tend toaf& -

fforganl[z]e thelr talk co operatlvely," Coates contlnues,'?ﬁ’

Lo wh11e men tend to organl[Z]e thelr talk competltlvely

.”ff(154) : Coates deductlons suggest to me. that 1f women‘ '

fuse connectlve structures and men use contrastlve

-?',structures, StyllSth dlfferences in wr1t1ng would parallel

‘,styllstlc dlfferences 1n speech
Judy Rosener,vln the November December 1990 1ssue

}of Harvard Bu51ness Rev1ew, also parallels the flndlngs

'above as she dlscusses women s and men S managerlal styles.
vAlthough Rosener found that both men and women 1n the
survey e#perlenced work famlly confllcts (120) and thatv
members of thlS study dld not reflect the more common

wage= gapped groups often surveyed she d1d flnd clear

ld1fferences in the1r management styles._ "The:men are‘
'i”more llkely than the women to descrlbe‘themselves in ‘ways.
'that characterlze what some management experts call »
"transactlonal' leadershlp (120). Men, as‘;

command and control" leaders, used "llnear log1c vlnm
an "hlerarchlal system (153).; These men - saw themselves
in a superlor or: hlerarchlal p051tlon to thelr

subordlnates" whlle women, as 1nteract1ve leaders,

»zused "consensus bulldlng and saw themselves as .
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-fﬂlnterrelated w1th those worklng w1th them (153). ﬁosenerls:,ﬂ”f*

1'research reveals clear dlstlnctlons whlch 1nd1cate women s
yfways of leadlng and thlnklng, expre551ng 1nformat10n and "
”slnteractlng w1th others 1n the world dlffer from men s.ﬁh:qu
; JThus, 1dent1fy1ng wrltlng styles whlch reflect women s
Sfftenden01es toward 1nterrelatlonal act1v1t1es 1n 3f1ﬁ~"
'?dbu51ness—-mak1ng connectlons-;and 1dent1fy1ng wrlt1ng>

‘}fstyles Wthh reflect men s tendenc1es toward h1erarch1al

.. or status or1ented act1v1t1es in bu31ness—-mak1ng

'1{’dlst1nctlons——would further prove a dlfference in wrltlngtif.w'x

fstyles.‘_f
*h; Marc1a Barlnaga, wrltlng for Sc1ence 1n Aprll of
'f1993,‘ sks "Is There a 'Female Style 1n Sc1ence°": Whllel“

”lfshe acknowledges exceptlons (as I found 1n all other e

,,_ytresearch), she belleves that there is’ a dlfference, ‘even -

H’though many women are retlcent to admlt 1t.- ThlS 1s’5”af

"hbecause, as Caltllyn Allen, says, "'Women are afrald thatlf°f

if they dlscuss the p0551b111ty that they are d01ng sc1ence R

1ld1fferently, 1t w1ll be assumed that the sc1ence they

f

‘are d01ng is not as good'" (384). Although some female .

fasc1entlsts may see dlfferences 1n style, they are he51tant

'Tfi}to publlcly volce thelr thoughts (Barlnaga 384).'_A2,hf7'""

Barlnaga also c1tes a small study done by Henry

fEtzkow1tz and student Carol‘Kemelgor whlch

1nvest1gated 1ab management styles of faculty .
1n a medlcal school mlcroblology department '"We :
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found there were two styles by which the
investigators were running their 1abs," says
Etzkowitz. Male faculty_members were more likely
to have students "competing with each other for

the professors attention," he says, while students

in women's labs generally felt less competitive
pressure.. (385)
Addltlonally she says that Etzkow1tz found that "many
7female faculty members feel addltlonal respons1b111ty
‘for g1v1ng students extra encouragement and support"
';(385-386). Thusvanother component>of_women s style in
management ls to Offer‘support,thelp andwencouragement
to those who work w1th them.' Indications.of this tendency
to support and encourage along w1th a he31tancy to reveal
dlfference, 1f found would further develop the parallel
'between women's management styles and wrltlng styles,
'and 1ndlcatrons;of’separatlonvor competltlon,.lf found,
would further devélop‘thevparallel between men's management
styles.and men'S-writing styles. In each~of the studies,_
:regardless of the:field_in which‘they-were conducted,
consistentvgender differences have appeared.

: Thus, in each of theSe~fie1@s, sex/gender differences
can bevdocumented._ Coates,‘while speaking’within‘the
socioélinguistic community,‘discusses the significance
of these types of}differences in order to contextualize
the theories and philosophies within the eyents of the
last severalvdecades}_»She:proposes two general theories:

the dominance approach whlch sees women as an oppressed
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;}ﬁgroup and 1nterpretsﬁllngu1st1c dlfferences in women s jl

»;ffand men s speech 1n terms of men s domlnance and women S

:jsubordlnatlon,l and,‘the dlfference approach whlch

yd, emphas1[z]es the 1dea that women and men belong to

“{ dlfferent subcultures 1n wh1ch women clalm they 'have “?""”

b,;ga dlfferent v01ce, a dlfferent psychology, and a dlfferent‘
fexperlence of love, work and famlly from men (13).,¢d
Ev1dence so far suggests that nelther polarlty

'fu—-nelther all domlnance theory nor all dlfference

nftheory——may 1n 1tself be fully accurate.; Women and women sh'~f

’lvlanguage use have been derogated, as Lakoff Nllsen and o

‘fhundreds of others have shown. Yet, some women also

M"f.belleve that they have dlfferent ways of thlnklng,,that

"thelr approach purpose 1n language use, and speech dlffer o

‘37hfrom men s, that thelr styles of relatlng in management

?i»31tuatlons dlffers from men s, so that women may 1ndeed

“~7Qlﬂbe a. separate subculture as Coates suggests. But perhaps

vhrfour best understandlng w1ll be found 1n the overlapplng

fof Coates two theorles, whlch would be 51m11ar to thebhf

N r

f;fflfth optlon dlscussed earller 1n th1s chapter——women .

7if%and men both make assumptlonsiand ch01ces about 1anguage

i’”;fuse but women s are not valued to the degree that men s

'V;ﬂare- Consequently, although some women have been

J*;subjugated and derogated, and therefore some women s

"ijlanguage use may be dlfferent due to that subjugatlon




and derogation, it is also.that.those differences may
be due to women's personai choices in language use.

| At the same time, in the struggle between personal
choice and expectations, lines of distinction can get
blurred for women. If indeed women are a subculture with
distinct methods for expressing their values ﬁhich differ
from those‘cf men's, then the subjugation of women's
culture to the power or status culture may in some cases
obliterate, in some cases overwhelm or cvershadow,-and
in some case$s taint women's knowledge and awareness of
their fifst culture. Women may be blind to their first
culture. The desire for‘appfOVal, acceptance, andv
accomplishment may motivate womeﬁ, knowihgly orb
unknowingly, to accede to the expectations, styles,
. methods, and culture of those in power, thus_making wcmen
appear not to have assimilated but to have always‘been
a part of the power grcup's culture.

But languege use reveals‘perspectives and assumptions
about life. valanguage is also marked by women and their
languagefuse-specifically reveals their ways of seeing
reality just as men's language use reveals their own ways
of seeing reality, then sex/gender differences may be
determined‘by,women when they express their own ways of
seeing reality in;their speech, interaction, and writing.,

So if these distinctione appear, and if they are an
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accurate reflectlon of wonen s way of seeing reality,
then the problem is not that women speak and write
differently but‘that women s expressions in society are
not highly valued. .

Because argumentatlcn—edlscourse wh1ch draws a
conclu51on by prov1ng dlfferences between p051t10nslor
by separatlng and contrastlng p051tlons——has generally
been the preferred and the valued form of dlscourse since
the time of the Sophlsts, Plato and Arlstotle, it has
been the expected and preferred form of academic dlscourse
for men and'women. .While argumentatiOn may suit the
‘purposes of men speakers and Writere ae these'studies
indicate that.bQYSland men~tend-to,chOOSe‘tcvdefinebby
contrast, separation and status%criented‘etructuresj it
‘may nct‘suit wcnen's'purposes. - If WOmen-reVeal“their
perspect1ves on life and ways of ‘seeing’ reallty in their
language ch01ces and if those cholces in wrltlng are the
‘same. as those revealed-ln these studles on glrls_ speech,
women's,talk, and‘women's management styles; then women's
style cfjacademic prose may not be the eame'as men’S.
Women's style may develop chnections and'synthesize.:
Synthesis——discourse which combines Varied elenents”into
a complex and unlfled whole--may reflect women's ways
of v1ew1ng the world Because the studles referred to :

in thls chapter 1nd1cate a con51stent pattern of
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 difference, then analysis of women's and men's academic

 prose should also reveal the same type of differences.
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* CHAPTER THREE: The Analysis

"women S and men s academlc prose, I chose to analyze forty

\*,?abstracts from master s theses and prOJects at Callfornlalifjs_

ZfState Un1vers1ty, San Bernardlno., The abstractsyselected

H”'t’were wrltten between 1987 and 1993 . They reflect several :

‘?‘schools w1th1n the unlver51ty, most promlnently Engllsh :

iffComp051tlon and Educatlon..mLijfh | |

| ‘These abstracts prOV1de a umrform set of research :’
’vmaterlals for several reasons. Flrst, all the wrlters

~ had the same purpose. to prov1de synopses of the1r theses.?hf

JVdSecond, the abstracts were requlred to be of 51m11ar |
ylength°'one to three pages., Thlrd, the abstracts reflect
'“;accompllshed wrlters 1n 51mllar programs of study at the

“<fgraduate level who have recelved all the wrltlng

ij 1nstructlon they are requlred to recelve._ Fourth, then

.abstracts are readlly avallable ln the unlver31ty llbrary

A.f{'for the purpose of further research

Thé abstracts were randomly selected. Thejfirstff”:'“

‘;,ftwenty abstracts—-ten by women wrlters and ten by men-,vf

f}wrlters——werelihe flrst avallable on the llbrary shelves
'751n the Engllsh department. The next twenty—-ten women
;wrlters and ten men wrlters——were selected for me by a:

“llbrarlan, as they are kept in a spe01al reserve sectlon"

" of the library.

bwlifgéQhﬂ



Once the.abstraots were selected and sorted, "but
before I began counting for»particular features, I found
vit-neoessary to establish a-duantitative base line: word,
sentence and paragraph counts to indicate‘whether‘like
entities were'being compared. By working with material
of reasonably equal quallty and quantlty, I belleve that
the results of the analy51s w1ll be more llkely to show
relative signiflcance.v The women writers' abstracts were
‘labeled F1 to F20,v(female‘writer 1 through femaie writer
‘20 ) and the men writers. were labeled M1 to M20, (ﬁale
"writer 1 through male wrlter 20) as shown in all tables.
I used the NCSS, a statlstlcs software, to determlne the

presence or-absence_of statistical significance.

The word count for women writers is 4,148 words with
a low of 131 and a hlgh of 356 ‘as shown 1n TABLE 12 WORD
COUNTS. The mean for women wrlters (F1 F20) is 207 4
The word count for men wrlters (M1—M20) is 4, 272 words
w;th a low of 111 and a hlgh of 356 as shown in TABLE o
1+ WORD COUNTS. The mean for men writers is 213.6. The
© word frequency distribution between the women and men
writers, as shown in TABLE 2: WORD FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION,
is not 51gn1flcant 'Although there is some variance in
the first category of individual Writers} word use, 110-125

-words, as the womenxwriters did not write any abstracts
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';less thanu125 words,jthis is not significant because the.
sum of the adjacent categorles ‘is nearly equal such that

5 women wrlters and 5 men wrlters ‘wrote abstracts between
110_and‘150 wdrds; and 5 women and 5vmen writers wrote
abstracts between 150and‘200 words. Aithohghd6 women

and 4bmen'writers wrcte abstracts between 200 and 250
words, this is not a significant difference; neither are
the differences between 250 and 300 words——2 women writers,
3 men wrlters, nor are the dlfferences between 300 and

,375 words significant w1th 2 women wrlters and 3 men

writers.

TABLE 1‘ WORD COUNTS_

T F1 174 M1 191
F2 245 M2 135
F3 206 ‘M3 192
F4 167 M4 122
F5 212 M5 169
F6 356 - M6 200
F7 170 M7 . 225
“F8 183 M8 242
F9 241 M9 181
F10 152 M10 189
CF11 265 M11 123
F12 245 M12 356

~F13 150 M13 - 327
" F14: 202 M14 130
F15 131 - M15 277
F16 145 . "M16 259
F17 125  M17 111
F18 136 M18 344
F19 347 M19 210
F20 296 M20 289

4,148 - 4,272
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'v TABLE 2 WORD FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION _ ‘

o 110 125 125 150 150 175 175- 200 200 225
'Females L Qe s
o Males. XQF3ggffudn

T 1. 3. .

225 250 250 275 275 300 300 325 3L5f350 350 375
- 3 1. 1. AV-O'.‘ D T
>,g25:.:_m'1jrc'vb521»,; 70;3}':;w 2j3>LTJ'Tf"'

”TE‘The results of" the word count,_as shown 1n TABLE 3 WORD

'COUNT STATISTICS, 1nd1cate that the dlfference between

'onmen wrlters and men wrlters 1s not 51gn1flcant the

;ﬁT Value 1s 2719989 and the Probablllty 1s 0 7870 at the

’ f;{O 05 confldence level These women wrlters and the men I]Ii_ft""

"1hfwr1ters produced a relatlvely equal number of words.Ew

~ _TABLE 3: WORD COUNT STATISTICS =~ - . . '
T Total . Mean  T-Value  Probability -
°”.Females;“-<4,1481 207.4  .2719989 ~ 0.7870 -
. . "Males 4,272  213.6 ..o T
'.,}‘N 20 for both groups.zgagju?

Thus, there 1s ‘no 51gn1f1cant dlfference in the numberf,'

o of words wrltten by women and men wrlters and n0‘-f”

S fs1gn1f1cant_d1wference 1n the length'ff;the abstracts S

"*73‘shown in TABLE 4- SENTENCE COUNTS

nfffln thlswsamplv

> here 1s,no s1gn1flcant dlfference in the numberv

. of sentences 1n thlS sample., In fact the s1m11ar1ty

[of‘theftota umber.of sentences 1s remarkable.- TWenty

women wrlters produced 181 sentences total 1n thelr I

:'fabstracts w1th a low of 4 sentences'and a hlgh of 17 as




wrlters 1s 9 05 sentences. Twenty men wrlters produced

a183 sentences 1n thelr abstracts w1th a low of 4 and a

high of 18 as shown on TABLE 4: SENTENCE COUNTS. The

mean for men wrlters,ls 9;15 sentences;

SENTENCE COUNTS

TABLE 4:
1 9 M1 6
F2 12 M2 i
F3 4 M3 9
F4 5 M4 5
F5 . 8 - M5 5
Fo6 9 M6 5
F7 6 M7 8
F8 7 - M8 . 15
Fo 9 ‘M9 4
F10 6 M10 5
F11 12 M11 6
F12 17 M12 18
F13 9 ‘M13 17
F14 10 M14- 7
F15 9 M15 13
F16 6 M16 12
F17 8 M17 5
F18 6 M18 12
P19 17 - M19 .10
F20 12 M20 14
181 183
TABLE 5: SENTENCE FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION
1-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 13=15 16-18 19+
Females 6 8 4 0 2 0.
Males 8 4 3 , 3 -2 0

The range of differences in the sentence frequency

distribution between women and men writers is also not

significant as shown on TABLE 5: SENTENCE FREQUENCY

DISTRIBUTION,

8 out of 20,

abstracts,

alfhough‘almost one-half of the men writers,
wrote between 4-6 sentences in their

compared with about-one—third of.the‘women
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. writers'whohwfbté 4;67§énééhéesliﬁbtheir:;bstraC£s;_ Almost
one-half of the women writers, 8 out ofAzo, wrote in the
7-9 sentence categoryf’:Aithoughlgll writers wrote between
4-18 sentences with tﬁédﬁétural'miébdiﬁfoécurring'at

the 11 sentencé.lével,Athe mid pbintufor the men writers

- is just a bit lower thaﬁiforithe women writers.

TABLE 62,SENTENCE COUNT STATISTICS

Total @ Mean T-Value - Probability
Females = 181 ©9.05 7.882992E-02 0.9376
Males . 183 - 9,15 . ;

N=20 for both groups.

The difféfence betWeeh the number of sentehcesxﬁf
women'writérs aﬁd'men writers is not siQnificant, aé_sh@wn_
on TABLE 6: SENTENCE COUNT STATISTICS. The T-value is
7;882992E—02'aﬁd the Ptdbability is 0.9376'at tﬁé 0;05
confidence level. There'is no significant difference
between women and ﬁen»wfiters' number of sentences.

Women writers éroducedv68”paragraphs»with'a low of
1 and a*High,bf 7 paragraphsAas‘shoWn iﬁ'TABLE 7: PARAGRAPH
COUNTs;V‘The‘mean is 3;45>paragraphs. Men writers produéed*
56 paragraphwaith a low‘of 1 and a high of}5 paragfaphs
as shown in TABﬁE 7: PARAGRAPH COUNTs, ‘The mean is 2.9 
paragraphs. | o |

TABLE 8: PARAGAAPH FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION reveals
some diffe:ehces, althoﬁgh the differences are not

- significant. Most men writers, 11 out of 20, wrote between
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3 and 4 paragraphs while women writers were slightly more

varied in the number of paragraphs»they wtete.

TABLE '7: PARAGRAPH COUNTS
F1 3 M 4
F2 4 M2 3
F3 3 M3 7
F4 4 w4 2
F5 7 M5 2
F6 5 M6 3
F7 3 M7 2
F8 2 M8 3
F9 3 M9 2
F10 3 M10 3
F11 5 M1 3
F12 6 M12 5
F13 2 ‘M13 5
F14 5 M4 2
F15 2 M15 3
F16 2 M16 3
F17 7 M17 T
F18 7 M18 i
F19 6 M19 3
F20 7 M20 4
68 56

TABLE 8: PARAGRAPH‘FREQUENCY'DISTRIBUTION

1-2 3-4 5-6  7-8

9-10

.Females 7 - 7 5 1

0

0

Males S 7 11 2 0

The dlfference between women wrlters and men writers'

vnumber of paragraphs 1s not 51gn1flcantly dlfferent as

shown in TABLE 9‘ PARAGRAPH COUNT STATISTICS.

The T-Value

is 1.138073. and the Probablllty is 0. 2633 at a 0.05

confidence level.
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ﬂi TABLE 9- PARAGRAPH COUNT STATISTICSH, - -
o G T-Value Probablllty
_ 7.738073  0.2633

Females 68

‘d°i51iparagraphs._ Women wrltererand men: wrltere;‘whovarebthouéht
’A_éto have relatlvel:vd
;Qcompleted the;»f_ 7ahd M A s produced abstractslofﬁffﬂv
'5hclose to- equalhv 5 M

.thtatlstlcal analyels‘of the base llnevfeatures of thelr

~fabstracts.._hh

In Chapter"Two,‘sex/gender dlfferences appeared 1n .
S ach of the flelds of study..5001ollngu1st1cs, soc1ology,t<?‘“*“

,d;.management and sc1ent1flc research communltles.'h}'

‘/:t;Q”Cons1stently women tended to use supportlve and 1nclu51veﬁ;757

_Eto separate.v

Jerome Thale,:when analy21ng an- hlstorlanﬁfor h1

,,fstyle and v01ce, i ‘5"W1th1n a glven context or a glven*ffdth'd.

'fff]erter there 1s a cer ain ~respondence be?ween theff

"hfirhetorlcal' syntact‘ al‘ grammatlcal patterns and the




writer's way of looking-at‘the-World" (286). Thale makes
the connection betWeen the way we look atllife, the
patterns we see life organized.into, the waYs we see people
or things interacting and our way of organizing language,
of using langnage to expressloﬁr view’of reality.
Further, Thale says that when "there is a high degree
of regularlty in the use of these patterns we may guess
dthat the pattern comes from, and therefore reveals
somethlng of, the writer's habltual way of seeing reality"
(286.) We are what we say, or rather we say the way we
see.  Thale concludes that pattern‘ofbreality through
which we speakvand write "is one of the ways in which
a similar way of looking at the world isdcreated for the
reader" (286). Not only do we express_ourselves’in
distinct patterns, but when we do so with some regularity,
we say something about ourselves, and we also recreate
our pattern of seeing the world within the minds of our
readers.

wWwith this in mind,.I began looking for rhetorical,”
syntactical and grammatical patterns or markers in the
abstracts."Markers which indicate support, inclusion,
connection and addition I called "Connective." Along
‘with these, markers which‘reveal distinction by status
or hierarchy; separation, and negation I called

"Contrastive." I found that these patterns respectively
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"=?set a tone w1th1n each abstract whlch controlled the o

'fQoverall pattern of the abstract

What follows 1s a llstlng of the ch01ces of connect1ve7FE’

.ﬂand contrastlve terms and strategles made by each wrlter,"'

'*:;ﬁand thereafter an ana1y51s of them.“‘

- TABLE “10¢ WOMEN WRITERS MARKERS : '
~F1 Connectlves.'lntegral part. of 1, also- 1, Lo
' . (and) -3, provide-1, help- 2, and- 11, ‘App- 4,,*3:3
1nteractlon 1, support- 1. Total 25.»,~ o
Contrastlves. Total=0. = IR
Purpose. to propose that we can 1ncorporate'dg~»
* whole self into wrltlng process, both =
. consc1ous and subconsc1ous.‘wf,_ﬁ,ﬁ_‘:f
' Connectlve“ﬂ I . L
F;F2 Connectlves. App—1; encourages 2, (and) 5,¢,*3%
L - and- -8 1nterconnectedness -1 alsoe1, help 2 .
S Total=20. . .
“, Contrastlves'7rather than 3, 1solate'1, takes
‘ ‘away-1, not-1, dlstlngulsh from—], whlle 1,
only—]d Total= 9. ~ ' ‘
Purpose. to. propose idea of famlllar essay ,
- of personal exploration. in whlch ‘the. wrlter- :
makes connections and: 1nterprets the world :
SRR through personal p01nt of VleW.g L :
‘Connectlve.;,*s> _ . : EAREI
" F3 Connectlve5° mutually-1 and 7, (and) -8, .
p ‘interact-1, include- 2, also 2, combined-1, =
1ntegrate 1,as part of-1, help-1. Total= 25 o
Contrastlve. outstandlng 1, transcends 1 ’ ,
_Total=2. S '
Purpose.fpoetry must 1ncorporate certaln
T rhetorical elements.;ung-, &
‘“(c_Connectlve.ggnlégur,_ ;A,v.fj“jd

F4 Connectlves. and 6, (and) 12, App—5, prov1de 1,\,

- bridge between-1, both-1. Totals= 26, - . -

Contrastlves. ‘to break-1, raises-1. Total 2

Purpose. to support. 1dea of connectlng s

e »-innova ’”ns w1th the wrltlng process.;gPJf"
;ﬁConnectlve. o B b -

F5 Connectives:

(and) 2, App-3, engage-z,




also-1,both-1, help-1. Total=22.

Contrastives: but-3, not-3, while-1. Total=7.

‘Purpose: to contrast student writers' methods
‘with those of professional writers with
the purpose of connecting students with
professional writers' revision techniques.

Connective and contrastive. o

F6 Connectives: and-14, (and)-7, App-1, within-1,
support-1, enable-1, as well as-1,
facilitate-1. Total=27.

Contrastives: only-1, otherwise-1, neither-1,
nor-2, but-1. Total=6.

Purpose: to connect craftsmanship and
creat1v1ty as elements of 1nvent10n.

Connectlve.

F7 Connectivés: and-5, (and)-10, App-3, provide-1,
also-1, include-3, help-1, support-1.
Total=25. v

Contrastives: while-1. Total=1.

Purpose: to propose that elements of
Stevenson's writing, when added together,
identify him as a Scot.

Connective

F8 Connectives: and-3, (and)-3, also-1. Total=7.

Contrastives: shorter than-1, difference
between-1, not-1, but-1, only-1. Total=5.

Purpose: to reveal the differences between
two ver51ons of Cather's novel.

Contrastive.

F9 Connectives: and-6, (and) 3, App-5,
comprises-1, also-1, incorporate-1,
support-2, encourage—1, connection-1.
‘Total=21. - ’

Contrastives: less than-1, down played-2,
denial-4, cut off from-1. Total=8.
Purpose: to support the idea that we need
to integrate feelings and ideas in the

writing process. '

Connective.

F10 Connectives: and-4, (and)-4, as well as-1,
facilitate-1, include-1. Total=11.

Contrastives: no-1. Total=1.

Purpose: to show that after new program tried,
students in sample had positive feelings
about computer use, and working with.
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students will help them to improve.

Connective. :

F11 Connectives: and-16, (and)-5, include-3,

" relate-2,incorporate-1. Total=27.
vContrastives: failure-1, neglect-1. Total=2.
Purpose: to show that students can improve

math skills through journaling and
supportlve teaching technlques.

Connective.

F12 Connectives: and- 6, (and) 9, App-1, also-2,
additionally-1, enable-1, as well as-1,
help-1, provide-1. Total=23.

Contrastives: none-1=1.

Purpose: an assessment model was developed
to help universities to be more responsive
to minority students.

Connective.

F13 Connectives: and-2, also-1. Total=3.
Contrastives: differences-4, not-2. Total=6.
Purpose: to identify the differences in levels

of emphasis on career awareness in middle
school settlngs.’

Contrastlve.

F14 Connectlves' ‘and- 5, (and) 15, provide-1,
assemble-1, also-1; summed together-2.

" Total=25. - o
Contrastives: but-1, not-2, no-1, lack-1,

different-1. Total=6.
Purpose: to connect survey with resultant
in-services.

Connective. -

F15 Connectives: and-4, (and)-13, accompany-1,
include-<3, also-2. Total=23.

Contrastives: Total=0.
Purpose: to connect 2nd-4th grade students
with information on water project.

Connective.

F16 Connectives: and-1, interpersonal-3,
incorporate-2, consisting of-1, provide-1.
Total=8. : :

Contrastives: but-1, not-1. Total=2.
Purpose: to connect hospital based management
program w1th adult education theory.

Connective.
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F17 Connectlves. and-2, addltlonally 1, enable-1,
‘an' integral part of-1. Total=5. ' ‘
,»Contrastivesé'however-1',only—1 too-1.
‘Total=3. ‘
Purpose: to support addlng additional teachers
to enhance: students wrltlng skills.
Connectlve. Lo ‘
F18" Connect1ves* and 2, supplement to-1, enhance 1,
‘relationship- 1, between the two-1. Total=6.
Contrastives: no- 1, dlfference 1, greater-1.
, Total=3. : ,
Purpose' to examlne and then connect computers”
with the teachlng of geometry.
Connectlve.
F19 Connectlves. and-13, (and) 5, 1ntegrate -1,
part1c1pants in-5, component of-1,
strengthen -1, match between-1, include-2, ,
integral part: of-1, .support 3, bridge-1,
provide-1, 1ncorporate_1 encouragedv1, ,
align-1, facilitate—Z,'engage—1. Total=41.
Contrastives: however-2, fragment-1, rather
" than-1, regardless-1. Total=5.
‘Purpose: to develop a connectlon between
' home-based and school-based learning to
- support emergent preschool wrlters.,
.Connectlve.
F20 ConnectlveS°'and 19, (and) -5, together 1,
’ fa0111tate -2, co -learner-1, involve- 1,,
both-1, immerse-=1, prov1de 3, enable-1,
"connectlon 1, W1th1n 2, integral part of- 1
1nterrelated 1, 1ntegrate 1, both-1.
. Total=42, ,
Contrastlves. failure-1. Total =1.
Purpose' to make connectlons between teachers
‘and students in order to ‘immerse students
: in llterature.' e
'Connectlve.

. TABLE 11: MEN WRITERS' MARKERS }
M1 Connectives: and-5, (and)-4, support-2,
' conform 1, relate-1, equally 1. Total=14.
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Contrastlve5° excerpts-3, certain-1, other-1,
"however-1, to be questloned 1,
questlonable -2, on the other hand-1, but - 2,
less than-1, not-1. Total=14.

Purpose: to contrast Orwell's writing guldellnes
with his writing to reveal the . ;
inconsistancies.

Contrastive. ' :
M2 Connectlve5' ‘and- 3, (and)-2, in tandem w1th 1,
interplay-1, connect-1. Total=8.

Contrastives: used apart from-1. Total=1.

Purpose: to reveal connections between spatial
rhetoric and verbal rhetorlc.

Connective.
M3 Connectives: and- 8, (and) 2, relate-2, App-1=13.

Contrastives: preferred-1, comparison with-1,
argue-1, renders out-1, not-1, slights-1,
contrary-1, instead of-1. Total=8.

Purpose: to contrast Fish's and Bacon's methods
and to show differences between them.

Contrastive.
M4 Connectives: and-5, (and)-1, also-1. Total=7.

Contrastives: conflict-1, negative-1,
preferred-1, lack of-1, different-1, mistaken

for-1, rated weaker-1. Total=7. '

Purpose: to reveal differences between Japanese
ESL students' strategies and English
teacher's expectations and how ESL students
may be rated lower in status accordingly.

Contrastive.
- M5 Connectives: and-12, (and)-2, App-1,
relation/ship-3. Total=18.

Contrastives: that though-1, unique sets-1.
Total=2.

Purpose: to reveal that although speech and
writing are related, they are essentially
two different sets of codes.

Contrastive.
M6 Connectives: and-5, (and)-1, App-1, both-1,
additionally-1. Total=9.

Contrastives: juxtapose-1, against-1,
secondary-1, certain-1, uniqueness-1,
critical-1, not-1, only-1, but-1. Total=9.

Purpose: to contrast one writer's work against
others to reveal certain poetic qualities.
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~ ' Contrastive.
M7 Connectives: and 5, (and)-13, App -1, help-1,
relate-1. Total=21.

Contrastlves' inadequate-1, not 1, different-1,
regardless-1, primarily-1, placed under-1.
Total=6.

Purpose: to reveal how . hlgh school teachers
are inadequately trained, to help then make
connections with material in the study and
to define "content" as an item of primary
importance in the study.

Contrastlve (with a connectlve element)
M8 Connectlves. and-10, (and) 2, App-2, enlist-1.
Total=15. .

Contrastives: certaln 1, stand out-1,
greatest-1, few-1, superflclal to-1,
however-1. Total=6.

Purpose: to identify Churchlll s oratory style

‘ as extraordlnary and unlque.
‘ Contrastlve.

'-M9 ConnectlveS' and 6, (and)-4. Total=10.

Contrastives: failure-2, however 1, not-1,
rather-1, argue- -2, conflicts-2, dlffer/ent 3,
_certain-2. Total=14.
Purpose: to reveal differences in strategies
between high school and university teachers.
- Contrastive. :

__.——...____.——_...-.————____._.—__—-————-_—-————_._.._—..____—

M10 Connectlves. and-7, (and)-11, App-1, both-1,
o include-1, help-1, facilitate-1. Total=23.
ContrastlveS' however-1, not-1, counterpoint
. to-1, supra-3, beyond 1, llmltatlons 1
" overly-1, certain-1. Total=10.
Purpose: to help student with superior. skllls
via certain types of assignments.

Contrastlve and connective.

M11 Connectlves' and 3, (and)- 2, comblned 1,
consist of-1, interface-1, infuse into-1.
Total=9. ' '

Contrastives: Total=0.
Purpose: to make connections between computer
technology and soc1a1 science/history. '

Connectlve.

‘”,dM12 Connectlves. and 11, (and) 4, 1nterpersonal 2,

relations-3, ‘also- .2, incorporate-1,
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supportllve 2. Total 25

Contrastives: certain-1, problematic- 1

abandon-1,  without-2, only-1, depr1ved—1,

{barriers—1, unless-1. Total=10. )

Purpose: to identify problems and barriers

s to an adv1sor/adv1see program.

'Contrastlve.

- M13 Connectives: and-7, App-1, in addition-1,
include-1, as well as-1, encourage-1, work
together-1, cooperative-1, help-1, both-2.

- Total=17. ‘

Contrastives: only-1, not-1, but-1, little-1,

not-1, lack-1, although-1, however-1, better
- than-1, divided-1, alternative-2, most
important-1. Total=13.

Purpose: to encourage students to see
alternatives to war in a cooperative learning
group.

Connective and contrastive.

M14 Connectives: and-2, also-1, include-1,
contain-1. Total=5.

Contrastives: not-2, too-1. Total=3.

Purpose: to identify wildlife material that
is not local or usable and contrast it with

. material which is local and more usable.

Contrastive.

M15 Connectives: and—8,”(and)—2, include-2.
Total=12.

Contrastives: problem 1, although-1,
differences-2,- however—1, only-1, which-2,
‘even greater-1, best-1. Total=10.

Purpose' to reveal differences with existing
physical education program and the
superiority of the proposed program.

‘Contrastlve.
M16 Connectives: and 7, (and) 6, as part of-1,
enable-1, 1nclude 1. Total=16.

Contrastives: no-2, relative worth-1, while-2,
only-1, differences-1, best-2, which-2.
Total=11.

Purpose: to reveal differences between existing
‘physical education program and the proposed -
one. . = . A

‘Contrastive.

e o o  — —— ———— - o — ———— ————— o o

M17 Connectives: and-1, (and)-2, App-1, related-1,
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o ‘condensed :Lnto TABLE.‘ 1

u_fabstracts reveal tenden01es in each group

1nc1ude 1, cooperatlve 1, agreeme tL1
“Total=7, C :
, Contrastlves' 1ncreased 1 advantage 1 Total 2
, Purpose.,to show the advantages of" communlty _
" college 1nstructlon through cooperatlve S
R agreements. R s : :
*'%Connectlve.;‘~

. : , )y ,5‘“1ncorporate 1,.7
s encourage'1, support 1,1 “Total=19.
e Contrastlves.‘polarlzatlon of- 1, more- than—1,
few have-1, d1s51m11a fprlmarlly 1, R
“while-2, not-2, ‘certain-=T, dlfferences 1,. W
segment 1, Wthh 3. Total=15. = : i
- Purpose. to identify differences and polarltles.g
“such that voters w1ll vote correctly and -
: ‘not in. a confused manner. o :
ffContrastlve.' Lo R

L M19 Connectlves-,and 4, (and) 2, prov1de—1, as’ SRR
‘ -';well as- 1, 1ncorporate 1 brldge 1, engage;W, -
, Total= SE L : T
Contrastlves' dlsregard 1, 1nstead 1 outs1de 1f_~ﬂﬁ
‘different- 1, regardless 1 rather than 3 IR
~ Total=6. -
Purpose.,to support whole language learanlng :
o by contrastlng 1t to tradltlonal methods.~”'
"A_Contrastlve.' ' I A , e
.;M20 Connectlves' and—9, (and) 2, prov1de o P
P assist-1, contain-2, equal-1. Total=16..
.Contrastives: primary-1, however- 1. Total=2. RN
Purpose._to provide a handbook on a ‘year- round.s”
o school- calendar for school admlnlstrators.;*
»7Connect1ve.;;v S : .

' 'Each writer's use of connective and contrastive = = =

: prov1ded below

The wrlters maln' urposes deflned‘w1th n these

[

li-f‘the women,;h'

“f:dd17 made connectlons thelr OVerall pattern,12 made contrasts




their overall pattérn and 1 made both connection and

contrast her pattern. Of the men, 15 made contrasts their

overall‘pattern;,4'made connections their overall pattern,

and 1 made both conneétion and contrast his overall

" pattern.

TABLE 12: CONNECTIVE AND CONTRASTIVE TOTALS

Connectives .. . Contrastives

F1 25 M1 14 F1 0 M1 14
F2 20 M2 8 F2. 9 M2 1
F3 25 M3 13 F3 2 M3 8
F4 26 M4 7 F4 2 M4 7
F5 22 M5 18 F5 7 M5 2
F6 27 M6 9 F6 6 M6 9
F7 25 M7 21 F7 1 M7 6
F8 7 M8 15 F8 5 M8 6
F9 21 M9 10 F9 8 M9 14
F10 11 M10. 23 “F10 1 M10 10
F11. 27 M11 9 F11 2 M11 0
‘F12 23 M12 25 SOF12 1 M12 10
"F13 '3 M13:+ 17 S F13.6 M13 13
'F14 25 M14 5 F14 6 M14 3
F15 23 M15 12 “F15 0 M15 10
F16 8  Mlée 16 = F16 2 M16 11
F17 5 M17 7. F17 3 M17 2
F18 6  M18 19 F18 3 M18 15
F19 41 - M19 11 F19 5 M19 6
F20 42 M20 16 F20 1 M20 2

412 275 70 149

The women’uéed 412 cdnnective terms and‘the men used 275

connective terms and structures. The mean for the women, as

shown in TABLE 13: CONNECTIVE STATISTICS, is 20.6. The mean

for the men, as also shown, is 13.75.

The T-Value is 2.487104

and the Probability is 0.0189 at the 0.05 confidencé level;

These women used significantly more connectives structures

than did the men.
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TTABLE 13: CONNECTIVE STATISTICS
R - Total Mean - T-Value Probability .

’=-Féma1e‘qu4412,.;.,-20,6 —2.487104  0.0189

"N= 20 for both groups. ‘ t]f

'7b“ Women also show greater dlver51ty in thelr‘rnd1v1dualg.f,

"number of ch01ces of connectlve terms or strategles.j:;f
531n TABLE 14- COMPARISON OF CONNECTIVE TERMS, I compared’
Ethe ch01ces only women made to the ch01ces both women
hand men made and to those made.only by men.x I looked

.hat three connectlve categorles as suggested by the research

- studles examlned 1n Chapter 2' terms of support terms

”_;of 1nclu51on/ connectlon,‘and terms of addltlon.g:j""

'TABLE 14"COMPARISON OF CONNECTIVE MARKERS .
jﬁ;Women;fqﬁ‘ ‘Both s Men
" Terms of" support B
- “enhance .
| 'strengthen

: .‘k»‘enab]_e PR - 'aSs;.st e
.'~encourage e
- facilitate

Terms of Inclu51on/Connect10n\ L R
.. accompany Q;g-,pas part of . . conform
 align . both . contain -

_ between the two ~bridge r;f%,”OOperatiVe o

- co- learner”yf - combine . . - enlist"

. component “consist = fflncorporate

Af~compr1ses - -engage . . infuse into.

g jconnectlon :fj“,-;nclude o din tandem.g;_
o v immerse - '1nterpersonalgf ;:1nterfacepg‘_f
’”kﬂTlntegral part i “incorporate ~ . interplay =
-integrate . . '1nterpersonall;ﬂff:‘connect[”
~ “interact = = . relate , B .
*;1nteract10n f;“‘v*relatlonshlp o

‘flnterconnectedlj',together '

1nterrelated o Eas




btmgof suppor*

,.’.1nvolve _ e
- match betweenz.yﬁﬁtff.t
. mutually

participants in. .
summed togetherQQ;i
—”supplement to
. within:. oo
L assemble f

:5Terms of Addltlonff o - :
‘ : : addltlonally B agreement

:tgtalSO' N - ,‘W.equal/equally -flu“'
fﬂand/(and) S 1n addltlon to

. (appositives)
. 2s Well.as.

The women and men_both chose many of the same terms |

‘ffenable, encourage,'."fa0111tate," “help "'J

prov1de and support "L One man also used a551st" K'db ;;ft -

two women also used enhance and strengthen once each

~'Wh11e no 51gn1flcant dlfference ex1sts between the types

of words chosen\byht7ese wrlters, 1t 1s 51gn1f1cant that

‘,women chose to use“te,ms of support three tlmes more oftenfﬁy;

,42 to 14 tlmes.ff;f”"

In terms of 1nclu31on and connectlon, a greater'

vff:dlfference of ch01ces appears.7 Both women and men chose_{f7énffr,r

:3several of the same terms, 12 terms, as shown 1n TABLE

o 14x COMPARISON OF CONNECTIVE MARKERS in the "both" column,;f

‘fQWhlle men chos‘ ‘y_10 dlfferent terms of 1nclu51on beyond

"“ﬁtthe ones both groups chose, women chose 22 dlfferent terms ]],‘

_ﬂof 1nclu51on and connectlon beyond the terms that both

’U,groups chose more than tw1:e:as many as the men.] When fnr‘ﬂ




-fiooklng at the actual number of terms used, we flnd that

‘"women agaln used almost tw1ce as many terms of 1nclu51on

n:jand connectlon as dld men'v72 to 42

"”_of the men s 219 ch01ces 1s noﬁ
”77:chose to use terms of addltlo,

"Vl"’;than dld men: 298 to 219."

. ';ﬁterms'orlstruc“”

In terms of addltlon, women d1d not make any ch01ces

k.1n addltlon to the ones that_both women and men made,‘vut

:Whlle three men chose to use~3,more terms of addltlon,

o beyond those chosen by bofh'groupsy; But 3 ch01ces out

;srgnlflcantly more often

'51gn1f1cant.i Agaln womenvjf ‘

In all of these categorles, women chose to use terms uaa7i'

=}fof support, 1nclu51on and addltlon s1gn1f1cantly more |

joften than d1d men.; Women s behav1or as wrlters appears

”to parallel women s behav1or as speakers, managers and

?fgresearchers'-They tend to make connectlons.f'“”

In TABLE 12- CONNE TI'E AND_CONTRASTIVE TOTALS,V*1F7?"

'.ﬁalthough women used551g 1f1can ly‘more connectlves overallay'ffv”

?ﬁthan dld men,
M7149 to 70._ The mean
:ONTRASTIVE STATISTICS, ,n'

The dlfference 1s

_antly more contrastlver;v'”""”



- TABLE 15:‘CONTRASTIVE STATISTICS v :
"Total ' Mean T-Value - Probability

Female 70 _ 3.5 3.236681 0.0028
Male_ 149 7.45 ‘

N=20 for both groups.

When'analyziﬁg for contréétive terms, I agaih turned
to the studies ekaminedfin Chapter Two which révealed
vthat‘thé.men in\the’studies‘exhibited hierarchial or
' status-oriented béhavior and speech, as well as behavior
which separates and negates. Thus i organized the analysis
‘of the contrastive‘tefms~into three sections: terms of
distinction, hierarchy and status; terms of separation;
and terms of negation. |

Men and women only made five overlapping choices
in terms of diétithion,:hierarchyvand’statﬁs, as shown
in. TABLE 16, 'greater," "rather than,"v"while,ﬁ "less
than" and "téo;" ’Tﬁe women chose six terms that the men
did not choose, but thelmenfchOSe 22idifferent terms that
women did not choose tdiﬁse, neérly four times as many
different choices as the women's choices. The men also
used terms of diétinction, hierarchy and status almost
three times as often as did women: 50 to 17.

The men's range of choices of terms of separation
is even more dramatic. While both men and women chose

to use only 3 of the same terms, "dlfference/dlfferent,

"however,' and ' whlle,' and women only selected 7 dlfferentk
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.vch01ces, the men chose to use 34 dlfferent termsfofh::f’-“
ﬁTgseparatlon, almost 5 tlmes as many as the women. Equally
ffdramatlc 1s the men s number of uses of terms_of separatlon

‘;ycompared to women s, 74 to 15, agal' 3ﬁf;t1mesff“

as many as the women. 'gjil__"

The womenpused terms of negatlon,more often than

'f-fgdld the men';is‘to 25}, Whlle they made three more

'_}fdlfferent ch01ces of these terms than dld men only, these~7ff_f"

h;f;numbers are n°tjhlgh enough to be 31gn1flcant ,ﬁl“

: TABLE 16'1COMPARISON OF CONTRASTIVE MARKERS
Women . =~ . Both o ‘Men -
. Terms of Dlstlnctlon, Hlerarchy and Status
'outstandlng . greater n;ggbetter than
raises ”,ve,i}rather_than best .
Ytranscends . - while ’»5beyond
‘down play . less than ”:-‘chrtaln _
shorter than :'f;too . -'}§1ncreased
neglect S L ,;_jl,'~j# more than;y :
."--:'1#3‘ S v most. 1mportant

. overly

“lpreferred _
: prlmar'ly/prlmary
. stand out . .
'ﬁ,,“supra—;»'

. -which .

- few . :
‘j1nadequate to
ack of - .
;llmltatlons.s
S little
. placed under

. rated weaker
 secondary :
thuperf1c1al to(53

'.Terms of Separatlon e L e s

~break = :;;* dlfference‘fe‘labandon
- cut off from ”2 ‘however =~ - against
“Q{Cdlstlngulsh{ : o 7ﬂffalthough




otherwise T certain

takes‘away : counterpoint to
neglect o - disregard .
fragment : ‘ } ' advantage
' ‘ ‘ ~alternative
argue

comparison with
contrary to
deprive
disregard
dissimilar
divided
excerpts
instead
juxtapose
mistaken for
other
on the other hand
outside
polarization of
problem/atic
question/able
relative worth
renders out

segment
slights
that though
unique
“unless
used apart from
without
Terms of Negation
denial ‘but negative
neither - failure ‘
none ' lack
nor only
no
not

Thus, while men did not use more terms of negation,
they did use a significantly greater number of terms of.
distinction, hierarchy and status and terms df separation

than did the women.
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Thé patterns of'ﬁse,of these connective and
 contrastive terms and struCtureé by women and men are

just as revealing'of difference as are thé numbers. Wbmen
used connective structure to join simple éléments, such

as a series of nouns'or_Verbs or adjectives, to join a
series of complexvidéas, and to synthesiZe'a series of
ideas. Women often used connective structures in series
such as paragraph three of F3's abstract. (The connective

structures are underlined and the contrastive are in bold.)

The outcome of this thesis is the realization that
for poetry to "work" it must have effective rhetoric,
(and) it must bring to the surface of the text processes
such as parallelism, (and) additions, (and) suppressions
and substitutions--(appositive) all the transformations
of the symbol which help to bring languages into existence
and particularly poetry into existence (Hobson iii).

F3 has uSed connectivé structures to develop. a series
of ideas which becéme iﬁterrelated and synthesized to
speak to the nature of language and to its poetry. Thié
stylistic feature and F3's regqular use of it reflect her
way of looking at the world and her way of‘organizing
the components in it: it reveals her way of thinking and
writing as one of making connections.

This same use of intensive connecti?es to synthesize
information is seen in F4's‘abstract, paragraph 2:

NeW‘Jourﬁalism, (appositive) a technique deVeloped
by a few innovative American nonfiction writers
(appositive) (Wolfe, (and) Mailer, (and) Capote,

(and) Didion) during the postmodern period and
~designed to break the hundred-year-old British
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e pattern of rlgld exp051tory wrltlng, ralses SR
) "journallsm from objective reporting to. the realm o

~ of art by using- post: modern flctlonal dev1ces k

”}1n nonflctlonal prose (Kollltz 111).;;,.. :

F4 s uses connectlves densely to synthe51ze a half

: Ldozen complex 1deas as she reveals her way of looklng

J{'at the world by means of thlS connectlve styllstlc

'ftechnlque.. She bullds one relatlonshlp to another' New

"tﬁ Journallsm to authors to perlods to technlque to genres.asﬂ

‘z% ThlS same type of pattern 1s seen 1n F7 S . second
“-paragraph as she connects 1deas—-genre to authors to

7]spec1flc llngulstlc elements——to reveal relatlonshlp..

‘Thls is her way of seelng and arranglng reallty, and 1t
b7f1n turn becomes a real1ty for her readers.‘;fl“
vahe genre of Scottlsh wrlters, hav1ng been flrmly

ﬁestabllshed by such writers as Norman Wilson,
(and) Robert Watson, (and) Kurt Wittig, (and)

”'iyﬁRoderlck Watson, (and) Edwin Muir, (and) Rarl

Miller, (and) Tom Narin, ‘and Roderick Watson [sicl,

dy‘ls identified by. llngulstlc elements which help“‘;pﬂlu

Vsupport the established’ element of theme. =

”“-Spe01f1cally, ‘these llngulstlc elements 1ncludeﬂfpﬁff*“ -

,‘ﬂﬁthe use of contrast and counterp01nt, (and)
ﬁljuxtap051tlon and antlthe51s, (and) paradox and 7

‘}"Women s way of thlnk1ng m\kes connectlens between*v.”

p*facts an’ 1deas and "compares hYPOtheSls agalnst

lf@"experlence (RlCh 175 176).; Women wrlters even ‘use

“Hﬁ\acontrastlve structures;t

enhance thelr connectlons.

'fﬂfFor example, 1n the openlng paragraph of F2 s abstract

md?‘on the famlllar (or personal) essay, she uses contrastlve




'lgstructures to support her 1dea of the student s need to W»f}-“

”*dmake connectlons and 1n d01ng so also supports R1ch sv
ledea that women wrlters compare hypotheses, the status quop

-}‘glvens, to thelr own experlences.

3:The famlllar essay 1 an 1nformal open work
~of non-fiction prose. This kind of essay .

"*ﬁencourages exploring, (and) testing and playlng_'yl

~ with ideas rather than proving a thesis. Famlllarfﬁl

- writers give us a sense of ourselves and our
vflnterconnectedness with the rest of our world
~.at a time when our obsession with the high. speed
_~transm1551on ‘of 1nformatlon works to 1solate us’
~from one another by minimizing the 1mportance
of curiosity, (and)- contemplatlon, (and) . _
“interrogation, (and) conversation and discussion.

. This obsession also ‘takes- away ‘some of our freedoml"' -
‘because it" requlres ‘that we accept other's answers&Qj,

pfrather than discovering our own. The familiar
~essay can help students learn to flnd thelr own
.]answers (Butler 111).; '

f F2 s purpose 1s to promote opportunltles for 1nter—"l

i7they flnd 1n thelr studles.s;In her”second paragraph,.

'"7;she says,'"the famlllar essay offers an 1nt1mate audlence,b"'

‘popen forum and frlendly”tone.pu,{ﬁ.j "[T]hese qualltles

:dlstlngulsh thls essay form from the 1nformatlonal and :

fsc1ent1f1c essay"“(Butler 111) F2 uses three contrastlve;h

;structures 1n order to blend avdlscu551on of style,‘:
"rV:"famlllar essay,":w1th purpose, .explorlng 11fe srlgliﬁpfn

'questlons.v~~




M10's essay,'howéver,‘uSes>COnnective structures
to support his contrastire ideas. In.hiscfirst paragraph
he too finds it necesSary to "challengeithe givens, the
assumptions that we?operate under"»(Rich 175A176f.

There are, however, a significant number of
Rhetorlc/ Comp051t10n theorists (both ancient
and modern) who have explored the realm of
~ influences in writing which are not limited to
conventional rationality (appositive) (such as
- inspiration, (and) intuition, (and) emotion, (and)
etc.), often in the context of '"creativity."
‘As a counterpoint to the predominating rationalist
approaches, this paper examines a number of these
"supra-rational" (beyond the rational) works,
in an effort to identify key common elements,
‘(and) bellefs, (and) assumptions, (and) etc.,
and to consider ways to successfully implement
these insights in the Comp051tlon class. (Cofer
iii) .

M10 uses 6‘contrastive structures and 10 connection
‘structures to distinguish the old way from the new, the
rational way from the "supra-rational." M10's use of
: contrastives_bnilds a“paragrapHIWith,just as' many complex
ideas as do those who useja~predominanCe of connective
structures} but the use of contrastives has a tendency
to- bulld b1 polarltles.,?ihis bi—polar tendency canpbe
seen in M3's abstract
A comparlson of Baconlan crltlclsm argues that
Brian Vicker's styllstlc analy51s renders out
1mportant qualltles in Bacon's' prose which Stanley
_FlSh S reader response method cannot (Minard
111) .

M3 sets Vlcker ] analy51s agalnst Fish's in order

- to compare them, but more 1mportantly, to contrast them
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in order to flnd one of them better or of superlor quallty
rn some regard: "Vlcker S method demonstrates that Bacon S
htprose can be v151onary‘§nd d;alectical, contrary to FlSh s
thesis" (Minard iii). = -

| The stratng‘of defining,by,contraSt is common to
»these male wrlters.‘ M6 wrltes' "Juxtaposing passages
of Don DeLlllo S prose agalnst like passages from hlS‘
contemporarles-reveals‘DeLlllo s-dlstlnct stylistic
presence.-; ;(Sisk iii);-‘Mjpwrites:_"regardleSS'of the
:method of‘response»usedf;response.should be primarily
to content" (Sonnenburg 'iii) which 1mp11es that response
to content is dlfferent from and superlor to other
responses.‘ M8 wrltes about Wlnston Churchill's. oratory
style: "He stands out.:; ,feW‘publlshed-studles exist
examining this man!s'ahility.f;h.and those are superficial"
(Stark iii) in whlch the 1mp11catlon is- that Churchlll
is not connected w1th.mostgothers, that he and M8's
critique of his oratory styieiare not superficial but.
are dlStlnCt and unlque. M9 writes: "college:nriters
[sic] experlence is not necessarlly the result of a failure
of our natlon s‘secondary school system;~rather I w1sh |
to argue that they_are_the result of certain conflicts"
(Wood,iii);.‘MQ here argues or sets himself against others,
sees himself as disconnected from others regarding thiS»

issue; he sees college writers' inability to be part of
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the betterﬂgroup who can write mell not"as'a‘failure'of
’the nation's secondary*schOOl syStem.but'as somethlng
else apart from that and sees the real problem as the
result of certaln confllcts 1nstead of students hav1ng
levels_of competence whlchvmlght~connect them w1th.other
writers at the '_lsamle skill level. M12 writes: "Certain E
aspects. . .wete determined to be problematic and in need
of revision. This wrlter believed that' the faculty mlght
abandon the program: . ;'," (West iii).
'Each of these statements, which:are consistent with

the balance of thefmen:writers' sample, reveals a:"certain
‘correspondence between'the rhetorical, syntactical; 3
grammatical patternshand the writer's‘way of looking at
the world" (Thale 286). These men writers tend to deflne
by contrasting and by using contrastive structnres to
express their method of thinking, their method of seeing
the world'and'how people and objects interrelate.

And when there is a high degree of‘regularity

in the use of these patterns we may guess that

the pattern comes from, and therefore reveals

something of, the writer's habitual way of seeing -

reality, and that the pattern is one of the ways

in which a similar way of looking at the world
is created for the reader. (Thale 286)

, Thus; we can;seeathat‘FlYnn's conclusion that "we
ought not to assume that men and women use language in

identical ways or represent the world in a similar fashion"

(431) is justified. These men do define the_World and
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their relationship to it most eren By use ef contrastive
structures, and these women most often do defiheatheir
world and'their reletioﬁship to it»by'means of conﬁective
structures even though‘theyvuserthe same basic language;
English, and the same’basic‘gramﬁatical structures in
about fhe same”number of werds,’sentenees and paragraphs
to do so. VThere is e stylistic difference between women's

and men's academic prose.



- CHAPTER FbUR:TConcludinggThoughts

In the‘Educated Imagination, Northrup Frye discusses
three different;"levels of the mind": the level of
consciousness and‘awaieness of self; the‘level of social
pafticipation or our identity Which‘cemes from relating
'with others; and the level of imagination which Frye sees
as the means of produc1ng literature. "There are net
really different languages, of course, but three different
reasons for u51ng words (Frye 23). It is not that we
speak or write in dlfferent languages, but we have
different reasons for using language. We use the same
type of words, the same type of sentence structures, and
the same type of paragraphing. But we have dlfferent
purposes for Writing,,and aleng with different_purposes,
‘therehcomes_different uses. of language.
| | This‘differenceyin use of language has become evident
invthis’thesis.v As Flynn suggested in her essay, we should
not bebsurprlsed‘lf women and men use language differently.
A "characterlstlc pattern" (431) has emerged in this |
analysis: women wtiters have a strong tendency to ‘define
by connection; men writers have a strong tendency‘to define
by contrasting. The men in this study tend to separate
and disconnect while the women tend to.synthesize and
combine. "Males and fenales use language . . .[and]

writing strategies and patterns of representation"
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differently (Flynn‘4315 Men tend to'find'it'easier to
wrlte about 1nformatlon and objects by contrastlng and |
separating them, flndlng a status level to attach to them
to and putting them in that status-orlented compartment.
Women find it eaSier~to write about“lnformation and objects
by connectlng them, seelng how they are 1nterrelated and
'hsynthe5121ng them., Thus men tend to dlsconnect when they
y“speak contrast when they wrlte, command when they lead
;whlle women tend. to connect when they speak, synthesize
when they wrlte, support. when they lead.

Each is a valld method of looklng at the world, a
valid method Ofrusing 1anguage, ofianaly21ng, assoc;ating,
' synthe5121ng and produc1ng academic dlscourse.~ Each should

‘be encouraged, taught and valued . But they are not
hycurrently equally valued. Although synthe51s in academic.
‘prose is not negated,lit is not’seen on the same plane
as argumentatlon, which is taught as the hlgher mode of
dlscourser, Centurles of. study have been devoted to
yvarlatlons on the theme of argumentatlon._ Rhetoricians,
~ classical and modern, con51stently have worked.for the

‘strongest and mOSt'effectlvevway;to argue; Classes in

1fcr1tlcal th1nk1ng are taught based on the idea that

'argumentatlon is the prlmary mode of academlc dlscourseb

'whlle synthes1s s1ts off 1n a corner as a 31lent junlor

' partner. As long as we- have a status orlented hlerarchyf
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of prose'nodes; we privilege,contrast over connection, -

and thus the very nature of academic prose works against
women and women's Waylof seeing reality‘and women's way

of writing. N

If women's: and men's dlfferent ways of seeing and
wrltlng are to be valued equally, a clearer understanding
of what the male and female models of academlc prose look
‘like is needed. We need{aiclearer'picture of the different
ways men and women'use language. Because expectations
for prose were not developed predomlnant by or for women
wrlters, and women have written in this climate, women
have adopted thls system and styles expected of them in
order to,succeed, ‘So it is hard to know what a female
model of.academic prose is or might be if fully realized
independently‘ofbthese forces. But we can listen to people
who have been working on this question.

Patricia Sullivan suggests that wonenbcan and have
"cross—dressed“ or cross-voiced. Indeed,‘Laura Cereta's
accolades in the 15th century were not due to her writing
as a woman, but due to her ability to cross-voice, her
ability to take on the perSpective, the knowledge, the
tone of Bibulus.Sempronius; But when she spoke as a woman
and used her acquired skills to connect herself‘with other
women and to confront Blbulus Sempronlus as one who would

"admire [her] as a female prodlgy," he challenged
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her belief in the ébility‘9f women. She found his behavior

»’"ibw‘and vulgarﬁ,and Sawiit as an‘attempt "fo halt Medusa
 with honey" (495);“ She qquld have igndred a personal
attack, even beénv"éiléht,“ but she could notvtolerate
an attack on her "enti;é sex" (496). Herein was the
" problem for Bibulus,'fhat women couid have their own
voices, their own messages,ltheir bwnrperspectiVes,vand
their own uses of léﬁguage. Just as Laura Cereta spoke
~out and just as Sérah Grimke spoke out and as Adrienne
Rich and Helene Cixous and many others have spoken out,
more women will continue to speak out. Women may tirev
of cross-voicing, of editing themselves out of their
academic prose, of hearing "don't use the authoriai ',
"speak from the third person or the voice of the academic
community," "be‘ébjectiﬁe," "argue."

And at the same time; women are asking what might
a feminine model of acédemic‘prbse look 1like? What aré
the impliCations for academic prose if women's perspective
on life, if women'é style, if women's ways of thinking’
and writing'arevihCulcated into the expectations for
academic discourse? First, women should be encouraged
to speakbthough their own perspectives, and acknowledge
their contexts in the world and use them to develop
contexts for their‘quesfipns and their answers. For

example, if a woman writer is speaking to the criminal
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justice community on.the topic ofvrape and‘she or her
- sister has been raped, forbner'to Separate herself from .
her rage is dishonest to her as a writer and dishonest
to us as readers. Her perspéCtive, her story, is part
of the evidence that she‘integrates into her text. To
attempt to be‘objeCti;e--to separate herself‘from the -
human or emotidnal or‘personal aspeCts.of the topic—eis
often not onl& dishonest, it is undesirable for it does
not permit the.fullerurevelation of a‘personal and
knowledgeable perspectlve on her present understandlng o
of theytruth,, By honestly and honorably conveying what
she understands of the truth, her authorial "I" becomes
authoritative.

"Second,'women connect the cognitive anddthe affecti§e
(Lamb 11), thlnklng and feellng, logos with pathos with
ethos, much as the Sophists and Arlstotle did. Women

tend to make connectlons among thelr emotlonal processes,

’ ‘thelr.ethlcal processes, and their cognltlve processes

as tney organize, synthes1ze, and express ideas. It is
all part of making cOnnectionslforfwomen;

| Third;'beyond'wOmen'sbpersonaiiapproach to academic
discourse} women are collaborative: multivoiced. Because
woﬁen make connections readiiy,rcollaboration could be

an essential component of learning[and expression_for

women whether with other persons or with other texts.
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Because most women mayftend to rely on their ability to
make cOnnections With_others and with texts, they may
see avconsensus‘of‘many-voices and varied perspectives
as strength.

’Women'sopersonal perspeotive and‘collaborative efforts
may 1ndeed produce a dlfferent text, perhaps one as
different as Sarah Grlmke hoped for early in the 19th
century. Ruth Ellen Boetcher Joeres, wrltlng an edltorlal
for Si ns, says "the way" we express our ideas is
“fundamentally",importantiand wevmust speak "indivrdually"
‘as well as‘"COllectively"h(7Q1, 703).

Fourth;_asdJoeres'suggests, feninist prose promotes
acCessibilitY3 'Exolusionary jargon may separate reader
 from text andtideas (702)., Whlle feminist prose requires
particuiarity;’lt also requlres the kind of clarity which
ﬁiinvitesgreader to part101pate with the ideas in the text.
It invites oonneotion;nith the reader,and’text. |

;‘fMoSt women’may‘notftendmto_set‘up oontrasts, to divide
and_argue;vas this study indicates, they may tend to
conneot and synthesize,a Both stylesishould be reflected
in thevway we teach'aoademic discourse. - Synthesis should
be used as fully as is argumentation, not as an occasional
extra tool but as a primary means of'oreating academic
prose alongside argunentation, The current system of

teaching’writing throughout  academia is a reflection of
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the‘priméry emphasis oh,étgﬁmentatioh,‘;Afgﬁmentation
‘is how the’Worldlhasnbeen éeén,:hpw‘the WOfld’haS}beeﬁ.
'“patterned.‘ It haS”béen»assumedfthat others;;including
women--also view tﬁé:worla:érgumentatively. Tﬁis should
bezrecoﬁsidered}’ :

Women writer§ shoﬁld be §ivén?thé dppdrfunity tb.
learn according‘to their own styles of thinking and théir

own ways of using language also.’ It's time, és Rich tells

-~ us, to take women seriously, to give women’anfequal footing

_with the men in aCademiég yés;jwe shouldrrequire critical
thinking;IYés,FWe shdﬁldvrequire argumentatibh; but-we:
 »$hould also requirevcoiiaboration; we:should4also reqﬁire'
synthesis. We should‘makeJSure thé doors are open fér;"
»wbmen writers”and‘for allfwfitefs to‘make connectionsf:
as a primary meanévof aCadémiélfeasQning,

" In order to’faciiitate'fhié pfocessvwe must do more
' research, morenempiricalNaéadeﬁiqaresearch;. First this-
- study must be,émpiriCally.COnfirméd. Next, it shouid'
be épplied to other student’writers at other academic
levels. And wé;must’look é£Th8w peoplé‘deal with |
differences. Also we mustyekaminé;mofe‘wéys to help women
out of their "siience“ (ﬁich‘176); o

 Although fhe:feﬁalé.ﬁdiqé aﬁafthérfémale model in
academié is jus£ taking:forﬁ,'thé fémale}abademic voicé

- of women writers does exist, alongside the male academic
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flyoioe,' Often women have had to- adopt the male v01ce ‘to

"fit in, to surv1ve, to perform 1n an academlc system based;,u,

”on the male model Untll the female model 1s well

‘.Mestabl1shed, women w1ll Stlll have to do both to meet

>'the requlrements of male academla and flnd the1r v01ces jf‘ o

: as women'.:- R

A.

1fPerhaps 1-

-fwould be,good to remember that language

'“use is a matter of chylcesfa‘

~ of varled purposes‘

FryeAtells us."Thls study offers
‘f?ev1dence of morh'k;;”'” more than one way of J‘ -
'ﬂQseelng the world,vmore than one model of language use“:‘
.?avallable to wrlters of academlc prose., Thls study has

;.shown that there 1s a d1fference. It 1s tlme we pald h;.‘

attentlon to that dlfference-;rﬁ .”"m‘

Cereta tells us. and a matterV‘*V“
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