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Abstract

Set in the context of educational concerns aboys’band girls’ achievements in
writing, the present study investigates gender edifices in the written
performance of native and Iranian non-native ESideits. It is an attempt to find
out how gender, based on the style of writing, ipalarly the frequency of using
pronouns and specifiers, is manifested in studemtdings. In other words, how
subjects refer to things by using ‘referring express’ based on their gender. The
results offer convincing evidence that differenatdgies are employed by non-
native males and females in setting forth inforoma&nd especially in encoding the
relation between writer and reader at sentencegpaph and text levels. Though
the results showed no significant difference irpees$ of using specifiers in either
gender, pronouns in non-native females gained hiffleguency of usage. These

findings may contribute to teaching and testingiiting courses.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The question of identifying possible differencedinguistic styles especially in speech
between males and females has been researcheddi e.g., Coates, 1998; Labov,
1990; Lakoff, 1975; Trudgill, 1972). Most previouwsrks have investigated apparent
micro and macro linguistic differences between naald female language use in speech
(e.g., Eckert, 1997; Holmes, 1990; Key, 1975; Lab®990; Trudgill, 1972), in
electronic messaging (Herring, 1993), and to sorteng, in informal writing (Calvert,
Mahler, Zehnderl, Jenkins, & Lee, 2007; Jones &hM, 2007). Still, the extent to
which gender, as one of the constant learner Vasamight be effective and influential
in writing, is one of the questions which has remtaived much attention with regard to

its role in pedagogy and needs to be researchedaasmered academically. On the
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other hand, as far as standard writing is concermedny variables should be

considered.

This study will approach the problem regarding genidt is going to find out whether
gender has any effect on the writing ability ofives’ and non-natives’ performance.
Likewise, it seeks to compare the performance a hationalities to investigate the
extent of difference between natives and non-nativihe reason behind including
gender is that it is probable that the differentenriting ability of students may be
attributable to it. The result of this study woulle valuable for methodologists, syllabus

designers, material developers, teachers and Isarne
2. BACKGROUND

The last several decades have seen an explosiesadrch on the nature of differences
between men and women. One particularly populasstiue has been the extent to
which men and women use language differently. Nurobéheorists has argued against
the existence of any meaningful differences in meand women’s language (e.g.,
Bradley, 1981; Weatherall, 2002). One contributothis debate may be the lack of a

commonly accepted technique of analysis among érapstudies of language.

Recent studies in language and gender have notrgess a unified result about
women’s talk in the public domain either. In sonases, women are found to adopt
more oppositional information-focused style chaggstic of all-male talk. Differences
in the ways that men and women use language hawebakn of interest in the study of
discourse. Despite extensive theorizing, actual iecap investigations have yet to
converge on a coherent picture of gender differenedanguage. Again, a significant

reason is the lack of agreement over a reliabletavanalyze language.

In recent years, the issue of gender has gainettegrprominence in second language
research. However, gender has received little,oiff any attention, in the study of
classroom discourse, despite the claim that comeation in the L2 is often both the
means and the goal of language instruction. Yehdgeis perhaps the best learner
variable in second language acquisition which igtiwdeing researched (Chavez,

1999). At least three reasons may account for {hijlsGender, as a stable trait, can be
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assessed directly. (2) The large number of gendsedbstudies in first language allows
second language research to build on a substdd@y of previous and established
work. (3) Gender figures prominently in explainidgferences in language learning

behavior or outcome.

Gender roles and their linguistic manifestation s expected to vary according to
both native and non-native speakers’ stati (‘expess’) and cultural background (e.g.,
Thanh Tran, 1988). Both factors further differetgidetween participants in second as
opposed to those in foreign language interaction.sécond language contexts,
differences in native speaker status and cultuagkground frequently reach into the
classroom; often the teacher is a native speal®daes not share the students’ cultural
background, whereby the students themselves magsemt a culturally (and perhaps
even socio-economically) diverse group. In forelgnguage classrooms, by contrast,
many teachers share the first language and culhaekground of a generally quite

homogeneous student body. Therefore, special case Ioe taken not to combine issues
of gender, native speaker status, pragmatic competand students’ culture (or to

combine them very carefully). These requirementg flarther emphasis on how

desirable it may be to distinguish between seconldfareign language settings. Gender
may be observed more easily as a distinct variabdéeforeign language context. There,
issues of native speaker status and biculturaliamlgast at the earlier stages of
learning) are less prominent. Clearly, studiesexfosd language acquisition serve as
valuable examples of which direction related resean foreign language learning

could take, but at the same time, they cannot spézdly of gender issues in the

foreign language classroom. This is true not onith wegard to the type of language
which is being modeled for the learners, as desdréibove. Also in foreign language
settings, learners depend much more on the classfoo interactional opportunities,

i.e., the chance to use the language in a meariagtlicontextual manner. As Brooks
(1993) summarizes: “The formal classroom settingrismany cases, the only place
where any kind of social interaction in the foreignguage is made available. It is in

this environment that the language and communicatie to be learned”.
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If gender were to influence a foreign languagerees’ ability to make use of this
typically unique opportunity, both researchers arldssroom teachers would be
interested to know. In sum, the ultimate goal ofefgn (and second) language
instruction is to have students of either sex bexpnoficient. Particularly, in a foreign
language setting, the classroom offers the prim(@rynot the only) opportunity to
acquire and practice the necessary skills, inclydamd arguably especially, speaking.
Research in first language, and to a more limitedre in second language interaction,
indicates that the gender of all contributors (stid, teacher, peer groups) will play an

important role in interaction.

Native-speaker status and cultural background #eylto interact with gender.
Beginning foreign language students taught by a-madive speaker teacher, all of
whom share a similar cultural background, offer ti@st unadulterated look at gender
issues in language learning and thus a good sjgomt for a yet developing field of
research. Again, it must be stressed that ultimatehce more basic findings are
available, the influence of -cultural (first langeag background, pragmatic
(second/foreign language) acculturation (presumablynore advanced students), and
native-speaker versus non-native speaker status beugxplored thoroughly in the
context of foreign (as opposed to second) lang(Bgmoks, 1993).

Not too long ago, Tannen (1996b) did a researctlysan gender-related patterns in
(ESL) classroom discourse. In her statement, aasimoautionary note resounds when

she writes:

It is important, however, to bear in mind that gemcelated patterns merge with
all other dynamics of language behavior: Ethni@ss] regional, and age
differences all affect speaking styles, along wstich influences as sexual

orientation, professional training, and individparsonality (p. 341).

Similarly, Tannen concludes her contribution byeassg that: “Interest in gender-
related patterns of classroom discourse will enaislunderstanding of the dynamics of
the TESOL classroom” (p. 343).
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Back to the main locus of the present study andraigg the dynamic nature of TESOL
classrooms, as Tennan noted, several statistiesigzphena have emerged that appear to
be fairly stable across a variety of contexts imdgr based studies. For example,
females seem to talk more about relationships ttmmales (Aries & Johnson, 1983;
Tannen, 1990) and use more compliments and apsl¢g@mes, 1988; Holmes, 1989)
and facilitative tag questions (Holmes, 1984). Hedn{1993) has suggested that these
and other phenomena might be generalized to a nuaflyaniversals” concluding that
females are more attentive to the affective fumctd conversation and more prone to

use linguistic devices that solidify relationships.

However, interpretation of the underlying linguisphenomena, particularly as regards
their specific communicative functions, is the ®abjof considerable controversy
(Bergvall, Bing, & Freed, 1996). For example, itsh&#een argued (Cameron,
McAlinden, & O’Leary, 1988) that the use of faaliive tag questions by women might
be more plausibly interpreted as signs of convensak control than as signs of

subordination, as had been previously contendekb(t,al975).

Broadly speaking, the differences between femateraale language use appear to be
centered on the interaction between the linguestior and his or her linguistic context
(the listener as well as the larger speech commyurtitence it is not surprising that
nearly all of the work on male/female linguistidfdience has focused on speech and
other high-interaction linguistic modalities (sual correspondence). Formal written
texts such as books and articles, on the other,hahtth are intended for a broad
unseen audience, lack the intonational, phonolbgind conversational cues that are
involved in speech and to a lesser extent in cpomgence. One might therefore expect,
especially in view of the interactional nature bé tdifferences seen thus far between
female and male language use, that such differemamdd be reduced or even
eliminated in such formal written texts. Indeedmsoauthors (Berryman-Fink &
Wilcox, 1983; Simkins-Bullock & Wildman, 1991) haasserted that no difference at

all between male and female writing styles sho@akpected in more formal contexts.

Among all these findings which to some extent pralve existence of difference,

Argamon, Koppel, Fine, and Shimoni, (2003) in thsiudy argued that there are
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significant differences between male- and femalfx@ed documents in the use of
some more frequent types of pronouns and certamstpf noun modifiers: females use
many more pronouns and males use many more nouifienedMore generally, it is
found that even in formal writing, female writinghebits greater usage of features
identified by previous researchers as “involved’ilelmale writing exhibits greater
usage of features which have been identified dsrfimational”. Traditionally, research
on writing composition has focused on the complegnitive processes underlying
writing (e.g., Flower & Hayes, 1981; Scardamaligrdter, & Goelman, 1982). Some
researchers have addressed this complexity bytigaéiag affective factors involved in
composing prose (e.g., Elbow, 1993; Hull & Rose89)9 These factors include the
confidence with which students approach writingk$aghe writing apprehension that
students feel as they attempt writing tasks, hoefulshey perceive writing to be, the
self-regulatory strategies in which they engage, the feelings of self-worth associated

with writing (Pajares & Valiante, 1999).
3. METHOD

In the present study, the effect of gender on istgu characteristics of writing in

natives and non-natives is examined.
3.1. Participants

The sample chosen for the study consists of 47-nadive fourth- and fifth-
semester B.A. students majoring in English fronfedént universities; 12 learners (5
male and 7 female) from Payam-e-Noor universityeliran, 16 students (6 males and
10 females) from Payam-e-Noor university of Damalél® participants (8 male and
11 female) from Azad University of Varamin and Ziva speakers of English (1 male
and 1 female) from England. Therefore, the samplesisted of 20 males and 29
females. The participants’ ages were between 12&ndhey (except the 2 natives) all

had passed at least two university courses — 4tgre@dn writing.
3.2. Materials

Since the topic itself was considered as the ongans through which students

would reveal their attributions in writing, topielsction was carried out with the help
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of teachers. A few topics were proposed to thehews of classes to pick the best ones.
After discussing about the topics, they chose thesowhich were based on their
students’ knowledge and level of proficiency intimg. Seeing that the aim of choosing
a topic was to some extent to encourage the stadentvrite more, and to help us
extract the intended linguistic characteristicshas been tried to stimulate students’
motivation as much as possible. Therefore, thefolg topics were chosen because:

1- They were far from any gender bias.

2- They were based on the level of students’ knowledge

3- They were based on the students’ expertise inngriti

4- The students were interested in writing about thcs (based on their

teachers’ statements).
The topics chosen were:

Topic # 1: The characteristics of a good Engligtther.

Topic # 2: Best ways to learn English better.

3.3. Design

This study sought to find the difference betweealerand female as well as native
and non-native learners (as independent varialiaging special linguistic features (as
dependent variables) in their writing. Becausehefdbsence of any kind of treatment in
the study, the research design used is ex post ilaethich, the researcher just looks at
the type and strength of connection between dempgndled independent variables
without considering what went before. As Hatch dmaaraton (1991, p.101) state:
“The research tells us about the relationship ofakdes in the data, not about the

effectiveness of some instructional program ortinest.”
In this regard, Hatch and Farhady (1981) state:

Ex post Facto designs are often used when therots¥adoes not have control
over the selection and manipulation of the independiariable. This is why
researchers look at the type and/or degree ofioakitip between the two

variables rather than at a cause-and-effect relstip.
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3.4. Procedure

The first part of the study went on with a prettgsting. Seventy five students from
different universities were our first participang&nce there was no proficiency test to
screen the participants, those students who weteaame major, same level, and had
passed same course in writing (4 credits) werectmle In order to achieve inter rater
reliability, all writings were judged and scoredthyee raters. First, to stay far from any
unfairness or prejudice about the gender, name,hand scripts of the students, the
writings were typed as anonymous ‘MS Word’ docuraeand then coded. Forty seven
compositions from a pool of 75 (and based) whidhegthe score of 15 and above out

of 20, were selected for the second phase.

During the second stage, the teachers were aekeallect post-test writing but on
the chosen topics (as mentioned before). Not oaty the students not been informed
about the purpose of the writing, just like thealstlass session to perform as natural as
possible and to prevent any possible effect ofrdestve bias about their gender, but
also they had not been told even who their exaataewould be to put off any effect of
the reader’s gender on their scripts as well. Base the codes, those 47 students’
writings were included in the research study. Thie® second codes based on their
gender were given to the writings: number 1 foresadnd 2 for females. Then the
analysis phase started. All words, sentences, araymphs in each composition were
counted and the percentages of applying all sdristended linguistic elements i.e.,

pronouns as well as spesifiers, were carefullyutated.

It should be mentioned that the writings of 2 vexparticipants of the study, just

like non natives, came to the analyzing part ofstuely.
3.4.1. Pilot Study

To set the scene for the main study, the writinfgd ®. A. English students of Kish
International Campus and 1 male English teachetliaf institute in Sirjan were

collected to have the same number of participant®dch group. The reason for
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selecting these students was that generally spgakitvanced and graduate students are

more skilful and better writers.

There were no preplanned and prepared materiakhéubpic for their writings. The
students were not informed about the purpose ofutiting to perform as naturally as
possible without any destructive bias about themdgr. So, the session was exactly the

same as the previous ones.

Each paragraph of their writings was carefully stddand the numbers of singular
and plural pronouns as well as all specifiers wavanted. The ratio of using each
feature per total number of words was calculatdte fiesults of the detailed counting
are shown in Table 3.1. As Argamon et al. (2003)est, determinersa( the are
expected to be male indicators. Conversely, thenquos $ubjective, objective,

possessive and reflexive pronouase all expected to be strong female indicators.

Table 3.1.
A Comparison for Percentage of Using Pronouns gmecBiers Across Gender
Singular Pronouns | It Plural Specifiers
Pronouns

Male 1.1% 0.1% 1.4% 14.5%
Total Male | 2.6% 14.5%

Female 1.5% 0% 3.4% 13.3%

Total Female | 4.9% 13.3%

As Table 3.1. shows, pronouns were found moreugatly in women'’s writing
(Female = 4.9%, Male = 2.6%) sending the messag@wdlving” and specifiers were
found more frequently in men’s writings (Male = 3%, Female = 13.3%), sending the
message of “informing”. As is shown in the Tablé.3here is a difference between
males and females in singular pronoun usage (Mdld%, Female =1.5%) and even in
plural pronouns (Male = 1.4%, Female = 3.4%). G ather hand, ‘its’ is used more
frequently by males (Male = 0.1%, Female = 0%)sTikiperhaps to be expected since

‘its’ is both impersonal (as opposedhis andher) and is a type of specifier. The overall
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pattern of greater usage of pronouns by femaleoasiib clear (Male = 2.6%, Female =
4.9%). In the current study, because the numbsubjects was limited, no significant

difference between specifiers used by either greagp found.

The results presented above offer convincing evidehat there are indeed different
strategies employed by men and women in settinidy imformation and especially in

encoding the relation between writer and readésis.
3.4.2. Data analysis

In the current study, appropriate dataysislprocedures were used. First of all, by
means of ‘Find and Replace’ option in ‘Microsoftfioé Word’, all kinds of pronouns
and specifiers were counted. The same procedureusess later for the whole number
of words used in each composition. Then the peagenbf each intended linguistic
feature (based on total words), was calculatedhBastance of the use of a given
linguistic element was given a rate and then thesravere added up and divided by the
total to give the mean. After that, the mean ofrgVi@guistic feature of the participants
was calculated. The next step was leaving the stagstatistics. As the data were
nonparametric and nominal, Mann-Withney U Testsewem to detect the predicted
significant difference between dependent (pronoand specifiers) and independent
(gender) variables. Finally, a few comparisons werade to check the probable
difference between two genders’ text length, numbkemparagraphs and paragraph
length. It should be mentioned that all steps armtgdures described above, were
repeated for the 2 native participants of the stadg the result was compared to non

natives.
4. RESULT

The first concern of this study is to find outetexistence of any probable
difference between non-native male and female &rarmvith respect to the use of

pronouns in their writings.

Table 4.1. illustrates the means of using pronaonm®on native males’ and female’s

writing. It should be mentioned that because ofvitiy specific nature of the pronouns
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‘you, yours, yourself’, these three pronouns hagerbcounted separately from those

singular and plural pronouns:

Table 4.1.
A Comparison for Percentage of Using Pronouns AsrdNon-native Males and
Females
Pronouns Total Total You Total Pronouns
Singular Plural Yours
Pronouns | Pronouns | Yourselves| =(26)
=(23) =(8) =(3)
Non-native 4.01% 2.21% 0.97% 7.19%
Females’ Out of total| Out of total| Out of total| Out of total words:
Mean words: words: words: (7425)
(7425) (7425) (7425)
Non-native 1.67% 1.39% 1.51% 4.57%
Males’ Out of total| Out of total| Out of total| Out of total words:
Mean words: words: words: (6786)
(6786) (6786) (6786)

As Table 4.1. shows, it can be clearly recognizhdt tpronouns in female
participants are more prevalent and favorable thamale ones (Female = 7.19%, Male
= 4.57%). A Mann-Whitney U test was run to fince thxistence of any significant

difference between them (Table 4.2.):

Table 4.2.
Mann-Whitney U Test for Pronouns Across Non-ndiledes and Females
Pronoun
Mann-Whitney U 122.000
Wilcoxon W 312.000
VA -3.123
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 0.002
Mean Rank Male=16.42, Female=29.14
r 0.47
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According to Table 4.2., the Z value is — 3.123hwat significance level of p = 0.002.
The probability value (p) is less than 0.05, sortmult is significant. Therefore, there is
statistically significant difference in the using mronouns between non-native males
and females. A Mann-Whitney U test revealed astedilly significant difference in the
use of pronouns of males (Md= 3.2, n=19) and fesn@d=6.35, n=28), U=122.00, Z=
-3.123, P=0.002, r= 0.47). In this analysishows the size of the difference between
males and females in the use of pronouns. Accorttinohen (1988) the size of the
observed difference was medium (with 0.1=small affed.3=medium effect, and

0.5=large effect).

To describe the direction of the difference andl fout which group is higher,
the median values for each group should be rep@tedn additional step was taken
(Table 4.3.).

Table 4.3.

Median Scores for Using Pronouns Across Non-nadifaées and Females

Pronoun
Female 6.3500
Male 3.2000

As Table 4.3. shows, the median score for using@ros in females (6.35) is
greater than in males (3.20) which means femaled osre pronouns in their writings.

Figure 4.1. drawn based on Mean Ranks, shows tfegatice in a better view:

Pronounsin Non-native Males and Females
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Figure 4.1.Mean rank plot for pronouns across non-native malel females.

The second concern of the study is to realize xistence of any probable difference
between non-native male and female EFL writers wéfpect to the use of specifiers.
To investigate the answer, first the frequenciespecifiers were compared in Table
4.4.:

Table 4.4.
A Comparison for Percentage of Using Specifiersos&€ Non-native Males and

Females
Specifiers Total
=(17)
Non-native Females 8.09%
Mean Out of total words: (7425)
Non-native Males 8.65%
Mean Out of total words: (6786)

According to Table 4.4., the percentage of usirgcs@rs by non-native males is a
bit more than females (Females = 8.09%, Males $%)6and from this subtle
difference it can be hypothesized that the pattefngsing these elements in the two
groups are very close to each other. Once moretectthe statistical significance of
the observed difference, a Mann-Whitney U test masTable 4.5.):

Table 4.5.
Mann-Whitney U Test for Specifiers Across Non-ealtilales and Females
Specifires
Mann-Whitney U 255.500
Wilcoxon W 445.500
z -0.228
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 0.820
Mean Rank Male=23.45, Female=24.38
r 0.03
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The Z value in Table 4.5. is — 0.228 with a sigrdfice level of p = 0.820. The
probability value (p) is not less than or equa0105, so the different is not significant.
There is statistically no significant difference time using of specifiers between non
native males and females. A Mann-Whitney U teseadad statistically no significant
difference in the use of specifiers of males (Md2, $1=19) and females (Md=6.35,
n=28), U=255.500, Z= -0.228, P= 0.820, r= 0.03)tHis analysig shows the size of

the difference between males and females in theofispecifiers. According to Cohen
(1988) the size of the observed difference was Isrwith 0.1=small effect,

0.3=medium effect, and 0.5=large effect).

Figure 4.2. drawn based on Mean Ranks, shows thidesdifference in a better

vision:

Specifiers in Non-nalive Males and Females

Males
49%

Figure 4.2.Mean rank plot for specifiers across non-nativéesiand females.

Since the main purpose of the study is its pedagbginplications and since native
like writing is one of those objectives, some manalyses have been made to estimate
the distance between natives and EFL languagedearfio do so, the first step might
be the probable existence of the same differendtedam native male and female
participants with respect to the use of pronourts specifiers. Table (4.6.) illustrates

the difference in using pronouns in male and femal&/e speakers:
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Table 4.6.
A Comparison for Percentage of Using Pronouns Acidative Males and Females
Pronouns Total Total  plural | You Total
(Percentage) singular pronouns Yours Pronouns
pronouns =(8) Yourselves =(26)
Native 1% 1.1% 0.1% 2.2%
Females’ total words: | total words: | total words: | total words:
Mean (376) (376) (376) (376)
Native 1.1% 1.3% 0% 2.4%
Males’ total words:| total  words:| total words: | total words:
Mean (408) (408) (408) (408)

According to Table 4.6., the total usage of prorsoum native males (2.4%) and
females (2.2%) is close to each other. Furtherntbeefrequency of applying singular
and plural pronouns in native speakers in both raalk female participants shows a
similarity in their occurrence. A Mann-Whitney Ustevas run for native writers to see

if the difference was statistically significant:

Table 4.7.

Mann-Whitney U Test for Pronouns Across Native Blaled Females

Specifires
Mann-Whitney U 0.0
Wilcoxon W 1.0
z -1.0
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 0.317
Mean Rank Male=2, Female=1
r 0.07

The Z value is — 1.0 with a significance level of §.317. The probability value (p)
is not less than 0.05. There is statistically rgnigicant difference in using pronouns

between native males and females.
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Now to find out whether the difference exists wittspect to the use of specifiers
between native male and female participants, thaltseof counting dependent variables

of the question (specifiers) were compared in Tdte

Table 4.8.
A Comparison for Percentage of Using SpecifiersoAsiNative Males and Females
Specifiers Total
Native Females 10%
Mean
Native Males 10.4%
Mean

Once more, according to the results (Male = 10.4%male = 10%), there is a
difference between native males and females inguspecifiers in their writings but

according to another Mann-Whitney U test (table)418is difference is not statistically

significant:
Table 4.9.
Mann-Whitney U Test for Specifiers Across Nativéelsland Females
Specifires
Mann-Whitney U 0.0
Wilcoxon W 1.0
z -1.0
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 0.317
Mean Rank Male=2, Female=1
r 0.07

The Z value is — 1.0 with a significance level of 9.317. The probability value (p)
is not less than or equal to 0.05. So there issttatlly no significant difference in the

using of specifiers between native males and fesnale

Before we make any claim on the interpretationhef findings of the sentence level
analysis, it is important to discuss the resultstber comparisons in paragraph and text

level analysis to gain a broader view of the mald &male Iranian EFL students’
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performance. The following is an analysis of alttggpants’ writings at paragraph and
text level. The frequency of whole words in eadbldashows ‘text length’, number of
paragraphs is representative of the ‘nature antitgeh paragraphing’, moving beyond
mere identification of the presence of paragraphimga more detailed look at the
number of paragraphs, and number of lines in eaalagpaphs, corresponds to the

‘paragraph length’.

In order to find out which gender from which mothengue used more words, more
paragraphs and more words in each paragraph inwhgings and then to reveal the

distance between natives and non natives, thexmipcomparisons were made:

Table 4.10.
A Comparison for Text and Paragraph Level Analystsoss Non-native Males and
Females
Text Level Analysis Paragraph Level Analysis
(Average) (Average)
Text Length Number of Paragraphs | Paragraph Length
(Words) (Lines)
Non-native | 423.3 5 7.2
Males
Mean
Non-native | 265.2 4.25 5.16
Females
Mean

In terms of the frequency of whole words, non-rativales used more words in their
writings (Males = 423.3, Females = 265.2), and eqoently more (Males = 5, Females
= 4.25) and longer paragraphs (M = 7.2, F = 5.1B)ales prefer to talk, argue, and
discuss more than the other gend€&o check if the same thing is true about the native

group, results in Table 4.11. are presented:

Table 4.11.
A Comparison Between Native Males and Females at @aed Paragraph Level

Analysis
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Text Level Analysis Paragraph Level Analysis
(Average) (Average)
Text Length Number of | Paragraph Length
(Words) Paragraphs (Lines)
Native 204 5 3.5
Male Mean
Native 204.5 4 4.4
Female Mean

According to Table 4.11. native males and femakedwa slightly different number
of words in their writings (Male = 204, Female =428), but fewer number of
paragraphs for females (Male = 5, Female = 4), maudrally longer paragraphs for
females again (Male = 3.5, Female = 4.4) were ofeskrlit seems that, native females

prefer to talk, argue, and discuss more than therg@ender (with a small difference).

5. DISCUSSION

The researcher tried, as far as possible, to avasgless speculation and relied on
actual collected data to find out how gender, basethe style of writing particularly

the frequency of using pronouns and specifiers bearecognized in students’ writing.

The data included in this study were all deriveahrfrstudents’ compositions. As was
expected from the previous studies, differencesvéemn non-native male and female
authored documents in the use of referring expsassas well as specifiers were found,
though the differences in using specifiers were statistically significant. Male and
female native participants, on the other hand,qoeréd slightly differently in applying

pronouns and specifiers in their writing.

At sentence level analysis according to Table Arid based on the findings, native
females (2.2%) are seemingly not as interestedimgupronouns as non-native females
are (7.19%). More interestingly, this discrepansyniore evident in using singular
pronouns. Non-native females used more singulanqumoes than plural ones (single =
4.01%, plural = 2.21%), though the percentagesigusingular and plural pronouns in
natives are almost the same (single = 1%, Plural186) (see Table A.5.). The only

favorable pronoun in natives was ‘you’ with the st&hce of a very subtle difference
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(Native = 1%, Non-natives = 0.97%) which probabipws native female’s tendency to
make readers engaged with the text and to imagergelves in the situation (see also

Figures A.1. and A.2.).

As Table A.6. shows, native males are seeminglyenmterested in using specifiers
than non-native males are (Native = 10.4%, Nonveati 8.65%), and the frequency of
applying the most common specifiers (the, a, amatives (the = 4.6%, a/an = 4.1%)

tends to be closer to each other than in non esfithe = 3.7%, a/an = 2.7%).

Again, turning to the results of the investigati@r regarding the above findings,
one can say that in non-natives there is a notéwodifference between the two
genders in applying some of the linguistic featm®nouns) in their writing but not in
using specifiers. Furthermore, in natives regasdtégheir genders the patterns of using

pronouns and specifiers are very close to eachr.othe

Argamon et al. (2003), argued that there are sggmt differences between male and
female authored documents in the use of pronoudsartain types of noun modifiers:
females use many more pronouns and males use mangynmoun specifiers. It has been
observed that how subjects refer to “things” byngsreferring expressions’ based on
their gender. Since pronouns send the messagththatentity of the “things” involved
is known to the reader, and because pronouns wed with greater frequency in
female authored documents, non-native female EFRtemsrare known as “involved”.
Specifiers, on the other hand, provide informataipout “things” that the writer
assumes the reader does not know but as our mdleigents did not exhibit greater
usage of features which have been identified dertfimational’ than femalesthey are

not known as “informative”.

The comparison at the text level showed the extstari difference between native
and non native males (see Table A.7.) in total warsed (Native = 204, Non-natives =
423.3) and paragraph length (Native = 3.5, Nonveati 7.2), but not in number of

paragraphs: (Native = 5, Non-native = 5).

The same comparison was made for the other gend&alle A.8.As the table

indicates, the total mean score of the intendedacheristics of writings are seemingly
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different for native and non-native females at tartl paragraph level analysis; non-
native females tend to write more (Non-native =.26Blative = 204.5), in more (Non-
native = 4.25, Native = 4) and longer paragraphsn(Native = 5.16, Native = 4.4).
Again, the results confirm not only the existentéifference between the two genders,

but also in the same gender in two different caistex

Results at text level from another angle show ¢me aspect of difference is worth
further reflection. In almost all the occurrencésggender difference that emerged, the
pattern of the boys’ writing mirrored some of thegttprns of more skillful writers. This
finding at text level might be linked to the fad¢tat non-native boys wrote longer
sentences, itself a feature of better writiAgother aspect of difference was related to
the text length. Non-native girls tended to havertr paragraphs both in number and
length, and consequently shorter scripts than bBbysir average text length was shorter
(Non-native Male = 423.3, Non-native Female = 2B5%#2d their number of paragraphs
was smaller than those of the boys (Non-native Mafe Non-native Female = 4.25).
These differences in natives showed a slight diffee between the two genders. Native
females wrote a bit more than males (Native Mak04, Native Female = 204.5), with

smaller number of paragraphs (Native Male = 5, \Mafiemale = 4).

Although the exact amount of these differenaesimilarities could not be easily
determined through just one single analytical apghoor procedure, these findings
suggest that not only the difference exists but #tés existence probably ‘affects’ our

teaching and learning style.
6. CONCLUSION

We reveal a lot about ourselves by what we writd aow we write it. Because
language both communicates and shapes our thoagbt# ourselves and others, we
need to avoid language that makes us seem unfyi@rdinappropriate, and instead
employ language that matches the expectationssottaare from us and that reflects the
goals of the people with whom we interact. Our v$danguage is a function of
situational variables, such as the purpose of tmantion and our current psychological

state, as well as more stable factors, includingstatus and gender. Thus, both how
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people speak and what they say have been the édatsdies of the nature of language

use (Brownlow, et al., 2003).

On the other hand, researchers and educators tjgrsanaee that the beliefs that people
develop about their academic capabilities playitecaf role in their success during their
education. What students believe about themselwed about their academic
competence helps determine what they do with tleevledge and skills they possess.
Consequently, their school success is in part aeted by what they actually come to
believe that they can accomplish. Once more, it heen confirmed how supportive
knowing the dissimilarities in an EFL classroom \bibe. The more an instructor

knows about students, the more successful theiteash

Whereas gender has been considered as a varmabi@ny studies on foreign and
second language receptive skills, particularlytetie behavior, it has not received
much attention with regard to its role in produetskills, especially speaking. This lack
of attention contrasts sharply with oral proficignarguably being at the core of
communicative language teaching and second landeageers and teachers frequently
citing oral proficiency as their ultimate objectivEherefore, the findings of this study
have implications for teachers. We should aware iafatm pupils that through their
communication and based on their gender not ordytlaey performing differently in
their speaking, but also in their writing. Therefothey should be taught how to
exchange a few words in a gender free form. It lmasaid to male members, through
more practice and by means of applying pronoung, they can write more influential
as it has been shown that pronouns carry the messagxisting a shared knowledge
and that this feeling in writing makes the inteateinship between the reader and writer
easier. On the other hand learning these so calledtegies in writing turns

communication easier: the very main aim of EFL sd&s

It is also hoped that findings of this study wopldvide useful insights and encourage
language teachers to be well informed of their ggefon. The implication of these

findings can also be that teachers should not éxpate and female students to have
the same performance even when all the externaitons are the same. Gender is one

of the most influential variables in nearly all @ghenomena. Language as a basic
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social phenomenon is not an exception. Physictdreifices of students, which can be a
considerable source of variation among languagenées, should be considered
seriously at any time. In order for them to makeeghat they are addressing the whole
class when they teach, teachers have to bear id thm impact of different factors

(gender) on language learning.

Along with teachers, syllabus designers and madteeeelopers can benefit from results
of this research too. They have to include differematerials to satisfy gender
differences. It has been always said that moreimgaeéads to better writing. Guided
reading and consequently guided writing rather tlmaore reading is suggested.
Organized teaching of grammatical points regardingnouns and specifiers seems
more practical as well. Because a good academienvriegardless of his/her gender
and based on a native’s writing, writes in a nalll standard manner, and because the
aim of pedagogy is supposed to be standard, s@nd#ing should be taught both to
the teachers as well as students and this is thécmtion of the findings for syllabus

designers and material developers.

As it was mentioned before, female students inr tbempositions behaved differently
from the natives. Since we are trying to learn tivadanguage, it is recommended that
faculty members find out how they can teach thasgegjies applied in native speakers’
writing. One might suppose that our students beliifferently because they have been
trained differently. Therefore, it is better to déa more research studies to gain better
scope of our educational system first and thengecaize the dissimilarities and finally
homogenize all subject materials and methods tesacto a normal and typical teaching

technique.

What implication this research might have in a Hevaeducational context is that
psychological and physical differences should bérd@ned in every educational
system. There should be some arrangement to heipagdnalists to decide on these

differences in order to help them assess studenits fairly.

Finale: teaching today’s student is complex andthyorof the best and brightest
educators that universities can prepare. Studexgsrde teachers who understand how

they learn, how their curiosity can be capturedd dow their learning can be



376

(U]

MIJAL 2:5 August 2010 ISSN 0974-8741
Involved or Informative: A Gender Perspective oningsPronouns and Specifiers in
EFL Students’ Writing by Parastoo Yazdani & Rezafah Samar

measurably increased. Furthermore, our nation ntetsalents of all its citizens for
education to remain a feature of Iran’s superiorithis is absolutely vital to the
educational research studies that devote reseamghewaluation programs to better
understand the complexities in educating both @ girls, to recognize the need to
better understand the degree to which schools dndagéors behave, act, and make
decisions which impact performance differences agsband girls. In today’s highly
charged national debate about how to improve iddai student and school
performance, understanding the differences betwesle and female students may be

an important element for increasing student andackuccess.
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