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Native Genderlects and Their Relation
to Gender Issues in Second Language
Classrooms: The Sex of Our Students
as a Sociolinguistic Variable

Lydie E. Meunier
University of Tulsa

Introduction
Sociolinguistic and anthropological research on native genderlects can offer
dependable findings to help us understand gender issues in second language
(L2) development in their full complexities. The debate concerning the role
of nature, "system-internal" factors, versus the role of nurture, "system-
external" factors, in the learning process is an old one. Today this debate
has reached the area of gender issues in first and second language develop-
ment. More specifically, this chapter will address the following question:
Are gender-specific communicative patterns in L2 development genetically
predetermined or are they acquired within a given social interactive external
system? To date, SLA researchers have essentially addressed gender differ-
ences in L2 development as stemming from "system-internal" factors, such
as learning styles and cognitive approaches. This chapter will discuss gender
issues in L2 development from the broader view of sociolinguistic and
anthropological studies. The narrowing down of gender issues to "system-
internal" factors falsely depicts gender specificity in SLA as a "natural," and
thus unchangeable, gender-specific cognitive process.

The purpose of this chapter is to add a new perspective to the discus-
sion by underlining the premise that the socialization process undergone by
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L2 learners sets various types of preferential cognitive networks, and that
gender-specific learning strategies in SLA may ultimately stem from nurture
rather than nature, that is, from a possible sociolinguistic transfer out of
native genderlects. More specifically, this chapter aims to provide a better
understanding of genderlect development in first language acquisition as

well as a better understanding of the role that native genderlects can play in
L2 development. The comprehension of gender differences in first language
use is, indeed, a precondition for a better interpretation of gender issues
observed in L2 acquisition. Keeping this in mind, this chapter will report
findings about genderlects in first language communication before address-
ing the issue of gender differences and gender-specific communicative com-
petence in a second language. Research reveals that gender-specific interac-
tional patterns noticed in L2 acquisition tend to reflect interactional patterns
that commonly take place across and between genders in first language use.
The presence of gender-linked sociolinguistic native patterns in L2 interac-
tion suggests that communicative competence in a foreign language (FL)
may be prone to sociolinguistic transfers from native genderlects. L2 studies
also reveal that traditional values related to gender-specific societal roles are
still part of today's hidden curricula in L2 instruction, and that gender dif-
ferences are more strongly emphasized in an instructional environment than
in society. Implications for research in L2 studies are highlighted through-
out. Recommendations for L2 instruction are given in the conclusion.

Native Genderlects

Outcome of the Socialization Process

The American sociolinguist Labov (1966) and the British anthropologist
Trudgill (1972) paved the way to the study of genderlects in Western soci-
eties. Their studies consistently indicated that women used a more standard
language than did men, regardless of their socioeconomic level, age, or race.
Their studies were often interpreted to mean that this gender difference was
the result of early childhood socialization processes (Lakoff 1975; Goodwin
1980; Malz and Borker 1982; Cameron 1992). Girls are encouraged and
rewarded for using "elegant" language whereas boys are allowed more flexi-
bility and roughness in language use. As Lakoff (1975, p. 6) notes, "Rough
talk is discouraged in little girls more strongly than in little boys, in whom
parents may often find it more amusing than shocking." Cameron (1992,
p. 73) also points out that children's activities shape various styles of speech:
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"Boys tend to play in large groups organized hierarchically; thus they learn
direct, confrontational speech. Girls play in small groups of 'best friends,'
where they learn to maximize intimacy and minimize conflict." Lever
(1978) observed the playground activities of fifth-grade children and also
interviewed them. She found that boys organized competitive team games
with specific rules and goals, whereas girls played games in smaller groups
involving repeated rituals and greater cooperation than boys. Lever (1978)
also observed that when girls were involved in team games, they were likely
to ignore the rules, whereas boys were very careful to adhere to them.

Other studies that have been conducted regarding the use of vernacu-
lar styles across genders (Cheshire 1982; Coates 1986; Milroy 1980) show
that males tend to use a more vernacular style than females. This difference
has often been interpreted as a sign of females' greater desire to conform to
societal norms. Yet this interpretation may stem from a sexist view that tra-
ditionally stresses the idea that females are naturally more dependent than
males. When considered from a historical perspective, the difference in the
use of vernacular styles across genders can be explained differently. Keeping
in mind that languages have evolved from vernacular forms, today's non-
standard styles are often the avant-garde of the next generation's standard
language. As such, speaking nonstandard forms is an expression of both
freedom and creative power in which females were not allowed to partici-
pate. If one assumes that nonstandard forms are lacking in elegance when
spoken by a woman, we are faced with the illocutionary force of prohibi-
tion. What is usually perceived as compliance to societal forms on the part
of females is in essence the result of "a long social imprisonment" while
men use the "powerful language" of creation (Spender 1980).

Social Status, Language, and Interruptions

Lakoff (1975) further claims that women are denied access to the "powerful"
style that characterizes not only the male's linguistic creativity but also the
male's authority. More recent research (Cameron 1992) indicates that gender-
specific linguistic differences lead to gender-specific conversational strategies.
Keeping in mind that a linguistic exchange is the result of the relationship
between interlocutors, and that males and females have disparate social sta-
tuses, conversational patterns between males and females have been found to
reflect social inequalities existing between them (Stern 1994). Historically,
this interactive pattern was reinforced by sociolinguistic practices during bib-
lical times when a wife had to address her husband in the manner of a slave
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addressing his master, or a subject addressing his king (Daly 1991, p. 159).
This implied that a man could also address his wife in the manner of a master
addressing his slave and a king addressing his subject, that is, by using a clear
rhetoric of authority. Today, conversational dominance by males is not as
extreme, but it is still inherent to male-specific discourse and has become the
focus of some interesting sociolinguistic research.

Zimmerman and West (1975) and West and Fenstermaker (1993)
investigated mixed-gender conversations and linguistic inequality in gender-
specific styles. Thirty-one conversations were taped in public places such as
libraries, coffee shops, drug stores, and the University of California. The
data were composed of eleven mixed-gender conversations, ten male-only,
and ten female-only conversations. The findings indicated significant differ-
ences between same-gender pairs and mixed-gender pairs regarding the use
of overlaps and interruptions. Overlaps were defined as an act of anticipat-
ing the end of a sentence spoken by an interlocutor while articulating it
with a topic-related response. An interruption, on the other hand, was con-
sidered as a violation of turn-taking rules whereby topical disarticulation is
flagrant. Results showed that all the overlaps were caused by male speakers
and that 96 percent of the interruptions resulted from men interrupting
women. Interestingly, men rarely interrupted each other; they primarily
used interruptions when speaking to women. Women used fewer overlaps
with men than with women due to the fact that men tended to perceive
overlaps as interruptions. As Steinem (1991, p.302) notes, "Male interrup-
tions of women bring less social punishment than female interruptions of
men." Zimmerman and West (1975) and West and Fenstermaker (1993)
observed that in mixed-gender conversations men tended to infringe on
women's right to speak. The studies also found that as a result of male inter-
ruptions, women tended to be more silent than men. Silent periods in sin-
gle-gender pairs averaged 1.35 seconds, while they averaged 3.21 seconds in
mixed-gender groups. Interestingly, the illocutionary act of silence was also
defined as clearly gender-specific. Females have been observed to fall silent
after male interruptions, indicating their powerlessness, while males primar-
ily used silence preceding minimal responses such as "Yeah," indicating,
according to Zimmerman and West (1975) and West and Fenstermaker
(1993), a lack of interest in the interlocutor's topic, denying women the
right to control the topic of conversation. West (1984) has shown that male
interruptions apply even when females have a higher social status. Her study
was conducted among male and female doctors interacting with patients.
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West (1984, P. 92) found that "[w]hereas male physicians (as a group) initi-
ated 67% of all interruptions relative to their patients' 33%, female physi-
cians (as a group) initiated only 32% of interruptions relative to their
patients' 68%." West (1984) notes:

In our society, Hughes observes, the auxiliary characteristics that have
emerged around the status "physician" are "white," "Protestant" and
"male." Hence, when persons assuming the powerful status of physician
are not properly equipped with whiteness, Protestantism or maleness,
there tends to be what Hughes terms a "status contradiction''or even a

dilemma. . . ." The "lady doctor" is a case in point, the adjective
"lady" (or "woman" or "female") serving to underscore the presumed
maleness of the status "Physician. . . ." The dilemma is likely to ensue
over whether to treat them [lady doctors] as members of the social cate-
gory "women" or as members of the profession "physician." (p. 98)

Amount of Talk

Silence and talkativeness are another interesting aspect of gender-specificity
in conversational strategies due to the fact that women are often believed
to talk more than men. This widespread belief, however, has been unani-
mously disconfirmed by anthropologists. In an experiment where males
and females were asked to describe three pictures, males were found to
speak an average of 13 minutes per picture as opposed to females who
spoke only an average of 3.17 minutes (Swacker 1975). Further research
showed that men talk more than women in public settings but are less
involved in private talks (Coates 1986; Eakins and Eakins 1978; Spender
1980; Steinem 1991). Researchers who have investigated the issue have
indicated that public settings are considered as a ground for competitive-
ness by men, hence the greater amount of talk by men in public. Women
have been shown to talk more in private with female friends about topics
often considered trivial and unimportant by men. Coates (1986, p. 103)
remarks, "The fact that topics such as sports, politics, and cars are seen as
'serious' while topics such as childbearing and personal relationships are
labeled 'trivial' is simply a reflection of social values that define what men
do as important, and conversely what women do as less important." As a
result, men end up using a great deal of silence in privacy. Yet this private
silence has been analyzed as an act of denying conversation topics which,
according to males, are uninteresting (Aries 1976, 1987; Spender 1980).
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Harmony and Competitiveness
Anthropological studies based on observations and interviews of couples
indicate that females are more likely to adjust to a male interlocutor, ask-
ing questions and introducing numerous "male-specific topics" until
males end up accepting a conversation (Aries 1976, 1987; Coates 1986;
Spender 1980). Steinem (1991, p. 305) observes that "[s]ubjects intro-
duced by males in mixed groups are far more likely to 'succeed' than sub-
jects introduced by women." Once males decide to speak on a topic, they
end up talking as experts, holding the center stage of the conversation.
Wittig (1992) interpreted this control of conversation topics as a result
of males primarily using language for competitive rather than for rela-
tional purposes:

For most women, the language of conversation is primarily a language
of rapport: a way of establishing connections and negotiating relation-
ships. . . . For most men, talk is primarily a means to preserve indepen-
dence and negotiate and maintain status in a hierarchical social order.
This is done by exhibiting knowledge and skill, and by holding the
center stage through verbal performance such as story telling, joking, or
imparting information. (p. 77)

Jones (1980) observed that women are more likely to discuss interrela-
tional topics and to personalize conversations, a discursive style that males
satirically define as gossiping. Males have been found to keep their dis-
tance from relational and human issues by reducing them to theories and
abstractions (Aries 1976; Steinem 1991; Swacker 1975; Tannen 1990). As
Steinem (1991) notes,

Lecturers often comment, for instance, that women in an audience
ask practical questions about their own lives, while men ask abstract
questions about groups or policies. When the subject is feminism,
women tend to ask about practical problems. Men are more likely to
say something like, "But how will feminism impact the American
family?" (p. 305)

In mixed-gender interactions Steinem's (1991, p. 302) study implies that
men talk more than women and that talkativeness is not an exclusive
female trait: "The uncomfortable truth seems to be that the amount of
talk by women has been measured less against the amount of men's talk
than against the expectations of female silence." In other words, a talkative
woman talks as much as a man.
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Assertiveness

In the light of anthropological findings, mixed-gender conversations are
considered by some as crosscultural in nature, with men and women speak-
ing different genderlects (Tannen 1990). The primary difference between
these genderlects is that females speak to maintain harmony and strong rela-
tionships, as well as to keep conversations open, whereas males use more
assertiveness and insistence. Women, for instance, have been observed to
speak in a more tentative way than men, using more tag questions and more
questions in general (Coates 1986; Holmes 1988). The use of such language
patterns was explained by Holmes (1988) as follows: tag questions are an
indication of females being more polite and more suggestive (since they are
less assertive) than males. Lakoff (1975) viewed such language patterns as a
sign of "insecurity" or "approval seeking." Fishman (1980) explained such
patterns in terms of "skillful strategies" to engage men in talk.

The language used by females seems to stem from oppressive structures
whereby women addressed men as their masters (Daly 1991). Politeness,
although positively valued today, was once a sign of humility. The primary
function of politeness was to signal the status difference between inferiors
and their superiors. Since females historically addressed their husbands with
reverence, this socially sanctioned form of obeisance may explain why
females are often found to be more polite in anthropological studies.
However, since the relation between language and gender is also context-
dependent (Tannen 1992), the way politeness can be used in modern soci-
ety lost some of its historical function. Brown's observations (1990) in a
Tenejapan court indicated that women could also use politeness in a sarcas-
tic way and as such show more confrontation than reverence. Nonetheless,
whether sarcastic or not, the truth remains that women used more polite
forms than men do, and that women most likely learned confrontational
strategies using the language forms they inherited throughout history.

Regarding the use of compliments, Johnson and Roen (1992) con-
ducted a study on peer reviews of graduate students' papers. Their study
indicated that male compliments were functionally more ideational (reflect-
ing an actual evaluation, i.e., the language of the expert) and that women
demonstrated a complimenting discourse that was functionally more inter-
personal (making the interlocutor feel good, i.e., the language of solidarity).

Summary

This first section summarized research in gender-specific conversational
styles in mixed-gender interaction. Coates (1986, p. 117) concluded that
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"Wile differences between the competitive, assertive male style and the
cooperative supportive female style mean that men will tend to dominate
in mixed-gender interaction." Research to date indicates that men tend to
control topics of conversation and to interrupt women. Women tend to
raise more questions and to give minimal responses to maintain harmo-
nious exchanges. Men talk more, contrary to what is commonly believed,
and are more likely to use a vernacular style in private, while females use a
standard and polite language. These conclusions, however, should be con-
sidered with caution since language use also varies according to situational
conditions. Yet the fact remains that anthropologists consistently observe
gender-specific patterns for conversational interaction and that, as such,
males and females are considered to be part of separate speech communi-
ties (Tannen 1990) and to use different genderlects.

In the next section, I will address gender issues in L2 communication
and interaction. More specifically, gender-specific patterns in L2 use will
be investigated to assess if communicative competence in a foreign lan-
guage is affected by gender-specific native behaviors related to Ll use.

Gender Differences and Communicative
Competence in L2
Communicative interaction between two human beings varies a great deal
according to the interlocutors' ethnic background, personality, cognitive
style, and/or sex. In other words, in addition to grammatical and textual
competence, everyone has a developed sense of language appropriateness,
which is also referred to in some circles as "pragmatic" or "sociolinguistic
competence." We know when to speak, how to adjust our speech to a spe-
cific situation, what to talk about, and when to remain silent. Recent com-
municative approaches in FL teaching are based on the premise that using
language in social interactions increases students' individual capacity, a sys-
tem defined by Vygotsky (1978) as "the zone of proximal development."
This zone, however, varies for every language student due to the individual's
personal characteristics. The study of these individual differences tradition-
ally focuses on motivation, anxiety level, learning styles, and cognitive strate-
gies. Gender differences, however, constitute a rather recent field of research.

Gender Difference and L2 Acquisition

Ho (1987, p. 127), in a study investigating psychological factors contribut-
ing to individual differences in FL skills, found that gender was the "single
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variable with the most predictive power." The predictor domain was com-
posed of verbal intelligence, personality, attitude, and gender variables.
Personality variables were considered to "predict achievement . . . only on
occasions, [leading the researcher to] conclude that personality factors were
quite unreliable or trivial as predictors" (Ho 1987, p. 128). Ho (1987,
p. 127) noted that "Memales were superior to males (at the .05 level of sig-
nificance) in the expressive skills, writing and especially speaking: like in
the Western culture, Chinese males prefer to manipulate facts and data as
opposed to expressing themselves on personal matters." Ho's study was con-
ducted among 230 first-year students at the University of Hong Kong using
an English proficiency test and a battery of psychology tests translated into
Chinese. The psychology test was based on six constructs: rigidity, authori-
tarianism, dogmatism, conformity, fatalism-superstition, and belief stereo-
typy. The results of the psychology tests indicated that authoritarianism,
belief stereotypy, and dogmatism had negative effects on the acquisition of
FL skills, and that the other psychological constructs did not show signifi-
cant correlation with language results. Since females obtained superior
results, it could also be speculated that females were less authoritative and
dogmatic than males. However, this issue was not directly examined by Ho.

In the light of anthropological studies reviewed in the first part of this
chapter, it can be speculated that females feel more at ease than males with
language activities in which students are requested to speak or write about
themselves and others. Such activities typically take place at the novice and
intermediate levels of FL classes and may not particularly appeal to male
students. So-called content-based discussions that are based on scholarly
disciplines (Krueger and Ryan 1993), the type of discussion males seem to
prefer (Coates 1986; Eakins and Eakins 1978; Spender 1980; Steinem
1991), could be designed for classroom use in addition to commonly prac-
ticed interpersonal activities. In a content-based approach, language is
acquired through studying other subject matters as opposed to speaking
about personal issues. By mixing activity types, both males and females
may be more equally motivated. Interestingly, a study (Meunier-Cinko
1993) investigating mixed- and same-gender dyads during a computer-
based activity in French indicated that males and females tend to focus
their attention on particular types of inforniation. The females in this
study learned significantly more vocabulary pertaining to descriptions,
while the males learned more cultural facts. This result accords with find-
ings in gender studies which indicate that females are more sensitive to
information pertaining to story characters and their life-sryles, whereas
men pay more attention to facts that do not involve them personally
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(Coates 1986; Holmes 1992; Tannen 1990). Even more interesting,
Meunier-Cinko's (1993) study indicated that in mixed-gender groups
females tended to acquiesce to male factual preferences and to lower their
interest in the descriptive texts of the software, whereas males did not show
any such adjustment. The female trend to adjust to masculine preference
has been described in previous research as a process of immasculination
which, according to Schweickart (1986), is particularly acute in universi-
ties, an interesting issue that deserves further investigation.

Effect of the Interlocutor's Gender on Communication

Pearson and Lee (1992) investigated the effects of native/nonnative speakers'
status and gender and found that the gender of interlocutors was the primary
factor influencing the structure and content of the discourse. Their study was
conducted at Pennsylvania State University. Four graduate students acted as
typical student direction-seekers. Two of them were nonnative speakers
(NNSs) of English from China and Japan, and two were native speakers
(NSs) of English, with a male and a female in each group. The four volunteer
students asked a sample of tvvo hundred (one hundred male, one hundred
female) U.S. native English-speaking university students for directions from a
single location on campus at similar times of day. Communication patterns
indicated that the gender of both the direction-seeker and the direction-giver
influenced the structure and content of the discourse. Female direction-givers
paused to check the comprehension of their interlocutor more often than did
male direction-givers. Female direction-seekers, whatever their status, were
given more directives, were addressed with a more complex vocabulary, and
received more parenthetical remarks from both male and female direction-
givers. The NS/NNS status affected only greetings and leave-takings. It was
observed that NNSs were addressed with longer leave-takings.

Markham (1988) examined the double effect of gender and per-
ceived expertise of a speaker on the recall of orally presented material by
ESL university-level students. About one hundred ESL students were
assigned to one of the study's treatment conditions: (1) presentation of a
passage by a male speaker who was not introduced, (2) presentation of a
passage by a female speaker who was not introduced, (3) presentation by
an "expert" male speaker, and (4) presentation by an "expert" female
speaker ("expert" meant that the presentation was preceded by a fictitious
introduction of the speaker's alleged expertise; all presenters were actors).
Students recalled more idea units from the presentation of the "nonex-
pert" male speaker than from the presentation of the "nonexpert" female
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speaker. Similarly, more idea units were recalled from the expert male
speaker than from the expert female speaker. Interestingly, expert females
were listened to more closely than nonexpert females, whereas no differ-
ence was found in the attention given to both expert and nonexpert
males. An even more disturbing finding indicated that both female and
male subjects listening to the male speakers scored higher than when
listening to the female speaker. This suggests that males as well as females
perceive expertness as a male attribute. According to Markham (1988),
both males and females have been conditioned to abide by deeply
engraved sexist conventions.

This finding clearly indicates that the gender of FL instructors is
likely to have an unexpected effect on L2 development, one issue that
remains to be empirically researched.

The Hidden Curriculum
Tannen (1992, p. 144) underlines the danger of "trying to understand how
speakers use language without considering the context. The same linguistic
means can both express power or solidarity depending on the context." A
number of studies (Davies and Meighan 1975; Ehrman and Oxford 1989;
Ho 1987; Liski and Puntanen 1983; Oxford, Nyikos, and Ehrman 1988;
Powel 1986; Scarcella and Oxford 1992) have examined the classroom con-
text and have found that gender-specific interactional patterns in conversa-
tions may indicate that schools foster distinct gender-specific behaviors.
The influence of teachers' tacit and covert expectations, often based on
stereotypical roles, is what Davies and Meighan (1975) call the "hidden" or
((covert" curriculum, as opposed to the official and overt curriculum. The
"hidden curriculum" is defined as "those concepts of learning in schools
that are unofficial, unintentional, or undeclared consequences of the way in
which teachers organize and execute teaching and learning" (p. 171). To
date, the effects of hidden curricula are still believed to counteract the goals
of the civil rights legislation written for the prevention of ethnic and gender
discrimination (Fennema 1987; Holmes 1989; Sunderland 1992).

Sunderland (1992) studied ESL classrooms and found that the
generic "he" is still often used by teachers and in teaching materials. ESL
books are characterized as follows: (1) there are very few female characters;
(2) stereotypes in gender roles are greater than stereotypes in society
regarding professions (females tend to be of lower-status occupations), age
(females are younger), actions (females are relatively inactive), relationships
(females tend to be confined to conventional roles); (3) in most of the
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mixed-gender dialogues, males speak first and lead conversations (females
being only responders). According to Sunderland (1992, p. 86), "[U]ncon-
scious influence of female characters who play restricted social, behavioral,
and linguistic roles does not suggest cognitive and communicative empow-
erment for female learners. . . . It is more likely to hinder than facilitate
their learning." This observation, however, has not to my knowledge been
empirically examined.

Amount of Talk by Males and Females in L2 Classrooms

Similarly, in an investigation of EFL classes, Holmes (1989) transcribed
taped lessons and found that teachers of mixed classes paid more attention
to male students, and that, as a result of this extra attention, male students
got more speaking practice and more feedback. Holmes's investigation of
ESL classes also indicated that adult male students both answered and ques-
tioned the teacher more, thus getting more speaking practice. The same
study indicated that in mixed-gender group work, male students spoke more
and took longer turns than females, who primarily gave feedback to the
males' statements. These observations tend to echo the finding in anthropo-
logical studies that during childhood males are encouraged to speak more in
public settings than females are (Coates 1986; Eakins and Eakins 1978;
Spender 1980; Steinem 1991). Considering that classrooms are public set-
tings, the connection between Holmes's finding and anthropological studies
raises the issue of a possible sociolinguistic transfer in FL classrooms.
Sunderland (1992, p. 89) observes: "One message both teacherlearner and
learnerlearner interaction can carry, then, is that women and girls are dis-
coursally if not socially marginal in the foreign language classroom."

A study involving 698 university students learning EFL (Liski and
Puntanen 1983) supported the fact that males liked holding the center
stage in FL classrooms, to the point that they got better grades. However,
Liski and Puntanen also found that the accuracy of the language males used
was lower than that of females. The testees' performance was evaluated dur-
ing oral interviews by noting errors under four categories: pronunciation,
grammatical structure, lexis, and language use. The language production of
female students was considered better than that of male students, yet males
were considered better at language use.

Clearly, Liski and Puntanen's (1983) study of ESL mirrors studies in
English as a native language reported in the first section of this chapter,
namely, that female speakers tend to use a higher proportion of standard
forms than male speakers. Mention was also made that in spite of the fact
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that women are linguistically more formal than males, male speakers make
more frequent contributions than females in formal contexts. As a result,
males end up getting more status enhancement than females, the equiva-
lence of better grades in a FL classroom (Coates 1986; Holmes 1992).
Clearly, the possible effect of the "hidden curriculum" in FL instruction
should be acknowledged as a serious factor affecting not only classroom
communication and interaction, but also FL proficiency and academic
results as a whole.

Gass and Varonis (1985) give additional support to the contention
that FL conversational pairs often demonstrate unequal interactive partner-
ship. In a one-way task, males are more likely to signal their lack of under-
standing than females. Females are more likely to show their lack of under-
standing in same-gender pairs. In a two-way task, however, females tended
to express their lack of understanding more, although not as much as males
in mixed-gender pairs. The authors suggest that women feel less confident
in signaling a lack of understanding when interacting with men. In a later
study, Gass and Varonis (1986) further noticed differences between men
and women in the amount they participated in conversations. This time,
the authors noticed a greater amount of dynamic interaction in mixed-
gender groups than in same-gender groups. Gass and Varonis (1986) also
found major gender-specific differences in interactional patterns:

What we have seen in this study is a situation of unequal partnership.
Men took greater advantage of the opportunities to use the conversa-
tion in a way that allowed them to produce a greater amount of "com-
prehensible output," whereas women utilized the conversation to
obtain a greater amount of comprehensible input. . . . If it is the case
that in same-sex dyads there is less negotiation, then this might provide
an opportunity to share information to a greater extent. In contrast, in
mixed-sex dyads there is a greater amount of negotiation that provides
an opportunity for a greater amount of language focus. Thus, the
advantages provided by different dyadic arrangements depend on the
purpose of the interaction itself. (p. 349)

Similarly, Pica, Holliday, and Lewis (1991) investigated conversational pat-
terns in NSNNS interactions. Their study indicated interesting patterns:

Male and female NNSs made and received a comparable number of
opportunities to request L2 input and modify interlanguage output
during interaction with female NSs, but during interaction with male
NSs, these opportunities were significantly lower for female than for
male NNSs. (p. 343)

, 72
i



1

1

60 Faces in a Crowd. The Individual Learner in Mules:section Courses

Pica et al.'s results may be further interpreted in the light of anthropologi-
cal studies reported in the first part of this chapter (Steinem 1991; Tannen
1992; West 1984; Zimmerman and West 1975). Language interventions
requested in their study could have been perceived by students as interrup-
tions or overlaps. Mention was made, indeed, that through the socializa-
tion process, females have subconsciously learned to make a minimal use
of interventions perceived as interruptions by males. If, in addition,
females are NNSs and males NSs, males end up with a double advantage,
that is, both linguistic and sociolinguistic. Clearly, a socially gender-spe-
cific acquired behavior can have a significant impact not only on L2 com-
munication and interaction, but also on L2 development itself if active
participation is inhibited by the way a partner behaves or is perceived.

Overall, the above-mentioned findings lead to interesting and very
important questions: (1) Is there an actual transfer of gender-specific com-
munication patterns from Ll to L2? (2) If this is the case, can gender-specific
linguistic patterns, acquired through first language development, be con-
trolled in a L2 classroom? (3) How can instructors account for gender-
related discourse patterns transferred from Ll to L2 and more specifically
during L2 oral evaluations?

Target Language and Target Genderlects

The degree of integration into the target language culture has been
explained in terms of "social" and "psychological" distance: the greater the
social and psychological distance perceived by learners between their native
culture and the target language culture, the smaller the degree of accommo-
dation and acculturation, and the lower the level of L2 proficiency.
Likewise, the smaller the social and psychological distance, the better the
L2 proficiency (Beebe 1985; Schumann 1978; Tarone 1979). Adamson
and Regan (1991) showed that the same theory applies for "subcultures"
within cultures. Studies in anthropology have indicated, for instance, that
sociolects and genderlects are marked by the use of distinct patterns in
grammar, phonology, and vocabulary (Coates 1986). Keeping this in mind,
genderlects as well as other sociolects are offered to ESL learners as various
types of target language in addition to the standard language. Adamson and
Regan (1991) investigated whether female and male NNSs would adopt
gender-linked sociolinguistic norms. And, indeed, they found that both
male and female NNSs accommodated to gender-related sociolinguistic
patterns. They found that nonnative females naturally related to native
females by adopting their speech patterns, as did nonnative males with
native males. These conclusions were reached by studying the pronuncia-
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tion of the gerundive final "ing" in English: "ing" had been determined to
be pronounced /in/ by middle-class native males, and pronounced lin/ by
middle-class native females (Trudgill 1983; cited in Adamson and Regan
1991). Results among ESL learners showed that nonnative males were
more likely to accommodate to the native male community by adopting
their pronunciation of the final "ing," while nonnative females were more
likely to accommodate to the sociolinguistic norms of the native females by
adopting their pronunciation of the final "ing." These conclusions were all
the more interesting because NNSs shared the same linguistic background.
With this in mind, considering that FL programs are more and more team-
taught, it would be interesting to investigate the gender-specific linguistic
impact that instructors may have in cases of mixed-gender teams. Would
female students develop language patterns similar to those used by the
female instructor? Would male students develop language patterns similar
to those used by the male instructor? Would such phenomena take place in
an instructional environment at all?

Gender-Specific Learning Strategies

Ehrman and Oxford's (1989) study of the FL learning strategies of seventy-
nine adult learners indicated that females excelled at strategies used to
establish and convey meaning (i.e., guessing meaning from context; find-
ing alternative ways, such as circumlocutions and synonyms; and express-
ing meaning in conversation). Ehrman and Oxford also indicated that
language used among women was based on establishing connections:
females reported more authentic language use "searching for and commu-
nicating meaning" (p. 7). Likewise, females used more social learning
strategies, such as requests for clarification, asking questions, circumlocu-
tions, and the like, than did males. Yet Gass and Varonis (1985) indicated
that females were more likely to use social learning strategies with female
partners than with male partners. According to Ehrman and Oxford
(1989, p. 8), this profile of the female FL student showed that females
generally prefer intuition to sensing and feeling to thinking as defined by
the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator:

[A] person with a preference for sensing perception sees the world in a
practical and factual way. An intuitor is likely to be aware first of rela-
tionships. . . . A preference for thinking judgments results in imper-
sonal, objective cause-and-effect criteria. Judgments made on feeling
grounds are made on the basis of personal or social values and automat-
ically take into account personal relationships and the feelings of others.
(Myers 1986; cited in Erhman and Oxford 1989, p. 3)
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Clearly, females and males not only tend to have different gender-related
personality profiles, but gender-related personality profiles also tend to be
related to gender-specific learning strategies. Thus mixed-gender group
activities in the FL classroom are likely to cause communication difficulties.

Politzer (1983) has also found that females used more social learning
strategies in L2 classes than males. Likewise, females often showed more
interest in social activities and were much less aggressive than males in
cooperative activities. A related study conducted among students learning
French (Lee 1986) indicated that more female than male students reacted
favorably to the practice of short French conversations in class. Writing
about oneself or a personal activity in French was also an activity preferred
by female students. Male students, on the other hand, had a preference for
playing games due to the competitive nature of such activities. At this
point, we cannot help but notice the connection that exists between this
study and studies reported in anthropological research (Cameron 1992;
Lever 1978). Interactive behaviors observed in Politzer's (1983) FL class-
rooms seem to reflect the children's early team activities during which boys
behave competitively while girls interact on a more friendly basis.

In a recent book dealing with FL pedagogy, The Tapesny of Language
Learning (Scarcella and Oxford 1992), FL professionals are cautioned to
be aware of the gender-difference issue in the L2 classroom:

Men and women, in general, have distinct different communications
styles, and these styles include different modes of listening. Men often
listen for facts and information, while women frequently listen for
underlying intentions and feelings. This is definitely true for U.S. cul-
ture and most Western Hemisphere societies. . . . Teachers [must] help
their studentsfemale and maleto focus on the nature of the listening
task and to be flexible in what they notice and take into their conscious-
ness. They help students go beyond any culturally-induced gender
stereotypes for listening and communicating. . . . Teachers who aid all
students in using appropriate listening strategies can assist students in
breaking out of gender-bound limitations. (p. 148)

Studies in gender differences and listening skills (Bacon 1992; Bacon and
Finneman 1992) indicate that females use more global strategies (e.g., top-
down processing, such as trying to think in the target language, using
advance organizers, listening to known words and cognates, inferring
meaning from context) and that males use more local strategies (e.g., bot-
tom-up processing, such as linear processing, understanding of every word,
reliance on English). Around one thousand university-level students (Bacon
and Finneman 1992) and an additional fifty university-level students
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(Bacon 1992) had to listen to two radio broadcasts in Spanish. Students
were asked to report on their comprehension strategies immediately after
listening to the text. These postlistening reports were first given in writing
(Bacon and Finneman 1992), then orally (Bacon 1992). After reporting on
their thinking processes, students were asked to give a recall protocol fol-
lowed by a series of questions about noticed affective reactions while listen-
ing. Besides showing clear strategic patterns in gender-specific listening
strategies (i.e., top-down strategies for females and bottom-up strategies for
males), women also showed more affective responses than men. But overall,
none of the cognitive or affective factors were found to have a negative
impact since males and females showed an equal level of comprehension. In
the light of such a result, Bacon (1992, p. 176) concludes that "it would be
wrong to apply a generic set of strategies in classroom" since male and
female recall protocols were of a similar quality.

Boyle (1987) has also investigated gender differences in listening vocab-
ulary using students at the Chinese University of Hong Kong as his subjects.
Male Chinese students of English were found superior to females on the
comprehension of heard vocabulary. Boyle mentions that these results con-
firmed previous studies showing that native male speakers were superior to
women in listening to vocabulary This study, however, has two major limita-
tions that could put the conclusions into doubt. First, words to be under-
stood were given in a paradigm, completely disconnected and out of context.
Thus the study may be cited for a lack of ecological validity. When commu-
nicating with other people, we are rarely asked to understand lists of discon-
nected vocabulary: words are usually context-embedded. Second, in the light
of gender-specific comprehension strategies (Ehrman and Oxford 1989;
Nyikos 1990; Oxford, Nyikos, and Ehrman 1988; Politzer 1983), the vocab-
ulary test was obviously biased for men's strategies. If we keep in mind that
females tend to use more top-down processes than males (Bacon 1992;
Bacon and Finneman 1992; Ehrman and Oxford 1989), females clearly tend
to rely more on context in order to comprehend language. Because males use
more bottom-up processes, males may be superior listeners in a task that
does not require much top-down process. As Nyikos (1990, p. 275)
observed, "[W]omen recall vocabulary significantly better under one study
condition and men most successfully under another.''

Nyikos (1990) investigated the use of associative memory among stu-
dents learning German. One memorization strategy was assigned to each
of four groups: a rote memorization group, a color-only group (using a
color code for vocabulary), a picture-only group (associating pictures with
words), and a color-plus-picture group (associating both a picture and a
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color with each word). Results indicate that males and females did not dif-
fer in the rote memorization group. However, men outscored women
using the color-plus-picture memorization strategy. Women had better
results in the picture-only and color-only groups. These results were con-
sistent with research in cognitive psychology that has found that males are
better in associative visual spatial tasks (Halpern 1986), while females are
more global and intuitive in their approach, showing more sensitivity to
colors and to art than to associated details. According to Nyikos (1990,
p. 273), memorization strategies stem from gender-specific schemata
acquired during the learners' childhood: "Factors in the socialization of the
sexes must be recognized as exerting a strong influence on memorization
processes. It follows that in verbal learning tasks, men and women end up
diverging radically in what they accept as salient retrieval clues."

It is not clear, however, whether learning styles stem from nurture or
nature, or whether nurture has an impact on nature, and/or vice versa.
Oxford (1993) observes that brain hemispherity may explain gender dif-
ferences in learning strategies:

Springer and Deutsch (1989) assert that in men, compared to women,
the left hemisphere is more lateralized (specialized) for verbal activity
and the right hemisphere is more lateralized for abstract or spatial pro-
cessing; women use both the left and the right hemispheres for verbal
and spatial activity. In women as compared to men, part of the corpus
callosum (the bundle of brain fibers linking the left and the right hemi-
spheres) is bigger in relation to overall brain weight, allowing more
information to be exchanged between the two hemispheres, thus lend-
ing strength to the possibility that women have more integrated brain
function than men. (p. 69)

This theory of gender-specific lateralization process is related to studies in
cognitive psychology (Cheng 1985; Rumelhart and Norman 1978; Spolsky
1988) which indicate that series of stimulus reinforcement (nurture) set
various types of preferential cognitive networks among people (nature).
Therefore, considering that series of social stimuli (also called the socializa-
tion process) are different for men and women, the development ofgender-
specific preferential cognitive networks may cause the brain to shape differ-
ently as a result of a gender-specific lateralization process stemming from
gender-specific social reinforcement. In other words, women may not be
born women; they may be made women. The same assumption would
apply for men. This hypothesis lends itself to longitudinal and correlational
neurological and neurolinguistic studies investigating the impact of the
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socialization process on brain shape and cognitive approaches. Such a study
may enlighten us with regard to the origins of gender-specific learning
strategies, that is, whether they ultimately stem from nature or nurture.

Are Females Better Language Learners?

In discussions dealing with gender differences in language learning, many
people ask why researchers bother investigating gender differences in lan-
guage learning since everyone knows that women are better language learn-
ers than men. This observation is so widespread that the issue is worth
investigating. If the general belief is true that females are better language
learnersand eventually FL learnersthan males, then it should be docu-
mented with empirical research.

Ehrman and Oxford (1989) have challenged the common belief that
females tend to reach a higher level of L2 proficiency because they have a
greater aspiration for social approval. They hypothesized that women
demonstrated a more integrative motivation when learning a FL than men
because their native communicative style was more socially based than the
style of men. Men, on the other hand, were hypothesized to demonstrate a
more instrumental motivational orientation; that is, they were learning a
FL in order to be more competitive professionally. Some research has, in
fact, already been conducted (Ludwig 1983) to investigate such hypotheses.
The findings indicate that a majority of male students signed up for FL
classes because they believed them to be useful (instrumental motivation),
whereas female students were more likely to register for FL classes because
they were interested in the target language culture and planned to travel
and live in the target language country (more closely related to integrative
motivation). Differences between genders, however, were not statistically
significant, and further research needs to be conducted regarding gender-
specific motivations for learning a FL.

The psychological literature reports small but consistent gender dif-
ferences in performance on cognitive tests involving language and mathe-
matics (Maccoby and Jacklin 1974; Hyde 1981; Lips 1989). Lips (1989),
for example, notes:

By the onset of adolescence, girls tend to outperform boys on a variety
of language-related tasks, whereas boys tend to outscore girls on mathe-
matics tests and test of visualspatial ability. Despite the small size of
these differences and the wide individual variation among children, the
differences have sometimes been cited as evidence that girls and boys
are naturally suited for different kinds of tasks and should prepare for
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different kinds of work. . . . Because the differences are so small, the
argument misses the point. For example, Hyde (1981), making the ini-
tial assumption that a person would have to be in the top 5 percent of
the range of spatial abilities to be qualified for a profession such as engi-
neering, calculated that, if spatial ability were the only determining fac-
tor, the ratio of males to females in such professions would be 2 to 1.
Since the ratio of men to women in engineering has never been less
than 20 to 1, gender differences in spatial ability could conceivably
explain only a small part of the male dominance of the engineering pro-
fessions. (p. 206)

Lips's work indicates that cognitive tests are inconclusive and cannot be con-
sidered as reliable placement testsalthough they are often used this way
and that such tests are actually used to reinforce stereotypical roles. Lips's
analysis (1989) also shows that the socialization process begins long before
children enter school and that results on cognitive tests reflect, to a greater
extent, nurture rather than nature. Similarly, cognitive tests have been found
to reflect teaching practices and parental expectations. Thirry-three second-
grade teachers were observed during instruction and found to spend more
time teaching reading to girls and teaching mathematics to boys (Leinhardt,
Seewald, and Engel 1979). Similarly, a large-scale study focusing on first
graders in Baltimore indicated that girls and boys enter school with gender-
specific ideas of what is important (Entwisle, Alexander, Pallos, and
Godigan 1987). Generally, girls were concerned with obeying rules and
good behavior, whereas boys wanted to be able to do well in arithmetic.
Interestingly, the same study indicates that African-American parents give
fewer gender stereotypic messages to their daughters than European-
American parents do: African-American girls and boys did not show any sig-
nificant differences in preferences and achievement tests, whereas European-
American girls and boys did. In a similar study conducted by Stables
(1990), over 2,300 pupils aged thirteen to fourteen in seven mixed-sex and
six single-sex British schools were asked to rank their school subjects in
terms of liking and perceived importance. Stables (1990) found that:

The polarization of subject interest between the sexes is greater in
mixed than in single-sex schools, at least in relation to Physical Sciences
and Modern Languages . . . [where] boys are more affected than girls by
the presence of the opposite sex in terms of science interest, suggesting
that they may be more prone to sex-role stereotyping than the girls in
this respect. (p. 225)
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In Stables's study, single-gender educated boys rated high on drama, biol-
ogy, and languages, whereas boys in mixed schools enjoyed physics and sci-
ences more. Similarly, physics was better liked by girls in single-sex schools
than by girls in mixed-gender schools. Modern languages were preferred
by both single-gender educated boys and girls. Clearly, Stables's study did
not lead to any conclusive evidence regarding the superiority of females in
language learning.

A report published in London by the Center of Information on
Language Teaching and Research (Powel 1986) was based on a meta-analysis
of numerous British investigations in FL classes and gender differences.
The results gathered from this study were also inconclusive: "Where dif-
ferences [in language results] do occur [between males and females], they are
seldom statistically significant" (Powel 1986, p. 42). As a matter of fact, sex-
linked polarization of subject preferences was found to fade out in single-
gender schools, where male students were as good in foreign languages as
female students and female students were as good as males in mathematics
(Loulidi 1989; Powel 1986), which confirms Stables's (1990) observation
mentioned above. Loulidi (1989) found that gender-related hidden curric-
ula are not as acute in the absence of the opposite sex. These studies led to
the conclusion that "female superiority in FL is a myth" (Powel 1986,
p. 42). What is not a myth, however, is that societal stereotypes affect the
students' attitude toward a particular subject matter. As Fennema (1987,
p. 329) has observed, "The stereotyping of subjects by learners can affect
performance. Children choose tasks they identify as sex-appropriate. . . .

[T]he unstated goals of education have included training males and females
for the separate and not equal spheres of men's and women's lives."
Fennema (1987) mentions that civil rights legislation originally written for
the protection of ethnic groups was amended to prohibit sex discrimination
as well. Something that civil rights legislation does not account for, how-
ever, is that hidden values are still generating sex (as well as racial) discrimi-
nation. Fennema (1987) observed that females and males performed at
about the same level in every subject area in elementary schools, but that
females became better at languages and males became better at mathematics
in the later elementary years because of a hidden but nevertheless systematic
tracking process. Differences in enrollment are due to the pressure of
stereotypical sex roles imposed by tacit or apparent values. Fennema sur-
mised that affective factors stemming from an internal belief system play a
significant role in academic success: "Achievement in an 'inappropriate'
domain is perceived as a failure to fulfill one's sex-role identity" (p. 341).
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Other studies have indicated that learning atmosphere could affect
language results. For example, Powel (1986) found that males studying a
FL perform better under pressure and in a competitive environment as
opposed to females, who perform better when not under pressure. Cross
(1983), on the other hand, explains gender differences on the basis of the
teacher's gender. In Cross's study, boys perform better than girls, and dif-
ferences are explained as follows: "The teaching of modern languages is
largely in the hands of female teachers. In the schools investigated here,
the language departments enjoyed a more balanced staffing, with compar-
atively more young male teachers in evidence [than in most schools]"
(Cross 1983, p. 159).

Summary and Conclusions
The research conducted to date underlines the fact that gender-specific
patterns of behavior are relevant factors and important sociolinguistic vari-
ables in FL classrooms. More specifically, gender-specific behavior seems
to be fostered mostly in mixed-gender groups and schools. This chapter
established that females are not better L2 learners than males, contrary to
what is commonly believed. Instead, this chapter underlined the strong
impact a hidden curriculum can have in shaping gender-specific motiva-
tions and attitudes in learning foreign languages. Studies reviewed in this
chapter caution us against the use of old and reedited classroom materials
that tend to reflect stronger stereotypes than those that actually exist in
society. Mention was also made of the fact that gender-specific personali-
ties and cognitive styles play a significant role in the way students learn a
FL. Females and males tend to have a gender-related personality profile
which in turn tends to be connected to gender-specific learning strategies.
Studies have shown that females are often most comfortable with affective
and social meaning, as well as with top-down strategies, whereas males
tend to prefer referential, factual, and information-oriented discourse, as
well as bottom-up strategies. In the light of both anthropological and L2
studies, I am led to hypothesize that cognitive differences between males
and females do not stem exclusively from inherently natural and static
neurolinguistic preferential networks: the socialization process undergone
by L2 male and female learners, whether at home or at school, past or pre-
sent, may play a much stronger role in the shaping of cognitive networks
than previously admitted. Indeed, there is every reason to believe that nur-
ture may very well affect and shape nature to the point where males and
females end up developing different cognitive styles.

,
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On the subject of classroom communication and interaction, studies
indicate that males tend to speak in classrooms more than females, and that

females tend to listen more and to use shorter statements. Findings in L2
development tend to echo findings in first language use, and suggest a pos-
sible transfer from the students' respective genderlect in the native language

to the target language. This hypothetical transfer from the native genderlect
is already supported by recent research that indicates the tendency of males

and females to adopt gender-specific linguistic markers and sociolinguistic
communicative patterns while using the target language. To date, gender
studies have essentially focused on student populations. Yet this chapter
raised the importance of gender differences and group dynamics in L2
classrooms where the hidden curriculum of instructors and teaching mater-

ial can have a serious effect on the attitude and motivation of both males
and females vis-a-vis foreign languages.

These conclusions enable me to make some recommendations for L2

instruction. One very important suggestion is vigilance. Instructors have

to remain on the qui vive and make sure to readjust possible interactional
imbalances when males tend to intervene too often in whole-class and
group discussions. This can be done by encouraging female students to
initiate more responses during whole-class activities, in order to reestablish

a balance in conversational turn-taking. During group exchanges instruc-
tors should make it a point to check that students feel comfortable and
speak more or less equally with their partners. Mixed-gender groups may
need to be closely monitored, and eventually some students may need to
be reassigned to a new partner. Instructors also need to pay attention to
their students' reactions vis-a-vis the types of activities used in class. A sen-

sitive commitment to our students implies that we recognize our students'
personalities, possibly by organizing more than one activity at the same
time. Relatively short multiple activity sessions, during which students
may be allowed to choose the most appealing game, discussion, and so on,
may have an unexpected positive effect. This, of course, remains to be
empirically tested. Mention was made earlier in this chapter, for instance,
that content-based activities may be more appealing to male students than

to female students, and that females may be more at ease with activities in
which students are requested to speak or write about themselves and oth-

ers. Activities based on either bottom-up or top-down strategies are also
likely to be attended to differently by males and females. During such
activities male and female students working together may not necessarily

disagree. If interacting in a spirit of mutual respect, they may also assist

each other and help each other both to build oneersonal strengths and to
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expand into less preferred learning approaches. Yet research still needs to
determine whether mutual assistance is more likely to take place in male-
only groups, female-only groups, or in mixed-gender groups. Research is
also needed to determine whether a positive group dynamic helps to go
beyond socially acquired gender-specific learning strategies.

Since activities differ in nature and since there seems to be a gender-
specific preference for certain activity types, caution is also required in test
design. Tests are composed of "activities" and may eventually lead to gender
bias if activity selection is not done cautiously. One way to avoid gender bias
in exams, besides avoiding the use of sexist language and of gender-specific
schemata, is to pretest the format of some of the activities that may lend
themselves to a potential bias. Such pretests can be done through the evalu-
ation or observation of the students' comfort and language outcome while
going through such activities during a lesson. Because communication is
the goal of today's language teaching, if students happen to feel uncomfort-
able with communicative and open-ended formats, extra practice will be
needed until all students, females and males, feel comfortable with commu-
nicative activities.

Another very important recommendation hinges on our ability to
detect the subconscious or hidden values we as instructors may have. We
may have a conscious image of ourselves but still accidentally convey hid-
den societal values internalized during our own childhoods. Gender-related,
hidden values are often detected among instructors, both females and
males, who tend to praise and call more on male students than on female
students, or who refer to males as "men" and to females as "girls" in spite of
their similar age. In order to become aware of possible gender-biased lan-
guage use, or of gender-biased sociolinguistic behavior, a colleague, or even
a friend from the outside, could be asked to attend some classes and to look
specifically for possible gender biases in the way we instructors interact with
our students. Videotaping a sample of lessons for the purpose of a self-
analysis would also be a valuable approach. Yet the perspective of someone
else may lead to a more comprehensive analysis, since it is always possible
for the individual involved to remain blind to possible gender biases.

Finally, classroom material also has to be carefully selected not solely
on the basis of the underlying pedagogical philosophy, the organization of
lessons, and the activity types of a textbook, but also after very close
scrutiny for a possible hidden agenda. Gender bias can be detected by
sampling dialogues and finding out whether males are primarily leading
conversations and whether females are primarily responders. Gender bias
can also be detected in the way females are represented in dialogues, pic-
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tures, and drawings, for example, females who are younger than males and
confined to traditionally female roles. To date, avoiding the use of sexist
language has been the main area of effort toward creating less biased text-
books. Yet hidden values and sexist ideas may still unintentionally occur
both in dialogues and activities, not only in the way gender-specific roles
are presented, but also in the ways males and females interact from a soci-
olinguistic perspective in written and oral dialogues. This implies that in
addition to textbooks, ancillaries such as audiotapes, videos, software,
workbooks, and so on require very close scrutiny.

For further recommendations and insights on gender issues, Gender
in the Classroom: Power and Pedagogy (Gabriel and Smithson 1990) is a
valuable reference, providing an interesting analysis of the dynamics that
stem from gender differences in classroom communication and interac-
tion, although not directly related to L2 instruction.

Instructors concerned with the influence of gender on L2 acquisi-
tion often lack the necessary research to support or even understand the
interactional behaviors and learning patterns that take place in their
classrooms. The goal of this chapter was to fill in this gap. Now that they
have been enlightened by the results of dependable studies reported in
this chapter, instructors can pursue further research. Such research
should include:

1. more studies to investigate how activity types are perceived by female
and male students;

2. further research on mixed- and same-gender group activities;

3. more attention to gender-related motivations;

4. investigation into the possible effects of the instructor's gender and
perceived expertise in L2 classrooms;

5. attention to the attitude of instructors, whether female or male,
toward female and male students;

6. surveys of classes taught by mixed-gender teams to find out if female
and male students accommodate linguistically to the target language
spoken by either female or male instructors;

7. more studies that investigate how females are presented in FL teach-
ing material across languagesto date, studies of this type have only
been conducted in ESL;

8. finally, close scrutiny of gender-related sociolinguistic transfer from Ll
to U. These are only a few suKestions to expand gender studies beyond
the single issue of learning styles and learning strategies in L2 use.
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This chapter highlighted the fact that gender issues should be addressed
from multiple angles. The impact on L2 use of the socialization process
undergone by our students, as well as the effects of the instructional con-
text and hidden curriculum, deserves to be thoroughly investigated in
addition to cognitive factors, in order to comprehend gender differences in
their full complexities.
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