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Abstract

Narrative and gender are both notions closely connected to culture and society. Narrative, on the
one hand, is not just the art of telling stories, it carries deeper meanings, evokes feelings, and
even affects our actions and interactions with one another. Gender, on the other hand, and
specifically social gender, is defined as the gender identity that a person has shaped through his
or her interaction with society. In other words, the society and culture we grow up into forms
our identity, our beliefs, and the way we see others and the world in general. The thesis focuses
on how Greek society and culture influence the discourse of narrative texts produced by male
and female participants (L1: Modern Greek), especially in terms of gender roles and the
genders’ representation in the narratives. In order to research how one’s gender influences the
way they narrate the exact same picture-story, attribute features and characteristics to the
protagonists and structure their narratives, a two-task experiment was conducted. The
participants (N=48) performed two tasks (one from the perspective of the protagonist with the
same gender as theirs and one from the perspective of the protagonist of the opposite gender to
theirs) based on the plot given by a picture-story. The analysis revealed that narrators’ own
gender does not necessarily affect their narrative texts, but the stereotypical representations of
genders in Greek society influenced the construction of the male and female protagonists in the
narratives. However, similarities and differences between male and female participants’
narratives were detected in terms of content, structure, length, time spent on the tasks and
quality of the final texts. Finally, the results showed that the majority of the participants changed
their discourse according to the gender perspective they were assigned, revealing that the female
participants’ texts in the opposite-gender task were similar in terms of discourse to those
produced in the same-gender task by the male participants and vice versa. The influence of
previous knowledge and experiences, the culture and the society are certainly visible in the way

men and women produce and construct their narratives.

Key words: discourse analysis, gender representation, males, females, Greek language, Greek
society, narrative text, picture-story, stereotypes, story-grammars, storytelling.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

It is an undoubtable fact that stories are part of people’s life from a very early stage. We listen
to stories, we create them, we share them with others, and “we know how to tailor our stories
quite effortless to further our own ends [...] and know when others are doing the same”
(Brunner 2002: 3). But how are those stories influenced by who we are? How will a person’s
culture, religion and gender influence the content and language of his or her narrative? And
how easily can one adjust to the perspective of the opposite gender protagonist in a story? How
are those protagonists described?

As children, we hear bed-time stories and we get to imagine different worlds based on
what we have heard. Soon enough, with the help of our imagination we make our own stories,
we become story-tellers, and the content of those stories can be whatever we choose it to be;
“our lives with stories start early and go on ceaselessly” (Brunner 2002: 3). However, as we
grow older, our stories and their content start to change, it is not just our imagination that
motivates them, we rely more on reality and facts. As Brunner (2010: 46) expresses it: “[e]ven
when a story is intended only as a fable, it is always located in a cultural setting, however
‘imagined’ it may be”. Therefore, it is more where we live, how the environment — natural and
cultural — looks like around us, who we are and what we feel that influences our stories.

In other words, it is one’s identity — as it has been formed throughout the years inside the
society — that is depicted in their narratives. The view one has of the world around them and
themselves, their ideas and beliefs, their gender and race are all elements that make the stories
theirs (Lawler 2015: 23). Although identity can be viewed with different lenses by different
disciplines, most scholars (see Ahmed 1998, Butler 1993) will agree that one of the main
components of a person’s identity is his or her gender — i.e., if the person identifies themselves
as male or female. And it is exactly this distinction between his and her story that is of interest
in this study. Narratives are well-explored in the literature (see Abbott 2002, Bal 1997, Barthes
1975, Bronwen 2016, Bruner 2004, Labov & Waletzky 1967 etc.), but there is to my knowledge
no research that describes how a person’s own gender influences his/her stories in terms of

content and language.



1.1 Aim of the study

This study aims to investigate whether and how one’s gender! influences the way they narrate
the exact same picture-story, attribute features and characteristics to the protagonists and
structure their narrative. More specifically, the main purpose of this study is to investigate the
connection between narratives' production and the narrator's own gender by identifying
similarities and/or differences in written narratives produced by male and female participants
in Modern Greek language. The narrative texts along with the participants’ writing processes
are investigated, in an attempt to shed light on this connection, with the opportunity to pave the

way to future studies in the field of language and gender regarding Greek language and society.

1.2 Research questions

There are two central terms in this study: narrative and gender; therefore, before presenting the
three main research questions of the study it is important to explain briefly how these two terms
are being used (a more detailed presentation is provided in Chapter 2).

The term narrative is being used extensively and in various disciplines, but it still lacks a
strict definition. It is indeed a story, “a spoken or written representation of one or more than
one events” and also “a technique for recapitulating experience”, but it cannot be perceived
simply as that (Prince 1997: 39, Labov & Waletzky 1967: 13). During the ‘60s and ‘70s a group
of writers and thinkers transformed the study of narratives and established it as a distinct
discipline — one of them was Barthes, who claimed that narrative “[l]ike life itself, it is there,
international, transhistorical, transcultural” (Barthes & Duisit 1975 [1966]: 237). Barthes
asserted that narratives are found all around us and help us shape and define the way we see
and experience the world and even affect our actions and interactions with one another
(Bronwen 2016).

Furthermore, according to the constructivist view of narrative “stories do not happen in
the real world but, rather, are constructed in people's heads” and these stories are available to
us as they have been shaped by the particular culture of society we leave in (Bruner 2004 [1987]:
691). In other words, the choices we make regarding the content of a narrative, the way the

events are presented, and our sense of the world are manipulated by previous cultural

1 The term is used with the meaning of social gender, i.e., the gender identity that one has shaped through their
interaction with society.



narratives?, our own identity and the unwritten, ethical rules of the society. According to the
constructivist view, the present study investigates narrative as a product of a writer who has
been influenced by various factors and mainly the sociocultural representation of gender.

Regarding the term gender, a strict definition can again be difficult to be made. Despite
the amount of studies on language and gender field, there is not, yet, a coherent view on what
is perceived under the term gender. Existing theories have pointed out popular conceptions of
gender as “a set of sex-determined attributes of individuals” or as “a relation of oppression of
females by males”, but gender cannot be understood as simply as that (Eckert & McConnell-
Ginet 1992: 484). Traditionally it is either of the two sexes (male or female) and is used mainly
when it comes to social and cultural differences rather than biological, while sex tends to refer
to biological differences; however, gender sometimes encompasses a broader range of identities
than the binary of male and female.

Furthermore gender is expressed linguistically in different ways, and these ways vary
depending on language. Specifically, in Greek one has to distinguish between grammatical,
social and natural gender, as the language itself encodes male and female as marked cases, and
male pronouns are used as generics. In this study the term gender is used with the meaning of
social gender, namely the gender identity that one had shaped through his/her interaction with
society, in contrast to the natural gender/sex (i.e. the anatomical characteristics).

Considering what has been briefly presented so far —and will be extensively discussed in

Chapter 2 of the thesis — there are three main research questions (RQ) posed in the study:

RQ1: What is the relation between the narrator's own gender and the specific choices (e.g.
regarding structure, description of the protagonists, text length and text quality) he/she
makes in the creation of a written narrative?

RQ2: What are the similarities and/or differences between narratives (elicited using the same
wordless picture-story) produced by males and females?

RQ3: How do people change their discourse in the narrative if they are asked to narrate the

story from a 1% person perspective as the protagonist of the opposite gender?

All three RQs are motivated by the fact that the society we grow up in influences, not only the
way we see the world, but also our identity. As a result, it might as well influence the

2 A cultural narrative is the kind of story people — a specific nation, an ethnic or minority group within that nation
— tell about their past, present and future, for instance the “American Dream”.



representation of the narrative's protagonists, reflecting aspects of the gender representation, in
this case in Greece. The study of narrative and gender is particularly interesting in the Greek
setting, as the distinctive roles the two genders play in Greek society are still visible (Pavlidou
2006). Males and females are identified with specific lifestyles, choices and actions which are
shaped through family, society and even language — factors that maintain the polarization

between the two genders.

The thesis is divided into six chapters. Chapter 2 introduces the Theoretical background while
Chapter 3 presents the Methodology for the narratives’ elicitation and analysis. Chapter 4
addresses the Results of this study, followed by the Discussion of these results in Chapter 5,
and a brief Conclusion that summarizes the study in Chapter 6. Lastly, important additional
material (like stimulus, instructions, consent form and examples of the data) is included in the

Appendices.



Chapter 2 Theoretical Background

2.1 Narrative

2.1.1 What is narrative?

Roland Barthes claimed nearly 50 years ago in the opening of his landmark essay on narrative,
that “Like life itself, it [narrative] is there, international, transhistorical, transcultural.” (1975
[1966]: 237). A claim that might have been considered a little bold at the time, as in the 1960’s
a narrative would be associated more with imagination and fantasy and less with the reality or
the fundamentals of human life (Bronwen 2016). But Barthes argued that narratives can be
found all around us in many forms and that they are an important part both for our oral and our
written culture (1975 [1966]: 237):

The narratives of the world are numberless. Narrative is first and foremost a prodigious
variety of genres, themselves distributed amongst different substances — as though any
material were fit to receive man’s stories. Able to be carried by articulated language, spoken
or written, fixed or moving images, gestures, and the ordered mixture of all these
substances; narrative is present in myth, legend, fable, tale, novella, epic, history, tragedy,
drama, comedy, mime, painting (think of Carpaccio’s Saint Ursula), stained-glass
windows, cinema, comics, news items, conversation. Moreover, under this almost infinite
diversity of forms, narrative is present in every age, in every place, in every society; it
begins with the very history of mankind and there nowhere is nor has been a people without
narrative. All classes, all human groups, have their narratives, enjoyment of which is very
often shared by men with different, even opposing, cultural backgrounds. Caring nothing

for the division between good and bad literature.

One cannot claim that narrative theory begins or ends with Barthes, as many studies of narrative
open with Aristotle’s Poetics (384—322 BC) and his concept of plot “as something that is unified
and provides a clear beginning, middle and end” (Bronwen 2016: 2). However, Barthes was
one of the most important theorists who along with other writers and thinkers transformed the
study of narrative and established it as a distinct discipline. Barthes (1975) pointed out not only
the different genres of narrative, but also its universality among humans. Narrative according
to Barthes is not a neutral activity, it is a political one which helps as to shape and define the

way we respond to the world and interacts with our view and experience of the world. In his



opening — although the term narrative lacks definition — Barthes (1975) asserts “a new kind of
concept of narrative and a new conceptual programme: a genuine narrative turn®’; an influence
of narrative theory not only in humanities but also in social sciences (Hyvérinen 2010: 73).

In 1987 Bruner, from the scope of cognitive psychology, publishes his article Life as
Narrative (2004 [1987]) regarding autobiography and personal narratives and he draws the

connection between life and narrative (Bruner 2004 [1987]:692):

My second thesis is that the mimesis between life so-called and narrative is a two-way
affair: that is to say, just as art imitates life in Aristotle's sense, so, in Oscar Wilde's, life
imitates art. Narrative imitates life, life imitates narrative. "Life" in this sense is the same
kind of construction of the human imagination as "a narrative" is. It is constructed by
human beings through active ratiocination, by the same kind of ratiocination through which
we construct narratives. When somebody tells you his life—and that is principally what we
shall be talking about—it is always a cognitive achievement rather than a through-the-clear-

crystal recital of something univocally given. In the end, it is a narrative achievement.

Bruner’s (1987) constructivist view of narrative perceives narratives as fundamental regarding
who we are as human beings in seek of our identity, regarding the processing of time-passed
and how our memory works. He claims that “narrative imitates life, [and] life imitates narrative”
and in that sense, stories do not just happen, they are constructed and shaped by the narrativizing
process under the influence of our environment — the particular culture or society we live in
(Bruner 2004 [1987]: 692).

Since then, many narratologists have made attempts to formulate definitions regarding
the nature of the object of their discipline, focusing on events as one of the main essential
properties of a narrative. Genette (1982: 127) defines narrative “as the representation of an
event or of a sequence of events”, and Prince (2003: 58) as the representation “of one or more
real or fictive events communicated by one, two or several [...] narrators [...] to one, two or
several narratees”, while Abbott (2002: 16) makes a distinction between story (i.e. “an event or
sequence of events (the action)”) and narrative discourse (i.e. those events as represented).

Furthermore, looking deeper than events, some narratologists define narrative in terms of
what makes sequence and change possible, pointing out that sequence and causality are also

essential properties of a narrative. Ricoeur (1980: 169) states: “I take temporality to be that

3 Narrative turn is the influence of narrative not just in humanities, but also in sciences in general: politics, science
studies, law, medicine, and last, but not least, cognitive science. According to Hyvérinen (2010) narrative turn
may be understood as having proceeded in three successive phases: “as an interest in narrative theory and research;
as recognition of narrative inquiry as a field; and as an explicit identity concept” (Hyvérinen 2010: 69).
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structure of existence that reaches language in narrativity, and narrativity to be the language
structure that has temporality as its ultimate reference”, while Brooks (1984: ix) writes that
“plot is the principal ordering force of those meanings that we try to wrest from human
temporality”.

However, many authors took a step further regarding the definition of narrative as they
felt that so far it was just a “thumbnail characterization” and there was a need to add something
to “representation of a sequence of events” (Ryan 2007: 23, Genette 1982: 127). Prince, already
in 1982, invokes a certain type of logical relation: “Narrative is the representation of at least
two real or fictive events in a time sequence, neither of which presupposes or entails the other”
(Prince 1982: 4). Later on, Onega and Garcia Landa identify causality as the cement that turns
sequences of events into stories: “The semiotic representation of a sequence of events,
meaningfully connected in a temporal and causal way” (Onega & Garcia Landa 1996: 3). While
Bal (1997: 182) introduces change and causality, an experiencing subject: “The transition from
one state to another state, caused or experienced by actors”.

As one can see so far, by reading the definitions provided above, narrative has not yet
reached a complete and self-sufficient definition, since all definitions that have been formulated
“depend too much on implicit elements” (Ryan 2007: 24). Ryan (2007) worked towards a
definition of narrative by seeing it as “an open series of concentric circles which spell
increasingly narrow conditions and which presuppose previously stated items” and ended up
with three semantic (i.e. a spatial, a temporal and a mental dimension) and one formal and
pragmatic dimension, regarding the conditions of narrativity. However, she states herself that
she only points out conditions or better representations that appear in a narrative text but “they
cannot, all by themselves, support its narrativity” (Ryan 2007: 29).

Even if the non-existence of one complete, coherent, and widely accepted among the
scholars, definition of narrative does not affect people’s ability to distinguish between narrative
and no-narrative, their understanding of the term might still be originated from different views
regarding narrative. A recent working distinction, posed by De Fina & Georgakopoulou (2012),
is between views of narrative as a type of text and views of narrative as a mode. The following
sections present how approaches — already mentioned and new ones — can fall under this
categorization and give a better understanding about the theories and related terminology in

narrative studies.



2.1.2 Narrative as text-type
Narratology is one of the most important approaches to narrative as text-type and although it is
partly devoted to the study of literary texts, its influence on linguistic studies is undeniable. A

typical definition of narratology is the one by Fludemik (2009: 8):

Narrative theory — or to use the internationally accepted term narratology (Fr. narratologie;
Ger. Erzidhltheorie) — is the study of narrative as a genre. Its objective is to describe the
constants, variables and combinations typical of narrative and to clarify how these
characteristics of narrative texts connect within the framework of theoretical models

(typologies).

As was already discussed (see 2.1.1), classical narratologists conceive the story as their object
of study, defining it as a series of temporally and causally ordered events, and, although
definitions vary, most researchers in the field (see Prince 1982, Genette 1982, Bal 1997) share
the idea that events are what a story is made of.

Russian formalists, like Propp (1968), called the events presented in the story fabula, and
syuzhet the story as it is put together and narrated by the author, making a distinction between
what is told in a story (basic events) and the way it is told (De Fina & Georgakopoulou 2011).
That distinction was later revised by narratologists and based on Genette (1980) a distinction
was proposed between narration, discourse and story, where narration stands for the act of
narrating, while discourse is the narrative text and story the basic sequence of events. The
events presented in the story constitute its plot, that does not change even if the circumstances
change, but discourse encloses the ways in which the plot is told and vary depending on authors,
media and contexts of performance* (De Fina & Georgakopoulou 2011).

This distinction between discourse and story reflects a conception that is also present in
structuralist narratology. Structuralists, influenced by Propp (1968) — who made a distinction
between basic roles and action functions regarding the fundamental structure of Russian folk
tales — propose the existence of two levels in a narrative text: a surface level, which is the level
of the text as it is accessed by a reader, and a deep structure level which is the most basic level
of actions and roles from which the narrative is derived. Their focus was mostly on the latter,

as they tried to describe the deep structure of fictional works in attempt to find a minimal set of

4 If we take for example the story of Alice in Wonderland by Lewis Carroll, it could be said that it has a basic set
of elements that make it look like the same story no matter whether it is written or told in the form of a movie or
a play. These elements constitute its plot, but the ways in which the plot is told will vary according to authors,
media and contexts of performance — i.e., L. Carroll’s book back in 1865 vs. Linda Woolverton’s screenplay for
the movie of 2010.



universal elements that would be applicable in the surface level of any language. However, the
ambiguity of the categories used in the analysis of stories and the lack of unanimity between
the researchers, led to the conclusion that “any classification proposed by structuralist
narratology gives rise to borderline cases and problems that have yet to be —and probably never
will be — solved” (Herman & Venaeck 2005: 100).

Another approach — or set of approaches to be more specific — to narrative as text-type is
that of the story grammars, which underlines the connection between narrative and cognition.
Researchers in the field focus less on the production of a narrative and more on the
comprehension and processing of narratives — i.e. how people understand and remember stories
and what makes them identify something as a story. According to Robert de Beaugrande (1982)
the different trends on the field led to two similar, yet identifiable approaches: the story-schema
approach and the story-grammar approach.

The story-schema approach was defined by Mandler & Johnson (1977:112) as “a set of
expectations about the internal structure of stories, which serves to facilitate both encoding and
retrieval”. More specifically, based on cognitive models of text processing — that view text
comprehension as “a process of decoding new information based on previous knowledge” —
story- schema theories support the idea of knowledge being stored in memory through schemas,
frames and scripts, which “allow people to make inferences about what they are reading or
hearing” (De Fina & Georgakopoulou 2011: 5).

In that sense, people judge something as a story or non-story in regard to some
“prototypes” (see Rosch & Mervis 1975) — i.e. general models with some stereotypical
characteristics — as those have been formulated by their previous experience and are now
representations of meaning relations (schemas and frames) and stereotypical situations (scripts).
Every culture has its own stock of prototype narratives, i.e., “characteristic pentads with
characteristic troubles” as Bruner (2010: 48) puts it. It is, for example, how we would expect a
person’s “success story” to look like — even before we read or hear the whole story, we have a
prototype in our minds on how the story will be unfold — and anything that deviates from that
would cause us frustration and doubt on if that is really a “success story”.

Story-grammars, though, focus more on the internal structure of a story and “describe the
types of information that listeners expect to encounter in a story and the organization they tend
to impose on that information” (Johnson and Mandler 1980: 51). In other words, according to
story-grammar models, stories are formed by sets of basic components and present a type of
syntax of story organization; based on those components and the relationships among them

grammar rules for simple stories have been formulated (De Fina & Georgakopoulou 2011: 5).
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For instance, according to Thorndyke’s grammar rules a story consists of a combination of
elements such as SETTING + THEME + PLOT + RESOLUTION, which are presented in
sequential order and consist of sub-elements giving stories their internal structure and ordering
(Thorndyke 1977: 79).

However, as de Beaugrande (1982: 410) points out, the two approaches are
interconnected and can be viewed as compatible because “story grammar can be viewed as a
rule-set that relates the ordering of surface-text categories to the underlying schema”. Thus,
there is no difference between the perception of a story as a mental schema and its perception
as “a grammatically well-formed string”; as the latter is a concrete realization of the former,
leading to the construction of abstract models of narrative by story grammarians (De Fina &
Georgakopoulou 2011: 5).

As it happens with such abstract models, the rules the story grammarians came up with
are not clear and cause problems in the identification of essential features of stories, leading to
the claim that story-like qualities are not exclusively dependable in structural properties rather
than are attributed to them by the audience. Therefore, a story cannot be defined or understood
in abstraction from users, nor without considering the relation between the narrator and the

audience, as the story-grammar approach does (De Fina & Georgakopoulou 2011: 7).

2.1.3 Narrative as a mode

Alongside the tradition that studies narrative as text-type, there is an equally long-standing
cross-disciplinary tradition that views narrative as a mode. Ricoeur ([1983] 1990), for example,
connects narrative mode to time and memory and their role in human life from a philosophical
point of view. He makes a distinction between narrative time (which according to him has the
fundamental role), phenomenological inner time of individual consciousness and cosmic time
of the universe. The memory of human’s experiences and history is maintained by story-telling
— where narrative, not only serves the cause of memory maintenance, but also provides the
means to construct stories (De Fina & Georgakopoulou 2011: 17). Narrative, under that lens, is
the mean through which the world makes sense.

Furthermore, the view of narrative as a mode of thought, communication and
apprehension of reality has motivated many scholars in the field of social sciences to “explore
the role of narrative in social and psychological formations, particularly in structures of value
and cognition” (Mitchell 1980:vii, as quoted in Bruner 2010:47). Bruner himself sees narrative
as a primary communication mean and a way of understanding reality. More specifically,

according to Brunner (1986), there are two modes of cognitive functioning, two “modes of
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thought” as he puts it: the narrative mode and the “logico-scientific” or “paradigmatic” mode

(Bruner 1986: 12).

Physics must eventuate in predicting something that is testably [sic.] right, [...] Stories
have no such need of testability. Believability in a story is of a different order than the

believability of even the speculative parts of physical theory. (Bruner 1986: 14)

He argues that, although the two modes are interrelated, they have their own objects, methods,
validation criteria, and basis. On the one hand, the paradigmatic mode is based on verifying or
rejecting hypotheses through empirical data testing, while, on the other hand, narrative is based

on verisimilitude — i.e., truth-likeness, not truth.

2.2 Narrative texts

2.2.1 Internal structure of narrative texts

A text can be described as an autonomous unit, with discrete limits (beginning and end) that
constitutes a whole, “a single unified construction” (Fowler 1981: 14). A text, thus, is composed
of sub-units which may coincide with sentences and clauses but requires structure that will
organize its content and form and will give it cohesion (Georgakopoulou & Goutsos 2004).
Cohesion can be achieved through semantic relations or “cohesive ties”, as Halliday & Hasan
(1976) calls them in their study Cohesion in English. Those cohesive ties® do not just tie
sentences together, but can be found throughout the whole text “forming some sort of backbone
for the text” (Georgakopoulou & Goutsos 2004). This shows that a text is not just a string of
unrelated sentences, but a whole, with interrelated parts and internal structure.

One of the most influential schemes of internal narrative structure is that of Stein & Glenn
(1979; Stein 1982) that identifies the following constituents: setting, initiating event, response
or reaction to the event, attempt, consequence(s) of the attempt and reaction to the
consequences. The setting introduces the audience to the scene — i.e., it gives the audience the
where and when of the story — to the protagonist(s) and the social and physical environment,
while the initiating event is something, usually unexpected, that changes the protagonist’s
environment. That event causes a response or reaction by the protagonist(s), and leads to an
attempt to deal with the situation and proceed to actions that serve the protagonist's goal. The

consequence(s) of the attempt can either be the successful achievement of the goal or failure to

®> More information about the types of cohesive ties, as well as examples, can be found in Halliday & Hasan (1976)
and in Georgakopoulou & Goutsos (2004: 11-14).
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attain the goal; something that again causes the protagonist’s reaction and marks the ending of
the story (Stein & Glenn 1979, Stein 1982, Georgakopoulou & Goutsos 2004).

These categories can be applied not only at a sentence level —i.e., sentences can be parsed
into statements that correspond to any of the categories — but also at a higher level where
“categories can be embedded in one another: for instance, a sequence of events can itself form
an event” (Georgakopoulou & Goutsos 2004: 57). Categories, alternatively, can be organised
under episodes, meaning that there is a setting which is followed by one or more episodes that
each encloses events, reactions, and attempts. An episode can be complete or abbreviated, and
may be complex depending on the amount of information it encloses, and the amount of
categories it embeds (Georgakopoulou & Goutsos 2004).

2.2.2 Writing and written text production

Composing a written text, whether it is short or long, requires more than language production.
Although a distinction can be made between written language as “structurally elaborated,
complex and formal” in opposition to spoken language which is “concrete, context-dependent,
and structurally simple”, composing a text is not only a question of correctness of the language
one uses (Biber 1988: 5). Writing encompasses cognitive resources, like accessing and
organizing of ideas, translating ideas in linguistic form, spelling and graphic transcription, as
well as grapho-motor gestures (Maggio et al. 2012). In addition, writing as “a complex social
participatory performance” requires that the writer asserts meaning, sets goals and affiliations,
and creates identities by relying on his/her knowledge of the social world he/she shares with
the readers (Bazerman 2015: 18).

In order to accomplice all that successfully one has to be familiar and have an
understanding of various genres — i.e., which literary category the text is classified under —
something that will help in making judgements and identifying a text effectively, not only in
accordance to the genre’s criteria, but also to the readers’ expectations (Bazerman 2015: 18).
However, being able to accomplice fluency in the different processes involved in writing, and
reach a proficient writing level, requires much development and learning. Studies have shown
that the writing processes of young, developing writers are simpler than those of mature writers
as their primary focus is on generating ideas and put them on paper and not on conforming to a
genre or fulfilling the expectations of the readers (MacArthur & Graham 2015). Although it is
through reading and writing that one develops skills and gains knowledge about written genres
and the characteristics of a good text, development in general varies among individuals.

However, with the help of well-designed instructions, strategies, teaching of the genres’

12



characteristics and motivation, the production of a written text is possible for everyone
(MacArthur & Graham 2015).

Around 1980 a shift occurred regarding writing research, and the emphasis was shifted
from the written product to the cognitive processes involved in the production of the written
product. This not only gave an insight on how our brains work in the production of a written
text, but also what type of strategies writers employ while composing a text (Latif 2008). One
of the first, and still influential, cognitive models of writing is that of Hayes and Flower (1980),
which was developed by applying the methods of cognitive psychology to the study of expertise
in writing. Hayes and Flower’s (1980) model included three basic components with the first
being the task environment, which involved everything that can affect the writing prosses except
from the writer. The second component is cognitive processes which describes the mental
operations that take place during text production and, last but not least, writer’s long-term
memory (i.e., the writer’s knowledge about the topic, the intended audience and plans, or
schemas regarding the writing task).

According to Hayes and Flower’s (1980) model, the main cognitive processes taking
place during text production are planning, translating, and reviewing. Planning involves mental
operations such as goal setting, and the generating and organizing of ideas into a writing plan,
while translating involves putting those ideas into words and creating a text with acceptable
written sentences. Lastly, reviewing involves reading and editing the text produced in the
translating process in order to fulfill the goal of writer. All those cognitive processes are
interrelated, and the writer may interrupt a process, or incorporate one, while writing his/her
text in order to accomplice the best outcome in regard to his/her goals for the written product.

As has already been mentioned, writing is a complex and demanding task, which requires
“a set of hierarchical and recursive thinking processes”, writing skills acquired through
education and knowledge provided by reading, and own experience of the world (Flower &
Hayes, 1981: 366). Anyone who is involved in a writing process has indeed control over the
content and the strategies he/she will follow to produce the final text (if not asked to do
otherwise by instructions), but always has to conform to genre characteristics and the readers’

expectations.
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2.3 Gender

2.3.1 What is gender?

In 1949, Simone de Beauvoir with her book Le deuxieme sexe, sets the beginning of feminism
and contributes to the formation of the meaning of gender. The famous quote “One is not born,
but rather becomes, a woman” states that neither biology nor psychology or economic status
define females in society; it is society in its whole that shapes what is called female gender —
and consequently gender in general (De Beauvoir 1949).

From the moment a person is born they are surrounded by a “gender lore”, as gender is
present in language, conversations, styles and even serves the purpose behind explaining
actions, beliefs or desires (Eckert & McConnell-Ginet 2013: 1). Gender is central to the
understanding of self from a very early stage in development and gendered performances, such
as “dressing like mommy” or “be strong like daddy” during childhood, and contain marked
female and male behavior, respectively. A boy mimicking his dad’s behavior, and a girl her
mom’s, IS something natural and everybody see it as an expected and cute behavior. However,
if the boy starts dressing like his mom, adults will not find it natural, and neither cute —
something that shows that the female and male behavioural traits are specific in society. It is,
in a way, society’s attempt to pair behaviour with biologically based characteristics, something
that makes gender synonym to sex (Eckert & McConnell-Ginet 2013).

Indeed, sometimes gender and sex are being used interchangeably as synonyms, but when
it comes to the field of language and gender studies, theorists seem to agree with the distinction
proposed by Shapiro (1981: 449):

Were | to be scrupulous in my use of terms, I would use the term “sex” only when I was
speaking about biological differences between males and females, and use “gender”
whenever | was referring to the social, cultural and psychological constructs that are

imposed upon these biological differences.

According to this distinction sex is biologically founded and gender is, by contrast, socially
constructed or “learned behaviour”, and, although the distinction exists from the early seventies,
it does not exist in all languages; it is absent, for instance, from French, Norwegian and Danish
(Talbot 2010: 7). Based mainly on reproductive potentials, sex is a biological categorization
while gender is the social elaboration of biological sex, and that is why gender tends to be seen
as the result of nurture, whereas sex is the result of nature. Biology may offer the differentiation

between male and female based in anatomical, endocrinal and chromosomal features, but how
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male and female is defined, and what set of characteristics is attributed to each of them, is social
(Eckert & McConnell-Ginet 2013).

Labelling someone a man or a woman is a social decision. We may use scientific
knowledge to help us make the decision, but only our beliefs about gender — not science —
can define our sex. Furthermore, our beliefs about gender affect what kinds of knowledge

scientists produce about sex in the first place (Fausto-Sterling 2000: 3).

Moreover, despite the existence of male and female prototypes, biology offers a variety of
individuals who do not conform to those prototypes for different reasons. Studies have shown,
for example, that 1 in 100 babies are born with bodies that deviate from the two prototypes in
terms of chromosomal, hormonal or anatomical characteristics (Blackless et al. 2000). Babies
as such are handled as “anomalous” and nearly always surgical and/or endocrinological
manipulations take place in order to bring them closer to the male or the female prototype;
hermaphroditic of intersexed individuals fall under the category of anomalous (Eckert &
McConnell-Ginet 2013). Of course, characterizations as such although existing cannot be taken
as justified and correct, because even if sex assignment seems straight forward at birth, nature
has proven that every an each of us is unique and normality is something that is socially
constructed.

As Eckert and McConnell-Ginet (2013: 3) point out many scholars argue that the
“biological differences between males and females determine gender by causing enduring
differences in capabilities and dispositions”. In other words, it is testosterone that makes men
more aggressive as it can be found in higher levels in males than in females, or it is the “relative
lack of brain lateralization” that makes women more emotional (Eckert & McConnell-Ginet
(2013:3). However, that relation between physiological characteristics and behavior appears
simpler than it is, only to urge the gender dichotomies.

Gender is the very process of creating a dichotomy by effacing similarity and elaborating
on difference, and where there are biological differences, these differences are exaggerated

and extended in the service of constructing gender (Eckert & McConnell-Ginet 2013: 5).

Various studies have shown that there are structural differences between male and female brains
(i.e., males have smaller corpus callosum, larger amygdala and pre-mammillary nucleus), but
it is questionable if those differences can be accounted for causing gender differences (see
Fausto-Sterling 2000, Cosgrove et al. 2007, Xin et al. 2019).
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It is, indeed, possible to detect actual differences between males and females, but those
differences are rather scalar than dichotomous. Males, for example, have longer vocal tracts
and a lower voice pitch, while females have a higher voice pitch, and those differences are
present from a very early age (Lieberman 1967). Physical stature can also be seen as a
difference, because statistically, among heterosexual couples, women are shorter than men —
although there are no biological reasons behind that. Studies exhibit not only that people’s
choice of a partner maintains that height relation, but also, that people tend to see the male taller
than the female even if he is not (see Biernat et al. 1991).

As one can conclude, gender is a social construction, and although biology imposes
specific physiological constrains on males and females, the manifestation of one’s gender and
the magnification of differences when it comes to gender are completely social. This, of course,
does not mean that individuals have no power against the external social forces that shape their
identity, nor that someone can chose their gender identity freely, “everyone is constrained both
by their initial biological endowment and by the social environment in which they mature”
(Eckert & McConnell-Ginet 2013: 6).

2.3.2 Gender and gender systems in Greek
In most Indo-European, Northwest Caucasian, and African languages the categorization of
nouns and nominals is made according to gender, as “the grammatical category of gender is a
type of classifier system” (Alvanoudi 2016: 57). The number of genders, the assignment of
gender and the principles behind that assignment can, thus, vary from language to language.
When it comes to the number of genders, for example, Modern Greek have three genders
(masculine, feminine and neuter) while Spanish and French have only two (masculine and
feminine). Also, regarding noun’s classification a word can have the grammatical gender of
feminine in one language and masculine in another, e.g. “sun” is grammatically masculine in
Modern Greek, but feminine in German (see Hellinger & Bussmann 2001). Regarding the
principles behind the assignment of gender, systems nearly always display a correlation to
certain semantic characteristics, such as animacy, sex, size, or shape. So, gender assignment in
nouns with human reference is sex-based while in nouns with inanimate reference assignment
tends to be arbitrary (Alvanoudi 2016).

In that sense, there is an agreement between grammatical gender and referent’s sex and,
subsequently, grammatical gender is present, not only in nouns, but also in articles, pronouns,
adjectives, and participles. Nouns, thus, can also be assigned a specific gender according to

morphological or phonological principles. Based on that, most nouns with endings like -as, -is,
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or -0s, are masculine in Greek, while nouns ending in -a, -i, or -u, are considered feminine. It
Is this categorization that creates noun classes which follow specific grammatical patterns and
paradigms, and in a sense “forces” the speakers of the language to perceive notions, that has no
biological gender, as gendered.

In addition, the grammatical gender is marked in first names and last names in Greek, and
while men’s last name (or the family name in that sense) follows the morphological paradigm
of masculine nouns, women’s last name is formulated with the use of the masculine in genitive
case (e.g. Papadopoul-os for men , Papadopoul-ou for women). That form comprises with the
possessive form of the noun, indicating that “a woman’s identity is always morphologically
connected to the identity of her father or, until lately, to her husband’s” (Pavlidou 2006: 37) °.
The use of masculine generics to refer to a group of people with different genders or the gender
specific job titles that might not even have a form for females are really common in Greek, and
children are still taught that the masculine form is the dominant one (Pavlidou 2006: 41).

In conclusion, the correspondence between grammatical gender and social gender, in the
Greek language, seems to be symmetrical regarding the available forms for all genders.
However, that symmetry is affected by the way the masculine and the feminine are used in
discourse, showing that, from a semantic or pragmatic level, symmetry — and even equality —

between the genders in Greek language is easily disrupted (Pavlidou 2006: 41).

2.3.3 Gender stereotypes

As gender is usually treated in terms of bipolar categories (see section 2.3.1), people are
assigned to the categories according to characteristics, that are imposed upon gender and form
norms. This creates expectations about one’s verbal behavior, for example, or behavior in

general and allows gender stereotyping to set in.

To stereotype someone is to interpret their behavior, personality and so on in terms of a set
of common-sense attributions which are applied to whole groups (e.g. 'ltalians are
excitable'; '‘Black people are good at sport’). One crucial point about this is that the
attributions are overgeneralized; [...]. Individual differences are at best overlooked and at
worst denied - which is both simplistic and insulting to those concerned. (Coates &
Cameron 2014: 8)

® The quote is given in an English translation from the Greek original text.
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Gender stereotyping differs from the more general process of “Social typing” — i.e., to type
people according to “the complexes of classificatory schemes in our culture” — because social
typing involves an accumulation of details, like someone’s status, membership in a group or
personality traits in order to understand who that person is, while stereotyping “reduces and
simplifies” (Talbot 2003: 470, 471). In stereotyping there is a so called “imagined community”
which is identified as the normal, and there are “Them” who are abnormal or unacceptable, and
must be excluded and send into a “symbolic exile” (Hall 1997: 258). But who is it that decides
what is normal and acceptable? As Dyer (1977: 30) presents it, it is “the habit of ruling groups
[...] to attempt to fashion the whole of society according to their own world view, value system,
sensibility and ideology”. Stereotypes, in that sense, are created, (re)produced and directed to
subordinate groups by the hegemony, through a wide range of “practices of representation”;
such as literature, social media, television and arts (Talbot 2003: 472).

In the field of language and gender, though, the term stereotype is rarely used to refer
specifically to representational practices, but rather to “prescriptions or unstated expectations
of behavior” and it is unavoidably connected to gender ideologies (Talbot 2003: 472). In other
words, men and women are expected to respond to the stereotypical roles — the role of male and
female respectively — that are expected of them, and by doing so they maintain the gender
ideology that calls for hegemonic male dominance and female subordination.

As studies among students have shown (e.g. Stanworth 1983, Bergvall 1996, Archakis
2006), women in a university environment need to behave in stereotypically “feminine” ways:
be supportive, exhibit cooperative behaviour, and present their views tentatively when they are
in a heterosexual social environment; and at the same time, if they want to succeed they have
to behave more in a masculine way: be assertive, competitive and forceful (see Bergvall 1996).
Also, as early as in school boys are often encouraged to be assertive in class-interaction, and
such boys are admired by girls but the same does not stand for girls in a classroom (see
Stanworth 1983). Boys interrupt their teachers and other students easier and more often that
girls, who tend to have nearly no resistance to the power of the teacher and conform easier to
the role of a silent and subordinate female (see Archakis 2006).

Those and numerous others studies draw the picture of how gender stereotypes are
imposed on individuals, how they reproduce presenting women as individuals who must stay
in their gender role, and are assumed to be apologetic and hesitant, but supportive; silent and
subordinate, but sentimental and intuitive. On the other hand, men are assumed to be dominant,
strong, and aggressive; sensible, but ambitious and unemotional, furthermore, logical and
independent (Talbot 2003: 480).
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2.4 Men, women, and Greek society

In order to better understand why this thesis is focused on narratives produced by native
speakers of Greek language and the representation of the male and female protagonists in their
narratives, it is important to provide an overview on how genders and their role are treated and
represented in Greek society — starting from the recent past and moving forward to the situation
today.

To make a long story short, Greece, in its modern history, has undergone an Independence
War (1821), the Balcan Wars (1912-1913) World War | (1917-1918), a Greco-Turkish War
(1919-1922), Metaxa’s Dictatorship (1936-1940), World War 11 (1940-1944), a Civil War
(1946-1949), a Military Dictatorship (1967-1974) and a recent Economic Crisis (2009-2019).
All those factors have affected not only the country’s developments on a political and economic
level, but also the overall structure of the Greek society itself.

Men and women have occupied different roles because they had to. The male population
had to participate in war, and provide for and protect the family, while women were mostly
caregivers for the children and the elder in the family’. Especially in suburban areas, home was
where the women were expected to be found, and they would usually drop out of school — if
they ever actually started it — to get married and start their own family (Papataxiarchis &
Papadellis 1998: 67-69). Until the 1980s, women were connected to the private, domestic life,
while men, on the other hand, were related to labor and public life (Athanasiadou 2002: 96).
With Greece being an orthodox country, religion, too, influenced the way men and women
should be treated or behave, by stressing the value of ‘i’ (honor) in oppositions to ‘vtponn’
(shame) and, hence, the attitudes attributed to them (Papataxiarchis & Papadellis 1998: 44-45).

However, since women entered the labor market, the balance changed and, subsequently
led to changes in economy and family structure(Athanasiadou 2002: 96). It was no longer men
who were providing financially for the household, and it was not solely women who had to take
care of the children and the household. In other words, paid labor changed the dynamic between
men and women, and women’s place in society in general, paving the way to a more equal

future.

" In Greece, the most common type of family is that of the nuclear. However, Greeks are really close to the extended
family, and more than two generations may live together in one household. This usually happens when the
grandparents get older and need to be taken care of by their children.
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2.4.1 Gender equality in Greece

According to the Greek Constitution® (that was first statuted in 1975), Greece is a democratic,
orthodox country, where all powers derive from and exist for the people of the Greek nation.
All people are equal before the law, and men and women have equal rights and obligations.
Therefore, discrimination in regard to gender is illegal and men and women are treated equally
both in private and in public life.

Already in 1952, a law for the first time gives women the right to vote and be elected in
national elections, but it is not until 1975 that this is included in the Constitution. In 1982, civil
marriage becomes legal in Greece, and a year later the patriarchal family type is disestablished
by Family Law, along with the obligation for ‘mpoika’ (dowry), and the mandatory change of
a woman’s family name to that of her husband’s (Athanasiadou 2002: 97).

At the same period, it is stated that children’s primary education is based on talents and
tendencies, and not their gender, and in secondary education, in order to promote gender
equality, attempts are made to exclude stereotypical representations of social and professional
roles from course books (Athanasiadou 2002: 98). Women have, for the first time, the right to
enter and study in higher education institutions, but, even though the percentage of women is
higher than that of men by 1995, the fields they choose are still connected to society’s
“gendered” professional and hierarchical roles (Athanasiadou 2002: 103-104).

As women enter the labor market, a set of new laws ensure their right to be treated as
equal with men in the working place, with equal payment, same potential in career
development, health benefits, and the right to maternal leave (Athanasiadou 2002: 98-99).
According to Athanasiadou (2002: 105-106), already in the mid-1990s, women constitute 34%
of the working population, but the unemployment percentage, especially among young women,
is still high (around 52% of the population), indicating that, despite of the increased
involvement in the labor market, there are still factors that restrained them.

One of the main factors is that of family, and the specific roles men and women employ
in the structure of the Greek nuclear family. Despite their job, women have the additional
responsibility of the household and the raising of their children, and, as studies indicate, in
comparison to men, they spend six times more on household chores and three times more on
children’s care (Maratou-Alipranti 1995). The “women’s mothering”, as Chodorow (1978)
calls that uneven parental engagement with the nurture of the children, is something that is

8 The Greek Constitution can be viewed and downloaded in Greek, English, French and German through the
official website of the Greek Government: https://www.hellenicparliament.gr/en/\ouli-ton-Ellinon/To-
Politevma/Syntagma/
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strong in Greece, and it is handed down from one generation to the next, becoming a significant
part of women’s identity (Athanasiadou 2002: 108).

Until the 20" century (and in some suburban areas until the early 21% century), men and
women adapt to the specific roles society has imposed on them. It is only after changes in the
Constitution and laws that the two genders started to be treated as equal and could protect their
rights. The patriarchal family model, the dominance of men in labor market, and the specific
role women were —and are — expected to employ in Greek society, are all factors that undermine
equality, and, despite the changes, it took more than expected for the Greek society to actually

abandon them.

2.4.2 Gender roles in Greece today

During the last two decades, due to the socioeconomical and political situation in Greece, men
and women are taking over multiple roles as professionals, breadwinners, and caregivers, both
on a public and on a private level. A balanced and equal distribution of the responsibilities is
challenging and there are not few cases where the roles of the two genders collide, resulting in
tension in the family, and claims that women’s career comes at the expense of their family
(Athanasiadou 2002: 111).

Men, on the one hand, as professionals, gain more compared to women, and constitutes
70% of the working population in Greece (Eurostat 2018). They also spend additionally 3 hours
of their free time in work related issues, which limits the time they actually spend helping in
the household or with the children (Karamesini & Simeonaki 2016). In their role as fathers,
they do not deviate from the traditional model (that views them as rational, hard-working, and
in charge) as they prefer to take care of outdoor responsibilities, like paying bills or driving the
children to and from school, and only a small percentage helps with household chores, like
cooking or cleaning (Koroneou 2007). Being a father is intertwined with the concept of being
the breadwinner, the one that provides financial security and support to the family, while having
a secondary, complementary role in the nurture of children (Koroneou 2007).

Women, on the other hand, are those responsible of maintaining a balance between their
career and their personal life. Women’s employment in Greece constitutes 49% of the working
population, one of the lowest in Europe (Eurostat 2018). That percentage, however, does not
include women working in family business or at part-time jobs, indicating that the education or
the positions they have is not in the same fields or occupations as men’s (Germotsi et al. 2016).
Women spend around 4.5 hours a day in taking care of the house and other family members,

and, they have the responsibility over children’s nurture (Karamesini & Simeonaki 2016).
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In general, despite the progress Greek society has achieved over the years regarding gender
equality, the traditional view of gender roles stays unchanged. Women are expected to prioritize
having children, being good (house)wives, and then professionals, while men are expected to
be the foundation of the family, the breadwinners and decision-makers (Yiota 2009). Although
the majority of the Greek population (regardless their gender) agrees on the importance of an
even distribution of responsibilities in a household, their actions do not promote the same
(Germotsi et al. 2016).

2.5 Previous studies on the field

2.5.1 Language and gender studies in Greece

The connection of gender to linguistic analysis was first noted in the early 20th century when
an interest arose regarding the differences between male and female vocabularies and patterns
of speaking. The first study, paving the way to the creation of language and gender as a field of
study in the US, was Robin Lakoff’s Language and Woman'’s Place (1975).°

In the early 1970°s the dominant perspective of the social science was that of
structuralism, which viewed society as consisted of interrelated social categories where change
of any kind would compromise the entire system. Under that lens, male and female were seen
as two defined and opposite categories, and it was that clear polarization that kept society
balanced (Eckert & McConnell-Ginet 2013). In that sense, the ideas that feminist movement
was promoting seemed harmful and disruptive when it comes to society’s balance and indeed
feminists were looking for a social change. The second-wave feminists'? strongly believed that
disruption was necessary in an attempt to acquire equal legal and social rights for women.

In Greece, the research connected to the field of Greek language and gender, started as
soon as the end of the 1980’s, first due to the delayed arrival of the feminist movement in
Greece, and secondly, due to the fact that the engagement with linguistic studies was not
synchronous to that of other countries in Europe or the US (Pavlidou 2006: 36-37). The first

studies, mainly from female researchers, discussed issues regarding sexism (see Makri-

® The book came out only two years after her article, with the same title that created “a huge fuss” and divided
people in those who saw it as a “ridiculous manifestation of feminist paranoia” and others — in their majority
women — who got engaged with the issues that Lakoff pointed out (Eckert & McConnel-Ginet 2013: 37).

10 The history of feminism — i.e., the movement that aimed to establish equal rights and legal protections for women
— is divided in three waves. The first wave, which was associated with the suffragette movement, was mainly
concerned with women’s rights to vote, and covers the 19" and early 20" century. The second-wave feminism,
between 1960s and 1970s, was more focused on “political resistance against sex discrimination” and “the
promotion of equal opportunities as well as the emancipation of women”, while the third wave came in the 1990s,
and is a continuation of and a reaction to the second-wave feminism, focusing on embracing sexual and gender
diversity, fluidity and change (Litosseliti 2006: 23).
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Tsilipakou 1984, Pavlidou 1984) or misogynism (see Tsokalidou 1989) in Greek language —
and therefore the society. The studies were focused more on characteristics of the language and
it was not until the last 2 decades that issues of language use, linguistic behavior and natural
discourse came into the picture (see Papazachariou 1998, Pavlidou 1999b).

Nowadays, studies related to the language and gender field, are still limited regarding
Greek language, and are mostly related to conversational analysis (see Makri-Tsilipakou 2006,
2010) or autobiographical/spoken narratives (see Georgakopoulou 2006). However, the focus
shifted, from topics regarding sexism in the Greek language, to differences in linguistic
behavior between men and women, and the consequences of those behaviors on particular
issues, cultures, or practices in Greece (Pavlidou 2006: 56-57).

The study of language and gender serves — and probably will continue to serve — the
purpose of an umbrella under which various topics in different disciplines can arise and find
theoretical support, especially in Greek linguistics where there are still plenty of areas to be
explored.

2.5.2 The Pilot study

Given the lack of previous studies in written, non-autobiographical narratives — or with a similar
design — in Greek literature, the conduction of a pilot study was a necessary step before the
actual thesis. During Spring semester 2018 a small-scale study (Kokkali 2018) was conducted
with the aim to investigate if people’s narratives can be influenced by their own gender and/or
the gender role they were asked to take. The pilot allowed the testing, not only of the stimulus,
but also of the overall design of the project, and provided an insight regarding potential results.
As the project was not based on a previous study, detecting flaws on the design before the actual
experiment, would prevent the exclusion of data or participants for reasons irrelevant to the
inclusion criteria (i.e. age, education, and Greek as native language).

According to the design, the participants were asked to narrate a story, first from the
perspective of the protagonist with the same gender as themselves and then from the perspective
of the opposite gender of themselves. In an attempt to obtain comparable stories — regarding
length and plot — the stimulus that was provided to the participants was a wordless picture-story
(see Appendix A). The picture-story was selected due to the presence of two protagonists, a
male and a female, so that the participants could narrate the story from both perspectives. As
the main variables of the project were gender and Greek language, the participants had to be
native speakers of Greek and the sample had to be balanced regarding their gender. In order to

collect the data in the best possible way, that would make the data both easily accessible and
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useful for future analysis, it was decided to use the keystroke logging program ScriptLog
(version b162)™,

The recordings took place in Greece, and 6 participants (3 males and 3 females)
participated voluntarily in the study consisting of the two tasks, and were given 15-20 minutes
to complete each task. The participants had an age range between 21 and 29 years (mean: 22.7
for females, 27.7 for males), and were all native speakers of Greek. All participants were
secondary/ higher education graduates, with normal or corrected-to-normal vision, and no
history of neurological disease. After the completion of the recordings they were also asked to
give some feedback regarding the design of the experiment and on how they experienced the
procedure. The post-interview revealed, not only strengths and weaknesses of the design, but
also insight to some of their thoughts during the production of the narrative.

The overall analysis revealed that differences between the genders regarding the
construction of narratives do exist, not only in the level of stylistic choices or discourse, where
the main focus was, but also in the linguistic behavior, mainly regarding revisions. More
specifically, female participants used specific time and place indicators and paid more attention
to details in their descriptions, while male participants were more general (e.g. one
day/morning) and brief with their descriptions in both tasks. The length of the text and the time
that each group spent in the writing process, showed that women wrote longer texts, but at the
same time they took more time before submitting their texts, as they spent time revising them.

Another difference in the description of the protagonists was that in male participants’
narratives the male protagonist was in charge of the decision making (he was the one who
notices the female protagonist and starts an interaction, and he was the one who suggests calling
for help), a representation that even female participants adapted to when they narrated the story
from the male protagonist's perspective in Task 2, abandoning the idea of an instant both parties'
interaction they all presented in Task 1. It was also interesting, in the second task, that male
participants did not adapt fully to the role of the female protagonist, and they did not describe
anything regarding her thoughts or mood, but female participants got in the male protagonist's
shoes, and even presented a causality (i.e., life crisis, socioeconomical factors) behind his mood.
That can be partly explained by the fact that females have a tendency to be able to adapt easier
than males to settings and situations from a very young age (see Pavlidou 2006).

Furthermore, regardless of the protagonist's perspective, both groups connected the male

protagonist to a working environment and the female protagonist to the household — the male

11 For more information regarding ScriptLog see 3.5.1.
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protagonist was on his way to work while the female protagonist was just taking a walk for
some shopping for themselves or the house. Such representations trigger stereotypical
representations of the two genders in Greek society: "The man brings the food to the table; the
woman's place is in the house”. An interpretation made of this tendency was that, even after all
those years that women work and are active in many fields, when asked to construct a female
character from scratch — or a male character respectively — both genders choose the gender

representation that society and culture have promoted for years.

2.6 The present study

In light of the background and due to the exploratory nature of this project, it is important to
clarify how the present study treats the different notions and what changes were made to the
design tested in the pilot study (Kokkali 2018).

To begin with, as is already mentioned in Introduction (see section 1.2), the study
investigates narrative as a product of a writer who has been influenced by various sociocultural
factors, and mainly the representation of gender in Greek society. The focus is on discourse, as
the plot is provided to the participants by the picture-story (see section 2.1.2), and the
differences or similarities both between genders and between tasks. The term gender is used
with the meaning of social gender, i.e. the gender identity that a person has shaped through
his/her interaction with society, in contrast to the natural gender/sex — i.e. the anatomical
characteristics. If during the analysis a point needs to be made regarding linguistic items that
codify a referent’s sex grammatically in the texts, the term grammatical gender will be used.

The pilot study revealed strengths and weaknesses of the overall design which led to
changes regarding the design of the present study. Firstly, the pilot study revealed the need to
reformulate the initial research questions in order to make them more specific and targeted in
their final version (see section 1.2). Secondly, it revealed that the stimulus would need to be
transformed to a version that would influence the participants’ narratives as little as possible.
Thirdly, in order to control the potential influence of task order on the narratives produced by
the participants, it would be important to achieve a balance between the tasks and the groups.
All changes, major or minor, are described in detail in the sections to follow (see Chapter 3).

Last but not least, as the study is data-driven and aims to explore and point out differences
and similarities as those can be seen in the data, no assumptions will be made regarding the
results and no hypothesis will be formulated, in order to avoid a creation of a bias towards

gender and the narrative itself.
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Chapter 3 Method

3.1 Project design

3.1.1 Pilot study

The first step, as described in section 2.5.2, was to conduct a small-scale study that served the
purpose of testing the stimulus and the overall design. The pilot study (Kokkali 2018), along
with the participants post-interviews, made it easier to detect aspects in the design that needed
to be changed, and provided an insight on what type of results were to be expected in a bigger

scale study, as this thesis.

3.1.2 Stimulus

For the needs of the study, a wordless picture-story (Appendix B) with a male and a female
protagonist was used as a stimulus in the experiment. The material was chosen, not only because
the picture-story task is one of the main tasks of eliciting narratives in many studies (e.g.
Berman & Slobin 1987, Stromgqvist 1996, Stromqvist & Verhoeven 2004), but also because it
makes it possible to elicit narratives that are comparable in content, but may differ in form
between or within genders. Moreover, providing a plot in the nature of pictures helped in
diminishing the time of the recording, as the participants did not have to make up a story
between two people from scratch.

The picture-story was a custom-made alteration of the 1% picture-story which was used
in the pilot study (see section 2.5.2) for eliciting the narratives during the two tasks of the
experiment. The reason behind keeping a slightly different version of the first picture-story is
that the results of the pilot study indicated that specific choices were made, and interesting
patterns arose in the narratives. As both groups were asked to take both roles, the alteration was
important to make the story tellable from both perspectives.

It can be said that the stimulus worked quite well, and without causing any confusion to
the participants, and many of them expressed their opinions on how interesting it is to have the
freedom to choose how to present the event and construct the relationship between the
protagonists in the story. Some expressed an opinion regarding the fact that the picture-story
was in black and white, indicating that a picture-story in color would seem more real. Although,
that was something that was taken into consideration already after the post-interview of the
pilot study, it was decided to stick to the black and white picture-story to avoid the production

of texts focusing on describing the pictures in the story instead of narrating the story.
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3.1.3 Data collection

All the recordings were made with an Asus PC 14” equipped with Windows 10 software and
Greek keyboard. The PC was also equipped with the keystroke logging program ScriptLog*?,
version b162. ScriptLog creates a controlled writing environment setup with a text editor and
an optional frame in which pictures or texts can be shown for elicitation purposes.

The optional frame was not used in the study for the presentation of the stimulus, as the
picture-story was given to the participants printed in an A4 page. That decision was made in
order to secure that the participants would not click by accident on any other button on the
screen after the RECORD button was pressed. When the RECORD button is pressed, the
program keeps track of all events on the keyboard, the position of these events, and their
temporal distribution. ScriptLog also allows the replay of a recorded session — or a given time
frame of the session — in real time based on the log file.

ScriptLog was chosen as an unobtrusive research technique that hardly interferes with the
natural writing process and gives access not only to the final edited version of a text, but also
the online version with its temporal patterning, self-corrections, and revisions (Stromqvist et al.
2006, Leijten & Van Waes 2013, MacArthur et al. 2016). In addition, the interface is simple
enough to not cause questions about different features, that could take the focus from the task
and confuse the participants.

The data were stored directly under the participants code (anonymously) on an external
hard drive, and not on the PC. The collection of data lasted for two months, and all the
recordings took place in a controlled environment (silent room) either at the study rooms of the
Kapodestrian University Club in Athens, Greece, or in the participants own place, with me

being present.

3.2 Procedure

Due to the nature of the topic, the participants were provided with the necessary information
regarding the aim of the study and were also informed thoroughly after the completion of the

experiment. The recruitment of the participants was made by announcements during lectures,

12 ScriptLog was originally developed as a Macintosh program at University of Gothenburg (Stromqvist &
Malmsten, 1997) designed to study writing processes and a Windows version with more advanced analysis
functions was later developed at the University of Lund by Asa Wengelin, Victoria Johansson and Roger
Johansson (Andersson et al., 2006; Wengelin et al., 2009).
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or by brochures on noticeboards around the different departments of National and Kapodestrian
University of Athens; announcements were also posted on social media.

All the participants read and signed the Consent Form (see Appendix C) in its Greek
version, and agreed to participate voluntarily, under a code to maintain anonymity. After giving
their consent, the participants were asked to fill in a digital questionnaire (see Appendix D) with
background questions (i.e. gender, age, education etc.) and a small conversation occurred to
make the participants feel comfortable with the settings and familiarize themselves with the
software and the keyboard. They were all asked if they would like to write something random
to test the Greek keyboard of the laptop, but all denied by saying that it was the same as the one
they own. Regarding the software, the keystroke logging program ScriptLog, they were
informed briefly on what it is and what kind of information it collects.

The participants were given written instructions before each task — corresponding to the
group they belonged (see Table 1) — explaining the procedure (Appendix E), and also time to
ask questions in case something about the procedure and the individual tasks of the study was
still unclear. All participants performed both tasks by reading the instructions just before the
specific task (they knew that it was a two-task experiment, but not the nature of the texts they
were writing) and they were allowed to ask the researcher for specifications during the
recording time, although this may lead to pauses in the text production. Pausing during the
production of the narrative was not considered as important as clarifying a question regarding
the content or the stimulus — at least for the present study. The picture-story was also printed
and available for the participants during the writing of the narrative, and the participants were
given 20 minutes to complete each task with a 5-minute break between the tasks.

Table 1: Procedure

Participant Task 1 Task 2
Grou Narrate the story in 1% person as he Narrate the story as he was the
A Pl was the male protagonist of the female protagonist of the picture-
Male picture-story. story.
1C1 i st
participants Group Narrate the story in 1 person as he | B Narrate the story as he was the male
was the female protagonist of the | R : .
C . protagonist of the picture-story.
picture-story. E
Grou Narrate the story in 1st person as | A | Narrate the story as she was the
B P | she was the female protagonist of | K | male protagonist of the picture-
Female the picture-story. story.
Participants Grou Narrate the story in 1% person as she Narrate the story as she was the
D P | was the male protagonist of the female protagonist of the picture-
picture-story. story.
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The participants were distributed in four groups in order to control potential effect from the 1%
task to the 2" and vice versa. For example, in the 1 task participants from group A and B were
asked to narrate the story from the perspective of the protagonist with the same gender as them,
while in the 2" task from the perspective of the protagonist of the opposite gender — the
distribution of the participants and the order of the tasks can be seen clearer in Table 1. A design
as such allows a within- and between-subjects analysis to take place, revealing similarities
and/or differences, not only between males and females, but also among the subjects of the
same gender group.

The participants were provided with refreshments during the recording and a snack during
the break. After the completion of the tasks, the participants were fully informed about the aim
of the project, and they received a gift card from a popular department store as a reward for
participating voluntarily in the study. Given that the participants were not aware of the reward

it came as a big surprise to them and left them with a positive attitude towards empirical studies.

3.3 Participants

A total of 54 individuals (27 males & 27 females) participated voluntarily in the 2 tasks of the
experiment. Participants had an age range between 20 and 26 years (mean: 22.6 for females,
23.3 for males) and were all native speakers of Greek language. Due to technical difficulties
(i.e., one of their texts was not saved by the program) data collected from 3 males and 3 females
were excluded from the analysis. Thus, the study includes and analyzes the narratives produced
by 48 participants, 24 males and 24 females.
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Figure 1: Self-evaluation scale of participants’ typing skills.

All participants were higher education graduates from various education fields, with normal or

corrected-to-normal vision, and no history of neurological disease. As the experiment was
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conducted using the keystroke logging program ScriptLog, their typing skills were taken into
consideration by a self-report (see Figure 1), but no subject was excluded from the study due to
poor typing skills. As the self-evaluation question regarding typing in the background
questionnaire showed, in a scale from 1 to 5 (with 5 meaning fully automatized typist) the
majority of the participants evaluated themselves around 3 or 4.

Participants were planned to come from a homogenous sample regarding their education
field — i.e. from the Humanities Orientation Group™ — but due to limited number of male
students in that group, and the unwillingness on behalf of the students to voluntarily participate
in the study (mainly because of the duration of the experiment), the sample consists of
participants with same educational background, but in different orientation groups (see Figure
2). This change can ultimately only be seen as a positive outcome, as it leads to conclusions
that are not exclusively concerning a specific group of people, but rather Greek students in

general.

s S s
Economical & Computer Studies _

Science Studies
. Male

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 B Female

Figure 2: Number of participants per orientation group.

3.4 Ethics

As is already mentioned in section 3.3, all participants were adults and were asked to sign a
Consent form (Appendix C), with which they were informed regarding their voluntary
participation in the study, as well as the storage of the data under a code to maintain anonymity.
They were also informed about their right to withdraw their participation at any time for any
reason, and that they are welcome to contact me through the contact information — provided in

the copy of the consent form they received — regarding the data or the study.

13 According to the Greek Educational System, the Universities, Technological Universities and Academies are
divided in three orientation groups: Humanities Studies, Economical and Computer Studies, and Science Studies.
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In regard to the data, participants were asked to give their permission to the researcher to use
the data for the particular study and in future studies or seminars for research reasons only.
They were also informed that the data will always be processed anonymously and that it will
be stored on an external hard disk. Given that research material at Swedish Universities is public
act, they were also informed that their data may be requested for review. After the completion
of the experiment, participants were debriefed about the true nature of the experiment and were
given the opportunity to express any concerns or questions.

As the project was conducted with the use of scholarship funds the participants were
offered refreshments in the break between the tasks and a 5€ gift-card afterwards as
reimbursement for their participation — something that was avoided to be mentioned in advance,
so as not to influence their willingness to participate. Overall, the general rules of informed
consent for participants were followed as they are described in CODEX'* and in Lund

University’s webside regarding Research ethics (https://www.researchethics.lu.se/research-

ethics-information/informed-consent).

3.5 Analysis of the data

In order to investigate the research questions posed in this study (see section 1.2), and to be
able to point out similarities and differences in the discourse between males and females, the
constituents of the narrative structure had to be identified. For this reason, Stein's (1982)
influential scheme of a story's prototypical structure was followed (see section 2.2.1).

According to Stein (1982), the internal narrative structure consists of the following
constituents: setting, initiating event, response or reaction to the event, attempt, consequence(s)
and reaction to the consequences. Setting includes “the internal or external states and habitual
actions that introduce characters and their social and physical environment”; which based on
the study's picture-story is the introduction to the scene (i.e. the where and when) and the
protagonists (i.e. social and physical characteristics) (Georgakopoulou & Goutsos 2004).

The initiating event, (i.e. some type of change in the protagonist's environment) that
follows the description of the setting, is an integral part of the narrative and the starting point
for the story to unfold. Here, it is the accident that the male protagonist experiences that leads
to the female protagonist’s response/reaction when she notices the male protagonist’s situation.

An attempt comes after that initial reaction, which can be described as any action that takes

14 CODEX is a webside that give access to and information on the guidelines, ethics codes and laws that regulate
and place ethical demands on the research process. The guidelines and rules regarding Human subjects research
can be found here: http://www.codex.vr.se/en/forskningmanniska.shtml.
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place to serve the protagonist’s goal, i.e., the female protagonist’s actions that aim to help the
injured male protagonist in the story. Thus, the consequence(s) of the attempt mark the
protagonist’s success or failure to attain the goal, and here it is the ambulance that reaches the
scene. The reaction that follows after the consequence(s) is what happens to the protagonist, or
between the protagonists, after the situation is resolved.

In the study’s picture-story, this final reaction constituent is partly combined with the
“What happened next?” question that is there at the end of the picture-story, asking the
participants to use their imagination and give their own ending to the narrative text
independently, in this part, from a given plot. Stein’s scheme was chosen among other schemes
because the constituents of the story are simple and self-explanatory, and they were easily

detectable in the picture-story.

3.5.1 Data analysis tools

In order to analyze the data in the best and most efficient way, it was decided to use both the
keystroke logging program ScriptLog (v. b162) and the program CLAN (Computerized
Language Analysis) for the functions they provide (MacWhinney 2000).

On the one hand, ScriptLog — except from being chosen for the collection of data — allows
the replay of participants text production, provides the final texts in a printable form (i.e. in
simple text form *.txt) and gives insight regarding basic statistics on the text (e.g. number of
tokens, final length of the text, time spend on the text etc.). As the focus here is on how the
participants narrate the story, aspects like the different descriptions of the protagonists
regarding characteristics of appearance and attitude are central. Furthermore, the length of the
text in accordance with the time spent on the text is also something that will reveal similarities
or differences in the overall construction of the narrative.

On the other hand, CLAN can provide a variety of results regarding the content of the
text with the use of different commands. Although the program is originally designed for
spoken data, written narrative texts can easily take the adequate format, and it enables a
methodical treatment of the data. Regarding this study, it allows the division of the narrative
texts in the different constituents of the story with the use of “gems”, making it easier to
conduct an analysis on each constituent separately, either for all the narratives or the narratives

of a specific group. The gems that were used here, in respect to Stein’s (1982) model are the

15 Gems are tagged selections within larger transcripts that allow further analyses. The gems are created by adding
the symbol @ followed by Bg (for begin gem) or Eg (for end gem), a column, a tab and the gem name. For more
information see chapter 3.3.5 in the CLAN Manual (MacWhinney 2000).
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following: setting, event, response, attempt, consequence, reaction and ending. The last gem is
not part of Stein’s model, but it is an area of interest regarding the aim of this study.

In addition, CLAN can make measurements regarding the lexical diversity in a text, as
well as the lexical density — i.e., the percentage of content words of all words in a text. While
for the first measure the procedure is quite forward with the use of the command vocd, lexical
density requires a creation of an inclusion file that will allow the calculation. As content words
are unlimited, it is easier to create a file that includes all the function words, which can then be
used to sort out all words that are not function words — i.e., the percentage of content words.
Thus, for the purpose of this study a file was created from scratch by the researcher that includes
the articles (definite and indefinite, in all genders, cases and numbers), all the pronouns (in all
cases and numbers), all the prepositions, conjunctions, subjunctions, the most common count
words and interjections in Greek language, as those are found in a grammar book. The list® of
the function words in Greek can be found in the Appendix (Appendix F).

In order to create a common place of working with ScriptLog’s and CLAN’s
measurements, the creation of a spreadsheet was inevitable. Most of the commands in CLAN
can have an Excel file as output as long as the command includes a “switch”’, while on
ScriptLog all the data come as a text file (*.txt format) that can be inserted into an Excel sheet.
Overall, both programs provide or enable a substantial amount of statistical analysis that with
the help of pivot tables in Microsoft Excel (2004), and the software R (version 4.0.0 for
Windows 32 bit) can be presented in different forms.

Lastly, in order to show the frequency of the different words used to describe the two
protagonists and present them in the best possible way, word clouds created via the add-on Pro
Word Cloud (edition 1.0.0.3) in Microsoft Word (2005) were used. The lists of words (mainly
adjectives) that were used in the narrative texts to describe the two protagonists were
transformed into word clouds that depict the frequency of the words in the participants texts —
the more frequent the word is in the participants texts the bigger the word appears in the word

cloud — allowing an easier comparison between the groups.

16 As syntax in Greek can change in a sentence without following specific rules many of these function words
could be found in the beginning of the sentence with the first letter capital. This caused a problem with CLAN not
“identifying” for example the function word ‘Kot as ‘koi’ (“and” in Greek) leading to skewed results. For that
reason, all function words were listed twice in the file, both in all small letters and with the first capital. The actual
*.cut file can be sent on demand.

17 For more information regarding the different components of a command in CLAN, see the manual:
https://talkbank.org/manuals/CL AN.pdf
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3.5.2 Qualitative and Quantitative analysis
Due to the nature of the study and the explorative character of the research questions it is
important to specify which aspects of the data are taken into consideration in the processing of
the data and the extraction of the results. The written production of the participants, their final
text, as well as their demographics provided by the questionnaire all allow a variety of variables
and aspects to focus on.

However, as this study is a thesis project, it was decided to proceed with a between

subjects’ comparison, to investigate the first two research questions:

RQ1: What is the relation between the narrator's own gender and the specific choices (e.g.
regarding structure, description of the protagonists, text length and text quality) he/she
makes in the creation of a written narrative?

RQ2: What are the similarities and/or differences between narratives (elicited using the same

wordless picture-story) produced by males and females?
As well as a within subjects’ comparison, in order to investigate the third research question:

RQ3: How do people change their discourse in the narrative if they are asked to narrate the

same story from a 1% person perspective as the protagonist of the opposite gender?

More specifically, in order to treat the data in the best possible way in both comparisons, the
analysis focuses in the following five aspects of the narrative texts produced by the participants:
the content, the structure of the narrative, the text-length, the time spent on the tasks, and the
quality of the texts.

Regarding the content, the focus is, firstly, on context in which the participants build their
story (i.e. the where and when of the story), secondly the characteristics and attitudes the
participants attribute to the protagonists, and lastly the ending they give to their narrative. The
context can be seen as synonymous to the setting, while the elements constructing the two
protagonists’ identities can be found in the entire text — either explicitly by statements the
protagonists make for each other or implicitly by the attitudes the protagonists display in the
story. The ending can be evaluated in terms of positive versus negative regarding the content
but is also important in the structure of the narrative. The structure of the narrative allows a
comparison between the male and female participants, as well as between the same participant’s
two texts, in terms of whether the narratives follow Stein’s (1982) or maybe lack one or more

constituents.
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In regard to text-length, it is measured in number of words and can indicate differences in effort
(on an average) between texts produced by the different groups and between the tasks in the
same groups. As the participants had no word limitation, they were able to write as long or as
short narratives they wanted, given that they would follow the plot and the instructions to
produce a complete narrative. Similarly, the actual time spent on an average in each task enable
a comparison regarding how long time the participants needed to produce their texts, despite
the maximum of 20 minutes they were given in the instructions.

Last but not least, the text’s quality is evaluated through the two measurements of lexical
density and language variation. Considering that texts with lower percentages of function
words, and also with more and different words are richer in content, those measurements allow
an insight in the quality of the narrative texts produced by the participants.

Naturally, those aspects are not the only ones possible to investigate regarding the data,
and there are indeed other interesting aspects, like spelling or the revisions made in the texts.
However, it was not possible to include everything in the present study, and the choices were
made to cover both aspects of quantity — e.g. text length and lexical measures — and aspects of

quality — e.g. text content, such as lexicon and structure of story.
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Chapter 4 Results

4.1 Introduction to the results

In order to present the results in the best possible way sections 4.2, 4.3, 4.4 and 4.5 provide an
insight in the content and structure of the narrative texts, by presenting the results of the
discourse analysis (accompanied by examples) and covering the qualitative analysis part. The
results of the qualitative analysis of the data are presented based on the nature of the task (i.e.
same-gender task and opposite-gender task) regardless the order in which the participants
performed it — the different order was only used as a way to control that there was no difference
regarding the order task performance.

The rest of the chapter (sections 4.6, 4.7, 4.8 and 4.9) covers the results of the quantitative
analysis of the data providing a comparison between the gender groups on the one hand, and
the two tasks on the other. Tables and figures are used to give a complete view regarding the
different comparisons. Participants’ final texts can be sent upon request, and representative

texts from each group can be found in Appendix H.

4.2 The where and when of the narratives

4.2.1 Same-gender task

The analysis of the task where participants were asked to narrate the story from the perspective
of the protagonist of the same gender showed that all the participants managed to deliver a
complete, comprehensive text within the time limit they were given.

Starting from the first part of the narratives, the setting, given that is the place and the
time of the story, there is a variety of different versions regarding the where and when the story
takes place. More specifically, with the focus on the male protagonist as presented by the male
participants, he appears to be in the city he lives in, most of the times in a central street or
avenue, except for three narratives that take place in the streets of Czech Republic (P. 101)*8,
England (P. 103) and Rome, Italy (P. 308). The rest of the narratives do not refer to any specific
city or country, although a few mention specific central roads in Athens:

(1) P.105: Mia uépa kabag miyorva aro oritt evog pilov, diria aro to. Pizza Fan oty 060

Knoiaiog aro dwog s Ayiag Tpradag, to fléuua pov émeoe o€ pio yovaixa moo...

18 «p.” stands for participant and the number is the unique code assigned to individual participants.
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‘One day, while I was on my way to a friend’s house, next to the [restaurant] Pizza Fan,

in Kifissia’s street [near] Agia Triade, my eyes fell on a woman who...’

The male protagonist is also mostly on his way to or from work, and rarely on his way to a
gathering with friends or just out for a walk (only one out of the 24 participants mention that
they just went out for a walk and one that they went out to meet a friend), and there are instances
that the participants do not mention the reason they are out walking at all (P. 103 and P. 109).
When it comes to when the story happens, only two male participants (P. 101 and P. 105),
leave the timeframe completely unspecified, by just narrating the story in past tense. The
majority places the events during morning hours, or even earlier that day, while the rest narrate
something that happened a few weeks (P. 112 and P. 106) or months back (P. 302 and P. 313)

and only two of them go as far as mentioning a specific date:

(2) P.108: Hrav mpwivo 15ng Zemteufpion, sixo apynoct omws oovibag yia v dovisid.

‘It was the morning of 15" September, | was late for work as usual.’

(3) P. 313: Hrav Zapforo 15 Moptiov, oav ybec to Qouduar ki ag Epovv mepdoet 710y 000
HIVES.
‘It was Saturday, 15" March, I remember it like it was yesterday even though it’s been

two months.’

However, although most of them seem to find the specific day or time irrelevant, when one
reads the narrative through the end it appears that “one day” or “one Sunday” became the most
important day of their lives, or marked their future as the ending of the story comes up later on
in this chapter.

Shifting the focus to the female protagonist, from the female participants’ perspective,
the story generally takes place on a central avenue of the city she lives in, which is specified as
Athens for three of them (P. 213, P. 403 and P. 412) and England only for one of the participants
(P. 211). What changes here, in contrast to the male participants’ narratives, is that the female
protagonist most of the times is outside to go shopping or to meet friends for a coffee, and there
are only five instances where the female protagonist is on her way back from work (P. 201, P.
209, P. 403 and P. 407) or the university (P. 204). One of the participants even mentions that

she was on her way back from the hair salon, implying that this is what she does every morning:

37



(4) P.414: Hrav éva anlo mpwi ornwe 6l0. to. dAia. Eiya mdel kouuwmtipio kai yopvodoa oritl.
‘It was a regular morning, like all mornings. | had been to the hair salon and | was on my

way home.’

When it comes to when the story happens, only three female narratives (P. 204, P. 211 and P.
401), have a completely unspecified timeframe and the story just unfolds in the past. The
majority of the female narratives takes place during morning hours or even earlier that day —
like in male participants’ narratives — While the rest refer to something that happened a few days
ago (P. 213, P. 410 and P. 412), on a Saturday or Sunday (P. 202, P. 207, P. 208 and P. 404)
and even though there are no specific dates, there is a specific time in one of the narratives:

(5) P. 414: Hrov mepimov 8. H uépo. pov, amd T mo KovpaoTikés ot 0ovleid. Apynoa vo.
Yopiow oTit.
‘It was around 8. My day, one of the most tiring ones at work. | was late on getting back

home.’

4.2.2 Opposite-gender task
In this task the participants were asked to narrate the story as the protagonist of the opposite
gender to theirs — i.e., the female participants narrated the story from the male protagonist’s
perspective and the male participants from the female protagonist’s perspective respectively.

In regard to the where of the narrative, as the focus shifts from the male to the female
protagonist in the narratives produced by males, there is not a big difference from the same-
gender task. The female protagonist, as presented by the male participants, appears to be at the
city she lives in, most of the times in a central street or avenue, except for three narratives that
take place in the streets of Czech Republic (P. 101), England (P. 103) and Rome, Italy (P. 308).
This indicates that the participants used the same setting for the two narratives they produced,
regardless the perspective they were assigned by the task.

However, the female protagonist, in the narratives produced by male participants, is not
on her way to or from work (except from 5 out of the 24 narratives). She is on her way to either
meet friends, do some shopping, or just enjoy the day, showing a variation regarding the reasons

behind female protagonist’s presence outside:

(6) P.106: Ti¢c mpodlieg, uio oovnbiouévy uépa katevBovorovy TPOS TO KEVIPO THE TOANG Yo

Vo, GOVOVTHOW TIG PIAES OV V1O TOV KOOLEPWUEVO KAPE THS ELOOUCONG.

38



“The other day, a typical day | was on my way to the city center to meet my friends for
the usual weekly coffee.’

(7) P.302: Hrav wio oovniouévy Tpitn wov Oo. miyoave klaooikd oro supermarket [.]

‘It was a typical Tuesday that | was on my way to the supermarket as usual.’

(8) P. 109: Byijxa loirov yia. évav mepinoto - omwe ovvnbilw oTtov Kevod pov ypovo.

‘So, | went out for a walk — as | usually do on my spare time.’

Regarding when the story takes place, only one of the male participants leaves the time frame
completely unspecified again (P. 101), while the rest — even though nobody gives a specific
date, like some did in the same-gender task — they refer to specific days of the week (P. 102, P.
108, P. 113, P. 302, P. 303, P. 311 and P. 313). This puts the story in the recent past, without
the vagueness that the narratives produced by males had in the same-gender task, while two of
the participants give even a specific time of the day (P. 305 and P. 308).

Moving on to narratives produced by the female participants, from the male protagonist’s
perspective, most of the stories take place at the city the male protagonist lives and works. Only
four narratives (P. 206, P. 208, P. 213 and P. 403) specify Athens as the city where the event
takes place, and only two narratives take place abroad, both in England (P. 211 and P. 410).
The male protagonist is again on his way to work or on his way back from his last day at work.
In six narratives (P. 201, P. 205, P. 206, P. 213, P. 406 and P. 413) the male protagonist has just

lost his job and now wonders in the streets worried for his future:

(9) P.201: H onuepiviy uépa. tav amo tig yeipotepes e Cong wov [ ... ] Xquepo Aotwdv frav n
uepa mwov pe amédvooy. [...] Avoila opéows v mopto koi CexvOnko aTovg dpduovg vo.
TEPTOTAW AOKOTO. YWPIG TPOOPIGUO, OEV ELYO KAVEVAY VO, LUE TEPIUEVEL OTTITI, OEV ELya. LOYO
Vo, Yoplow ekel.

“Today was the worst day of my life [...] Today, was the day they fired me. [...] [ opened
the door and sprung out in the streets without a reason and destination, | had no one

waiting for me at home, | had no reason to return there.’

Five of the female participants (P. 203, P. 207, P. 211, P. 401 and P. 404) just write that the
male protagonist was there, without any reason behind his presence on the street and only one

participant (P. 403) specifies the exact street in Athens where the event takes place.
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The story takes place mainly during the morning hours or earlier in the day, but there are
instances where the time frame is totally unspecified, and the female participants just place it
in the past (P. 203, P. 204, P. 213 and P. 406). In the narratives where the male protagonist is
fired, the event happens in the afternoon, but, except from two narratives (P. 401 and P. 404),
there are no indications of how far in the past, or when exactly, the story took place; something
that resembles the male narratives in the same-gender task.

(10) P. 404: Huépa tpitn 3 Avyodotov Cexivioo éva taliol oe o véo kar dyvwotn woin yia
Epevva gpYaciag.

‘It was Tuesday 3" August, | started a journey in a new and foreign city to find job.’

Furthermore, the female participants, even though they mainly narrate the exact same story,
tend to change the time of the day — from ‘peonuépt’ (noon) in the same-gender task to ‘pa
uépa’ (one day) in the opposite-gender task (P. 407) — or the day the event happened — from
‘Xapparo’ (Saturday) in the same-gender task to ‘Tpitn’ (Tuesday) in the opposite-gender task
(P. 404). The male participants, on the other hand tend to keep the exact same time frame in
both stories; only in two cases (P. 105 and P. 303), they change a general ‘o pépa’ (one day)

to a more specific “x0ec’ (yesterday) as the when of the story.

4.3 The male and female protagonists

Even though the picture-story is a black-and-white sketch, it gives some aspects of the
protagonists’ appearance or even their mood. The body posture of the male protagonist, the
outfit of the female protagonist or the glasses he wears, his face expressions and him being the
one suffering the accident might have indeed influenced his presentation in the participants’
narratives. However, his or her thoughts, his background, and the way the female protagonist
thinks of him is something that the participants construct themselves from what they imagine,
making it easier to argue that, even if the picture-story provides some elements, the
representation of the male and the female protagonists is solely the participants’ choice.

The different adjectives and characterizations that the participants use to describe the two
protagonists are presented in the eight word clouds (Figure 3 to Figure 10) that are included in
sections 4.3.1 and 4.3.2 and they depict the frequency of the words in the participants texts. The
bigger the word appears in the word cloud the more frequent the word is in the participants
texts, something that makes the comparison of the descriptions of the protagonists between
male and female participants more visible.
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4.3.1 Same-gender task

To begin with setting again as a starting point, where the information — in their biggest part —
regarding the characteristics and identity of the two protagonists are presented, analyses showed
that both male and female participants used a variety of characterization in the form of
adjectives, that appear in the narratives repeatedly. More specifically when it comes to the
narratives that male participants produced by narrating the story as the male protagonist, he
appears to be a bit under the weather, troubled or anxious, mostly lost in his own thoughts when,
out of the blue, his mood changes in the presence of the women down the street.

Adjectives like ‘mpoPAnuoticpévog’  (troubled), ‘apmpnuévoc’  (absent-minded),
‘amoppoenuévog’ (lost in thought), ‘pwoévog’ (alone), ‘okemtikdg’ (skeptical), ‘kokoOKeEPOG’
(moody) or ‘amoyontevpuévog/amedmiopévog’ (disappointed) are only a few of the adjectives that
the male participants use, when describing how the male protagonist feels (Figure 3). However,
everything changes when the ‘6popon’ (beautiful), ‘poywxn’ (magical) and ‘evtvnooiokn’
(impressive) woman appears on the other side of the street. The male protagonist then, ends up
‘Bapnopévog’ (dazzled) and ‘payvnriocpévog’ (magnetized) by her aura that causes his accident;
an accident that leaves him ‘vtpomiacuévo’ (ashamed) at first, but ‘yapovpevo’ (happy) and in

some cases ‘epwtevpévo’ (in love) when she takes care of him (Figure 3).
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Figure 3: Male protagonist’s description in male participants’ narratives

Regarding the female protagonist through the male protagonist’s eyes (Figure 4), she is the
most beautiful woman he has ever seen, she is ‘exBopfwtikry’ (Stunning) and she has
‘exppaoTikd patio” (expressive eyes). Starting from her appearance she is described mostly as

tall, blond, with light skin and blue or green eyes, a beautiful smile and stylish:

(11) P. 108: Xtéketan omévavti aTov Opouo Ko TV TOPOTHPM UE TNV GKPH TOL UoTioD [ov. [...]

Kobawg eiuaoray oe amdaraocny ovorvons uaysbouol axo v ouopeia tel.] Zovla ayovpa
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HoAAa, exiemToouévo vrooiuo, eCoupetika yololompaoivo, udtio. To Eyw yaoel ki Eywm
UEIVEL GVavdOG.

‘She stands on the other side of the road and | am observing her with the corner of my
eye. [...] As we were in breathing distance I am amazed by her beauty[.] Blond curly hair,

sophisticated look, amazing blue-green eyes. | am lost and speechless.’

The description above is a representative example of how the female protagonist is described
in narratives produced by male participants. Later on, when she tries to make him feel better or
recover his senses she is described as ‘cuumovetikn’ (compassionate), ‘ayyehkn’ (angelic) and

‘evyevikn’ (kind).
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Figure 4: Female protagonist’s description in male participants’ narratives

Nine of the participants add another element in her identity and mention her name: it is Maria
(P. 103, P. 108 and P. 114), Eleni (P. 312 and P. 313), Anna (P. 305), Suzi (P. 105), Sofia (P.
109) or Christiana (P. 301). Two of the participants even mention the male participants name,
when he introduces himself to the female protagonist; with that being Yiorgos (P. 301) or Alexis
(P. 109). Maria, Eleni and Yiorgos are the most common names in Greece'®, but the names
Sofia and Alexis (P. 109) can be identified — due to the dialogue the protagonists have — with
the names of protagonists in a Greek Movie?® from the 1980’s.

Furthermore, when it comes to the initiating event even though the majority addresses it
as a careless accident, there are three participants (P. 105, P. 106 and P. 108) that present it as
something the male protagonist planned and acted out in order to get the female protagonist’s
attention. This shows that on those instances the male protagonist can be characterized as crafty

or sneaky, as he intentionally caused the accident and pretended he was not feeling good.

19 According to the Greek Statistic Agency (ELSTAT) with data from the last population census in 2011.
20 1t is the movie “Kopukalt ayémn pov” (1983), directed by Yiannis Dalianidis.
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(12) P. 105: To Géazpo ciye emtvyia. Kaiog nBomoiog va gioar kar yivovror Govuora.

‘My acting was successful. Being a good actor, works wonders.”

Moving on to the narratives produced by the female participants when they were asked to take
the perspective of the female protagonist, the representation and characterization of the

protagonists is similar in some aspects to those of the male participants, but implemented.
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Figure 5: Male protagonist’s description in female participants’ narratives

The male protagonist (Figure 5) is again characterized as ‘amoppoepnuévog’ (lost in thought),
‘TpoPAnuatiopévoc’ (troubled) or ‘okemtikdg’ (skeptical), ‘ampdoextog’ (clumsy) but the
female protagonist sees him also, as ‘6popeo’ (handsome), ‘yAvkd’ (cute), ‘“yontevtikd’
(charming) and even “yapoyeioaotd’ (smiling). This shows that maybe the female participants
interpret his figure in the picture-story, not as somebody who is sad or disappointed, but instead
as introvert or shy.

They focus a lot on his gaze, and it is characterized as ‘emipovo’ (persistent), ‘TpopoKTiKod’
(scary) or ‘mepiepyo’ (weird) when he looks at the female protagonist. The male protagonist
stares and in some cases leads to the female protagonist feeling uncomfortable (P. 405). Two
of the participants mention that he is middle-aged (P. 205 and P. 412) and only one of the

participants (P. 406) describes his appearance:

(13) P. 406: NoJ,] ac movue avtog o avopog, eva eivar moAD wPaiog, POIVETAL GOV VO, TOV
amac 000V TolAd TpdfyJuata... alld. eivor ToAd wpaiog. Yniog, appevwmos, e exionuo
aTVA, APOD POPAEL KOVOTOVUL KOl KATOPVTIVO, KOAY, POIVETOL VO UTOPEL Vo GTHPIYTEL OTO

o010, TO.
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‘Here, this man for example, even though he is very handsome, he seems like he has a lot
of stuff on his mind... but he is really handsome. Tall, masculine, with formal style, as

he is wearing a suit and a nice trench coat, he seems like he is financially independent.’

That is a difference from the male participants’ narratives, where the description of how the
female protagonist looks like was mainly on her external characteristics, while when they get
to know each other the female participants’ narratives include characterization like
‘KoAiepynuévoc’ (sophisticated), ‘evolopépwv (intriguing) or ‘pe yovpop’ (humorous)
presenting information in regards to who he is as a person (Figure 5).
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Figure 6: Female protagonist’s description in female participants’ narratives

In addition, when it comes to the female protagonist in the narratives produced by the female
participants (Figure 6), she is not interested in the male protagonist at first, she is most of the
times ‘adiapopn’ (indifferent) or ‘cactiocuévn’ (dazed), she might have noticed his gaze on her,
but she feels mostly awkward and only rushes to help him because she is ‘tpopoxpatnuévn’
(terrified) and mavikopAint (in panic), even feeling guilty that she is the reason behind his
accident. In six of the female participants’ narratives, when she spends a few minutes helping
him, she asks for his name and it is: Dimitris (P. 201), Yiorgos (P. 207), Manos (P.208), Steven
(P. 211), Andreas (P. 212) or Michalis (P. 402).

4.3.2 Opposite-gender task
Now, in regard to the two protagonists and their representation in the opposite-gender task, the
analysis revealed a variety of characterizations for both protagonists in the narratives the

participants produced.

44



To begin with the male protagonist, as he is presented in narratives produced by females as if
they were the male protagonist of the story, the main focus is on his thoughts and mood. He
thinks of himself as a failure, he has just lost his job, one he thought he was good at, and he
blames it on the general economic crisis. He walks around ‘mpopAnpotiopévog’ (troubled),
‘kovpacpévoc’ (tired) and ‘vtpomacuévog’ (ashamed). The male protagonist (Figure 7) has lost
his hope until he notices the female protagonist across the street, and, just like that, he is not

‘uoévoc’ (alone) anymore.
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Figure 7: Description of the male protagonist in female participants’ narratives

The female protagonist (Figure 8) has a positive aura that captivates him, and he looks at her
‘amocPormuévog’ (stunned). She is ‘opopen’ (beautiful), ‘yapoyeraotr’ (smiling), “yAvkud’
(sweet), and “yaprtopévn’ (charming).
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Figure 8: Description of the female protagonist in female participants’ narratives

Her beautiful smile and her sophisticated appearance, her blond hair and her bright eyes are
only a few of the characterizations regarding the female protagonist’s appearance that reoccur

in the narratives produced by the female participants. It is how she looks that takes the most
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part of the description, something that is quite similar to the narrative produced by male
participants in the same-gender task — but not to the female participants’ narratives.

When the female protagonist comes to rescue him after his accident (in the attempt part
of the narrative), she becomes the one, his guardian angel on earth. Furthermore, in the female
participants’ narratives, after the two protagonists have a first interaction, they continue their
narrative by describing her character. She is ‘eviapépovca’ (interesting), ‘Ceoty’ (warm/
heartwarming) and ‘xaAr’ (kind). Ten of the participants give her a name: Maria (P. 207, P.
208, P. 402 and P. 403), Dora (P. 211), Aggeliki (P. 401), Persa (P. 404) or Kassandra (P. 410).

(14) P. 202: TTapdro mov dev v yvdpilo obte mévie Aentd Evimbo TO60 olkela péso otV
AYKOALYL TNG, LLE TO VILEPOYO YOUUOYEAD TNG, NTAV O PUAAKAS AyYELOG Lov!
‘Despite the fact that I didn’t know her more than five minutes, | felt so cozily in her

arms, with that gorgeous smile of hers, she was my guardian angel!”

An aspect that was not described in the female participants’ narratives at all, in the same-gender
task, but it is present in five of the narratives here in the opposite-gender task, is that of the
whole initiating event being a trick on behalf of the male protagonist. He either plans the whole
thing to catch her attention (P. 402 and P. 414) or just takes advantage of the situation to get to
know her pretending to be hurt, while they wait for the ambulance (P. 206, P. 208 and P. 401).
This aspect is present, though, in the male participants’ narratives in the same-gender task,
indicating that when the female participants are asked to narrate from the male protagonist’s
perspective their narratives resemble the narratives produced by male participants from the male
protagonist’s perspective.

Moving on to the narratives produced by male participants in the opposite-gender task,
where they were asked to take the female protagonist’s perspective, they describe the male
protagonist as a stranger that caught the female protagonist’s attention, but his gaze, even
though persistent, is not received as threatening from the female protagonist. He is
‘yontevtikog’ (charming) and ‘ehkvotikdg’ (attractive), but he seems ‘mpopAinpoaticpévog’
(troubled) or ‘oxemtikog’ (pensive) at the same time (Figure 9). He also seems ‘povayukoc’
(lonely), but a smile appears on his face as soon as he sees the female protagonist across the
street.
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Figure 9: Description of the male protagonist in male participants’ narratives

There are not many narratives describing his appearance — only four, in fact — but when they

do, he is well-dressed and has brown hair, he wears glasses, and he is tall.

(15) P. 304: Orav wépaca amévavi, €ida Evay Gvipo. Ue LOKPLG UOAALG, UEYAIN udTH Kol éva
KAoo1Ko (evyapl Yoodid 0 0moI0g UE KOITOVTE ETIUOVA.
‘When | crossed the street, | saw a man with long hair, big nose and a classic pair of

glasses, who was staring at me.’

(16) P.312: Hrav o wnlog pe to yAvko Ipoommo Kal 10, Y0OAGKLA, TOD UE KEPPWOE e TO SAEUUOL.
‘He was the tall one with the sweet face and the glasses, who stared me down.’

Regarding the female protagonist (Figure 10), the male participants’ narratives include very
little information about her appearance or how she was feeling before the initiating event. She
is in a hurry to meet friends, run some errands, or go home after a tiring day, when, on her way

there, the weirdest thing happens, and she has to “rescue” the male protagonist.
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Figure 10: Description of the female protagonist in male participants’ narratives
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However, there is much information on how she was feeling after the male protagonist’s
accident. The moment she realizes that he had an accident, she gets anxious and scared and she
is ‘aviouyn’ (worried) and “‘évtpoun’ (terrified) of what might happen to him if the help is not
there soon enough. She tries the best she can to be ‘BonOntikn’ (helpful) and ‘yapoyelooty’
(smiling), but she feels ‘avaxovpiouévn’ (relieved) only when she makes sure that he is better.
The female protagonist feels also ‘kolaxsvopuévn’ (flattered), when the male protagonist shows

an interest in her and proposes a dinner or a coffee the same day or the next.

4.4 The ending

As the ending in the picture-story of the pilot study was not neutral, but influenced for a happy
ending between the two protagonists, the thesis picture-story left the story with an open ending,
and the question What happened next? — giving the participants the freedom to end the story

however they wanted.

4.4.1 Same-gender task

Firstly, the ending in male participants’ narratives was in general a positive one. The two
protagonists ended up falling in love or married with kids in half of the narratives, while in the
rest they ended up being good friends. There were only three narratives (P. 111, P. 303 and P.
312) where the protagonists remained strangers, thus the male protagonist had the intention to
meet her again, but not the means:

(17) P.111: H povtiva pov éxer emotpéyet [ ...] kai ava S100THHOTO GKEYTOUAL QVTH TV WPOia
KUPIO, KO TETAYOUOL VO, TGP TOLYOPO UNTOS THY COVOTETOX M.
‘I am back in my routine [...] and every now and then I think of that beautiful lady and |

go out to buy some cigarettes just in case | meet her again.’

Secondly, the ending in female participants’ narratives was either positive or neutral. Even
though narratives end with the two protagonists getting to know each other better, in their
majority they end up being friends or married, and in five of them (P. 203, P. 212, P. 405, P.
410 and P. 412) the ending is neutral. In these narratives the female protagonist, after helping
the male protagonist, receives his gratitude and goes on with her day and her life without
meeting him again or feeling the need to do so.
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(18) P. 203: [K]az apod feforcdOnra ot1 v TéAel 0 KvpLODANG dev glye vTOOTEL KGTOL0 GOLOPO
TPODUATIOUO TOD EVYNONKO. TEPOOTIKG. KOL GOVEYLTO. TOV IPOLLO OV VIO, TO OTEKL UAS EYOVTOS
féPara po wepiméteia vo ommynbam oty mopéa. wov.

‘And after | was assured that ultimately the man hadn’t suffered a severe trauma, I wished
him well and continued on my way to the place | hung out with my friends, with a new

adventure to narrate to them.’

The ending, both in the male and the female participants narratives, is not a big part of their
texts, but they use one or two sentences that bring a closure to the storyline, and to the two

protagonists relation at that point in time or to this day — i.e., the day they did the narration.

4.4.2 Opposite-gender task

As the participants had the freedom to give their own ending in the story and there was no
limitation in keeping the same ending in both the narratives they produced, many of the
participants end their two narratives differently.

To begin with the male participants’ narratives, when they were asked to narrate the story
from the female protagonist’s perspective, the ending remained positive, and in most of the
cases the exact same. The two protagonists end up friends, in love, or people that just met each
other once. There are, however, three narratives (P. 114, P. 307 P. 308) where the two
protagonists ended up married, but in one of them there is a twist. In one of the narratives (P.
307) they ended up being married with kids, but she is now a widow and moved on with

someone else:

(19) P. 307: Tehika eme1on dev fuovy €ym o0 Adyog Tov yTOINoE 0TO GTOAO GLAG 11 oTpafoudpa
70V, U0 UEPA. KOOGS 00NyoDaE JeV El0E KOAG, ExaTe TOV EAEYYO TOV AVTOKIVIITOV KO EQPUYE
aro o atpogn. Tapa eiuon 2 ypovio ynpa kai Eyxw Cavagtialer Ty (o wov.
‘Ultimately, as | wasn’t the reason why he bunked his head on the pole, but his poor sight,
one day while he was driving he didn’t see well, he lost control of the car and went off

the road on a curve. | am a widow for 2 years now and | have moved on with my life.’
The ending in the female participants’ narratives, is, again, mostly positive or neutral, as in the

same-gender task, but there are also two narratives where the ending is somehow negative (P.
410 and P. 412).
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(20) P. 410: Orav &omvnoo, kota tic 12 to peonuépt, to povo mov vIHpye OImAG oL HTAVY EVa
onueiouo mov ypope «Avotoyws mpemel va. poyw. Edyouar va gicor kald kot kamoio
otryun iowg CavaovvovinBovue. va youoyeras. Kaooavopoy. Amo tote dev v Cavaeioa.
‘When | woke up, around 12 at noon, the only [thing] | found next to me was the following
note: “Unfortunately I must leave. | wish you are well and maybe we will meet again

sometime. [Remember] to smile. Kassandra”. Since then, I have never seen her again.’

Seven of the female participants change the ending of their narrative from a specific relationship
status between the two protagonists to a more open one — i.e., from ‘mavtpepévor’ (married) to
a neutral ‘yvwotoi’ (acquaintance). However, there are no fundamental differences in the
endings of the two texts of the female participants in content or length. The male participants’
narrative ending in this opposite-gender task, though, is quite longer than the same-gender task,
and in some cases it is even half of the text (P. 105 and P. 310).

4.5 The structure of the narrative text

According to Stein’s (1982) influential scheme of a story's prototypical structure, all narratives
consist of six constituents: setting, initiating event, response or reaction to the event, attempt,
consequence(s), and reaction to the consequences (see section 3.5). However, that does not
necessarily mean that all the narratives constructed by the participants followed this structure.

Table 2: Constituents in male participants’ narratives

Setting Initiating event Response Attempt Consequence Reaction Ending
Participant | Task 1| Task 2| Task 1| Task 2| Task 1| Task 2| Task 1| Task 2| Task 1| Task 2| Task 1| Task 2| Task 1| Task 2
101 + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
102 + + + + + + + - + + + - + +
103 + + + + + + - + + + + - + +
104 + + + + + + + + + + - + + +
105 + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
106 + + + + + + + + + + - - + +
108 + + + + + + + + + + - + + +
109 + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
111 + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
112 + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
113 + + + + + + + + + + - - + +
114 + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
301 + + + + + + + + + + - + + +
302 + + + + + + + + + + - + + +
303 + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
304 + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
305 + + + + + + - + + + + + + +
307 + + + + + + + + - - - - + +
308 + + + + + + + + + + + - + +
309 + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
310 + + + + + - + + + + + + + +
311 + + + + + + + + + + + - + +
312 + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
313 + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
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Firstly, in narratives produced by male participants (see Table 2), the constituents setting, and
initiating event are always parts of the structure, and only one narrative is missing the response
to the event (P. 310) in the same-gender perspective. Regarding the attempt, it is missing from
three narratives, two of which in the opposite-gender perspective (P. 102 and P. 305), and one
in the same-gender perspective (P. 103). Only one participant (P. 307) left consequence out of
both his narratives, while the reaction to the consequence(s) is the constituent that was omitted
in half the narratives produced by the male participants; both in the same-gender perspective
(P. 106, P. 108, P. 113, P. 307, P. 308 and P. 311) and in the opposite-gender perspective (P.
102, P. 103, P. 106, P. 113, P. 301, P. 302 and P. 307).

Table 3: Constituents in female participants’ narratives

Setting Initiating event Response Attempt Consequence Reaction Ending
Participant) Task1 | Task2 | Task1 | Task2 | Task1 | Task2 | Task1 | Task2 | Taskl | Task2 | Task1l | Task2 | Taskl | Task2
201 + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
202 + + + + + + + + - + + +
203 + + + + + + - + + + - + + +
204 + + + + + + - + + + + + + +
205 + + + + + + - + + - - - + +
206 + + + + + + - + + + + + + +
207 + + + + + - + + + + + + + +
208 + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
209 + + + + + + + + + + + - + +
211 + + + + + + - + + - + + + +
212 + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
213 + + + + + + + + + + + - + +
401 + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
402 + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
403 + + + + + + + + - - - - + +
404 + + + + + + + + + + - - + +
405 + + + + + + + + + + - - + +
406 + + + + + + - + + + + - + +
407 + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
410 + + + + + + - - + + + - + +
411 + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
412 + + + + + + + + + + - - + +
413 + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
414 + + + + + + + + + + + +

Secondly, in narratives produced by female participants (see Table 3), the constituents setting
and initiating event are, again, always integral parts of the narratives’ structure, but there are
three narratives that are missing the response to the event in the opposite-gender perspective
(P. 202, P. 207 and P. 405). Regarding attempt, there are six narratives where the constituent is
omitted in the same-gender perspective (P. 203, P. 204, P. 205, P. 206, P. 211 and P. 410), and
in two narratives in the opposite-gender perspective (P. 406 and P. 410).

Moreover, two participants (P. 202 and P. 403) left consequence out of both their
narratives, and two of their opposite-gender perspective narratives (P. 205 and P. 211). The

reaction to the consequence(s) is missing in more than half of the narratives produced by the
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female participants, either in both perspectives (P. 205, P. 209, P. 213, P. 403, P. 404, P. 405,
P. 412 and P. 414) or only in the same-gender perspective (P. 202, P. 203, P. 406 and P. 410).

Last but not least, even though ending is not a constituent according to Stein’s model, it
was an important part of the narratives the participants were asked to produce, and it was
included in all narrative texts produced by male and female participants, regardless the gender
perspective. In general, both male and female participants seem to keep the same constituents

independently of the gender perspective.

4.6 Text length

To begin with, as the participants were not limited regarding the number of words they were
supposed to produce, but only had a time limit of 20 minutes for each of their texts, the number
of words they produced varies. The male participants produced texts with a text length between
141 and 538 words (mean: 289; median: 271), while the female participants’ texts have a range
between 113 and 597 words (mean: 243; median: 222).
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Number of words

o

0
0 10 20 30 40 50 60
—@— Male participants

Female participants

Figure 11: Mean words per participant distribution graph

The distribution graph (Figure 11) shows how the 48 participants are distributed regarding the
length of their texts and, even though there are some texts that are significantly longer than
others, the mean is 289 words (SD: 100.1) for the narrative texts produced by male participants
and 243 words (SD: 96.9) for the narrative texts produced by female participants (for the exact

number of words per participants, see Appendix G).
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Table 4: Mean words per task and gender

Task 1 Task 2
Task
Male Participants Female Participants Male Participants Female Participants
Same gender 284 190 303 261
Opposite gender 294 299 274 221
Total average 289 245 289 241

The average amount of words per task and gender can be seen in Table 4, which shows that on

an average both male and female participants produced longer texts when they were asked to

narrate the story from the perspective of the opposite gender protagonist as Task 1. Regarding

the number of words the participants used per constituent, Table 5 shows that on an average

setting and initiating event constitute the largest part of the text.

Table 5: Mean words per narrative text’s constituent, group and task

Male Participants

Female participants

Group A Group C Group B Group D
Same- | Opposite | Opposite | Same- Same- | Opposite | Opposite | Same-
Constituent gender -gender | -gender gender gender -gender | -gender gender
task task task task task task task task
Setting 100.75 82.25 95.25 103.33 60.08 80.92 106.75 99.50
g‘/i:nat“”g 2083 | 2558 | 2908 | 3308 | 2067 | 2425 | 3800 | 2250
Response 18.00 18.25 20.67 14.67 26.17 13.67 16.67 20.17
Attempt 22.08 36.42 37.25 34.25 17.25 30.92 32.17 33.25
Consequence 22.25 19.42 11.67 16.25 13.83 10.58 12.67 15.33
Reaction 12.17 9.00 11.17 15.17 7.75 12.83 6.00 6.83
Ending 76.75 79.58 89.33 87.67 44.58 47.00 89.83 63.08

In addition, as the design allows a within-subjects comparison, the following graphs (Figure 12

and Figure 13) demonstrate the difference between participants narrative in Task 1 and

participants narrative in Task 2 according to gender perspective.
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Figure 12: Male participants’ text length starting with Figure 13: Female participants’ text length starting with

the same-gender task

Moving on to the groups starting with the opposite-gender perspective as Task 1 and same-
gender perspective as Task 2, the analysis revealed that the male participants, starting from the
perspective of the female protagonist, produced shorter texts in Task 1 than in Task 2. The

female participants, on the other hand, starting from the male protagonist’s perspective

the same-gender task

produced longer texts in Task 1 and shorter texts in Task 2.
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Figure 14: Male participants’ text length starting with Figure 15: Female participants’ text length starting with

the opposite-gender task

The analysis of variance (ANOVA) revealed that the difference between male and female
participants in numbers of words was nonsignificant (F (1,46) = 2.793, p = 0.101). The boxplot

(Figure 16) shows a comparison between the genders (male or female) and the tasks (different

or same gender perspective).

the opposite-gender task
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4.7 Lexical density

T
male.different

T
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interaction(Sex, samegender)
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male.same

Regarding the lexical density of the narratives, the percentage of content words in the texts

produced by female participants varied between 40.23% and 61.02% (mean: 48.61%; median:

48.57%) and in the texts produced by male participants between 39.51% and 60.34% (mean:
49.46%; median: 49.31%).

Table 6: Mean content words (%) per task and gender

Task 1 Task 2
Task Male Participants | Female Participants | Male Participants Female Participants
Same gender 50.45% 50.77% 48.05% 48.86%
Opposite gender 49.68% 47.12% 49.65% 47.65%
Total average 50.06% 48.95% 48.85% 48.26%

The Table 6 above also shows that both male and female participants produced texts with more

content words — i.e., texts with higher information packaging — in Task 1, when they were asked

to narrate the story from the perspective of the same-gender protagonist. Overall, the content

words occupied nearly 50% of each narrative, regardless the participants perspective.
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Figure 17: Number of content words boxplot

The amount of content words in narratives produced by male participants (mean: 210) was
significantly higher than that in narratives produced by female participants (mean: 176), as can
be seen in Figure 17, which shows a comparison between the genders (male or female) and the
tasks (different or same gender perspective). The analysis of variance (ANOVA) revealed that
the difference between male and female participants in numbers of content words was
significant (F (1,46) = 4.916, p = 0.031).

4.8 Lexical diversity

In addition, regarding lexical diversity, the analysis revealed that the lexical variation in female
participants’ texts was slightly lower than the lexical variation in male participants’ texts
(Figure 18), as the D value (the measure for diversity) was on average 119.63 for females and
123.78 for males. The analysis of variance (ANOVA) revealed that the difference between male
and female participants regarding the D value was nonsignificant (F (1,46) = 0.457, p = 0.502).

The amount of different words (Figure 19) in narratives produced by male participants
(mean:181) was significantly higher than that in narratives produced by female participants
(mean: 155). Thus, the difference between male and female participants in number of different
words was marginally significant (F (1,46) = 3.619, p = 0.063).
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Since the data were not thoroughly edited for spelling mistakes and the correct place of the

Greek intonation mark (") the program might have misread same words as different (as it is not

able to detect the morphology of Greek language). Thus, the number of different Greek words

is likely lower than the numbers show, but this is probably equally distributed between the

participants.

4.9 Time spent on tasks

Regarding the time participants spent on the two tasks, female participants spent on an average
18:36 min (SD: 04:08 min) and male participants 18:50 min (SD: 04:32 min) on each task.

Table 7: Time spent (min) on tasks per task and gender

Task 1 Task 2
Task Male Participants | Female Participants Male Participants Female Participants
Same gender 19:42 18:00 18:09 17:53
Opposite gender 20:35 21:33 16:54 16:57
Total average 20:09 19:46 17:32 17:25

More specifically, as Table 7 shows, on an average both male and female participants spent

more time on constructing their first narrative in Task 1 than in Task 2 — regardless, the gender

perspective they were asked to take.
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However, the analysis of variance (ANOVA) revealed that the difference between male and
female participants in time spent on the task was nonsignificant (F (1,46) = 0.681, p = 0.414).
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Chapter 5 Discussion

The aim of this study was to investigate if and how one’s gender influences the way they narrate
the exact same picture-story (see Appendix B), attribute features and characteristics to the
protagonists and structure their narrative with a two-task project design (a same-gender
perspective task and an opposite-gender perspective task). More specifically, the objective of
this study was to answer three research questions:

RQ1: What is the relation between the narrator's own gender and the specific choices (e.g.
regarding structure, description of the protagonists, text length and text quality) he/she
makes in the creation of a written narrative?

RQ2: What are the similarities and/or differences between narratives (elicited using the same
wordless picture-story) produced by males and females?

RQ3: How do people change their discourse in the narrative if they are asked to narrate the

same story from a 1% person perspective as the protagonist of the opposite gender?

Regarding RQ1, the analysis revealed that the narrators’ own gender does not necessarily affect
their narrative texts. Despite the fact that the plot was provided by the picture-story (see
Appendix B), the participants were able to freely construct their narratives and attribute
characteristics to the protagonists — regardless of the gender perspective they had. In the Results
(Chapter 4) this was shown both through the similar structure the participants applied in both
their texts (see section 4.5), and through their ability to tell the story effectively from both
protagonists’ perspective without facing any difficulties. It was mainly the stereotypical
representations of genders in Greek society that influenced the creation and description of the
male and female protagonists in the narratives, and not narrators’ own gender. This was
illustrated by attributing the role of the breadwinner to the male protagonist and the role of the
housewife to the female protagonist (see section 4.3). In that sense, the participants overall
seemed to have followed a specific schema, or script, regarding the story’s structure and the
protagonists’ identities, which is strongly related to the story-schema theories, the storage and
use of previous experiences, and topic-related knowledge in people’s brains (De Fina &
Georgakopoulou 2011).

There are, however, similarities and differences between the narratives in terms of
content, structure, length, time spent on tasks and quality, that lead to the answer of RQ2. To

begin with, the narratives’ where was exactly what was given by the picture-story — a street in
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a city — but the exact city or country was introduced by the participants as well as the cause
behind the protagonists’ presence there. Taking into consideration that nearly all of the
recordings took place in Athens (where the participants reside), the use of their own city as the
city of the story seemed logical, however there were some male participants that placed it in a
country abroad (see section 4.2). The when of the story, although vague or even unspecified in
the male participants’ narratives, was placed in the past — recent or distant — while in the female
participants’ narratives specific days of the week were often used. However, for both males and
females, the story in most cases took place in the daylight, even though the picture-story is in
black and white with no indications regarding the time of the day. These similarities confirm
previous research that people tend to use the same (stereo)typical scripts, schemas and frames
in order to fulfill the expectations they have about the internal structure of stories — something
that is again connected to previous knowledge and the inferences people make to past
experiences according to the story-schema approach (Mandler & Johnson 1977).

The fact that the participants introduced the setting together with the reasons behind the
protagonist’s presence on that street, initiated the creation of the protagonists’ identities. The
male protagonist was usually related to a working environment, as he was mostly on his way to
or from work and hardly ever on his way to a social gathering. The female protagonist, on the
other hand, was rarely related to a working environment, and she was often on her way to run
some errands or meet friends. This did not come as a surprise, as the pilot study’s results (see
section 2.5.2) also revealed the same pattern: the male protagonist was associated with a
professional identity, while the female protagonist was not (Kokkali 2018). This pattern can be
associated to Rosch and Mervis (1975) “prototypes” and in this case the general model of how
a man’s life should look like versus how a woman’s life should look like. Thus, even though
the participants had no information on who the protagonists were or where they were going,
both groups had a similar prototype in their minds on how the story would be unfold — a set of
stereotypical characteristics of a man’s and a woman’s narrative.

In general, the descriptions of the protagonists in the narratives presented the male
protagonist as a seemingly lonely, disappointed, and kind of sad person in his regular route to/
from work. When suddenly his day — in some cases even his whole life — changed because of
the female protagonist’s appearance and the accident he suffered, but survived, thanks to the
female protagonist’s caring character and attempts. She, on the other hand, was a desirable,
social person, that takes care of herself and the house, and cares even for the safety of strangers
— the male protagonist’s safety in this case. The female protagonist’s appearance was perfect —

and in some cases somehow familiar — and made the male protagonist lose his breath, or even
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pretend that he was hurt in order to get to know her. The representation of the two protagonists
—and ultimately the representation of the two genders — by the participants seems to agree with
what Karamesini & Simeonaki’s (2016) study discusses concerning Greek society: men are
expected to be hard-working and rarely involved to household related issues, for which women
are responsible regardless of having to work or not (Karamesini & Simeonaki 2016).

Although, according to Yiota (2009) women’s priority is expected to be to create a family
and have children, the ending in the female participants’ narratives was not towards that
direction. Interestingly, in narratives produced by male participants it seemed as if the male
participants to a greater extent strived to fulfill that expectation in their narratives by giving a
“happily ever after” ending for the two protagonists. The idea of the “happy ending” and the
overall stereotypical representation of the two genders agrees to a great extend to what
literature, social media, and television promotes by creating specific expectations and
maintaining a gender ideology (see Talbot 2003).

Something that was always a part of the protagonists’ interaction in the pilot study
(Kokkali 2018), but is totally absent from this study’s narratives, was the eye contact that
initiated their interaction. In the pilot it was a clear description of the male protagonist’s gaze
towards the female protagonist (i.e. he had initiated the interaction) for male participants, and
a simultaneous stare at each other’s eyes for female participants, but those descriptions cannot
be found in this study’s results. That difference can potentially be justified by the different age
gap in the two studies® between male and female participants. The fact that the two groups
were close in age in this study entails that the participants views regarding male-female
interactions were similar —and in a way more modern — indicating that the male dominance and
female subordination model that Talbot (2003) blames gender stereotypes for starts to fade.
Thus, in the view of the participants of the study it is not men that make the first move, or take
the initiative, but it is more of a two-way interaction.

Moving on to similarities and differences in the structure of the narrative texts, both male
and female participants’ texts followed Stein’s (1982) influential scheme, and the constituent
reaction was the one that was sometimes omitted in their narratives. The difference between
male and female participants was that females quite frequently omitted attempt in the same-
gender task (see Table 3), which is surprising considering that it was the female protagonist
(i.e. them) that took action to call for an ambulance and help the male protagonist to regain his

senses. However, the absence of attempt — and in most cases reaction — did not affect the

21 In the pilot study (Kokkali 2018) the age range was between 21 and 29 years (mean: 22.7 for females, 27.7 for
males) while here it was between 20 and 26 years (mean: 22.6 for females , 23.3 for males).
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cohesion of their texts, as they maintained the basic elements of the story-grammar rules (see
Thorndyke 1977) by presenting in sequential order a setting, a theme, a plot and a resolution.

In terms of text length, there was not a significant difference between males and females’
texts, as they used on an average the same amount of words. In addition, regarding the tasks,
both male and female participants produced longer texts in Task 1, when they started with the
opposite-gender perspective (see Table 4). However, female participants produced on an
average longer texts when they narrated the story from the male protagonist’s perspective
(regardless the order of the tasks), something that can be interpreted in two ways. Firstly, as
women, according to Pavlidou (2006), have the ability to adapt easier than males to settings
and situations from a very young age, it would explain why it was easier for them to produce
longer texts, but not why their texts in the same-gender perspective were shorter. Another
explanation would be that, despite the fact that the picture-story was arranged in a way so as
for the two protagonists to have equal presence, a big part of the plot was still built upon the
male protagonist and his accident. That could potentially influence the text length and lead to
longer narratives from the male protagonist’s perspective, regardless of the narrators’ own
gender.

In regard to the quality of the texts, the measures of lexical density and lexical diversity
revealed that there was a significant difference between male and female participants in terms
of content words and different words, respectively. Male participants produced on an average
texts with both higher percentages of content words and different words. However, both male
and female participants produced texts with higher information packaging (see section 4.7)
when they narrated the story from the perspective of the protagonist of the same gender as
theirs. Even though the results based on the statistical analysis can be characterized as
significant (see sections 4.7 and 4.8), it is important to note that CLAN cannot detect Greek
language’s morphology, therefore words with no intonation mark or misspelled words were
detected as different — or as content words instead of function words. Of course, the editing of
the data for any kind of error would have solved this problem, but it was decided to not interfere
with the actual data. As a result, the outcome of those measurements cannot be considered as
verified.

Last but not least, regarding the time the participants spent on the tasks, the results
indicate that there was no significant difference in time required for the participants to complete
their narrative. Given that the participants had a time limit of 20 minutes in order to produce a
complete narrative in each task, all participants required on an average more time while

producing their first text than their second. That can be justified due to the use of the same
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picture-story, which was already familiar to the participants and possibly make it easier for
them to construct the second narrative as they already knew the plot.

Regarding RQ3, and therefore the task where the participants were asked to narrate the
story from the perspective of the protagonist of the opposite gender of theirs, the results indicate
that the participants in their majority change their discourse according to the gender perspective
they are assigned. As a result, there ware differences between the two texts each participant
produced, as well as some similarities. Given that there were no indications that the order the
participants performed the tasks influenced their discourse, the analysis was focused on the
opposite-gender task as a whole. The male participants changed their discourse regarding the
reasons behind the female protagonist’s presence on the street, and stated that she was on her
way to meet friends or do some shopping. In addition, the male participants changed the when
of the story from a vague past on their same-gender task to a more specific one, by mentioning
an exact day of the week, but kept the same city the event took place in both their texts. The
female participants, on the other hand, when they took the male protagonist’s perspective,
became more specific regarding the city they were at, but vaguer in the timeframe of the story
in comparison to their first narrative. They also associated the male protagonist to a working
place, and even included some aspects of the economic crisis in Greece, by mentioning that that
was the day he lost his job and become unemployed.

Those changes, and the representation of the two protagonists on behalf of the
participants, revealed that the female participants’ texts in the opposite-gender task were similar
in terms of discourse to those produced in the same-gender task by the male participants and
vice versa. It was mainly the content, and not the structure, that differed between the
perspectives the participants were asked to take. Thus, the Stein (1982) scheme served the
purpose of controlling for where the differences lay. One last thing that can be said regarding
differences and similarities between male and females regarding the order of the tasks and the
time spent on the tasks, is that males produced on an average longer texts than females
regardless of the task, while females’ shortest texts were those they produced in the same-
gender task as Task 1. However, the opposite-gender task was the one that required the most
time (exciding even the 20 minutes limit) for both males and females when they performed it
as Task 1.

As with any study where the results are drawn from a specific population and a specific
age group, it is difficult to make generalizations regarding the whole population. However, the
study’s explorative nature in connection to the results give rise to interesting questions

regarding how males and females produce narrative texts with specific characteristics and,
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consequently, identify genders and their roles in Greek society by the protagonists’

representations in them.

5.1 Methodological discussion

Given that methodology in the core of any project, a pilot study, and eventually the results,
could lead to ideas regarding potential methodological alterations. To begin with, a wider age
range in the present study would give a more representative account of the population and form
a better ground for analysis and generalization. Moreover, an additional different version of the
picture-story, would allow possibly an easier focus shifting in the narrative. More specifically,
a version of the picture-story showing the female protagonist suffering the accident would
potentially be used for the elicitation of the female participants’ narratives — and in the opposite-
gender task for male participants — and would have been a control condition that would be
interesting to test for. Even though that was initially a thought regarding the thesis design, it
was decided to not be carried out, for two reasons. Firstly, because it would have required
recruiting even more participants, to receive big enough groups for every condition — something
that was not possible within the scope of this thesis, and secondly, because it had not been tested
in the pilot in order to detect potential problems. Lastly, the results would have benefited from
a post-interview driven from the participants actual texts, which would have allowed an insight
in the reasons behind the specific choices the participants made in the descriptions of the two

protagonists.

5.2 Future studies

Apart from the methodological alternations that are pointed out above, the results of the current
study point at other possible future studies. Questions related to the cognitive processes of the
participants like translating and reviewing (see sections 2.2.2 and 2.2.3) were left out of this
project, because a thesis project always apply some space and time limitations. Who revises
more, men or women? Which gender is better in spelling and Greek grammar? A focus on those
aspects would reveal further similarities and differences between the participants, not only
regarding gender, but also regarding education.

In addition, a cross-linguistic and cross-cultural study would allow comparison between
the data collected in Greece and a country like Sweden, where gender equality practically
applies in many aspects of life (see Eurostat 2018). The conclusions drawn by comparing

different linguistic and cultural aspects that emerge in narrative texts, using the same setting
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and stimulus, would challenge existing hypothesis and stereotypes about the two languages and
their speakers. How similar or different would the Greek and the Swedish narratives be? Would
it be obvious in which society and culture the protagonists belong based on the representation
of genders in the narrative texts?

Finally, as it becomes more visible that there are no longer established gender
dichotomies but rather sexual and gender diversity, fluidity, and change, it would be interesting
to take into account different perspectives within the emergent field of queer theory (see Butler
1993). How would participants’ narratives have changed if the protagonists in the picture-story
were not gendered? If they were simple sketches with no implied sex or even animals, what
kind of stories, and what content and structure would the participants have produced?

The project design and the topic itself give rise to new questions in the field that could
potentially inspire other studies, not only in the field of discourse analysis, but also in the field

of cognitive linguistics, sociolinguistics and queer theory.
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Chapter 6 Conclusion

The study discussed the connection of one’s own gender to the choices he or she makes in the
production of a written narrative. The data (96 narrative texts produced by male and female
participants) were collected with the use of the keystroke-logging program ScriptLog, and
analyzed under the spectrum of the three RQs of the study (see section 1.2). The results of the
study indicated that there are similarities and differences between the narrative texts produced
by men and women, and provided sufficient answers to the RQs.

More specifically, there was no strong evidence that narrators’ own gender affected their
narrative text (RQ1), but the creation and description of the male and female protagonists in the
narratives are heavily influenced by the stereotypical representation of gender in Greek society.
In addition, in terms of content, structure, text-length, time spent on task, and quality of the
narrative texts (RQ2), there were some obvious similarities and differences between the two
gender groups. Similarities, on the one hand, were detected regarding the where and when of
the story, as both groups placed the protagonists in their city (mainly Athens, Greece), and
mostly in daytime. The male protagonist was connected to a working environment (and the
stereotypical image of breadwinner in Greek society), while the female protagonist was related
to a carefree, social life by both gender groups. However, providing a “happy ending” for the
two protagonists was something that could be found mainly in male participants narratives.
Regarding the structure of the narrative texts, both gender groups produced texts with more or
less the same constituents, and even though the female participants seemed to adapt easier to
the male protagonist’s role (by completing the task without delays), there were no significant
differences in the length of the final texts or the time spent on task. Also, both gender groups
produced narrative texts with higher information packaging when they performed the task from
the perspective of the protagonist with the same gender as theirs. Finally, the results of the
opposite-gender task (RQ3) showed that both gender groups changed their discourse, and that
the discourse in female participants’ narratives was similar to that of male participants’ in same-
gender task. In other words, the narrative texts differed in content to serve the purpose of the
male or the female protagonist’s perspective, but not in structure.

In conclusion, the way men and women produce and construct their narratives is
inevitably connected to previous knowledge and experiences along with the culture and society
that nurtured them. Those aspects together lead to a very clear and stereotypical pattern that
almost everyone follows but, at the same time, the narrator’s own gender or the protagonist’s
gender constitute variation. Thus, interesting questions arise that are yet to be explored.
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Appendix A: Pilot study’s picture-story

The picture-story, that was given as stimulus in the pilot study (Kokkali 2018), consists of material that
was given as a writing task during an SFI class at Helsingborg’s Vuxenutbilding in Autumn 2017. The

exact source/ reference could not be retrieved.
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Appendix B: Stimulus

The picture-story bellow was used as a stimulus in order to elicit the narratives in both tasks. The text
on the picture translates as: What do you think happened next? Give your own ending to the story!

=

TAFa IR |

Tt moTeVETE OTL OUVESD
oTN OUVVEXELQ;

Awaote e0€ic To TEAOG TNG
totopiac!
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Appendix C: Consent form (GR)

1(1)

UNIVERSITET

ENTYTMO ZYNAINEXHX
MA ZYMMETOXH 2E EPEYNHTIKH EPTAZIA

ATrodéxodal va CUMPETEXW €OEAOVTIKA OTNV €PEUVNTIKN epyaaia tTou diegayel n AauTrpivi
KOKKaAn, peTatrTuxiokr) @oItATpia Tou lMavemoTtnuiou Tou Lund. Karavow o611 n trapoloa
HEAETN €XE1 OXEDIAOTET Y1 VO CUYKEVTPWOEI dedopéva oTa TTAaicIA TG DITTAWHATIKAG dIaTPIRAS
Trou gvrdooetal otov Topéa TNG NeoeAAnvikig Mwooag.

Atrodéxopal 611 Ta dedopéva TTou Ba ouAAexBouv péow Tng Trapaywyrnig dUo ypamTwv
KeIpévwy, To PBiIvéTTwpo Tou 2018, PTTOPOUV Va XpnoIPOTIoINBoUV O€ EPEUVEG OXETIKA HE TNV
eMNVIK) YAWood, SUPTTEPIAAUBAVOPEVWY SIOQOPETIKWY TUTIWV TTOCOTIKAG KAl TTOIOTIKAG
avaiuong, KaBwg kal dnuooieUcewyv TG dIMAwUaTIKAG diaTpIfrg, ot dpBpa f akdéun ot
ETMOTNHOVIKA CUVEDSPIA KAl OEHIVApPIA .

ATmrodéxopal eTTiong Tn dnuooicuon TG avaAuong Kail Twv TTapadelydaTwy atmé 1o UAIKG TTou
Ba ouMexOei dIadIKTUOKA.

TEANOG, CUPQWVW OTNV TTIARPN EVNHEPWOT] HOU OXETIKA HPE TOV OTOXO TNG OITTAWMATIKAG
S1aTPIPAG, METG TNV OAOKANpWOT TNG CUAAOYNG SESOUEVIIV.

Exw AdBel yvwon Twy TTapaKaTw:

e H ouppetoyr Hou gival eBeAOVTIKY Kal UTTOPW va ThV aTTocUpw O€ OTTOIOdNTIOTE
XPOVO Kai UTTé OTToIECONTIOTE CUVONKEG.

e H diayeipion Twv dedopévwy pou Ba yivel avivupa Je TRV XprRon Kwdikou avri
ovOpaTog Kal N epeuviTpia dev Ba pE TAUTOTIOOEI OE Kadia HEAETH
XPNOIPOTIOIVTAG TTAnpogopieg TTou éxouv OUAAexBei oTa TrAdiola Tou
TTEIPAPATOG.

e Ta ouMexBévra dedopéva Ba aroBnKEUTOUV OE WNQIAKK HOPQPr) O€ £SWTEPIKO
oKAnpo dioko.

e To gpeuvnTiké UAIKO Bewpeital dnuoéoia TTpdgn ota Zoundikd MavetmoTrpia Kai
uttdpyel MBaveTnTa va ¢nTnbei yia eTTavéAeyxo.

e  Mrmopw va emKoivwvrow e TNV Aaptipivii KOKkaAn woTe va amooupw To
OUAAeXBEV UAIKG avd TTaoa oTIyun.

e Mropw va emKoivwvhow pe TV Aaptrpiviy KOkkaAn woTe va {ntiow va
EVNHEPWOW TXETIKA PE TA ATTOTEAETPATA TNG EPEUVNTIKIG EPYATiag.

e AuTH n epeuvnTIKr epyacia éxel TMOewpPnOei kal eyKPIBEi aTTd TOUG ETTIBAETTOVTEG
kaBnyntég, BaoiAeio Zapmrarakdkn & Victoria Johansson: Center for Languages
and Literature, Lund University.

Me Tnv uttoypa@r Hou dnAWvVwW OTI CUPHETEXW £BEAOVTIKG OTNV TTapolod épeuva Kal 6Tl £XW
diafdoel Kal Katavow éoa avaypdgovral Trapatmdvw. Oa AGBw éva UTToyeypappévo Kal
XpovoAoynuévo avtiypa@o Tou eviuTrou, KaBwg Kal oTrolodrTToTe GAAO EVIUTTO UAIKG UTTOPEI
va BewpnBei atTapaitnTo aTTd TOUG EPEUVNTEG.

YTmoypagry Hpepopnvia

OvopaTeTTWVUHO oAoypdewg Ymoypaer) Epeuvnm

ZTolXEla ETUKOWVWVIOG:
Aapnpwn KokkaAn | (+30) 6981076708 | (+46)736857466 | labrinikokkali@gmail.com

The English translation of the Consent Form is available online here:
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/11U1n5Zzr5PC1XvyYiawdiuNyuj86PBUy?usp=sharing
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Appendix D: Questionnaire (GR)

26/912018

Tevikég TIANPOPOPIEG CUBPETEXOVTOG

Mevikég TTANPOPOPIEG CUHUETEXOVTOG
To epwTn} ylo TTou i arroTeAeiTal amo 11 EPWTACEIS OXETIKA WE TIC TIPOCWTTIKEG 0ag

TIAnpogopies. Ta dedopéva Tou Ba cuAexBouv, Ba xpnoipoTToinBolv oTa TTIAQICIA TNG PETATITUXIAKASG
Biarpifrig otov Topéa Néag EAANvikg MAWooag kal gival yEpog Tou TIEIPAPAToOG.

1. Digd 1 NAexTp

N

. Kwdikég oupperéxovra

3. HAia
4. ®oAo
Na smonpaiverar pévo pia éAAenyn,
Avdpag
Fuvaika
AAAo:
5. Y@nAé 1S
Na smonpaiveral pévo pia éAAsnpn.
MeTamTuxiakog QoiTnTig
Mportrruxiakog @oIrnTig
AmégolITog Aukeiou
AMNAo:
6. Auti) Tn oTiypn:
Na emonpaiverar pévo pia EAAEn,
Epyalopal
Foudadw
C Eipal avepyog
AAAo:
7. TitAog omoudwy fj ZxoAn goirnong:

hitps://c

An English version of the Questionnaire is available online here: https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/11U1n5Zzr5PC1XvyYiawdiuNyuj86PBUy?usp=sharing

google.
2Zjf

26/9/2018 FeviéG TTANPOPOPIES OUPMETEXOVIOG
FAwooeg (exT6g Twv EAANVIKWY)
Na smonpaiverar pévo pia éEAAsnpn

®

AyyNka
FaAAika
Feppavika

AAAro:

©

. "Exe1g o€l ext6g EAAGSOG yia peydAo xp SiaoTnpa (rep PO aTd 6 pnveg);
Na emonpaiverar pévo pia EAAeyn.

Nai
Ox
10. Ze pia kAipaka amd 1o 1 £éwg 10 5, W Ba XapakTAPIZES TOV EQUTO TOU WG XPROTN

yiou (pe 10 5 va SnAw au xeAoTn);
Na smonuaiverar pévo pia EAAyn,

1 2 3 4 5
Mn autopaToToinuévog ( . MAfPWS auTOPATOTIOINPEVOG

. "Ex€1G SlayvwoTei oTE pe kdmola 5 Aia, 61Twg X &
Na smionpaiverar pévo pia EAAsIpn.
Na
Oxt

12. Av vau, pe roia; ‘EAaBeg kamrolou giSoug
Kara v TWV O "

oou;

13. Ng Ba TrepIEypaPeg TNV 6pacT oou;
Na emonpaiverar pévo pia EAenpn,

) ®uolioloyikr
A0pBwpévn QUOIOAOYIKN (WE TN XPAON YUaAILV ) QaKWY ETTAPNS)
AMro:

EuxaplioTw TTOAU yia T ouppeToxn!
Me 10 Trépag Tng Siadikaaiag Ba AGBEIS we EMBPGREUCT pia SwpoeTiTayn agiag 5€ a6 yvwoTé
TToAuKaTa@oTNUA.

Na pou atmrooTaAel éva avriypa@o YE TIG aTravifoElg pou.

Me v UTooTAPKN NG

B Google Forms

hitps googl Zj yXiVa
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Appendix E: Instructions (GR)

H épeuva amoteleite and 2 pépn kat Stapkel mepimou 45 Aemtd. Oa oag {ntnOel
va ypalete 2 keipeva (20 Aemtd mepimou to Kabéva) kal Ba €xete Kal éva
SLOAELpa 5 AEMTWV HETA TO 1° pépoc.

Mépog mpwro:

AdoU KOLTAELETE e TIPOCOYXN TNV TAOKH TNG LOTOPLAG TTOU TIOPEXETE LECA ATIO TLG
dwroypadieg, Ba cag {ntnOel va adnynbeite ypamtd tnv Lotopia o o’ TPOCWNO
- oav va eilote [0 avépag mpwtaywviotig/ n yuvaika npwtaywviotpla) - kabwg
Kal va ocuveyioete tnv Lotopia.

Otav elote €tolpol (Ba epwtnBeite yla Tuxwv amopieg) Ba mpoxwprnoouue otnv
évapén v Sadikaoiag matwvrtag to mAnktpo RECORD otnv mavw aplotepn
ywvia, yla va epdaviotel 0 kKEpoopag Kol Vo EEKVATETE va YpAdETE To Kelpevo
oag.

Ot e1kOveg Ba eival Slabéotpeg kad’” OAn tnv Sldpkela mapaywync Tou KELUEVOU
oo Kal Ba elote o B£0n va TNV KOLTAEETE OTOTE KAl AV TLC XPELOOTELTE.

Y€ omolodnmote onueio av cag dnuoupynBolv amopieg UMopeite va pwINoeTE
Tov epeuvntr ou Ba Bpioketal mapdv otn Sladikacia.

KaAelote va oAokAnpwaoete to Keipevo oag os Stdotnua 20 AERTWVY, 0 EPELVNTAC
Ba 00 eVNUEPWOEL 5 AemTaA TPLV TNV CUPMARPwWoN Twv 20 Aentwy, wotdoo Ba oag
600l xpovog va 0AOKANPWOETE TO KELPUEVO 0O AKOUN KAl LETA TO XPOVLKO OpLO -
kaBwg &ev TiBeTaL BEpa ypnyopdTEPOU XPOVOU 1) CUVAYWVLOHOU.

MOALG £xeTe OAOKANPWOEL TO KELEVO OAG, Ba EVNUEPWOETE TOV EPEVVNTH WOTE VA
otapatnoel n Stadikaoia matwvtag To MARKTpo STOP oTtnv mavw apLoTepr] ywvia.

Oa akolouBroouv 5 Aemtd StdAslppa Kol otn ouvéxela Ba kAnBeite va
TIPOXWPNOETE 0To S€UTEPO KAl TEAEUTALO PLEPOG TOU TIELPALATOC.

Mépog deutepo:

Aol kowtdete favd TNV TMAOKN TNG LOTOPLAG TIOU TIOPEXETE HMECA QMO TLG
dwroypadieg, Oa cog {ntnOel va adnynOeite yparmtd tnv Lotopia o o’ TpOoWNO
- oav va eiote [n yuvaika npwtaywvictpla/ o Avépag mpwtaywviotig] auth tn
dopa.

Otav elote £€tolpol matrote to mAKTtpo RECORD oTnv mavw apLotepr) ywvia wote
va epudavioTel o KEpoopag Kal va EEKLVAOETE va YpAdETE TO KElUEVO 0Ag.

OL elkoveg Ba eival Stabéalueg kab’ OAn TNV SLAPKELA TTAPAYWYNRG TOU KELUEVOU
oo¢ Kal Oa elote o O£0n va TNV KOLTAEETE OTOTE KAl AV TLG XPELOOTEITE.

Y& omolodnmote onueio av oag dnuoupynBolv amopieg UMopeite va pwTHOETE
Tov epeuvntr nou Ba Bploketal mapdv otn Sladikacia.

KaAelote va 0AokANpwaoeTe To Kelpevo oag og Staotnua 20 AEMTWVY, 0 EPEUVNTAG
0a o0G EVNUEPWOEL 5 AeTITA TIPLV TNV CUMMARPWON Twv 20 AeTTwY, WoTtoco Ba oag

600¢l xpovog va 0AoOKANPWOETE TO KELUEVO GOG AKOUN KAL LLETA TO XPOVLKO OPLO.

MOALG €xeTe OAOKANPWOEL TO KELWEVO 0AC, MATHOTE TO TANKIpo STOP otnv nmavw
oploTepn ywvia.

Oa akoAouBrioeL cUVTOUN EVNUEPWON OXETIKA LLE TO OKOTIO TNG Epyaoiag.

The instructions were given every time with the necessary changes according to the Task (same or opposite gender first), and the Group (males or
females). An English version can be found here: https://drive.google.com/file/d/1yrpjEde8cDAom7104nachepM4WL jI3me/view?usp=sharing .
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Appendix F: List of Function words in Greek language

As retrieved from: Adioc, A. (1999). Avorvtikn pappotikn g Néag EAnvikie &
2uvtoktiko. ['Awooikn Bipaodnin. Ocococalovikn: Exddoeig 2002, 58 — 124,

1. Prepositions: pe, og, g, Y10, diywc, ympig, Tpog, UETA, Katd, mapd, amd, avti, 610, €K, €&, eV, €,
nepl, PO, VIEP, VIO, GLV, TANV, LEloV.

2. Con/Subjunctions & Interjections: oALa, mapd, Opwc, av, kat, o, d&v, OyL, ®GTOGO, U, EVG, LOVO,
povaya, LoAOVOTL, eEGANOL, Val, LEV, TOV, MGTE, ENEWON, YIOTL, APOV, TL, 1, €iTE, UNTT®OC, UV, Un, OTL,
WG, TOGS, TOV, SNAASN, DCTE, AodV, Apa, EMOUEVOC, KL, UNTE, OVTE, 0VOE, UNSE, Va, Yia, av, Eqv, dua,
oav, 0tav, Kabdg, apoTov, APov, HOALS, TPV, MGTOV, ®GOTOV, OGO, TPOTOV, OTOTE.

3. Particles: ag, 6a, va, pa, yio.
4. Interjections: A, O, Q, E, Ov, Mo, [ond, [Tond, Ay, Qy, Ove.
5. Articles: o, Tov, toV, 01, T®V, TOVG, N, TNG, TNV, TIG, TO, Ta, VUG, EVOC, Evav, wia, pia, piog, pog, &va.

6. Count words: 6vo, tpia, Tpelg, T€c0Epa, TECOEPLS, TEVTE, £EL, EQTE, EMTA, OKTM, OYTM, EVVEQ, EVVLA,
OéKa, évteka, OMOEKA, dekaTPia, OEKOTECTEPD, OEKATEVTE, OEKAEEL, OEKAEPT, OEKAOYTM, OEKOEVVLA,
glkoot, Tprvta, copdvta, Tevivia, e&nvia.

7. Pronouns: ey®, epéva, pov, He, Peic, EUAc, Lag, €60, E5EVA, GOV, GE, EGELS, EGAGC, GG, VTOS, AVTOV,
aVTOV, 0VTOL, CVTMV, AVTOVGS, AVTH, GVTNAG, VTNV, OVTEG, AVTO, OVTE, O1KOG, 61K0D, d1KO, O1KOol, KMV,
dkovg, 01k, O1kng, O1kég, O1Kd, 1010¢, 1010V, 1610, id101, id1mV, idlovg, 101, 1dlag, 1d1eg, uovoe, udvov,
poévo, povot, povav, uévovg, uovn, povng, Hoveg, pova, etovTog, £T0VTOV, ETOVTO, ETOVTOL, ETOVTMV,
€TOVTOVG, €TOVTIH, ETOVTNG, ETOVTEG, £TOVTOV, £TOVTO, EKEIVOC, ekelivov, ekelvov, ekelvol, exeivov,
eketvovg, exeivn, exeivng, ekeiveg, ekelvo, eketva, T€T010¢, TETO0V, TETOLOV, TETOLOL, TETOLMV, TETOLOVG,
1010, TETOWC, TETOLES, TETOL0, TOGOG, TOGOL, TOGOV, TOGOL, TOG®V, TOGOVE, TOOT, TOONG, TOGEC, TOCO,
1600, onoiog, onoia, omoio, onoiot, onoiwv, onoiovg, omoia, omoiag, omoieg, OmO10G, OTOOV, OTOLOV,
Omo101, OTOLWV, OTOLOVG, OO, OTOLNG, OTOLES, OTOL0, 0,TL, 060G, OGOV, OGOV, OGOL, OG®V, OGOVS, O,
oong, 00gg, 060, 6Ga, TOL0G, OOV, TIVOG, TOLOV, TO101, TOLWV, TIVAOV, OO0V, TOL0, TOLNG, TOLES, TTOL0,
KavEvag, Kovelc, Kavevog, kavévay, kapio, Kapd, Kapiog, kavéva, T106oc, TdGov, T0coV, TOGOL, TOCWV,
TOGOVE, TOGT, TOONG, TOGEC, TOGO, TAGA, KAMTOLOG, KOO0V, KATOOV, KATO0l, KATOI®Y, KATO100E,
KAmoo, KATo10.G, KATOES, KATO10, LEPIKOL, LEPIKAV, LEPLKOVS, LEPIKES, LEPIKA, KATL, TITOTO, KAUTOGOC,
KOUTOGOL, KAUTOG0, KAUTOGOl, KOUTOGMY, KAUTOGOVS, KAUTOGT, KAUTOoNS, KAUTOGES, KAUTOGA,
Kké0e, kabévag, kabevog, kabéva, kabepio, kabepd, kabepioc, kabepdc, kabeti, deiva, Tade, dALOG,
dAAov, dALOV, GALOL, GAA®Y, GALOVLG, GAAY, GAANC, AAAEC, GAAO, AALD, E0VTOC, E0VTOD, EAVLTOV, E0VTO,
€0VTOL, EAVTAOV, ENVTOVG.

The actual file can be found here:
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1yrpjEde8cDAom7104nachepM4WL jJ3me/view?usp=sharing
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Appendix G: Summary Table

Name | Group Sex Role Content | Function | Different nIrcr)mtg(Ier Tokens in T_okens in Rel—c?:g:ng ozlg:k D optimum
words words words of words Linear Text Final Text Time (sec.) (min.) average
101A Al male MALE 163 183 202 301 2253 2011 1250.603 20:51 145.45
101B A2 male | FEMALE 117 127 156 230 1626 1449 815.388 13:35 148.69
102A Al male MALE 95 115 114 178 1344 1057 1694.081 28:14 87.94
102B A2 male | FEMALE 111 136 127 207 1418 1163 1246.154 20:46 80.99
103A Al male MALE 108 119 143 203 1573 1186 1204.924 20:05 150.1
103B A2 male | FEMALE 107 123 141 203 1663 1249 1160.361 19:20 121.3
104A Al male MALE 105 112 133 174 1343 1076 591.272 09:51 183.77
104B A2 male FEMALE 115 130 154 209 1532 1299 495.69 08:16 170.12
105A Al male MALE 138 157 176 275 2195 1671 955.243 15:55 123.41
105B A2 male FEMALE 152 175 195 308 2170 1761 890.587 14:51 109.32
106A Al male MALE 139 158 191 302 2339 1869 1195.687 19:56 139.35
106B A2 male FEMALE 132 152 181 284 2081 1739 1179.321 19:39 118.21
108A Al male MALE 182 201 231 339 2440 2051 1647.417 27:27 158.82
108B A2 male | FEMALE 138 151 184 258 1950 1571 1229.93 20:30 163.42
109A Al male MALE 206 250 257 430 2680 2456 1232.428 20:32 107.63
109B A2 male | FEMALE 197 246 251 440 2717 2492 1095.822 18:16 108.79
111A Al male MALE 191 224 249 393 2532 2369 1328.388 22:08 139.73
111B A2 male | FEMALE 167 190 218 339 2297 2042 1373.144 22:53 154.69
112A Al male MALE 87 104 119 180 1362 1071 944.698 15:45 98.39
112B A2 male FEMALE 92 111 129 188 1372 1148 810.041 13:30 110.98
113A Al male MALE 131 159 169 271 1839 1595 973.915 16:14 112.63
113B A2 male FEMALE 111 126 155 236 1560 1377 785.79 13:06 104.23
114A Al male MALE 150 196 208 364 2466 2109 1170.641 19:31 131.41
114B A2 male | FEMALE 173 208 231 391 2603 2246 1090.92 18:11 130.44
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201A Bl female | FEMALE 139 164 186 298 2150 1812 1289.165 21:29 125.36
201B B2 female MALE 154 191 206 345 2152 1986 1113.035 18:33 120.11
202A Bl female | FEMALE 72 78 94 118 935 773 1141.976 19:02 156.72
202B B2 female MALE 71 78 98 138 1031 813 1163.231 19:23 106.2
203A Bl female | FEMALE 64 72 93 122 868 760 8374.91 19:35 135.39
203B B2 female MALE 102 127 139 223 1380 1255 1102.436 18:22 108.64
204A Bl female | FEMALE 55 65 76 113 941 662 1065.701 17:46 70.06
204B B2 female MALE 53 66 80 116 814 673 833.085 13:53 85.12
205A Bl female | FEMALE 106 114 144 211 1680 1234 1029.892 17:10 113.61
205B B2 female MALE 108 113 156 206 1786 1279 940.976 15:41 178

206A Bl female | FEMALE 108 115 144 192 1296 1166 1027.009 17:07 152.65
206B B2 female MALE 117 131 159 220 1476 1263 957.585 15:58 179.97
207A Bl female | FEMALE 99 111 133 198 1756 1217 1192.068 19:52 109.5
207B B2 female MALE 105 128 145 231 2014 1405 1258.027 20:58 107.16
208A Bl female | FEMALE 95 112 136 208 1691 1226 1428.874 23:49 111.27
208B B2 female MALE 111 130 147 248 1645 1394 1346.724 22:27 76.49
209A Bl female | FEMALE 77 88 104 151 1003 912 777.695 12:58 86.09
209B B2 female MALE 82 92 118 166 1013 951 641.297 10:41 104.19
211A Bl female | FEMALE 95 124 127 196 1594 1188 994.245 16:34 129.51
211B B2 female MALE 111 127 151 230 1622 1312 899.688 15:00 100.19
212A Bl female | FEMALE 153 171 208 298 2220 1828 801.226 13:21 163.79
212B B2 female MALE 149 180 213 328 2480 1932 878.108 14:38 135.01
213A Bl female | FEMALE 85 97 122 179 1270 1087 1036.397 17:16 110.98
213B B2 female MALE 92 104 131 203 1332 1169 1069.438 17:49 94.37
301A C1 male | FEMALE 185 225 235 384 2673 2337 1663.617 27:44 117.65
301B C2 male MALE 163 187 216 357 2383 2129 1543.152 25:43 104.67
302A C1 male | FEMALE 110 143 132 212 1441 1187 1043.068 17:23 102.44
302B C2 male MALE 128 157 150 238 1490 1315 1143.138 19:03 95.95
303A C1 male | FEMALE 148 164 197 304 2004 1838 1165.883 19:26 113.24
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303B C2 male MALE 97 117 134 211 1376 1294 792.662 13:13 106.37
304A C1 male | FEMALE 81 92 112 162 1036 942 702.975 11:43 104.73
304B Cc2 male MALE 106 111 136 197 1250 1174 748.548 12:29 106.29
305A C1 male | FEMALE 232 316 262 478 2958 2724 1202.656 20:03 119.97
305B Cc2 male MALE 237 360 270 538 3177 2999 1194.449 19:54 113.6
307A C1 male | FEMALE 77 86 109 156 1192 917 1002.946 16:43 116.61
307B Cc2 male MALE 86 98 119 178 1363 1036 981.882 16:22 104.4
308A C1 male | FEMALE 135 148 172 261 2057 1584 1393.514 23:14 132.2
308B C2 male MALE 108 123 143 216 1637 1312 938.286 15:38 110.02
309A C1 male | FEMALE 200 233 260 407 2982 2502 1522431 25:22 156.06
309B C2 male MALE 129 155 172 271 1875 1621 866.128 14:26 117.16
310A C1 male | FEMALE 73 81 102 141 1077 828 1018.609 16:59 126.17
310B C2 male MALE 120 144 162 253 1746 1503 1100.96 18:21 129.47
311A C1 male | FEMALE 162 180 214 312 2323 1930 1373.11 22:53 154.68
311B Cc2 male MALE 201 231 259 405 2692 2372 1243.647 20:44 154.61
312A C1 male | FEMALE 115 133 150 228 1762 1383 1217.375 20:17 113.85
312B Cc2 male MALE 142 158 183 279 1980 1635 1218.813 20:19 113.93
313A C1 male | FEMALE 217 281 279 488 3199 2982 1512.24 25:12 122.11
313B Cc2 male MALE 194 278 252 491 3085 2871 1299.043 21:39 105.54
401A D1 female MALE 152 187 198 346 2272 2000 1329.071 22:09 101.05
401B D2 female | FEMALE 128 152 171 284 2048 1687 1183.612 19:44 99.73
402A D1 female MALE 157 180 203 315 2122 1879 1664.575 27:45 126.14
402B D2 female | FEMALE 119 137 157 250 1683 1478 1311.42 21:51 104.39
403A D1 female MALE 78 85 112 153 1379 902 1157.827 19:18 122.29
403B D2 female | FEMALE 98 107 132 182 2074 1125 1744.053 29:04 153.5
404A D1 female MALE 116 128 145 205 1833 1224 1457.742 24:18 134.25
404B D2 female | FEMALE 78 87 108 142 1182 858 1024.083 17:04 171.75
405A D1 female MALE 86 100 113 170 1342 1031 1073.612 17:54 104.31
405B D2 female | FEMALE 105 121 143 209 1549 1187 998.121 16:38 123.54
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406A D1 female MALE 109 121 151 233 1558 1345 981.401 16:21 103.48
406B D2 female | FEMALE 142 182 202 353 2308 2055 1037.043 17:17 106.12
407A D1 female MALE 117 147 156 283 2502 1625 1253.263 20:53 103.46
407B D2 female | FEMALE 109 127 147 223 2456 1310 1164.377 19:24 119.52
410A D1 female MALE 256 326 324 597 3663 3480 1506.564 25:07 107.58
410B D2 female | FEMALE 215 273 275 493 2921 2814 1172.404 19:32 114.7
411A D1 female MALE 161 199 209 345 2494 2176 1457.62 24:18 109.97
411B D2 female | FEMALE 148 171 203 304 2365 1938 1231.9 20:32 143.28
412A D1 female MALE 100 120 137 224 1763 1263 1084.381 18:04 102.09
412B D2 female | FEMALE 96 109 128 190 1227 1082 636.916 10:37 118.57
413A D1 female MALE 195 263 249 466 2900 2698 1125.257 18:45 106.57
413B D2 female | FEMALE 143 171 192 296 1874 1758 711.524 11:52 137.34
414A D1 female MALE 123 142 159 249 1809 1422 1420.087 23:40 97.24
414B D2 female | FEMALE 110 124 145 202 1318 1200 666.907 11:07 171.17
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Appendix H: Examples of Narrative texts

Participant 108 (Male)

Task 1 (Same-gender task)

Task 2 (Opposite-gender task)

'Htav mpowo 15n¢ ZentepPpiov, giya apynoet 6nog cuvidwg yio v dovAetd. TTait
70 Bpdodv TEPOCE e TA PILOPAKLL TIVOVTOG UTVPES KAl 0KOVYOVTOG TO YO UEVO
HOG GUYKPOTNHLOL OTT0 T POITNTIKA pag xpdvia, ,tovg Tpayovdoktovou. [eprotd
otV Z10d{ov , CKUPTOG KOl GKEMTOUEVOG TAUAL TO TAOG OVELPELOLOLY TNV [N LoV
OTOV NUOVV POLTNTNG KOl TAG £XEL KATAVTIGEL. Mia 0VAELD TOV PICD, TANY OUL®G
KOAOTANPOUEVT, YOPIG cOVIPOPO , Kot {dVTAG Gg eval kPO SLOUEPIGLLO GTO KEVTPO
Lo LeyaAovmoAns. Otav mePTUTd TPOG TV SOVAELN KOl YEVIKA OTOV TPETUTM
610VG Spdovg TG ABvag omavimg mapaTnpd ToVs YOP® Hov, amid Budilopat oTic
GKEYELG L0V 1] OTTAG GTO KEVO . ZNEp OU®G Lo, Topovcia pe eeminée. Ltéketol
ATEVOVTL GTOV OPOLO KOl TNV TOPOTNP® LE TNV GKPT| TOL LATION HOV. AV KoL O
SpOLOG oV dev NTOV TPOG TNV KATEVONVEN TNG £0TPIYA Y10, VO TEPOCOVLLE
avTiKplotd €161 dote vo, v dm ord kovta. Ki étot éywve. Kabwg eipootav og
AOGTOC OVOTVOTG LLOYEDOLOL OTT0 TNV OpopPLd TG/ Eavld oyovpd poiiio
,eKAentiopévo vroopo, eEanpetikd yoralompaowva patwo. Ta £xo xdoet K1 €y
petvel avandog. Zuveyilo To TEPTATNLLO LOV EVYUPICTMOVTOS TNV LOipa OV oAl
v &ida. 'Eyo kot v ateBnon ot pov épi&e éva pikpo Prepo. Makdapt Sniodn.
Agvtepolenta LT Kol TPOSTOODVTAG VO KOITOE®D oV LE KOTALEL GUYKPOLOLLOL LLE
po KoAmva. To TpdTo TPdya TOV GKEPTNKA NTOV 0TL £yvo. peCilt og pia yovaika
OV UeTA amo kKapd pe e&€minée. [ koA pov Toyn 1 opopen yuvaika pbe Kot pe
onkwoce. Onog kotorafaivete pe kortovoe ki avtn! Etpete apecwns kot pdtnoe av
glpot kodo. Eye Colopévog , dev EEpm av val oo TV opopeLo. TG 1 o To
KTUTNUA ,TNG AE® VaL. AgV LE TIGTEVEL KOl TNAEPWVEL o€ gva acBevopopo . Apyilw
KOLL YIVOLLOL KOADTEPO Ko £X0 TNV gvKopia va TG ANSo . Ta 25 Aemtd mov éxave
10 060gvoPOpo va epbel Tepacav cav actpant . Aev mepdlel opwc. H EAEN ntav
apooia Kot evog EpmToc HOMG EEKivioe. XTO VOGOKOUELO e GuVOdEvoE | Manp.
Ot yatpot gimov 6Aa koda, opwg | Maipn pe okohovdnoe kai oto omitt . Mg
PPOVTIoE 0G0 PTOPOVCE Kat [ oxéon Eekvovoe emionpa. O epoTG oG
Eexwvovoe...

Yappoto mpmdi. ZemtépPpng. Emréhovg £y pend cofPatokdploko Kot Umropd vo
amolabom pia BOAta 610 KEVTPO OV TOGO ayand. Evthywg mapd v nihdlovot
pépa dev kukho@opel apketodg KOGHOG. Eipat €€ amd v vouiky kal mepipeve va
nmepdom v Axadnpioc. ' kamolo Adyo to amévavtt peopa gival evields ddelo o
avtiBeon pe 1o dd pov. IInyaivovtog oto amévavtt mefodpopo mapatnopd eval
BAépa kapeopévo mhvem pov. Exm cuvnbicet tétoa mpdypata 6tav Byaive EEm kot
dev dive onpacio. Metd and eddyiota dgvtepdrenta akovm evav Bopvfo. Tupile
70 BAEN HLov Kot BAET® TOV GvTpa OV e Koitale v XTUTA 8 [0l KOADVCL.
I'éhooa. Opmg o dudpag deiyvet va movaet. Tov minotdlo Kot tpocmtadd va Tov
WAo® Kot va dm ov Exel Tig aoBAnoelg tov. Mdatato. Tpopdlm Kot KaAd
acBevopopo. Kabmg mepyévouyie to acBevopdpo gofdpiot o moAl. Tké@Topal
TOG PTOPEL VO ETEGE GTIV KOADVO. TKEPTOMOL OV £XEL OIKOYEVELX Kot o Oa
ovvélDeL kamote. Zvnvaet . Me kotdlet pe évo, BAENO TOGO NPELO Kal YOPOVUEVO.
Mov Aéet "etoal oAl dpopen" ,e0X0PIGT® TOL OTOVT® . Tov YadEL® TO KEPAAL Kol
pov yapoyeAddet. Exeivn v otypn cdotica. To yopdyedd tov NTav S10popeTiko.

"Hrov gpotedoipo! To aoBevopopo poig pbe. Tovg eénym i akpifag £ywve. O

Kootag frov kodd aAid mpémet va mdet yio kamoteg Tpoinmrikég eEetdoeic. Tov
aENVO VL XOPTL [LE TO TNAEP@VO OV GTNV TGEMN XOPIS va. To KotaAdPet. [lepyévo
VO LoV TNAEPMOVIGEL KO VO YVOPIGH 0uTO TOV 0vOPa LLE TO VIEPOYO XAHOYELD. ADO
HEePES HETA O TPMTOG LOG KAPES Eiva Yeyovogs. YmnpEe Kt GALOG, Kt GAAOG KL GAAOG ,
Kot po @IAlo yeviOnke Héo® eVOG YTUMNLOTOG GE U0 KOAMDVOL...
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Participant 201 (Female)

Task 1 (Same-gender task)

Task 2 (Opposite-gender task)

Tnv nepacpévn dvoiln, Kt eve yopvovsao amd TV SOVAELY LLOV, TEPTATOVTIOG OE
£€vav TOAVGUYVAGTO dPOUO ,GUVAVIN O TV EVOV TOAD OLOPEO KHPLO,TOV KOTTOEN
GTO LATLOLNTAY TPAYLLOTIKA O o ORopeog dvBpwmnog mov giya det! MdAlov to 1610
£vimoe Kt auTdg ylotl dgv pmopHoe vo TapeL To LATI TOV oo TAve pov. Avto giye
GOV OTOTELECLOL VAL YTUTNOEL TOV® o€ io KoOA®Va,va {oAoTel Kot vo AmoBopnioet.
Tpopa&a, mavikoPAnOnka kot unv EEPOVTag Tt Vo KAV UK GTOV L0 KOVTIVO
AEQOVIKO Bdhopo Kot KaAeoa acBevopopo. Méypt va £pbet To acBevopopo 6To
onpeio, 0 AyvmoTog KOHPLOg iye avoilel Ta PATIo TOV Kat e Kortohoe, Tpocmabovsa
VO TOV GUVEQPEPM,TOV LAODGA Y®PIG VO TOipV® TV OO0 TOTE UTAVINGT).
Eapvikd pov yapoyéhooe kot évimca pia (eotootd. Exeivn v dpa éptace kot to
acBevoopo Le 2 TPALUATIOPOPELS, TOV TEPLEBalyaY Kot TOL pOVTIGAY TNV TANYN
OTO KEPAAL APECMG EVIOTE KAAMITEPA Kol GNKMOONKE, EVYUPLOTICOLE TOVG
TPOVHOTIOPOPEIS Kat EQuyav,og elmav g dev lvat Katt cofapd. To dvoud Tov
Nrav Anuntpng. Mov npdtewve va [le KEPAGEL Evay KOPE Y10 VO [LE EVYOPLCTNOEL,
&y apécms, Evimba Tmg avtdv Tov avBpmmo tov yvopila xpovia. [Inyape o
£va KOVTIVO Kagé. TNV apyn LAoVcapLE Yo ddpopa BEpaTa, Yo LOVGIKY,
Aoyoteyvia, Béatpo, Taiplalov ToAD 01 OTOWYELS LLOG KOl OV OPYTCUUE VO,
KOVOVIGOVLLE TO TPAOTO pog povteBod. Encrto myape Kot 6€ mo Tpocmnikd Bépota,
HOV WIANGE Y10 TNV OIKOYEVELR TOV Ko TO TOGO SVOKOAN NNTOV T TOdIKE TOV
xpovia. Etevoywpndnko pe 6ca giye nepdoetl. Koévteve va kpu@tei 0 A10¢ , 100 gina
TOG EMPETE VAL GVYM, TOV AMOYALPETNGO, KOl TOV VITocyEdnka tmg Oa pe Ppet EEm
amo o cvvoiklakd Béatpo v epyopevn Tpitn. Metd and ekeivn v Tpit
axoAovdncav ToALd pavtefol Kol KAT®S £TL TEPACE EVAG YPOVOC. L& Alyeg HEPES O
avBpomog avtdc, 0 AnpfTpng pov, Ba yivet ouluyodg pov. Avti fTav 1 1Topio (Lo,

H onpepwn pépa frav amd tig xeipdtepeg g (ong pov,aArd pdvo péypt to
peonuépt. Eipot o Anpntpng kot gipot Aoytotmc. Aoviedo og pio eTatpeio Ko eipon
TOAD KOAOG o1 SoLAELL [Lov, 1} étot vopula! Zipepa Aomdv Tav 1 LEPO TOL LLE
amélecav. Atyo mpv teAedacel To 8wpo LoV, e pdvace o devhuving oto ypapeio
TOV KO LOV TO AVOKOIVAGE,EX0GO, T Y1 KAT® amd To TOSIL LoV, EVINOO 0ViKOVOC.
Avoi&o apéowng v mopTa Kot Egx0ONKo GTOVG dPOLOVS VO, TEPTATAM AGKOTO YWPIG
TPOOPIGLO, eV ElYO KAVEVAY VO [LE TTEPIUEVEL OTiTL,OEV giya AdYO VO yupiow eKeL.
[eprotodoa, nepratodon, Kt OA0 HAVPES CKEYEIS TEPVODGAV OO TO HVOAD OV,
Méypt mov €ida v, TEPVE 0O UITPOGTE LoV 1] ®POLOTEPT] YOVOIKO TOV KOGHOV, TV
glda kot E&yaoa ovtd Tov eiye ovpPel Aya Aentd vopitepa. Tnv koitala kot dev
UTOpOGO Vo EEKOAAC® LEXPL TOV £MECA [LE T LOVTPa 6T0 onpa Tov STOP ko
AmoBvunca. Exeivn mpe apéomg to EKAB kat péypt va épbovv pe mpe aykoid
Kot Tpoonabovce va pe cuvepépet. Htav mpaia 1 aykoiid tng. Me kpdtaye KL ey®
dgv avotyo o pLATo pLov,amd vipony|. Htav 1 opopeotept yovaika Kt ey® omAd
kovtovAnca oto STOP. ®ée pov,tt dAko Ba pov copPel onpepa? Eleya cuveymdg
GTOV £0VTO POV. MOAIG £PTOCOV OL TPAVLATIOPOPELG AUECHOG OV £DEGAV TO KEPAAL
pe emidecLo, 1 vrpomn pov Eywve peyaivtepn! Eguyav ki épeva pdvog pov pali
™. To évoud ™g? Edeovmpa, 160 dpoppo 660 Kt eketvn. Tnv gvyapictnoo Kot
g {tnoo va v Kepdow Evav kaes. Apvidnke, adldd pov vrooyétnke nog Ba
pov tmigpmvnoet. Ieproamoape pall péxpt to omitt ™c,dev katdrafo ToTE TEPACE
N opa, Tote pTaoape ekel. ' Expene vo v amoyoipetiow, TV ¢iAnca 61o pdyovio
Ko NG 6000 TNV EXAYYEALATIKY LoV KApTa. ['vpvdvTog 610 omit,éviwba o To
TUYEPOS AVOPMOTOG TOV KOGLLOV, AVEPYOS OAAA TUYXEPOC. AV dev giya amoivbel dev Ba
cuvéBavay Ola ovtd opepa, av dev glya amoAvbel dev Ba yvapla avtn ™
yovaika. Nidbo tog avth 1 yovaika, Tpémet va yivel yovaika Lov. Eaevikd BAET®
TOV KOGHO pe GAla paTio, iomc pmopel TeAkd £vag avOp®TOc v oG KAVEL
gutuyopévoug!
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Participant 307 (Male)

Task 1 (Opposite-gender task)

Task 2 (Same-gender task)

Mo Kpuokn kabmg mepvovoa v didfacn é€m and to omitt Lov yio va Ppo pia
¢iAN pov, Tpdceta £va TOTO LE YVOALL KOt KOLTOYTKAUE Y10l KAUTOOoT dpa Kabmg
nmeprotovoape. Exetvog dev €lde KOAGL UIpooTd TOV Kot YTOMNCE TAV® OE £V
otmho. To Bprka moAD Yaplt@évo Kot GKEPTNKA OTL TOL GPETO.

Eme1dn dev giya kivntd mpo tAépvo amd éva TnAemViKO BAAoLLo Kot KAAEGH
acBevoopo.

Méypt va épbet 10 aoBevopdpo Bpriko evkaipio va TOL TEC® TV KovPévTa,
GLOTNONKOLLE KOl KAVOVIGOLE VO, TTALE Y10 KOPE.

Kéavope mapéa yio apretés LEPEG,TYOE CIVELA OPKETES POPES, TO PTIAEOLE KO
glpaoctav o yopd.

Metd amd déka YPOVIa GYECTG TOVTEPVTIKALLE KOl TO TYOIVOLE KON OV KO e
KGmoto, pikpd KowyodakioL.

Tehd emedn dev oLV €YD 0 AOYOS TTOL YTVMNGE GTO GTNAO OAAA 1) oTpafopdpa
Tov, pia pépa kKabdc 0dnyovoe dev €ide KaAd, EY0oe TOV EAEYYO TOV OVTOKLVIITOL
Kot £QUYE OO Lo GTOPOT.

Topa eipon 2 xpdvia ynpo Kot Exo Eavaetia&et mv {on pov.

M Kvpraxn giyo maét g pid cuvévtenén yio Sovietd, Kot emedn dev 1o mepipeva
ot Ba pe karovcav Kuplokn, dev mya koAl TpoETOacEVOS Kot TEAKA OEV LE
TPOVE.

‘O)a pov gaivovtov poavpa, eiyo apketd kapd dvepyog Kot dev eiya Aeptd obte va
TAP® KOvoOPyLo YOOALd.

e Kanowa @don PAET® o opaio KOTEAN vo TepVAEL TNV dtdfoor Kot evd
OKEQTOHOVY OV Oa TPETEL VO SOKIUAO® VoL TNG TM KATL, KOG €iya Vo KAV® oyéom
KATL XpdVIa, YTOTNGA TAV® O€ £VaV GTNAO.

H xoméha gutuydg nrav ndve omd oho avOpemog Kot KaAeoe acBevopopo.

Méypt va, €pbet 10 0o0evoEOpO PprKo TV gukaLpio Vo, THG WMANC® TNV YO TELGQ
Kot kavovicape vo Eovafpedoipe.

Metd amo pépeg to PTIAELE, Elxope o ToAN @poic oyéon Tov Kpatnoe ypovia
KOl TEAMKA TOVIPEVTNKOLLE KOl KAVOLLE 2 Toudid.

Tehkd dev fjTav 1 opLoPPLd TNE YUVOIKOG LoV TTOL pe BAum®oe ekeivn TV pépa
OALG 1) KOKY] LoV OpaoT).

"Eva npoi, kabdc 0dnyodoa dev mpodcesa o mvakido andtoung oTpopns Kot fynka
€Em and Tov 6pdLLo, TO CLTOKIVITO VIEAATAPTOE KOl GKOTOON KA.

Topa épyetat Kot Lov avapet To KAVTNAGKL TOL KOt TOV.
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Participant 414 (Female)

Task 1 (Opposite-gender task)

Task 2 (Same-gender task)

INvpvoloa éva amdysvpa Kovpacpévog amo t dovield pov. Eiyo pa dvokoin pépa
EMELON TO APEVTIKO LoV glxe avabéoel TOAAA v KAve Kot PITopd va T 0Tt iya
ayymBel. Kabnhg meptmatovoa yia 1o onitt maipvel To HATL oL Lo yovaiko ETotun
va dwaoyioetl to dpopo. Tnv koitaga pe v dxpn tov potod pov. Htov 0,11 o
OLOPPO elya del KO KATL YOPUOGLVO GTNV TECTIKY LEPQ TOV LY.

Aocvveidnta kdpemaoo to PAELIN LoV TAV® TNE. e ov TL opopeld gival ot Tt
opaio LoAAE, T060 YAVKO Tpdommo Kot Aapmepd PAéupa! Eved Tt va o yuo v
EMUEATLEVT] ELPAVIOT KOl TO TELELD CAOWUN TNG. ..

Oavpdlovtdg tn Aotdv Ki £xovTag 0pocimbel TAPWG 6'avTH-0 PAAKIG-TEPT®
TAV® 6€ o TvaKido.

"AAAA" Odvaa kot Eneca akaplaio kdte. Exeivn yopig devtepn oxéym étpele
va gt apa gipot KaAd Kot KAAESE UECHOG TO 0oBEVOPOPO.

Méypt va €pBet kaBioe pali pov kat £xovtog ¥aoet éva HEPOG TOV acONoEDY LoV
g Whodoa Yo To TOGo OHOpEN NTaV Kot TG EAeya Kot yuo T {on Hov.

Ortav Npbe 10 acBevopopo nfye poli pov oto voookopeio kot kabice exel péypt va
o1yovpevtel 0Tt eipon kadd. Mov £dmwoe T0 TNAEPOVO TNG Kot LoV EITE VoL TNV Thp®
Yo 0TIONTOTE YXPELnoT®. ‘ETot Aomov ki eyd dpmaa ovth TV gvkatpio Kot thv
NP0, VAL TNG TPOTEIVM VoL TALLE Y100 EVOV KOPE VOL TNV EVXAPICTC® Y10 OGO EKOVE Y10l
gpéva.

"Etot dowmdv ™) yvopioa! Zipepa sipoocte mavrpepévor pe 1 yo. Ae o Eeydom moté
QTN TNV ATVYN GALD TAVTOYPOVA ATIGTELTA TVYXEPN LéPa TNG LN [Lov.

"Hrov éva amko mpwt dmwg 6Aa To dAla. Elyo mdet Kopuotpto Kot yopvovso omitt.

BMénw amo paxpld évav kopo va pe kortdlet .Me to mov nepvam 1o dpopo
Bplokopoat akptBag dimia Tov. Zvveldntonoinca ott fe kottdlet eniovo woTOGO
dev €dwoa onuacia. Atyo devtepOAENTO HLETA AKOV® L0 GMVY KOl YOPVA® aUECmS
nicw. Tov PAéno mecpévo katm.Eixe okovidyet oty mvakida (Tpo@ovads neidn
elye Kopedaoel o PAEUpa Tov Tive pov). [Haipve apéocns mAépwvo to
aoBevopopo.Exeivoc glye yaoet Eva Pépog v aebnoedv Tov Kot giya avnoLvyoEl
Ayo,m6td60 dev giye kamoto apopparyio. Méypt va €pBet pov Ekave KOTAMUEVTO, Kol
pov plodoe yia tn SVOKOAN HéEPa TOL Elxe 0T SOVAEID TOV OAAG AEG KO TV
pebvopévog. Méypt va, LoV TOLV OL YL0TPOL OTL EiXE ATAMG LILOL LIKPT] ATDOAELL
ae0oe@V AOY® TOL YTLANLOTOG KoL OTL OEV VTLAPYEL KATOL0 ECMTEPIKY Oopparyia
éuewva exel. Tov €dma0 T0 TMALQ®VO OV GE TEPIMTMOT TOV LE XPELOOTEL KATL
(exeivog Ba épeva GAAN pia pépa TPOANTTIKG 6TO vosokopeio). Me mpe v
EMOLLEVT] LEPO VO TTALLE Y10 KAPE Y10 VO LLE EVYOPLOTNCEL Yo Ooa £KOva. Ao TOTE
HAoVCaLLE TOAD GUYVE LEYPL TOV Ta QTIAENLE €V TEAEL. XNUepa eipaoTe
mavTpeévol pe 1 yo ko gipot ol evtoyopévn. Aeg Ba Egxdom moté avtn TV
nuépal
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