
Department of English 

Bachelor Degree Project 

English Linguistics 

  

Autumn 2010 

  

Supervisors: Sara Lilja Visén and Annelie Ädel 

Gender and Culture in 
Newspaper Column 
Writing 
A Quantitative Study of Male/Female and 

UK/US Differences in Pronoun Use 

Pia Huhtisaari



 

 

Gender and Culture in 
Newspaper Column Writing 
A Quantitative Study of Male/Female and UK/US differences in 
Pronoun Use 

Pia Huhtisaari 

 

Abstract 
This study examines differences between male and female as well as UK and US 
authors in newspaper text, specifically column writing. Many studies have shown that 
women have a tendency to show greater involvement in text by using personal and 
subjective reference. The present study applied corpus linguistic methods to 145 
columns retrieved from two broadsheet newspapers, The Guardian and The New York 
Times. The usage of first person singular and plural pronouns was examined to 
determine whether there are gender-based or cultural differences in the way the authors 
show involvement in the texts. The data show no significant differences between male 
and female or UK and US authors. The uneven gender distribution of the sampling, 
conventions of journalism and column writing as well as women’s adaptation to the 
communication style of public sphere may be some of the reasons for the non-
significant differences between the studied dimensions.  
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1. Introduction 

One of the most studied domains of gender differences has been the divergence in male 
and female language use. A recent, large-scale corpus study by Argamon, Koppel, Fine 
and Shimoni (2003) shows that there are considerable differences between the writing 
style of men and that of women even in formal texts and wide range of different genres. 
The study indicates that women tend to use more pronouns and other markers of 
involvement in text whereas men are prone to describe matters more objectively and use 
different methods that distance the author from the text (Argamon et al. 2003). Such 
strong evidence for variation between the formal writing style of men and women raises 
a series of questions: do these differences apply when a genre requires a personal stance 
and approach? What happens if both women and men are expected to express their 
stance and opinion? Do we still find women personalising their texts more?  
 
One approach to these questions is to look at journalism and newspaper column writing, 
which requires a personal opinion and commentary on present-day phenomena 
(Franklin, Hamer, Hanna, Kinsey & Richardson 2005: 38-39). The fact that journalism 
has traditionally been a male-dominated field and that women have increasingly entered 
the profession only from the 1990s (van Zoonen 1998) can influence the writing style of 
women in journalistic professions. Furthermore, gender differences in interaction can be 
seen as an outcome of uneven distribution of social power making the male style of 
communication the norm of public discussion (Holmes 1995: 7-8; Kaplan 1986/1998: 
55; Talbot 2010: 184-185, 196; Mills 1995/1998: 65; Myers 2004: 6-7). Journalism, 
which represents one of the main arenas of public discussion (McKee 2005: vii), might 
be one of the domains where the male style and norm can be observed. Finally, van 
Zoonen (1998) found that female journalists prefer a more involved and humane 
approach to news, which goes against the traditionally detached and objective style of 
news reporting.  
 
1.1 Aim and Scope of the Study 

The present study applies corpus linguistics and examines differences between column 
writing by male and female authors in two different broadsheet newspapers, The 
Guardian and The New York Times. The gender differences in formal writing, which 
Argamon et al. (2003) established in terms of personal pronouns, function as a starting-
point for this study. While the main focus of this study is on gender differences, the 
possible differences between The Guardian and The New York Times columnists are 
also examined, for there is some evidence for variation in the way speakers of different 
English-speaking communities conduct a discourse (Ronowicz 2007: 16). 
Consequently, the present study has two dimensions, male/female and British 
English/American English, and it examines the possible variation and/or similarities 
between these dimensions. More specifically, the usage of first person singular and 
plural pronouns is examined to determine whether there are differences in the way the 
authors show involvement in their texts. The aims are formulated into the following 
research questions: 
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• Do women overall use more pronouns than men? 
• Do women use more first person singular pronouns than men? 
• Do men use more first person plural pronouns than women? 
• Are there differences between British and American English in the usage of singular and 

plural first person pronouns? 
 
The primary focus of this study is quantitative; however, some qualitative aspects are 
added in the analysis of a subset of columns, which contains statistical outliers with a 
comparatively high number of target items (see Appendix, Table 7). A thorough, 
qualitative analysis of the target items of the whole sampling is beyond the scope of this 
study.  
 
The paper begins with a background section that discusses issues regarding public 
sphere and gender alongside the traditions of journalism, studies on gender-related 
differences in communication and differences between different varieties of English. 
Secondly, material and method are presented, and after that the results are announced. 
Finally, an analysis and a discussion are given. 
 
 
2. Background 

2.1 Public Sphere 

2.1.1 Public Sphere and Gender 

The public sphere entails, for example, powerful figures, institutions, the media, 
academia and popular writers (McKee 2005: vii). Furthermore, the public sphere 
usually requires formal language and is often reserved for those with high status and 
authority (Talbot 2010: 184). Historically, public sphere speaking has been the domain 
of men, which has led to the establishment of a masculine communication style as the 
style of public discourse (Talbot 2010: 184-186). However, during the past two decades, 
women have increasingly entered the traditionally male-dominated fields and 
occupations and therefore brought different discourse patterns into the public sphere 
(Coates 2004: 202-204)1. Women have faced a dilemma, though; on the one hand, they 
are trying to adapt to the norms of competitive and masculine discourse patterns of the 
public sphere, but, on the other hand, they are expected to remain “feminine” and 
conform to the roles expected of women (Coates 2004: 202; Talbot 2010: 196).  
 
2.1.2 Opinions in Public 

Opinions can be expressed and talked about publicly via different types of written or 
broadcast media, or they can be private, individual and protected (Myers 2004: 1-3). 
Further, opinions are often “tied to a particular situation, and [they] may be transitory” 

                                                        
1 Although Coates mainly refers to cultural contexts of English language, she is not specific whether this also 
applies to other cultures. 
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(Myers 2004: 8). Forming an opinion can also include features of presenting oneself in a 
particular way (Myers 2004: 9). Consequently, the “real” opinion of a person may 
deviate from the one publicly expressed. 
 
Columns are an essential part of contemporary newspaper writing and culture (Franklin 
et al. 2005: 38) and part of the public discourse. While examining this genre, it is 
important to acknowledge that, as mentioned above, an opinion expressed publicly may 
not represent the position one holds privately. This can occur especially when a person 
is under social pressure (Asch 1951, quoted in Price 1992: 50). Maintaining a socially 
acceptable role of a female and of a male could be an example of such social pressure. 
This includes behaving and acting according to the standard norms of a man and those 
of a woman in a particular culture (Eckert & McConnell-Ginet 2006: 30), and 
expressing one’s opinion in public could be seen as a matter that is strongly influenced 
by these underlying norms. In some traditional cultures, only men are allowed to speak 
publicly (Talbot 2010: 184). Although the situation in many Western countries is 
different, i.e. women have been accepted as part of the public discourse, women’s 
opinions still run the risk of being overlooked. (Talbot 2010: 185).  
 
2.2 Journalism and Newspapers 

2.2.1 Columns as a Genre 

Martinez Standring (2007) describes column writing as a genre that requires a strong, 
personal approach to matters and presupposes a biased perspective from the author. A 
columnist does not have to take both sides of the matter into consideration, but can 
disregard objectivity and construct his/her idea from a personal and original viewpoint  
(Martinez Standring, 2007: 13). Furthermore, newspaper columns can be defined as 
”article[s] giving opinions or perspectives” (newspaper column, n.d.) or as ”personal 
journalism” (Franklin et al. 2005: 38), which often comment on current events and 
experiences, intertwining facts and a personal view (Goldberg 2005: 26). Columns are 
often placed in a specific opinion or editorial section, where they appear regularly 
(Goldberg 2005: 26). 
 
There is a wide range of different types of columns; some columnists write for 
entertainment, others are specialists of a certain field sharing their knowledge and 
stance on current affairs (Harcup 2009: 158). The task of a columnist is often to be 
argumentative and controversial in order to get the article discussed (Harcup 2009: 
158). There is no established form to column writing as the genre applies a variety of 
means to convey the message: statistics, quotes, punchlines or even words written 
backwards can be seen in a column (Standring Martinez 2007: 29, 190). Columns have 
become very important for newspapers as other types of media take over the market, 
and popular columnists, at their best, provide commercial value for printed media 
(Petley 1997: 254).  
 
2.2.2 Gender, Culture and Journalism 

Journalism, like many other fields of the public sphere, has long traditions of male-
dominance (van Zoonen 1998; Wiik 2010: 65). Several studies that examined women’s 
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positions in journalism in the eighties reported that female journalists had to 
accommodate themselves to a masculine working environment and to masculine, 
detached and objective traditions of newspaper writing (van Zoonen 1998). The press 
has also been seen to represent male thoughts, values and style, which has created a 
tension between conventions of journalism and female values and femininity (van 
Zoonen 1998). Consequently, female journalists try to conform to the masculine arena 
of journalism, while trying to maintain their femininity (van Zoonen 1998). Such 
contradiction of professionalism and femininity is widely experienced by women also in 
other domains of the public sphere (Coates 2004: 201; Cameron 1998: 7). However, the 
public sphere and working environments are in a transition, since women increasingly 
enter working life. As a result, female opinion and communicative style have started to 
gain acceptance (Coates 2004: 210). Similar progression has also been detected in the 
field of journalism (van Zoonen 1998).  
 
Nevertheless, even though women are increasingly entering journalistic studies and 
professions, they find it difficult to combine a career in journalism and domestic life in 
comparison with men (van Zoonen 1998). Furthermore, cultural differences in the 
legislation on maternity leave may put female journalists from different countries into 
unequal positions. An example of inequality is the 12-week maternity leave in the US 
compared to the 12-month maternity leave in the UK (Euro-MPs back 20-week 
maternity plan, 2010). This may undermine the position of US female journalists in 
comparison with their British colleagues, and create a more uneven gender distribution 
in the journalistic professions in the US.  
 
Another cultural difference between the UK and the US with respect to journalism is the 
role of the press. The press can be seen as the “fourth estate”, whose purpose is to 
monitor governments and hold them accountable for their actions (Willis 2010: 14-15). 
However, this “watchdog function” (Willis 2010: 15) is implemented in a slightly 
different manner in the UK and the US. In Britain, the Opposition has the official 
responsibility to question the actions of the government, and the purpose of the press is 
only to reflect and report the debate (Cameron 1997: 171). In the US, in turn, the press 
initiates the debate since there is no official opposition (Cameron 1997: 171). This 
difference in the role of press between the UK and the US may create cultural variation 
in the reporting style and affect the manner journalists take their stance on matters of 
public debate. 
 
2.3 Differences in Male and Female Communication 

2.3.1 Explanations for Differences in Male and Female Interaction 

Holmes (1995) lists three different explanations for the differences in male and female 
communication. First, she names psychological and to some extent biological, innate 
differences that affect the way women and men communicate: women are often more 
interested in making connections and involving others in the communication, whereas 
men often have a more detached style and rely on independence and autonomy. 
Secondly, Holmes notes that girls and boys learn varying styles of interaction because 
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they are socialised into their roles according to gender. As a result, boys are often 
competitive and controlling, whereas girls concentrate on cooperation and rapport.  
Finally, gender differences in interaction can be seen as an outcome of uneven 
distribution of social power, making the male style of communication the norm of 
public discussion (Holmes 1995: 7-8; Kaplan 1986/1998: 55; Talbot 2010: 184-185, 
196; Mills 1995/1998: 65). The above-mentioned differences in communication have 
been shown to apply also in the field of journalism. Van Zoonen (1998) found that 
female journalists prefer a more involved and humane approach to news, which goes 
against the traditionally detached and objective style of news reporting. 
 
2.3.2 Involved versus Informative Style 

First person references such as I, we, me and us are markers of involvement, while 
nominalization (that is, the usage of noun forms instead of verbs, adjectives or adverbs 
e.g. treatment instead of treat) and passive voice are markers of detachment (Chafe 
1982: 39, 45-46). Further markers of involvement are, for example, second person 
pronouns, demonstrative and indefinite pronouns, wh-questions and present-tense verbs 
(Biber 1995: 142). Informative features, in turn, include nouns, attributive adjectives 
that often define nouns, prepositional phrases and long words that often convey specific 
information (Biber 1995: 141-143). As mentioned above, the focus of this study is on 
first person references, which indicates the involvement of the author.  
 
Several studies have shown that women have a tendency to show greater involvement in 
the interaction than men. Tannen (1986) studied interactional differences between men 
and women and showed that women usually are more involved in their interaction and 
concentrate on solidifying relationships whereas men have a tendency to be more 
objective and informative in order to keep their independence (Tannen 1986: 15-16; 
Tannen 1990: 291-292). Similar findings were made by Palander-Collin (1999), whose 
research on personal letters indicated that females involved themselves and their readers 
in the text with a greater frequency than men. Thirdly, Argamon et al. (2003) presented 
strong evidence for female writers involving their audiences into the texts especially in 
terms of personal pronouns, whereas men wrote more objectively using noun modifiers. 
Finally, studies within journalism have also shown that women have a tendency to write 
in a more audience-oriented and involved style, while men are prone to retain 
objectivity and distance themselves from the text (Wiik 2010: 115; van Zoonen 1998).  
 
Contrary to the above-mentioned results, Sanderson (2008), who studied authors of 
academic articles within humanities, found that especially British female academics 
used considerably fewer personal pronouns in comparison with their male colleagues. 
The same result could be detected between male and female scholars from the US, 
although the difference was not as great as with the British scholars (Sanderson 2008). 
The greater usage of personal pronouns by male scholars could suggest that, in 
academic writing in the UK and the US, men show greater involvement in their texts 
than women. The results may reflect women’s attempt to conform to the male-
dominated field of academia by applying a more distanced and informative style of 
writing (Sanderson 2008).   
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2.3.3 Features and Markers of Male and Female Writing 

Argamon et al. (2003) found significant differences between formal male and female 
writing regardless of the genre or the purpose of the texts. They studied a corpus of 604 
fiction and non-fiction texts from the British National Corpus (BNC) creating a 
sampling of 42,000 words. They established that women use pronouns to a greater 
extent than men, whereas men use noun specifiers to a greater extent than women. The 
result was interpreted as varying means between men and women to describe the things 
that are discussed: nouns refer to informative and objective expression employed by 
men whereas pronouns are markers of “involved” and personalised style of writing 
more commonly employed by women. 
 
More specifically, the results obtained by Argamon et al. (2003) show that in non-
fiction and fiction females have a greater tendency to use especially the singular first 
person pronoun I, the second person pronoun you and the third-person pronouns she and 
he (including reflexive and possessive forms of the pronouns). This was suggested to be 
a sign of females preferring to mention the gender of the described “thing” as well as 
including both the reader and the writer in the text. However, while women generally 
use more pronouns, men use the plural pronoun forms we, us, they, them more 
frequently in fiction. Argamon et al. (2003) speculated that the greater usage of plural 
pronouns by men is a marker of “depersonlization”, which distances the writer from the 
text and is a means of talking about entities instead of recognised single units or actors. 
The finding is supported by Sanderson (2008), who also found that men use more first 
person plural forms in academic writing than women. The result could suggest that the 
greater usage of first person plural forms by men can also be detected in the more 
formal genres.  
 
Palander-Collin (1999) studied personal correspondence and found a similar pattern of 
females using the first person singular pronoun I to a greater extent than men. In 
addition, she found that women tend to “overtly include” both the writer and the reader 
in the text, which makes the female style of writing more “involved” than the male 
style. Furthermore, Palander-Collin found that female writers have a tendency to 
express their personal stance more often than men (Palander-Collin 1999: 248-249). 
Another study on personal letters produced similar results on greater involvement of the 
writer and the reader by women (Biber, Conrad and Reppen 1998: 221-222).  
 
Sanderson (2008), however, found that in academic writing men showed a tendency of 
greater involvement in the text than women by using person reference I, you and we. 
The result contradicts the findings of the above-mentioned scholars and suggests that 
women do not automatically employ a more involved style. As speculated above, the 
reason for the lower usage of person reference by women may be due to the attempt to 
conform to the objective and masculine traditions of academia (Sanderson 2008). Other 
factors that may have affected the results are status, age and experience in the field of 
academia (Sanderson 2008).  
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2.4 Differences Between British and American English 

 
There are detectable differences between different varieties of English in the world in 
terms of pronunciation, words and spelling (Ronowicz 2007: 16). Despite these 
differences, it can be said that for example native users of British, Australian, Canadian, 
American and New Zealander English speak the same language. In addition to 
somewhat obvious differences and similarities, there is notable cultural variation 
between different native speakers of English in terms of discourse patterns (Ronowicz 
2007:16). The patterns originate from cultural, sociological and historical factors, which 
are community-dependent and prone to change. Furthermore, geographic region, race 
and ethnicity are factors which necessarily affect people’s personality, worldview and 
beliefs (Willis 2010: 36-37). Consequently, native English speakers travelling to 
another English speaking country may encounter problems or difficulties in conducting 
a discourse (Ronowicz 2007: 16). Moreover, even though English is standardized in 
spelling making published written language understandable between the English-
speaking communities (Yallop 2007: 40), cultural and sociological factors may also 
have an underlying effect on the written English. 
 
Some evidence for cultural variation in written English was found by Sanderson (2008) 
in that British, US-American and German scholars within the humanities personalised 
their academic articles at different rates. While German academics generally used fewer 
personal pronouns than their English-speaking colleagues, there was also some variation 
within the English-speaking academics. The US scholars commonly employed person 
reference to somewhat greater extent than the UK academics (Sanderson 2008). 
Furthermore, female academics from the US seemed to use person reference to a greater 
extent in comparison with the British female scholars (Sanderson 2008). These 
differences between the usage of person reference between the US scholars and the UK 
scholars could suggest that cultural differences can be found in formal writing among 
English speakers of different countries. 
 

3. Material 

The material of this study consisted of 145 columns that were retrieved from the 
websites of two broadsheets: The Guardian and The New York Times. These two 
newspapers were chosen because they represent formal writing and cover two main 
varieties of English. The Guardian is not issued on Sundays, and therefore, to cover the 
Sunday columns, The Guardian’s sister paper The Observer (The History of the 
Observer, 2002) was included in this study. The choice to include The Observer was 
natural since articles from The Guardian and The Observer share the same online 
archive. For practical reasons, the columns from The Guardian and The Observer are 
referred to as The Guardian columns (including the tables and figures) in the following 
sections. 
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All columns published on the websites of The Guardian and The New York Times 
during a selected period of time from 16 August 2010 to 31 August 2010 were chosen 
in the study. No other factors than the particular time period and the motivation to study 
as current texts as possible affected the selection process. It should be noted, though, 
that some exclusions were made within the studied time period for a number of reasons, 
which are discussed below. It should also be noted that, even though the columns were 
searched using the above-mentioned dates, some of the columns were published online 
the day before the official date of publishing in the newspapers (e.g. columns that 
appeared in the newspaper on 16 August 2010, were in some cases already published 
online on the 15 August 2010). Furthermore, only columns that were retrievable on the 
websites have been used. 
 
The material from The Guardian/The Observer consisted of 71 columns of which 45 
were written by male authors and 26 by female authors. Since these newspapers have 
regular columnists, some of the authors wrote more than one column during the 
examined period of time. Altogether, the sampling from The Guardian consisted of 35 
different male authors and 20 different female authors. A single author contributed no 
more than three columns. Moreover, all the columns were published on The Guardian’s 
“Comment and debate” pages and The Observer’s “Comment” pages. The material 
excluded additional commentary texts published on these pages, such as diaries, blogs, 
book reviews and profiles as well as editorials, letters to the editor and “the big issue” 
series of The Observer. In addition, one of the columns from the examined period of 
time was excluded because it was originally printed in The New York Times (see 
Appendix, Table 6).  
 
The material from The New York Times consisted of 74 columns of which 62 were 
written by male authors and 12 by female authors. Due to regular columnists, the 
sampling consisted of 45 different male authors and 8 different female authors. A single 
author contributed no more than five columns. In addition, only Op-Ed Columnists and 
Op-Ed Contributors were included in this sampling. All other commentary on The New 
York Times’ Opinion pages was excluded. Further exclusions were a column which was 
an excerpt from a novella collection (see Appendix, Table 6), and a column written in 
the form of imaginary correspondence (see Appendix, Table 6). The reason for the latter 
exclusion was that it lacked a uniform format. One column was excluded because it was 
unclear if it was an excerpt from a published book or a memoir based on a published 
book (see Appendix, Table 6). Further exclusions were a translated column and a 
column with both a male and a female author (see Appendix, Table 6). It should also be 
noted that there were one column with two female authors and two columns with two 
male authors. These columns were included in the material, because the texts have clear 
representatives of each gender. However, they were counted as one male/female 
individual, because it is impossible to differentiate the text written by each person (see 
Appendix, Table 6). 
 
The average column length in the whole sampling was 897 words. The average lengths 
of the male and female columns were 906 and 872 words, respectively. The average 
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lengths of The Guardian and The New York Times columns were 896 and 899 words, 
respectively. Altogether the sampling of this study consisted of 130,122 words. 
Headlines and captions were included, since they can be perceived to be part of the 
column. The political stance of the newspapers was insignificant in this study since it 
examines linguistic features rather than discussed matters. In addition, The New York 
Times notes that the columns do not necessarily represent the opinions of the newspaper 
(More Information About Global Opinion Articles, 2010). 

  

The restricted scope of the study allowed examination of only two broadsheets, which 
represent a limited aspect of language culture from each country. It was also beyond the 
scope of this study to track the nationalities of the writers of The Guardian and The New 
York Times. As a result of these factors, the sampling may not in every case represent 
prototypical examples of British or American English. Furthermore, the editing 
processes and policies of the broadsheets may vary due to the conventions of different 
newspapers, which may have had some effect on the studied columns. However, it was 
not possible to examine these processes and their effect on the texts within the scope of 
this paper. Moreover, the uneven distribution of male and female writers has been 
recognised and taken into consideration both in calculations and analysis.  

 

 

4. Method 

The study applies the methodology of corpus linguistics, as corpus linguistics examines 
authentic texts in their original form, which is a fundamental aspect of studying corpora 
(Meyer 2002: xiii). A corpus can be broadly defined as “a collection of texts used for 
the purposes of general linguistic analysis” (Meyer 2002: xiii), and it can be used for 
examining specific lexical items, syntactic structures or certain utterances (Meyer 2002: 
xii-xiii). The columns of this study functioned as a collection of texts, a corpus, which 
was used linguistic analysis. 
 
To measure the frequency of the lexical items in question the AntConc tool, which is a 
freeware concordance program (Anthony 2010), was used. The program is retrievable 
on Laurence Anthony’s website on www.antlab.sci.waseda.ac.jp/antconc_index.html. 
The program counts the occurrences of the target items, shows the contexts and the 
authors. On the basis of this information mean frequencies, standard error of the means, 
medians, upper and lower quartiles and range were calculated and scatterplot figures 
were drawn. Quartiles together with range divide the data into equal groups. On the 
basis of this, the distribution of data can be observed and possible skewness determined. 
The scatterplot, in turn, shows the distribution of all the studied figures and reveal the 
possible outliers of the data. The scatterplots of this study were drawn in Microsoft 
Excel. It should be noted that three homonymic words that gave “false” tokens such as 
mine (e.g. Gold Mine) and I (e.g. in FBI), and us (e.g. US-policy) were manually 
excluded from the sampling.  
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5. Results and Analysis 

In this section, the results are presented and analysed in the following order. Firstly, the 
overall statistics of the male and female data are presented (see Table 1), and after that 
the distribution of the data is shown in a table displaying range and quartiles (see Table 
2) and in a scatterplot figure (see Figure 1). After male/female comparison, the data 
from The Guardian and The New York Times are analysed and shown in a table of 
overall statistics (see Table 3) and in a table displaying range and quartiles (see Table 
4). Finally a qualitative analysis regarding columns with deviant number of target items 
is given.2 
 
5.1. Distribution of I and we Between Males and Females 

5.1.1 Overall Statistics 

A total of 1,800 first person singular and plural pronouns were observed from the 
sampling of the 145 columns, out of which 107 were written by male authors and 38 by 
female authors. The frequencies displayed in Table 1 show that the male authors of this 
study used both singular and plural first person pronouns with a higher frequency than 
women. However, the difference seems to be significant only in 1st s+pl (p=0.0069, i.e.,  
 
Table 1. Overall statistics of the observed tokens, the number of words by each gender, mean 
frequencies per column (897 words), standard error of mean and medians of male and female 
columnists. 

Pronoun forms Male 
tokens/ 
words 

Female 
tokens/ 
words 

Male 
µ±stderr 

Female  
µ±stderr 

Chi-
square 

Male 
median 

Female 
median 

Mann-
Whitney 
u-test 

First person 
singular and plural  
I, me, my, mine,  
myself, we, us, our, 
ours, ourselves 

1,391/ 
96,989 

409/ 
33,133 

12.92±0.64 11.07±0.96 p=0.0069 
(p<0.05) 

4.0 4.0 p=0.726 
(p>0.05) 

First person 
singular 
I, me, my, mine, 
myself 

675/ 
96,989 
 

213/ 
33,133 

6.24±1.05 5.77±1.75 p=0.301 
(p>0.05) 

2.0 3.0 p=0.992 
(p>0.05) 

First person plural  
we, us, our, ours, 
ourselves 

716/ 
96,989 

196/ 
33,133 

6.62±0.72 5.30±0.79 p=0.0055 
(p<0.05) 

4.0 4.0 p=0.572 
(p>0.05) 

                                                        
2 For practical reasons, in this section first person singular and plural pronouns are together referred to as 1st s+pl, 

first person singular pronouns as 1st s and first person plural pronouns as 1st pl.  
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p<0.05) and in 1st pl (p=0.0055, i.e.,(p<0.05). 
 
Futhermore, the difference in 1st s+pl  is likely to be significant because of the 
statistically significant difference in 1st pl was seen as a male feature, and therefore the 
results in Table 1 indicate accordance with the results obtained by Argamon et al. 
(2003) and Sanderson (2008). The difference in frequency between male and female 
authors in 1st s is not statistically significant. This result seems to contradict the result 
obtained by Argamon et al. (2003), who found that females generally use more 1st s in 
their writing.  
 
Further examination of the table shows that the medians of 1st s+pl and 1st pl are equal 
between women and men. Moreover, women have a slightly higher median in the 
category of 1st s. However, this difference is not statistically significant (p=0.992, i.e., 
p>0.05); that is, according to the medians in all categories, it seems that women and 
men use first person pronouns at a relatively similar rate. 
 
Table 1, therefore, presents somewhat contradictory results, where the statistical test for 
frequencies (Chi-square) shows statistically significant differences between the pronoun 
usage of men and women in 1st s+pl and 1st , whereas the test for statistical difference 
for medians (Mann-Whitney u-test) state the opposite. The contradiction is likely to be 
due to a skewed distribution of tokens, and the matter will be examined and discussed 
below. Differences regarding 1st s, in turn, are statistically non-significant in both 
frequency and median. Overall, the results regarding median in Table 1 suggest that the 
male and female writers of this study use first person singular pronouns at a somewhat 
similar rate. 
 

5.1.2. Ranges, Medians and Quartiles 

A total of 409 first person pronouns were identified in female texts and 1,391 in male 
texts (see Table 1). Table 23 (see page 12) shows that the contradiction observed above 
might be due to a broad distribution of examined tokens and fluctuation of values at the 
upper end of the examined data. Medians, as mentioned above, do not fluctuate 
considerably in any of the categories, which suggest that there is little variation between 
the female and male data. This observation is confirmed by the Mann-Whitney u-test 
(see Table 1), which results in statistically non-significant differences (p>0.05) between 
males and females in all of the studied items.  
 
Overall, it seems that fluctuation in all the male quartiles is moderate. However, the 
ranges of male usage of first person pronouns are broad, being 0-73 in 1st s+pl and 1st s, 
and 0-44 in 1st pl. High maximum values in comparison with relatively low values in 

                                                        
3 For practical reasons first person singular pronouns (I, me, my, mine, myself) and first person plural pronouns (we, 

us, our, our, ourselves) are shortened in Table 2 to 1st s and 1st pl, respectively. It should be noted, however, that all 

the forms were included in the count of this table. 
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upper quartiles and moderate fluctuation between all the quartiles suggest that there are 
a few male authors with an extraordinary high number of personal pronouns that 
increase the frequency and cause the contradiction seen in Table 1. In other words, it 
seems that a few texts with a high number of tokens raise the overall frequency rate 
making the differences between men and women statistically significant (see Table 1).  
 
Table 2. Range and distribution of the singular and plural first person pronouns I, me, my, mine, 
myself, we, us, our, ours, ourselves between males and females. 

Gender/pronoun Min Lquart Median Uquart Max 
Male/1st s+pl 0.0 1.0 4.0 9.0 73.0 

Female/1sts+pl 0.0 1.0 4.0 6.0 62.0 

Male/1st s 0.0 0.0 2.0 8.0 73.0 

Female/1sts 0.0 0.0 3.0 6.0 62.0 

Male/1stpl 0.0 2.0 4.0 10.0 44.0 

Female/1stpl 0.0 2.0 4.0 7.0 24.0 

 
Similar observations can be made for female columnists. The ranges of the number of 
observed tokens written by women are also rather broad, being 0-62 in 1st s+pl and 1st s 
and 0-24 in 1st pl. As with men, the high maximum values in comparison with relatively 
low values in upper quartiles and moderate fluctuation in other quartiles suggest that 
there could be a few females who use a deviating number of target items.  
 
Overall, the distribution of target items displayed in Table 2 suggests that there are a 
few authors in the male and female groups using deviating numbers of target items. It 
should also be noted that random high numbers in the data do not affect the statistical 
test for the medians (Mann-Whitney u-test). If there were more than a few deviating 
texts with a high number of target items, the test would not result in statistically non-
significant differences. However, the Mann-Whitney u-test yielded non-significant 
differences between the studied data (see Table 1), which confirms the speculation 
about only a few texts in the data (both among males and females) with deviating 
numbers of target items. This observation is discussed and confirmed below in Figures 
1 and 2. 
 
5.1.3. Distribution of the Target Items 

Figure 1 shows (see page 13) that most of the male columnists use 0 to 25 personal 
pronouns in their columns. As speculated above, Figure 1 further shows there are 7 
columnists clearly deviating from the rest of the data, using 29 to 73 personal pronouns 
in their columns. It is also noteworthy that a number of the male authors do not use any 
personal pronouns at all. 
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Figure 1. Scatterplot showing the distribution of the target items I and we among male columnists. 

Figure 2 (see page 14) shows 3 clearly deviating female authors, who use 24 to 62 
personal pronouns in their columns. The rest of the female authors seem to fall rather 
evenly between 0 to 15 personal pronouns. As with the men, there are several female 
columnists who do not use any first person pronouns. Furthermore, while most men use 
between 0 to 25 first person pronouns, the overall usage by women fall between 0 to 15 
first person pronouns. The fact that the men on average wrote slightly longer columns, 
906 words, in comparison with the women’s 872-word average, could be one, minor 
explanation for the higher number of first person pronouns used by men. However, 
since the number of female authors was 38 and the number of male authors was 107, it 
is premature to draw conclusions from either overall usage or average column length.   

In addition, as Table 2 shows, the data in both the male and the female groups are rather 
evenly distributed and the differences between male and female quartile values are low, 
which suggests non-significant differences between the compared data. Furthermore, 
the differences in medians are non-significant, which is confirmed by Mann-Whitney u-
test (see Table 1). In conclusion, the scatterplots alongside the Mann-Whitney u-test 
could suggest that the high number of occurrences in a number of columns is due to 
random fluctuation. The deviating columns are further discussed in section 5.3 below. 
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Figure 2. Scatterplot showing the distribution of the target items I and we among female 
columnists. 

 
5.2. Distribution of I and we in The Guardian and The New York 
Times 

5.2.1 Overall Statistics 

A total of 1,800 singular and plural first person pronouns were observed from 71 
columns from The Guardian and 74 columns from The New York Times. As Table 3 
shows, The Guardian columnists have a higher frequency rate of first person pronouns 
in all of the studied categories. However, the difference is not significant in any of the 
categories, as the shown by the Chi-square tests (p>0.05, see Table 3, page 15). 
Consequently, it seems that there are no significant differences in the usage of first 
person pronouns between columnists from The Guardian and The New York Times. 
 
An analysis of the medians yields results that are in accordance with the data concerning 
frequency. The medians in all of the categories are very uniform. There is only a minor 
difference in the category of 1st s, where The Guardian median is 2.0 and The New York 
Times median is 2.5 (see Table 3, page 15). As a result, the medians suggest that the 
columnists of The Guardian and The New York Times use first person pronouns at a 
similar rate. The observation is confirmed by the Mann-Whitney u-test, which shows 
that the differences between data from The Guardian and from The New York Times are 
non-significant (p>0.05) in all of the examined categories. Table 4 shows results that are 
in accordance with the results presented in Table 3, and the matter is further discussed 
below.  
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Table 3. Overall statistics of the observed tokens, the number of words by each paper, mean 
frequencies per column (897 words), standard error of mean and medians of The Guardian and The 
New York Times columnists. 

Pronoun 
forms 

Guardian 
tokens/ 
words 

NYT 
tokens/ 
words 

Guardian 
µ±stderr 

NYT  
µ±stderr 

Chi-
square 

Guardian 
median 

NYT 
median 

Mann-
Whitney 
u-test 

First person 
singular and 
plural  
I, me, my, 
mine, myself, 
we, us, our, 
ours, ourselves 

919/ 
63,588 

881/ 
66,534 

12.96±0.80 11.88±0.71 p=0.0673 
(p>0.05) 

4.0 4.0 p=0.563 
(p>0.05) 

First person 
singular 
I, me, my, 
mine, myself 

453/ 
63,588 

435/ 
66,534 

6.39±1.35 5.86±1.20 p=0.2077 
(p>0.05) 

2.0 2.5 p=0.613 
(p>0.05) 

First person 
plural  
we, us, our, 
ours, ourselves 

466/ 
63,588 

446/ 
66,534 

6.29±0.85 6.01±0.77 p=0.1845 
(p>0.05) 

4.0 4.0 p=0.816 
(p>0.05) 

 
5.2.2. Ranges, Medians and Quartiles 

As mentioned above, the medians between The Guardian and The New York Times 
indicate a rather even distribution in the usage of first person pronouns. The uniformity 
of data from both The Guardian and The New York Times is confirmed by the Mann- 
Whitney u-test (see Table 3) and the relatively uniform quartiles (see Table 4).  
 
Table 4. Range and distribution of the singular and plural first person pronouns I, me, my, mine, 
myself, we, us, our, ours, ourselves between The Guardian and The New York Times. 

Paper/pronoun Min Lquart Median Uquart Max 
Guardian/1sts+pl 0.0  1.0 4.0 8.0 73.0 

NYT/1sts+pl 0.0 0.0 4.0 8.5 62.0 

Guardian/1sts 0.0 0.0 2.0 8.0 73.0 

NYT/1sts 0.0 0.0 2.5 7.0 62.0 

Guardian/1stpl 0.0 2.0  4.0 10.0 38.0 

NYT/1stpl 0.0 1.0 4.0 10.0 44.0 

 
It seems as though there is no significant variation in the usage of personal pronouns 
between the columnists of The Guardian and The New York Times. Due to the 
statistically non-significant results and even distribution of the data presented in Table 3 
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and Table 4, scatterplots of the distribution are not presented. Moreover, as mentioned 
above, the high maximum values seen both in Table 2 and Table 4 are due to a few 
columns with high number of target items, which will be discussed in section 5.3. 
below. 
 

5.3. Columns with Deviant Frequencies of First Person Pronouns 

5.3.1 Overall Statistics of the Deviating Columns 

As Figures 1 and 2 show (see pages 13-14), there were 7 male authors and 3 female 
authors who used deviating numbers of target items. Table 5 shows (see also Appendix, 
Table 7) the information of the 10 considerably deviating columns that were collected 
from the data. The deviating authors have been chosen in relation to the overall 
distribution of first person pronouns by each gender (see Figures 1 and 2, pages 13 and 
14, respectively); hence the deviating numbers of tokens by females are lower, ranging 
from 24 to 62 in comparison with the males’ 29-to-73 tokens. Moreover, the high 
number of target items was due to first person singular pronouns in 7 columns and first 
person plural pronoun in 3 columns.  

The distribution of deviating texts between The Guardian and The New York Times is 4 
and 5, respectively (see Table 5). The distribution between males and females, as 
mentioned above, is 7 and 3, respectively. The uneven distribution between males and 
females in Table 5 is likely to be due to the uneven gender distribution in the whole 
sampling. Furthermore, Table 5 shows that none of the studied groups – female or male 
authors, or The Guardian or The New York Times columnists – stand out in the 
sampling with a considerably higher number of target items. Instead, high numbers of 
target items can be found in all of the studied dimensions. 

Table 5. Columns with high number of occurrences of I and we. 

Author  Number of tokens  Feature  Paper 
MALES     
L. Isaacson  73  First person singular  Guardian 
K. McKenna  49  First person singular  Guardian 
A. Sethi  44  First person plural  NYT 
B. Herbert  40  First person singular  NYT 
A.S. Brisbane  39  First person singular  NYT 
E. Miliband  38  First person plural  Guardian 
E. Freisler  29  First person singular  NYT 
FEMALES       
D. Bletter  62  First person singular  NYT 
A. Sherine  29  First person singular  Guardian 
M. Bunting  24  First person plural  Guardian 
 
5.3.2 Analysis of the Deviating Columns 

There were some recurring patterns and contexts among the deviating columns. On the 
basis of this, the analysis is constructed and linked around the similar tendencies found 
in the columns. Since there were only ten deviating columns, the analysis is focused on 
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the general reasons (e.g. context, stylistic choices) behind the deviating numbers of 
target items instead of the division and distribution of singular and plural pronouns, 
gender patterns or cultural differences.4 

 
There were 5 authors that used long passages about their own experiences as a basis for 
their columns. Bletter wrote a story of her motorbike trip interspersing (mainly) I-
narrative, dialogue and quotations as shown in Example (1):  

(1) “What’s wrong is that I’ve only taken five motorcycle lessons in my entire life,” I said. 
“And we never covered a grated metal bridge in the Yukon!”  

“But you’ve already ridden 2,000 miles to get here!”  

“A stunt woman who looks like me rode those miles,” I said. “How about I walk the bike 
across?”  

“That’s more dangerous than riding across it.”  

“I’m scared!”  

Jonny barked, “Just go!”  

I took off. The bridge was slick. The motorcycle slid over the soaked grates. I gripped the 
handles so hard my knuckles bleached whiter than Yukon snow. --- I let the bike wobble and 
weave. I held onto my prayers that this journey would teach me something about myself. That 
I was braver than I expected to be. That I was still on course with my life though it sure did 
feel like I was careening out of control, venturing even deeper into the vast unknown. (Bletter) 

The I-narrative was the most prominent feature and applied throughout the column; 
however, the dialogue and quotes increased the number of first person pronouns. 
Furthermore, there was no factual information, which made the column very narrative in 
style. 

Isaacson, McKenna, Sethi, Herbert and Freisler also constructed their columns by using 
long passages of personal experience in I- and we-narrative plus dialogue and/or straight 
quotations as shown in Examples (2) and (3):  

(2) The shock. Within a couple of hours, I had tubes going into parts of me that I never 
thought you could get a tube into. And I very, very nearly died. They put me on dialysis. 
American hospitals are famously expensive and when I checked with my insurance company, 
I was told me that supportive treatment for renal failure isn't covered. "Oh God," I thought. 
"I'm dying and in a fight with the insurance company." So I came home. (Isaacson) 

(3) We agreed to meet the man at the relief camp. We were scheduled to do another 
transmission at night, and hoped that in it we would confront him with the complaints and 
demands of the villagers his boss had abandoned. But we never got the chance. (Sethi) 

As can be seen above, the usage of I and we is frequent. Due to the long passages about 
personal experiences in the style seen above, the number of personal pronouns was 

                                                        
4 The underlining in the following excerpts (1)-(8) is mine and inserted for emphasis. 
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increased. Even though the columns mainly consisted of story-like narrative of the 
authors’ experiences, some facts and/or links to the current situations were provided. 
Furthermore, it should be noted that in addition to the longer dialogues in Sethi’s 
column, the straight quotations represented a minority of the contexts where first person 
pronouns occurred.   
 
Also Sherine began her column with a personal experience in I-narrative, but it was 
considerably shorter than in the above-mentioned columns. Furthermore, I was found in 
a quote from a commercial text: “while the cashier's shirt read ‘Can I toss 4 u’?”, and in 
a quote of her own thoughts (Example 4): 

(4) Obediently, I wrote: ‘Snog is a daft name for a yoghurt shop. I like innuendo and puns as 
much as the next woman -- And if I wanted to visit your website, I would be very reluctant to 
type in ifancyasnog.com. (Sherine) 

However, most of her target items were found in the running text where she provided 
commentary by using first person pronouns: (5) ”I don't know about you, but I don't 
want to think about other people's saliva while I'm trying to eat dessert”. The column by 
Brisbane was constructed in a very similar fashion. The column was constructed around 
a personal experience and written as an I-narrative, but an ample amount of commentary 
and personal stance in the following fashion increased the number of target items: 

(6) I believe a news organization needs to be aggressive --- I believe there is no conspiracy --- 
I believe that journalists should leave their political views at the door when they report and 
edit the news. (Brisbane) 

Both Brisbane and Sherine provided ample commentary together with many facts, 
which made the texts more column-like in comparison with the columns that were 
mainly written around personal experience discussed above. 
 
Miliband, in turn, seemed to used we-narrative as a method of persuasion and assurance: 

(7) We need a different approach. Britain's big question of the next decade is whether we head 
towards an increasingly US-style capitalism – more unequal, more brutish, more unjust – or 
whether we can build a different model – a capitalism that works for people and not the other 
way around. For Labour to change and reconnect with those who turned their backs on our 
party, this is the project on which we must embark. (Miliband) 

This style was applied throughout the column, and it approached language that can be 
heard in the political sphere. As can be seen in the quote above, the author was indeed 
an advocate for the Labour party. Miliband also made statements using I-narrative; 
however, we-narrative was more prominent and used frequently throughout the column, 
which increased the number of target items.  
 
Bunting wrote about British people’s holiday making, and expressed many of her views 
through we-narrative: 

(8) Most of all, we slip loose the tyranny of time: we stop rushing, we abdicate that sense of 
drive and purpose (the next deadline, report, presentation) that is promoted in the west as 
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essential to a meaningful lifestyle. Instead, we rediscover something of the aimlessness of the 
small child's experience: we let ourselves potter about and dawdle. We look back with 
satisfaction on days in which we have done staggeringly little. And, in the process, we find 
ourselves becoming much, much happier. (Bunting) 

It seems as though she uses the collective we to express her views as facts. Furthermore, 
only the latter half of her column applied we-narrative of this style, but (as can be seen 
above) the usage of first person plural pronouns was dense, which increased the number 
of target items.  
 
Overall, the first person pronouns in the studied texts were used in a variety of contexts. 
Half of the studied texts with high numbers of target items mainly consisted of long, 
story-like personal experiences written in first person narrative. The style of these 
columns approached narrative, since they provided little or no factual information 
around the personal story. Shorter personal experiences or frame stories were also used 
and interspersed with commentary using first person pronouns. The style of these 
columns could be seen as more traditional in the genre of column writing. Moreover, 
first person plural pronouns were used as a method of persuasion and as a means of 
expressing one’s own views as facts. Quotes and dialogue including first person 
pronouns also affected their number, but overall they were not the main reason for the 
high number of target items (despite the long dialogues in Sethi’s columns). Other than 
story-like narration, there was no consistency or reason for the high number of target 
items. Instead, the authors seem to make individual stylistic choices of using first person 
pronouns.  
 
6. Discussion 

The results indicate that in the studied newspaper columns women and men use both 
first person singular pronoun I, and first person plural pronoun we at a somewhat similar 
rate. The results are somewhat contradictory with the results of Argamon et al. (2003), 
who found that females in general use more pronouns and especially the pronoun I. We 
was seen as a male marker and a method of “depersonalisation” (Argamon et al. 2003; 
Sanderson 2008), but as with the first person singular forms, there were no statistically 
significant differences between male and female authors in the material used in this 
study. However, the uneven distribution of female and male authors in the studied 
sampling affected the comparability, which is why firm conclusions cannot be drawn.  
 
Similar results were found in the data from the columnists of The Guardian and The 
New York Times. Both The Guardian and The New York Times columnists used first 
person singular and plural pronouns at a somewhat similar rate, which indicates that 
there was no cultural variation in the usage of first person pronouns. Contrary to male-
female data, the number of columns between The Guardian and The New York Times 
was relatively even: 71 and 74. However, most of the columnists were male, and 
therefore the result mostly represents the variation and similarities between the male 
authors of the UK and the US. 
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It was found that ten columns included higher numbers of first person pronouns than the 
majority of the sampling. Over half of these columns used first person narrative and 
personal experience as the main content of the text. This seemed to be the main reason 
for the high number of target items, and made these columns approach fiction in style. 
Furthermore, nearly all of these columns also contained dialogue and quotes, which 
added to the narrative qualities of the texts. It can be discussed if columns written in this 
fashion can be investigated in parallel with more traditional styles of column writing or 
if the more appropriate control group would be clearly narrative texts. However, the 
first-person narrative and personal experiences can implicitly or directly add to the 
message and/or the stance the author wants to convey, making the strategy effective in 
the genre of column writing. Since the genre of column writing can apply a variety of 
styles and strategies, it may be difficult if not impossible to make distinctions between 
valid columns. 
 
The present paper examined only one aspect of personalisation and involvement: the 
usage of first person pronouns. Therefore, it should also be remembered that 
personalisation and expressing one’s opinion include a variety of other means as well; 
e.g. the usage of other pronouns, adverbials or other implicit indications that form an 
opinion, express a stance and involve the author. In the sampling of this study, there 
were also many columns that did not include any first person pronouns. How these 
columnists indicate their stance and approach needs further observation and 
examination of other markers of involvement and personalisation. These markers have 
to be studied both quantitatively and qualitatively in order to draw stronger overall 
conclusions on personalisation in column writing. Especially qualitative study on the 
contexts of the studied target items is needed in order to be able to perform possible 
exclusions of target items (e.g. quotations).  
 
Furthermore, it is possible that the difference between male and female authors of this 
study was mitigated because of the requirements of personal approach in the genre. The 
results may also reflect an attempt by each gender to maintain a socially acceptable role 
in terms of expressing a public opinion. However, more research on this is required in 
order to find out how men and women form their opinion in public arenas and if, or 
how, women have conformed to the communication style of the public sphere. 
Moreover, the fact that the women did not show greater involvement in the studied 
columns in comparison with the men may also suggest that women have adapted to a 
more distanced style of writing, which has been the norm in journalism. In this case, the 
results of the present paper would be somewhat parallel with the results obtained by 
Sanderson (2008), who discovered that women applied a more distanced style in 
academic writing, possibly in an attempt to conform to the traditionally male-dominated 
field and the distanced style it requires. Nevertheless, the restricted scope of the present 
study does not allow any firm conclusions to be drawn on whether similar adaptation by 
women is also present in the field of journalism. 
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7. Conclusion 

As several previous studies discussed in this study have found, women have a tendency 
to show involvement in the interaction to a greater extent than male speakers and 
writers. This evidence for greater pronoun usage by women (Argamon et al. 2003) 
worked as a starting-point for this study, and the aim of this paper was to examine what 
happens in terms of involvement among men and women if the genre requires personal 
stance and approach. More specifically, this paper studied the usage of first person 
singular and plural pronouns in the selected newspaper columns. Further, an additional 
dimension of British and American English was added to examine whether variation in 
terms of the usage of first person singular and plural forms between two main varieties 
of English could be detected. 
 
The results indicated that first person pronouns I and we were used to a largely similar 
extent in the studied newspaper columns within both of the studied dimensions: male-
female and The Guardian-The New York Times. However, in order to draw firm 
conclusions, a larger sampling with even distribution of male and female authors would 
be needed. Furthermore, other markers of personalisation and involvement need to be 
studied in order to determine overall tendencies of involvement. There were also a 
number of texts without any personal pronouns that need further investigation to 
determine what the methods of personalisation in such texts are. In addition, there were 
ten columns with greatly deviating frequencies of personal pronouns that utilised 
different styles; however, the reason for high frequencies of target items was mostly due 
to employment of qualities that approach story-telling in style. However, the narrative 
style represented a clear minority of the overall sampling and, therefore, it had a minor 
effect on the overall results.  
 
Even though the present study shows only one aspect of personalisation and 
involvement, it could suggest, alongside the results obtained by Sanderson (2008), that 
previous findings of greater tendency for women to show involvement in interaction 
may be disappearing among professional women. The development could be seen as a 
somewhat natural and inevitable adaptation to the working fields that have traditionally 
been characterised by masculine communicative conventions. This speculation leaves 
plenty of room for further investigation. As women increasingly enter professions 
previously reserved for men, will the cooperative and involving style no longer be seen 
as characteristics of female communication? Will men, in turn, start applying features of 
communication that were formerly typically associated with women? Or, will women 
find a way of combining their style with a more conventional, competitive style of 
workplaces and public domain and thus create a new style for public discourse? These 
are just a few questions of possible development that can only be answered in the 
future. 
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Appendix 

Table 6. Dates, authors, genders, titles and newspaper titles of the disqualified and qualified 
columns  

Date Author Gender Reason for 
exclusion 

Title of the 
Column 

Paper 

Exclusions      
2010-08-17 Alex Beam male Imaginary 

correspondence 
Reputation 
Defender 

NYT 

2010-08-20 Paul Krugman male Originally printed 
in The New York 
Times 

The Cruel 
Bonds Cult 

GUARDIAN 

2010-08-22 Norihiro Kato 
(translated by 
Michael 
Emmerich) 

male Translation Japan and the 
Ancient Art 
of Shrugging 

NYT 

2010-08-22 Josh Weil male Excerpt from a 
novella collection 

The Summer 
That Ended 
All Summers 

NYT 

2010-08-29 Natasha 
Tretheway 

female Excerpt/memoir 
based on a 
published book 

Our Loss, 
Through the 
Eye of the 
Storm 

NYT 

2010-08-29 Amy Liu and 
Nigel Holmes 

female 
and 
male 

Co-authored by a 
male and a female 
columnist 

The State of 
New Orleans 

NYT 

Inclusions   Reason for 
inclusion 

  

2010-08-19 Christine C. 
Quinn and 
Melissa Mark-
Viverto 

female Authors of same 
gender 

Constant 
Gardens for 
New York 

NYT 

2010-08-24 Joseph A. 
Massey and 
Lee M. Sands 

male Authors of same 
gender 

The Yen’s 
Lesson for the 
Yuan 

NYT 

2010-08-25 Avner Cohen 
and Marvin 
Miller 

male Authors of same 
gender 

Bringing 
Israel’s Bomb 
Out of the 
Basement 

NYT 

 

Columns are retrievable from: http://www.guardian.co.uk and http://www.nytimes.com. 
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Table 7. Dates, names, genders, titles and newspaper titles of the columns with a high number of 
target items. 

Date Author Gender Title of the column Paper 
2010-08-17 Eduard 

Freisler 
male Satisfaction, at Last NYT 

2010-08-19 Martin Kettle male Trapped in the Anglosphere, We’ve 
Lost Sight of Next Door 

Guardian 

2010-08-20  Madeleine 
Bunting 

female And They Call It a Holiday Guardian 

2010-08-22 Kevin 
McKenna 

male How I Lost My Festival Virginity to 
Howard 

Guardian 

2010-08-23 Bob Herbert male A Hero Named Bobby NYT 
2010-08-25 Ali Sethi male Pakistan, Drowning in Neglect NYT 
2010-08-26 Diana Bletter female Wobble and Weave NYT 
2010-08-28 Arthur S. 

Brisbane 
male Why I Would Do This NYT 

2010-08-29 Ariane 
Sherine 

female Shopping and FCUKing NYT 

2010-08-29 Ed Miliband male I’ll Make Capitalism Work for the 
People 

Guardian 

2010-08-29 Laurene 
Isaacson 

female I Had to Ask My friends for a New 
Kidney. You Shouldn’t Have To. 

Guardian 

 
Retrievable from: http://www.guardian.co.uk and http://www.nytimes.com.  
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