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Scientific American revises this to require Gilbert to supply a personal
subject:

For example [WHAT INVESTIGATOR OF WHAT INSTITUTION?], working
with Heliconius females in the laboratory, showed that they were
strongly attracted to wire models of passion vine tendrils. This be-
havior suggests that . . .

Gilbert, in his revision of the revision, changes this back to an imper-
sonal contruction:

Studies of young, inexperienced Heliconius females, carried out by
Peter Abrams in my laboratory, showed that . . .

The information here is the same, but the emphasis is insistently on
the studies rather than on the investigator.

Crews and Garstka have active sentences more frequently in their
manuscript. But in their case, the Scientific American editor makes
revisions that seem to have just the opposite effect from those in
Gilbert’s article. Here the manuscript version attributes a finding to
the researchers in another field:

Molecular biologists have established that estrogen acts on the fat
bodies to induce the mobilization of stored phospholipids . . .

Scientific American rewrites this with the natural substance itself as the
subject:

They [phospholipids] are released into the blood when estrogen
acts on the fat bodies.

So the mere proportion of active sentences will not tell us the degree
to which the article emphasizes the activity of the scientist; here the
editor brings out the narrative of nature, not the narrative of science,
by making the sentence passive.

In Parker’s article, too, revisions of syntax alter the meaning of the
statements. One addition of a personal element that makes a differ-
ence in how we read the article occurs where he makes a strong claim
for the relevance of his findings to natural selection:

There can be no doubt that the behavior of male dungflies, with its
intense struggles between males for females, offers impressive quali-
tative evidence for Darwinian sexual selection.






































