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ABSTRACT: The purpose of the article is to analyze the difference in communication style in men and
women. The experimental group consists of 60 respondents (30 men and 30 women), aged between 20
and 30 years. The questionnaire on “Communication Style Analysis” contains 60 items with True / False
dichotomous answers. The dependent variable of the study is the communication style and the
independent variable is gender. The aim of the research is to determine the causal relationship between
gender and communication style.
KEYWORDS: communication style, assertive communication style, passive communication style,
aggressive communication style, non-assertive communication style

Introduction
“In the broadest sense, we speak of communication every time a system or a source influences
another system, in this case a recipient, through alternative signals that can be transmitted
through the channel that connects them” (Osgood 1987). The article “Gender differences in
aggression as a function of challenge – A meta-analysis” (Bettencourt & Miller 1996) analyzes
several experimental studies that highlight differences in behavior between the sexes in terms of
aggression (Eagly & Steffen 1986 in Frody, Hyde 1984 and White 1983). Older studies tend to
highlight the role of biology in human aggression (e.g., Maccoby & Jacklin 1974) as opposed to
current ones that question the role of the biological (e.g., Adams 1992 in Bentos 1992).
Regardless of the role that biological factors play, theorists argue that gender and cultural
norms are differentiators of aggression (e.g. Bandura 1973 in Berkowitz 1989).
Communication has the role of putting people in touch with each other, in the environment
in which they evolve. In the communication process, through the content of the message, the
aim is to achieve certain goals and convey meanings.
J.J. Van Cuilenburd, O. Scholten, G. W. Noomen define communication as “a process by
which a transmitter transmits information to the receiver through a channel, in order to produce
certain effects on the receiver”. In other words, each communication process has a specific
structure represented by a certain type of relationship developed by the sender-message-receiver
trinomial.
Effective and efficient communication depends largely on the way we communicate, ie the
style of communication. Style is not an exclusive property of literary texts it is specific to any
act of communication.
The style of communication refers to the set of particularities of manifestation,
characteristic of a person, in the act of communication. Style designates:
- The specific ways of receiving /decoding the message;
- Personal ways of processing /interpreting messages;
- The specific ways of expressing the answer, the personal particularities of feedback.
All these derive from the uniqueness and individuality of the human being, being the
expression of the human personality. The communication style is:
- An indicator of how a person structures their world of social relations;
- An indicator of the way information is processed and this information is transformed
into behavioral facts, into practical, social, evaluative judgments.
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The communication style is determined by three variables:
- The person’s attitudes, as constant ways of relating it to social life, to peers and to
oneself;
- Learned communication models - assertive, non-assertive, aggressive (with its passiveaggressive variant), manipulative;
- Temperament, as a type of nerve cell reactivity.
Four styles of communication are recognized:
- Non-assertive (passive running attitude)
- Aggressive (attacking attitude)
- Manipulator (attitude of manipulation, as a compensation for one's own weaknesses)
- Assertive (constructive attitude)
Objectives, hypotheses and variables
1. Objectives
The study aims to investigate the influence of independent variables (cause): gender and
age, on the dependent variable (effect): communication style, highlighting whether there are
significant differences determined by gender in terms of communication style.
2. Assumptions and variables
1. General research hypothesis (H1): There are significant differences between females
and males, in terms of communication style;
2. Operational / working hypothesis of the research: Males have a preference for
aggressive style, while females use, mainly, non-assertive style;
3. Null hypothesis (HO): There are no significant differences between females and males
in terms of communication style.
Experimental design
1. Participants
To perform the experiment, we randomly selected two samples of 30 people: a sample of girls
and a sample of boys. Both samples are made up of students from the Universities of Bucharest,
aged between 20-30 years.
Before applying the questionnaire, the participants were informed about the experiment
individually about the purpose of the study (making a research report), about the importance of
sincerity in formulating the answers given and about how to answer (True / False).
2. Tools and Procedure
Instruments
To conduct the research we used the S.C. (Communication styles). The test is relevant for the 4
fundamental styles of communication (assertive, non-assertive, aggressive and manipulative).
The results were processed with SPSS.
The experiment includes two main variables: the score obtained in the test (dependent
variable) and the gender of the participants, this being the independent variable. Participants
were randomly selected in the 20-30 age groups so that age did not act as a parasitic variable.
Procedure
Respondent samples were independent, with no control group. The tool used in data collection
was a Communication Style Analysis Questionnaire, consisting of 60 items with dichotomous
responses.
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3. Database Structure

Figure 1. Database Structure

Results and interpretations
1. Descriptive statistics

Figure 2. Descriptive statistics

Figure 3. Score obtained at the non-assertive style

Figure 5. Score obtained at the manipulative style

Figure 4. Score obtained at the aggressive style

Figure 6. Score obtained at the assertive style
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Figure 7. Correlations

At the level of the group of participants, we noticed that the gender factor does not have a
significant influence on the communication style (assertive, non-assertive, aggressive, and
manipulative).
For the assertive style, the difference of the averages between feminine and masculine is
not significant, m1 = 11.13 and m2 = 11.07. It follows that gender does not influence the style
of communication in this case.
For the non-assertive style, the difference of the averages between feminine and masculine
is small, quite insignificant, m1 = 5.70 and m2 = 6.40. In this case, too, gender does not have a
determining role for the communication style, but it has some influence.

Figure 8. Group Statistics. Independent Samples test (non-assertive style)

For the aggressive style, the difference of the averages between feminine and masculine
can be considered significant, m1 = 6.70 and m2 = 5.33. Therefore, in this case we can say that
gender influences the communication style, men being more aggressive than women. We
mention that the result is influenced by the fact that only one person (male) was assigned the
aggressive style as the predominant communication style.
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Figure 9. Group Statistics. Independent Samples test (aggressive style)

For the manipulative style, the difference of the averages between feminine and masculine
is insignificant, m1 = 5.63 and m2 = 5.50. Even in this case, gender does not play a decisive role
for the communication style.

Figure 10. Group Statistics. Independent Samples test (manipulative style)

2. Checking the hypotheses
Hypothesis 1: The average level of non-assertive style is higher in women (m = 6.4) than
in men (m = 5.7);
The non-assertive style is in direct correlation with the manipulative style;
Hypothesis 2: The average level of aggressive style is higher in men (m = 6.7) than in
women (m = 5.3);
Aggressive style is in direct correlation with the total score;
Hypothesis 3: The average level for manipulative and assertive styles is approximately
equal for men and women.
The assertive style is inversely correlated with the non-assertive style.
Conclusions
The results obtained from the statistical processing of the data show us that there are no
significant differences between the way men and women communicate. We noticed differences
in the aggressive style (the difference between male and female averages being the largest =
1.47). We could say that even in the case of the non-assertive style we notice some notable
differences (the difference between the masculine and feminine averages being = 0.70. In the
assertive and manipulative styles the differences are insignificant.
Thus, the null hypothesis (H0) is rejected, the objective of our research being met and the
research problem being validated. Given the noticeable differences, in some cases (in the case of
aggressive and non-assertive style), we can still admit the research hypothesis that,
communication styles differ by gender. It seems that the working hypothesis is also confirmed,
as we expected to obtain higher scores in the aggressive style from men and higher scores in the
non-assertive style from women, and this assumption proved to be correct.
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We can propose, also on this research topic, to increase the number of subjects to see if the
differences between the environments are more obvious, the results being statistically
significant. At the same time, we could continue on the analysis of communication styles
according to age categories, applied to the same subjects throughout their lives, in order to
observe if the style changes with age.
References
Aguinis, H., Simonsen, M. M., & Pierce, C. A. 1998. “Effects of nonverbal behavior on perceptions of power
bases.” The Journal of Social Psychology 138 (4): 445-469.
Andersen, S. M., Reznik, I., & Manzella, L. M. 1996. “Eliciting facial affect, motivation, and expectancies in
transference: Significant-Other representations in social relations.” Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology 71 (6)Ú 1108-1129.
Bettencourt, B. A., & Miller, N. 1996. “Gender differences in aggression as a function of provocation: A metaanalysis.” Psychological Bulletin 119(3): 422–447. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.119.3.422.
Bullis, C., & Horn, C. 1995. „Get a little closer: Further examination of nonverbal comforting strategies.
Communication Reports 8 (1): 10-17.
Burleson, B. R., & Samter, W. 1996. “Similarity in the communication skills of young adults: Foundations of
attraction, friendship, and relationship satisfaction.” Communication Reports 9 (2): 127-137.
DePaulo, B. M., Rosenthal, R., Green, C. R., & Rosenkrantz, J. 1982. “Diagnosing deceptive and mixed messages
from verbal and nonverbal cues.” Journal of Experimental Social Psychology 18: 433-446.
Donaghy, W. C., & Dooley, B. F. 1994. “Head movement, gender, and deceptive communication.” Communication
Reports 7 (2): 67-74.
Egland, K. L., Spitzberg, B. H., & Zormeier, M. M. 1996. “Flirtation and conversational competence in cross-sex
platonic and romantic relationships.” Communication Reports 9 (2): 105-115.
Hall, J. A. 1984. Nonverbal sex differences: Communication accuracy and expressive style. Baltimore: The Johns
Hopkins University Press.
Lancelot, C., & Nowicki, S. Jr. 1997. “The association between receptive nonverbal processing abilities and
internalizing/externalizing problems in girls and boys.” The Journal of Genetic Psychology 158(3): 297-302.
Legato, Marianne J. 2005. Why Men Never Remember and Women Never Forget, 100-110.
Manusov, V. 1995. “Reacting to changes in nonverbal behaviors: Relational satisfaction and adaptation patterns in
romantic dyads.” Human Communication Research 21 (4): 456- 477.
Motley, M. T. 1993. “Facial affect and verbal context in conversation: Facial expression as interjection.” Human
Communication Research 20 (1): 3-40.
Osgood, Charles E. 1987. A vocabulary for Talking about Communication. Penguin Books.
Palmer, M. T., & Simmons, K. B. 1995. “Communicating intentions through nonverbal behaviors: Conscious and
nonconscious encoding of liking.” Human Communication Research 22 (1): 128-160.
Woods, E. 1996. “Associations of nonverbal decoding ability with indices of person- centered communicative
ability.” Communication Reports 9 (1): 13-22.

