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Gender differences in family communication

The postulate according to which the family is considered the basic cell of society has
entered for a substantial period of time in the usual language, being present and readily
observable in the common sense. The processes, phenomena and facts, whose generating
source is represented by interrelations and interactions developed and maintained
permanently in the family dimension, have been a constant issue for sociological research,
and communication is a vital process that structures family relations, a process that can be
imagined as a real family dimension. By interpersonal communication, social actors
mutually share their thoughts, ideas, emotions, beliefs and most intimate feelings,
interacting, knowing each other and developing emotional relations and relationships that are
the condition sine qua non of social life as a whole.

But both gender issues and family are under the influence of social dynamics in
general, so we found it necessary to start my thesis by drawing the new tensions and
challenges the contemporary family faces with, paying particular attention to the dynamics
of family roles, then trying to outline the gender issues by synthetically reviewing their main
approaches. We then developed the theoretical aspect of the paper, highlighting the multiple
implications of the concept of communication, focusing on the interpersonal dimension of it
and going up to the individual level - by tackling the particular issue of the communication
style.

The extension of the theoretical aspect of the thesis was produced by launching an
intricate discussion on the relationship between gender and communication, succeeding, we
think, to create a fairly eloquent image to address gender differences and similarities in
communication as the covered literature reveals. We dedicated the last theoretical chapter to
approaching gender in couple communication, this representing the reflective essence of our
thesis, not only because it suggests a number of ways to improve couple communication, but
mainly because it focuses most reference studies and theories used in undertaking the
research.

The covered literature highlights the existence of some gender differences and
similarities in interpersonal group communication, but also in couple communication. But
the results so far are largely inconsistent, many of the identified differences still being
controversy issues currently.

The second part of the thesis deals with describing the research we have undertaken
on gender similarities and differences in couples, starting with its early shaping, then moving

progressively through specifying its methodological issues and concluding with the



presentation and interpretation of the results and conclusions that were imposed, taking into
account the assumption of inquiry boundaries. We started from the premise, provided by
pulse palpation of social reality, according to which gender differences that constitute the
existence basis of stereotypes and prejudices in this regard, may not result in different
communication styles, but they may at least result in different perceptions whose intensity
and implications we wanted to understand from the point of view of the questioned social
actors’ reports.

I take the responsibility for the theoretical and methodological handicap of the thesis,
as a result of a weak representation of approaching the topic in Romanian and European
sociology. That is why theoretical models of reference, and many of the methodological
issues, have been drawn from Anglo-Saxon sociology, especially from American sociology,
where gender and family communication enjoyed the greatest attention. But this sensitive
position may be seen as a benefit of research, in terms of sounding valence and opening of
new directions for future investigations. Also, the lack of some actual replicable models from
addressing the topic in the immediate reality has stimulated creativity, flexibility and the
emergence of research.

Overall, we wanted the present attempt to offer more information to make a positive
contribution to understanding from a psychosocial perspective of a fundamental dimension
of family life, that is, couple communication dimension, especially its dynamics under

gender incidence.

1. Conceptual specifications

Family

Taking into account the role, importance and continuing increase of the alternative
family forms presence (single parent families, gay families, cohabiting couples) in society,
some sociologists have even suggested that it would be more effective if we abandon the
concept of 'family', focusing attention on the study of social interrelationships created and
maintained by sexual relations (Ritzer, 1994).

Hence, in literature we can talk about defining a family rather than about a definition
of family. We encounter several synthetic definitions that only have an indicative value, with
a poor validity of content and many limitations. It is better then not to talk about the
definition of family, but about defining the family by bringing into discussion its
characteristics and functions, taking into account that they are not presented completely and

exclusively in any society or culture (Ilut, 2005).



The meaning of gender is asserted in the eighth decade of the last century, coming to
emphasize the discussion movement on the differences between men and women in the area
of psychosociocultural (Ilut, 2006).

Today sociologists distinguish clearly between the concept of sex, which
denominates biological attributes, and gender - in English gender - indicating psychological
and sociocultural characteristics. Although the vocabulary of Francophone sociology
promotes increasingly stronger the term of "gender", Anglo-Saxon and American literature
still requires the use of the term "gender" to designate an attribute or a set of attributes that
express social differentiation between the two sexes, replacing in this respect, in sociological

scientific terminology, the classic concept of "sex", to which it has the advantage of
emphasizing the need to separate social differences from biological differences (Gilles,
1998).

Communication

We may continue by reviewing a wide variety of definitions available in the
literature, in which various authors, social scientists, mathematicians, managers have built so
many definitions that can not be said there is a standard definition that can work universally.

Communication has been defined in several ways depending on the different
perceptions people have about it. The term "communication" comes from the Latin word
communis which means putting together. Ghanekar (1998), stated that, at a general level,
communication refers to putting together, sharing information, ideas, facts, opinions,
attitudes, and their common understanding - in essence, human communication is the
transmission of information with the same meaning (apud. Giri, 2004).

Among the dimensions of communication, our attempt has concerned interpersonal
communication, which refers to the exchange of messages that is carried by social actors in
order to build common meanings. Although in the late 1970s, the study of interpersonal
communication was already considered an important interest dimension of communication in
the USA, rivalling with the dimension of mass communication in Europe, Asia or South
America, the topic has attracted little interest from psychology, sociology or anthropology
(Knapp, Miller, Fudge, 1994).

Communication style

The concept of communication style has been since ancient times a topic of interest.
In general, communication style refers to how people perceive themselves in interaction and
communication with others, said Norton (1983, p.11), who attempted a brief definition of
communication style saying that this is "the way one verbally, nonverbally and paraverbally

interacts to signal how literal meaning should be taken, interpreted, filtered, or understood."
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Gender and interpersonal communication

In the early 90's, Tannen (1990) bluntly states that social actors have different
conversational styles, so that when people from different parts of the country, or different
ethnic groups, or having different social class membership, get to interact communicatively,
there is a high probability that the meanings of the words they exchange are not fully
understood.

In Western culture has become a truism that men and women differ greatly in terms
of modalities of communication and interaction with others. This is demonstrated by the
immense popularity of J. Gray’s book (1992) in which women and men were placed
allegorically as coming from different planets, Mars and Venus, having different
communication patterns.

The beginning of research on gender variables in communication can be identified in
studies in which researchers have included sex membership as a category to determine if it
affects a particular dimension of communication research subject. Most of these studies,
however, have treated sex membership as an accidental feature and not as an area of prime
interest research (apud. Giri, 2004). More importantly, is that these studies were conducted
in the spirit of the paradigm that women and men are different, so that these differences have
made their presence felt in the investigated reality (Pearson, West and Turner, 1995).

Some theorists of communication have worked to construct a theoretical background
to organize the scientific literature related to sex and communication. Hart and his colleagues
developed the concept of rhetorical sensitivity (Hart, Burks, 1972; Hart, Carlson, Eadie,
1980), defining the rhetoric sensitive social actor as one who sees himself as a flexible
person able to adapt himself effectively to situational and environmental changes. Other
researchers have agreed on the importance of communication competence which involves
elements of adaptability and flexibility (Bochner, Kelly, 1974; Chegala, 1981, Duran, 1992).

In the past thirty years, researchers have attempted to examine gender differences in
communication. In the first wave of research a number of differences have been identified,
then, it has been deepened to the direction of their inventory until 1975 when Bem (1975)
introduced in specialized literature the concept of androgynous (androgyny) to denominate
internalization of both male and female characteristics, thus creating obstacles to traditional
categorization of the distinction between male and female. In Bem's perspective, each social
actor has a dose of masculinity and femininity which are more or less pronounced.

The studies and research on gender and communication undertaken by the end of last

century are full of contradictions, due, at least in part, to researchers that have used different
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methodologies and theoretical constructs as platform to launch their own views and
perspectives on the problem.

Over time, many studies have revealed gender differences in terms of communication
competence. Communication competence should not be confused with language skills that
relate to the speaker's ability to express, to produce grammatically correct clauses and
sentences. The study of conversational interaction oblige sociolinguists to analyze
communication in a variety of situations, so it is almost impossible that the analysis to be
restricted to grammar accuracy. The concept of communication competence was first used by
Hymes (1972) who asserted that it is essential that the study of communication should
include the analysis of linguistic and social factors.

Communicational competence brings into question the social factors involved in
language, its basic dimensions being turn-taking, conversational styles and asymmetries.

Turn-taking refers to the structure of conversation, to the ways in which participants
are involved in conversation. There are simple turn-takings, such as when a speaker asks a
question and gets an answer after completing to address the question, or more complex turn-
takings such as irregularities in turn-taking, overlaps and interruptions - an overlap occurs
when a participant to the conversation begins to speak while the other still has a few words
to say, so that his own speech overlaps on the end of the other’s speech; interruptions are in
fact violations of turn-taking rules, occurring when a participant to the conversation
interferes before another one to finish his speech.

Gender differences in conversation turn-taking lie in the fact that women attach a
greater part of their speeches to the attempt to stimulate answers, having in their
conversations several failed interventions (interrupted or ignored), while men have four
times longer speeches.

Conversational styles include verbosity, minimal responses, ambiguous phrases,
emphatic interrogative phrases, questions, imperatives, coarse language and compliments.
Verbosity refers to the amount of speech, the gender difference being that men talk more
than women in most situations. The assumption that women talk more derives from the fact
that women prefer to discuss more personal topics, subjects considered by men as less
important. Minimal responses are those indicating the level of attention paid into a
conversation of those who listen to that who speaks, research showing that women use them
more than men.

Ambiguous phrases and emphatic interrogative phrases are the so-called ‘mild

language’. Ambiguous phrases are linguistic forms used in conversations to express the
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degree of certainty or uncertainty of those who talk in connection to what they say. It seems
that women use more ambiguous phrases in their speech than men do.

Emphatic interrogative phrases are linguistic forms associated in conversations with
the intention of the speaker, research showing that the assumption that women use more
emphatic interrogative phrases than men is unsubstantiated. Women use more questions than
men in their speeches, this probably deriving from the need for women to maintain
conversation. Imperatives are present in several forms, men preferring strong, direct
imperatives more, and women using mitigated and suggestive imperatives more.

In what coarse language is concerned, researchers have not yet been able to confirm
or refute the presumption that it is a characteristic of male speech. Finally, studies so far
show that women give and receive more compliments, complementing each other on
physical appearance, while men rarely compliment each other, only referring to skills or
turn-takings.

Asymmetries bring into discussion the issue of communication between men and
women, emphasizing the fact that in conversations conducted in gender-based groups,
understanding the conversation background is essential, women tending to pay attention to

how is being said, men paying attention to what is being said.

2. Family dynamics and gender issues

2.1. The contemporary family: tensions and challenges

Family is part of a world subject to continuous social and economic transformation, a
rapidly changing world so that it must bear some changes. Social changes and liberalization
of everyday life has given young people more options in terms of marital behaviour. Besides,
the age of the first marriage for women has increased because of their involvement in higher
education or employment, respectively of their career commitment (Ilut, 2005).

One can talk about a transition of marital roles from traditional to egalitarian model.
There are a number of studies which, analyzing the changes, conclude that marital roles have
become more egalitarian. At the same time, other researchers claim that there is no
significant change in the distribution of family roles. Although women have ever more
assumed the role of co-producer once with labour market integration, division of labour in
the household is still traditional and the dominant role of the man "head of family” is still

valid (Kimmel, 2004).
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2.2. Explanatory perspectives on gender differences

Explaining gender differences must start from addressing another universal
phenomenon: gender inequality — universal inequality between men and women. So if we
talk about gender, we talk implicitly about hierarchy, power and inequality, and not just
about differences.

An important advantage of the biological perspective on gender differences is that the
suggested theories are sustained by objective scientific facts, so the arguments are
persuasive. All biological explanations essentially state that women and men seem two
different beings, showing an overall conceptual trend that social arguments between men and
women - gender inequality - appears to derive directly from the natural differences between
the sexes. The biological perspective provides several answers to the basic issues of studying
gender: differences between men and women and social inequalities. However, the great
difficulty of the biological perspective is just extrapolating from biological to social
differences — can genetic programming really control every decision of each individual?

Although many aspects of Freud's view have been criticized, and some even turned
out not to be as grounded as they seemed at first, we can not disregard a number of obvious
valences of Freudian perspective on gender identity and sexuality. We note that for the first
time gender identity and sexuality are considered psychological achievements, being
dissociated from biology. Freud's theories have had a significant impact on contemporary
studies on the relationship between gender identity, sexual behaviour and sexual orientation
(Kimmel, 2004).

Ethnographic and evolutionary research reveals the diversity of intercultural
construction of gender and, at the same time, there are common issues, such as the fact that
in all societies there are differences between women and men, and that in all societies
various forms of male domination are developed. Anthropologists have tried to perceive the
relationship between universalism of gender differences and gender inequalities existing in
human societies, investigating either on isolated communities, where women hold positions
of power, or on rituals, beliefs and habits that tend to increase or reduce gender inequalities.

What shows beyond any doubt that rigorous study of gender, regardless of
perspective, is that gender stereotypes, although they may differ in form, are present and are
socially felt in all cultures and human societies, regardless of time and space, so they acquire
a universal cultural character.

The sociological and psychosocial approach of gender differences, which put gender
in relation to the concepts of differentiation, power and inequality insists more on the topic

of gender stereotypes, trying to highlight the circular causality which occurs between

13



stereotyping and socialization: the prescribed social role (male or female) by stereotyped
collective representations, determine a specific socializing and educational content, and
hence a certain personality profile (Ilut, 2006).

The theory of sex roles, developed once with the work and research of sociologists
who wished to establish a social need for masculinity and femininity, talks about
instrumental roles — characterized by rationality, autonomy and competitiveness, and about
expressive roles — defined by tenderness and care for next generation socialization. Thus, to
become a man or woman is a process that meets the need of society that individuals should
take some specific places within it (Kimmel, 2004).

Sociological understanding of gender issues suggests approaching this complex topic
not only by reporting it to the concepts of differences, power and inequality, the social
constructionism explaining the differences as a natural consequence of domination. We
emphasize once again the main dimensions of gender sociological analysis: identity,
interaction and institution. Studying them and the interactions between them seeks to explain
gender differences inequalities.

By specific analysis in addressing gender issues, sociology seems to be the only
social science that is able to perceive both real differences between men and women and
differences that seem real but are not so. Therefore, the sociological perspective can better
understand how the gender is a product rather than a cause of inequality.

As shown in intercultural studies, it appears that any meaningful analysis of gender
issues should start from the idea that specific gender roles have a number of causes related to
a historical and anthropological context which is common to the development of universal
human society - the importance of physical force to ensure daily living, slow technological
progress, the rigidity of social culture - and at the same time should seek to explore ways and
mechanisms through which stereotypes and prejudices succeed to maintain themselves in
modern and postmodern societies, characterized by cultural flexibility, increased

technological progress or multiple social changes.

3. Gender and couple communication

Gender inequality is not just a social fact, it is a phenomenon that occurs, develops
through interaction, which means that it builds itself within micro social, at interactional
level. Thus, interaction becomes an important unit of analysis for observing the ways in
which gender stereotypes are developed and reflected in the social structure. There run more
beliefs related to gender-based communication, assuming that women are more expressive,

more sensitive and more concerned with the development of intimacy in communication,
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while men are more dominant, more centred on approaching the matters and preoccupied
with maintenance and acquisition of status and independence. If these stereotypes are
constantly maintained through interaction, then the social structure will reflect these
differences.

Research on gender and interactions show that there is individual and situational
variability of gender differences in interpersonal communication. Women and men are
equally able to display both male and female communication styles in interaction, styles that
are dependent, at least to some extent, on assumed gender identity, status, role and
interaction goals (Aries, 1996).

Stereotypes and expectations that actors take responsibility for have the power to
become self-fulfilling prophecies, so that women and men come to develop subsumed to
stereotypes behaviours, which are then enhanced, maintained and considered as essential
differences between women and men. Moreover, these differences may be a silent
justification for the existing social order and the structural arrangements of a society that is
supposed to be responsible for these differences (West, Zimmerman, 1987).

There is plenty of research indicating that language reflects gender differences,
emphasizing that many features of interpersonal communication - verbal or nonverbal —
expressing a male dominant society. These studies are however open to criticism aimed at
the definition of certain forms of speech - a certain speech analysed in different contexts may
reflect more or less dominance or difference (Tannen, 1994).

Tannen (1990) argues that women use a language of relationship and intimacy while
men use a language of status and independence, therefore, communication between men and
women can be regarded as intercultural, in which different conversational styles are
developed, one specifically for women, on the one hand, and another specifically for men, on
the other hand. Tannen (1990) made a classic gender difference when he suggested the
concepts of rapport-talk and report-talk.

The author therefore claims that women feel more comfortable in communication in
their private space, while men are more comfortable in communication in public places. For
most women, the goal of communication is to create a link, to develop relationships with
other / others, focusing on similarities and common experiences. Therefore women tend to
feel comfortable in communication when at home or in places where they feel at home,
practicing communicating in a more intimate, private, with one or at most a few people they
feel close to.

For most men, however, communication has the main purpose to help them assert

their independence and to negotiate or to maintain their status within a social hierarchy. This
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goal is achieved showcasing the knowledge and information, demonstrating skills and taking
over the forefront in discussions and conversations using the dominant verbalization -
stories, jokes, anecdotes. From childhood, says Tannen (1990), men learn to use language as
a means to obtain and maintain attention, so they feel more comfortable in public
communication — when they are in groups with people they know less.

Even though many books that enjoy reputation in public disposes of a series of
distinct gender differences in communication, then offering various ways to overcome them;
other is the situation in the literature where a large part of studies conducted on the topic of
sex differentiations and gender issues indicate that under a more comprehensive analysis, it
is possible that between men and women to be more similarities than differences in terms of
communication within intimate relationships.

Although there are some differences, they are not substantial enough to conclude that
the two categories of gender are significantly different. Many of the so-called gender
differences handled in gender literature are derived from errors committed in the field studies
carried out - errors related to the inability to subjects‘ accurate recall, or to the influence of
social desirability effect - when the questioned subject says something taking into account
what he believes he is being expected to state, and less what he really thinks. Reporting the
situation to the gender differences we refer to the fact that men and women tend to report
what they think should say, as men and women, in terms of social stereotypes rather than
what they truly believe about the issue under discussion. Research undertaken on
communication between men and women in intimate relationships shows that there are more
similarities than differences. Many of the differences derive from contexts involving

household chores (Canary Emmers-Sommer 1997).

4. Gender differences and similarities in young couples’ communication. Own

research findings

4.1. Shaping the investigational approach
4.1.1. The strategy of investigational approach: a multiphase research and case
study
Analyzing the various methodologies employed by researchers in addressing the
family, one can identify the existence of several optimal strategies which, individually or in
combination, may increase, by their adoption, the chances of success of our research. To
achieve our approach, we combined aspects of multiphase research strategy (gradually

reducing the initial sample, so, on increasingly smaller samples, we applied methods of
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increasing depth) with specific dimensions of the case study (which involves intense and
complex study of a small number of families on a longer period of time) in our attempt to
meet the goal and the objectives of our approach. The group studied is discussed here as a
whole, from a unified perspective, the case study recommending the application of various
techniques such as document analysis, open interviews (individual or group), participatory
observation, etc ... keeping us cantered on following a specific dimension , as we are
concerned, communication (Ilut, 2005). It is recommended to choose the case study
especially when investigating the development of a phenomenon in its context in real life,
especially when the boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly delineated.
(Yin, 2005).

Mooting the problem of generalization and theoretization, we wanted to achieve a
multiple case study. Therefore, we investigated several cases in the same research approach,
aiming to pursue the common notes, the similarities or the major dissonance regarding
gender structuring of communication process. Naturally, this involved the use of both
theoretical sampling, and especially of comparison (Ilut, 2005).

The purpose of this research, deriving from the subject proposed for approach is to
identify and describe gender differences and similarities in couple communication in public
and private space, directing research towards a series of general interrogations, made after
Aries’ recommendations (1996) who suggested five key questions that must be considered
when gender differences are addressed in conversational interactions:

a) How different are the conversational styles of women and men? How great are

these differences?

b) It is possible that variables such as social roles or status to be responsible for the

perceived differences between men and women?

c) To what extent gender differences depend on situational context of interaction?

d) To what extent do stereotypes affect perceptions and evaluations of participants

to the conversation?

e) Are the correct meanings assigned to the studied behaviours by analysis?

The field of research

The field of research was represented by young families existing in Alba Iulia, each
young family representing a case, a unit of analysis, and each of the partners a subject to be
questioned. Higher educational level (university degree or graduating from college),
subjects’ young age (18-35 years old), living together for at least a year and urban residence

were a few features that have given homogeneity to the studied population.
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4.1.2. Selecting data sources: theoretical sampling

The specifics of theoretical sampling is given in particular by the fact that the
decisions that determine the choice and composition of all sampled cases, are adopted during
the development process of interpretation and data collection, aspect that stimulates the
sensitivity and importance of creativity in research (Ilut, 2005).

Theoretical sampling, based on the emergence of concepts relevant to developing the
theory, is intended, therefore to improve opportunities to compare events, facts and situations
which lead to the ways in which the established categories vary in their properties and
dimensions parameters (Mucchielli, 2002). The fundamental principle of theoretical
sampling is the gradual selection of cases involving the selection of cases and clusters of
cases according to specific criteria relating to its content (Yin, 2005).

Naturally, representativity is a universal goal of all sociological research, whether it
is a quantitative approach, or a qualitative one, however it is important to note that this latter
perspective aims to achieve the representation of concepts, and not the representation of
interviewed subjects. Using theoretical sampling type, suggestively called "the snowball",
which implies that each subject in the sample to induce the following which is included,
starting from a small group of families (units of study), we compiled a theoretical sample of
144 subjects representing 72 young families who were questioned by applying the Couples’
Gender-based Communication Questionnaire. This initial sample was reduced in a second
phase of research to 21 units of study addressed by open individual interview method,
selecting those units of study where there were recorded significant differences in the
responses of the couple partners in the previous phase. Willing to identify situational specific
influence on gender differences and similarities in communication, we decided to operate a
second sample structure in three contrasting groups: families with children, families without
children, expecting families.

Finally, on a small number of units of between which there was a degree of
familiarity and closeness, we conducted three series of group interviews with an
experimental nature, where we watched both the formation of opinions on topics suggested
by group interactions, and the perception and measurement of gender differences and
similarities in terms of communicational competence in public space (meetings between
familiar people, in familiar locations), targeting the three dimension of it: Turn-taking,
Conversational Styles and Asymmetries.

Sampling off time was marked by the achievement of theoretical saturation of the
categories that were identified during the research development - the point where data

analysis has shown that the social actors’ reports can not bring anything significantly new
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within the revealed categories, confining themselves to the repetition of already presented
concepts. We recall that in qualitative approach data validity refers to quantity, density and
detail of the collected information, and not to the number of investigated subjects
(Mucchielli, 2002).

As a result of theoretical sampling, our population was composed according to age in a
segment of 40.3% subjects between 31-35 years old, 29.9% subjects between 26-30 years old
and 29.9 subjects between 20-25 years old. The proportions depending on age shows that the
average age of subjects was 28.9 years old - the average age for men was 29.8 years old and
the average age for women was 28 years old.

An important aspect in our population was the presence or absence of children in the
units of study covered. Distribution of couples in our population, according to the presence
of children, shows that of the 72 units of analysis addressed in our approach, we had 46
couples without children and 26 couples with one child or more.

If we follow the distribution of our units of analysis according to the marital status, of
all 72 couples approached, we had 30 married couples and 42 unmarried couples, where
partners preferred cohabitation.

4.1.3. Conducting the research — data collecting stages

1. The Couples’ Gender-Based Communication Questionnaire

To obtain a statistical picture of the subjects’ perceptions on gender differences and
similarities in couple communication, we applied The Couples’ Gender-Based
Communication Questionnaire, a tool taken from Ekstein and Goldman’s research (2001)
where it was successfully used to address couple communication.

We asked both partners, who together formed each unit of analysis, to describe and
evaluate, through items in the questionnaire, both their own attitudes and communicative
behaviours and those of their partner. The items focused on three behaviour dimensions and
communicative attitudes as they are derived from the specialized literature that is the
theoretical basis of our research: men communicative behaviours, women communicative
behaviours, communicative behaviours common to men and women (Annex 1: Table A).

After applying the questionnaire described above, we performed a first analysis of the
provided information, at the level of the units of study comparing the agreements and
disagreements present in couple partners’ responses to the questionnaire, relating them to the
main theories that summarizes research on the issues of gender differences in communication
and noting areas where there are most striking agreements and disagreements, as these are
topics for individual interviews which are open, deep, being applied in the second phase of

the stage deployment of data collection.
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In evaluating the questionnaires, the followed principle was not only that of
identifying to what extent men display female communication s but also to what extent
women display men communicative behaviours, because we assumed that it is possible that
both sexes to employ and to combine in their communication style communicative
behaviours from both categories. Our goal was closely follow the communicative behaviours
trends and patterns within each unit of analysis (couple) - of each interviewed subject and
their partner, being especially concerned of recording, as accurately as possible, for both
partners the perception of self and the perception of the other.

2. Open individual interview

Following the principle of gradual reduction of the sample, specific to multiphase
research strategy, after analysing the questionnaires we proceeded to reducing the initial
theoretical sample, choosing 21 units of study where agreements and disagreements between
partners had the highest values, an aspect indicating the presence of gender similarities and
differences in communication. We applied 42 open individual interviews, using an interview
guide.

A second stage of data collection followed, open individual interviews were
conducted on thematic dimensions represented by the main areas of agreement and
disagreement recorded and summarized after applying questionnaires, to create the deep
understanding premises of the theme to be investigated - we chose this type of quality
interview, as it is well known that this is the basic technique of data collection in qualitative
approach, and as it facilitates the more accurate achievement of comparison of significances,
meanings and concepts arising from respondents’ statements, who are encouraged to provide
open answers, unrestricted from aprioristic choices, proposed by the researcher.

3. Group interview

In our study we followed however, by group interviews to perform a
microexperiment, where, through stimulating group discussions, to pursue then by analyzing
conversational content, to identify gender similarities and differences in Communicational
Competence in public space (meetings between familiar people in familiar locations). We
conducted 9 group interviews - 3 groups were composed only of women (single-sex female
groups - 6 participants), 3 only of men (single-sex male group - 6 participants), and finally
three mixed groups (where there were 10 participants, 5 men and 5 women).

Altogether, we had to analyze 9 group conversations - we then grouped the
conversations to compile materials for analysis in the form of general discussions: women
discussion, men discussion and mixed discussion. We therefore undertook 3 series of group

interviews (focus groups), each series of 3 group interviews (single-sex-female, single-sex-
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male and mixed), whose role was to observe, record and analyze gender differences in terms
of communicational competence on its fundamental dimensions - turn-taking,
communication style.

Many researchers have noticed the influence of age (Helfrich, 1979, Blum-Kulka,
1997) and of social status (Labovic, 1972, Bernstein, 1990) on language use, so we thought
that age and social status differences between participants to focus groups will substantially
affect the interactions between them, so, to create the prerequisites of making comparisons
between the groups studied, we decided to preselect the participants having about the same
age and social status (Wardhaugh, 1995; Mesthrie et. al. 2000), on this occasion, marking the
target population of our approach: married or cohabiting youth aged 25-35, from urban area,
having higher education, who have lived and managed a household together with their
couple partner for at least three years.

4. Observation

I also used the observation in the process of data collection, as a form of collection, in
order to improve the dimensions followed in interviews, highlighting topics of discussions
for them. As we mentioned, benefiting from the direct involvement in the social environment
of young population segment in Alba lulia, especially during my higher education studies,
for about four years, we had the opportunity to be often in the position of direct observer of
the development of young couples’ interpersonal communication process, both in public and
private space. Observations gathered on these occasions created the basis of on a personal
awareness about aspects of this phenomenon which is the subject of my research, using them
to optimize the rendering of pursued features (Mucchielli, 2002).

Particularly important was the information provided by observation during the group
interviews, where we wanted to collect data about the manifestation of Asymmetries in the
communication group, which is the third important dimension of Communicational
Competence one of the key issues covered by our approach - asymmetries bring the issue of
communication between men and women highlighting the fact that in conversations
conducted in gender-based groups, understanding conversation background is essential,
women tending to be careful to how is being said, men paying attention to what is being

said.

4.2. Gender-based young couples’ communication
4.2.1. Reconfiguration of male and female style — submergence of mixed style
As previously stated, we started our investigation from communicative behaviours

distribution model in reference literature (Annex 1: Table A). Next, we will summarize the
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analysis situation of gender differences and similarities in communicative behaviour in our
filed of research, structured in two dimensions: we follow the distribution of communicative
behaviours in our study population, according to subjects’ gender. (Appendix 1: Table B);
we follow the distribution of behaviours analyzed in the reality of the units of study, of the
investigated couples (Annex 1: Table C).

Analyzing data provided by Couples’ Gender-based Communication Questionnaire,
we wanted to identify the extent to which each communicative behaviour (men, women or
mixed) reported in reference literature are reflected and manifested both in our population,
but also in our units of study. Perception of self and perception of the other were also taken
into account for a better understanding of results, but also to identify possible areas of
conflict in couple communication in our filed of research.

From 33 communicative behaviours, the situation of many of our population is
uncertain, that is, more than half of our population, both at an overall level and at the reality
of the units of analysis, does not assume some certain communicative behaviours from all
three styles addressed.

Among men communicative behaviours (Annex 1: Table A), in our research we
confirmed a preference for practical problem-solving approach of couple life problems or of
household, the diminished practice of revealing emotions and feelings by nonverbal
communication and focusing the attention more on information content than on the
emotional-affective one in the discussions in two, some of the other men communicative
behaviours, in our research, belonging to mixed behaviours area, such as having and
maintaining a good self-image or focusing the discussions on pragmatic aspects of couple
life. We have obtained uncertain results on:

- Owning a private space in the living area of the house;

- The spirit of competition and the tendency to be imposing on the couple partner;

- The importance of having the last word in couple communication;

- Gender Differences and similarities in nonverbal communication — the smile;

- The inability to correctly interpret body language.

Among women communicative behaviours (Appendix 1: Table A), in our research
we only confirmed the predominance of reactions and emotional responses in couple
communication and reliance on intuition in understanding partner’s speech. To our surprise,
giving the forefront in discussions in two and playing a passive role proved to be a men
communicative behaviour in the filed we investigated, like the tendency of avoiding conflicts
with the couple partner which is a communicative behaviour mostly assumed by men at the

level of general population. But most women communicative behaviours, such as
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maintaining eye contact during discussions in two, verbalization of feelings and emotions
towards the intimate partner, providing feedback in couple communication, the greater
attention given to obtaining the couple partner’s appreciation but also others’ appreciation
in making decisions about the choice of clothes, ability to "read” the partner’s nonverbal
language or touch initiation in getting close to the other, proved to be found in the large
area of mixed behaviours.

Among women communicative behaviours (Appendix 1: Table A), we obtained
uncertain results in terms of using words and expressions that reflect insecurity;

Among the communicative behaviours that are integrated in reference literature to the
mixed communication style (Annex 1: Table A), there were confirmed in our study the
importance attached to giving a special time for discussions in two,; evaluating the couple
partner’s behaviours by reference to gender stereotypes; evaluating the negative influence of
concealing information or keeping secrets on the quality of couple communication; physical
distancing from the partner when experiencing certain negative emotions, feelings, and
states. We had the surprise to find that the concern with the issue of physical attractiveness is
a women communicative behaviour in our population. We recorded a series of mixed
behaviours whose position is uncertain, meaning that their expression is not perceived by
many of our population:

- Being ironic with the couple partner in public;

- The feeling of dissatisfaction with the appreciation expressed by the couple partner;

- Difficulties experienced in finding an appropriate time and a suitable location to
discuss with the couple partner about problems, important issues about the
relationship;

- Difficulties in revealing deep, intimate feelings and emotions, to the couple partner;
difficulties experienced on an individual level in the conduct of negotiation process
and decision making;

- Using hard, hostile expressions, or trivial words in communicating with the partner.
Regarding this last communicative behaviour, at both levels of analysis, we observed
a tendency for women to own it more strongly than men.

Analyzing data and information provided by our subjects through the Couples’
Gender-based Communication Questionnaire, showed us at the level of the general
research population a male style by which men develop a preference for approaching
pragmatic issues in couple communication, they hardly reveal their deep emotions and
feelings towards the couple partner through nonverbal language (gestures, facial

expressions, body movements), and focuse their attention more on the information content
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of the discussions in two rather than on the emotional content. In addition, they seem to
prefer to give the forefront of communication with the couple partner and to avoid
conflicts with her whenever possible. We noticed that at the level of the units of study,
some of communicative behaviours are mixed - as is to avoid conflicts with the partner
whenever possible or focus attention on the information content of communication, to the
detriment of emotional content, behaviours which, in the couple, are also assumed by
women, not only by men, thus becoming mixed communicative behaviours.

The situation is more obvious in women communication style, where both at an
overall level of population and at the reality of the units of analysis, we concluded that
women are more concerned with the problem of their physical attractiveness, are used to
provide more emotional responses and reactions communication with their partners and
rely more on intuition than on logic in interpreting and analyzing the other’s speech.

The mixed style of communication is more complex, both men and women,
integrating into their communicative repertoire behaviours such as giving time to discuss
important issues concerning the relationship with each other, evaluating some of the
partner’s behaviours by relating them to gender stereotypes; evaluating the negative
influence of keeping secrets or hiding information has on the quality of communication;
physical distancing from the couple partner when experiencing some negative emotions;
having a very good self-image; focusing discussions in two on pragmatic issues; a
preference to address the issues as directly as possible; maintaining eye contact in
communication with the partner; verbalizing intimate feelings and emotions; providing
feedback; the importance attached to obtaining partner’s appreciation and others
appreciations in choosing clothes; ability to read the partner’s nonverbal language.

4.2.2. Perception of the importance of communication in couple relationship

satisfaction

There are more similarities than differences in the representation of family
communication role and function - the basic function is to ensure the couple's cohesion,
and relationship stability and balance. Moreover, communication becomes an umbrella
concept under which other important values such as loyalty, trust, or respect are
maintained and reinforced. Another common point is the practice of diplomacy with
discretion when information is harmful to the other. It seems that women attach more
importance than men to emotional dimension in communication, to which they
subordinate the dimension of self disclosure. Even though men acknowledge the
importance of the emotional dimension in couple communication, they hardly practice

self-disclosure, focusing on the physical manifestation. The most important is that all
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questioned subjects assess communication as being a vital factor in achieving a successful
relationship.

4.2.3. Representation of gender differences
Men have a more traditional perspective on gender differences. Women are seen as "weak
sex" because of their sensitivity, fear and acceptance of the situation in life to be
supported. Women, surprisingly, recognize these differences, considering that men are
more balanced, more practical and more focused on the material dimension of life, but
less inhibited in terms of emotional expressivity. Traditional perspective is reflected in
some of the women who accepted to play second fiddle in leading their family life.
Noticing the perceptions of gender differences in communication, highlighted the fact that
men consider themselves to be more self-controlled in expressing emotions and feelings
in communication, focusing more on rational in communication with their partner, are
more direct, emphasising the communication role in solving problems. Women are
viewed as consensus-oriented, more extroverted, but still more subtle and indirect.

In a lesser extent, we also studied the perception of family roles and found that both
men and women believe that in a family traditionally assumed roles, through socialization
and rational assumed roles, through negotiation between partners: men believe that there
are traditional assumed roles (the woman is more responsible for childcare and household
tasks fulfilment, while the man is the mainstay of the family, responsible for making
important decisions, fulfilling physical tasks and responsible for having a higher income
than his wife) and rational assumed roles (sharing some tasks and activities according to
their time and skills); women accept traditional roles in terms of their functional aspect
(men are supposed to fulfil household tasks involving physical effort), but focusing more
on the importance of rational assumed roles. We may notice in our filed of research, a
combination of the traditional model of marital roles and egalitarian model. If we refer to
Coleman’s specifications (1984), we could rather talk about highlighting the neo-
traditional or pseudo-egalitarian models, improved with the important characteristics of
contemporary marriage, explicitly associated with the idea of personal involvement and
open communication between partners. Based on romantic love, the ideal marriage
relationship emphasizes the flexibility of roles, sharing responsibilities, the relationship
having a sympathetic aspect under which man and woman are regarded as equal partners,
both contributing to the same extent, to maintain the relationship and to equally share the
privileges derived from physical and psychological sense of security their household

offer.
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Under the impact of perceived and assumed gender differences, there are similarities
in conceptualizing gender-based communication styles. Women perceive men in
communication as they perceive themselves - more direct and more oriented towards the
pursuit of pragmatic purposes in communication. Some aspects specific to men in
communication, mentioned by women, but which they do not consider important, are
focusing on competitiveness in communication with others - the desire to display
knowledge, to prove their points of view on the conversation topics.

Similarly, men perceive women in communication, in general, just as they perceive
themselves: more indirect in approach, more careful in the selection and use of language,
more oriented towards the pursuit of relational goals. Particularly interesting was the fact
that women assume as communicative behaviours specific to themselves two
manifestations highlighted by men perspective: focusing on the details in communicating
with others and excessive verbalization (indiscretion, gossip, teasing).

4.2.4. Controversy of female intuition

We also approached the subject of female intuition, which we found that men perceive
as a particular way of using intuition in general, based on attention to detail and thorough
analysis of the facts. Women perceive it in much the same way, accepting that intuition,
generally speaking, is characteristic to both sexes, but in their view there is a gender-
based dimension of intuition, a specifically female dimension associated with sensitivity
and deeper attention, but also with a certain analytical ability which confers an aura of
paranormal, of prediction of some facts development towards a particular outcome.

4.2.5. Versatility of communication style

There are important gender similarities in the formation and manifestation of
communication styles. Regardless of gender, the questioned social actors’ reports have
highlighted the importance of context (the background for communication development,
the degree of familiarity of the interlocutors, personality factors). Within official
environments, or in situations where the degree of familiarity is lower, both women and
men need an accommodation period, feeling pressures, constraints, when using a more
formal language. An important similarity lies in the influence of professional work on the
communication style - the nature of the profession, where it involves systematic
interactions with people, causes the formation of personal communication skills, making
the individual to own a more flexible style, more uninhibited and to have a greater ability
to adapt to various communication situations.

In the private space there are also similarities, men and women recognizing that the

approached communication style lies under personality factors and changes depending on
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the topics approached in conversation: there are issues where women talk more (affective-
emotional aspects) and issues where men talk more. Both sexes can verbalize more, or
may be more silent in private according to the presence of time or personality constraints.
An interesting revealed aspect is the social actors’ remark according to which, between
the couple partners, a particular communication code is formed in time, to facilitate
interaction and through which understanding the other is less dependent on oral
communication.

I tried to understand, from social actors’ perspective, the reasons of expressing
gender-based communication in groups of friends or acquaintances, aspect which was
revealed by the interviewed subjects during the course of the research, a phenomenon
according to which, in groups, women and men are grouped and separated from each
other, though not for long. We recorded similarities in gender perceptions regarding the
explanation of this communication phenomenon: according to the questioned social
actors’ perceptions, it is based on a preference for certain subjects - men prefer more
abstract topics, women prefer more tangible topics related to personal life relations with
others. An important difference was the fact that in addition to different topics of interest,
men assign to women a more pronounced competitive spirit ("enemy spy") which leads
them to talk more with each other in groups - the competition is with other women, but
also with other couples. But still, women do not acquire the assigned competitive
motivation, rather arguing that the disclosure of personal matters to other women and in
the same time, questioning them, is due to their desire to share as many common
experiences.

4.2.6. The influence of a child’s / children’s birth in couple relationship

We found significant similarities in conceptualizing the influence of the child’s /
children’s birth in the couple life on communication dynamics, communication is more
varied for couples without children - where they approach topics such as organizing the
house, commenting on daily life, future plans, the couple relationship and relationships
with others - and more condensed in couples with a child / children - where the main
topics are upbringing the children and childcare, family relationships, money management
and organising the household.

Addressing the couples with a child / children, we noticed that both men and their
partners refer to a significant change which is generated by the child’s birth in relationship
dynamics in general, but also in structuring communication in particular. Both men and
women claim that the child’s birth in a couple involves advantages and disadvantages

alike, but their perception is slightly different. Representing the benefits of child’s /
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children’s birth in a couple relationship: while men appreciate more the stimulation of the
emotional-affective assets, of self-esteem (the status of parents) and of couple relationship
cohesion, women attach a greater importance to other advantages - for them, the child is
the achievement of relationship full age and, in the same time, the critical point in the
relationship dynamics when marriage changes in family. Another important advantage for
women is to stimulate the mutual-knowledge (increase of confidence in the couple
partner, if he manages to meet the expectations of the father role).

There are gender differences in assessing the disadvantages where we realized that
the most important sensitive issue for men is losing the forefront in their partner’s
attention and the decrease of physical attraction that occurs immediately after the child’s
birth in the relationship, but especially the significant changes in their life program
(limiting the freedom of movement, the time spent in two, giving up some habits).
Women share the appreciation of some disadvantages mentioned by their partners in this
chapter, such as limiting the personal leisure and social life of the couple and giving up
some personal habits, but for them are all accepted more easily be considered natural,
inherent in acquiring the status of mother.

An amendment that emerges from our study refers to the possibility to overcome at
least some of these disadvantages; this is available to couples who enjoy more or less the
assistance from close relatives who can take over, even if only temporarily, a series of
duties and tasks related to child upbringing and childcare.

The presence of child / children in the couple produces a series of changes to the
psychosocial individual development of social actors — for men, becoming a father creates
a sense of personal empowerment, which contributes to increasing self-esteem, they
recognizing and stimulating altruism among personal values. Women also experience
personal empowerment with becoming a "mother", but they also claim physical and
mental stress and overwork, and also tension and role conflict.

The significant change which the presence of child / children produces at the
communication structure, within the meaning of its pragmatics, is similarly perceived and
evaluated. A significant change also in the communication contents is the child’s matter
with all its implications, is the central topic of discussions in two, but, particularly in the
behavioural manifestations of partners in communicative conflict situations, where both
men and women have a more pronounced tendency of self-control over their emotions,
moderating their impulsivity and aggressive language implicitly, becoming more rational

in dealing with the situation.
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Disadvantages in communication are also similarly felt by women and men, who
show that now have less time or no time at all for intimate discussions in two, where they
used to practice self-disclosure, where the partners talked about their deepest sensibilities,
emotions, feelings. As positive effects, it appears that the presence of children stimulates
mutual-knowledge, understanding and enhancing the balance in couple communication,
directing it mainly to pragmatic functions.

4.2.7. Communication conflicts: sources, manifestations, solving strategies

We managed to outline some general areas of conflict in family communication, from
which we developed secondary lines later revealed by the interviewed social actors’
reports.

A first general area emerges on the expression of men communicative behaviour
referring to the preference for practical problem solving approach - we noticed a
women’s tendency to perceive their partners as being almost equally interested in
addressing the emotional aspects of the relationship in couple communication, while men
perceive themselves as being more interested in the instrumental aspects of the
relationship. We thus have the image, of a general area of potential conflict in couple
communication - although women expect men to be concerned in communication with
addressing the affective, emotional aspects of the relationship, they are more interested in
addressing practical problems with the purpose of solving them .

A second general area generating conflicts has emerged on women communicative
behaviour referring to the prevalence employing responses and emotional reactions in
communication with the partner — the data being conferred by comparing perceptions
show that, although this is a women communicative behaviour, both at an overall level of
population and at the study realities, although women are perceived as being more
emotional and men are perceived as being more rational in communication, women see
men as being more emotional than men admit, and men see women more rational than
women admit. A potential area of conflict is highlighted here at interpreting the messages
in couple communication: for example, men might expect, to a greater extent, that women
should provide rational answers and feedback in communication.

Another general conflict area we identified with regard to expressing the
communicative behaviours referring to the importance of having the last word in couple
communication — comparing the perceptions reveals a gender difference regarding the
importance of having the last word in conversations in two, where we see that more than
half of the men consider that this behaviour is not typical to them, but from women’s

perspective, this is applicable only for 38%. Thus, we may speak about a potential conflict

29



area with regard to expressing authority and power in couple in decision-making
dimension.

Finally, the last general conflict area in couple communication is constructed on
expressing the communicative behaviour of giving feedback in communication with the
partner - most women and men consider they give sufficiently well their feedback in
communication with the couple partner, reason for which we have classified this
communicative behaviour within the mixed communication style. However, this
behaviour can generate a conflict area between the couple, as comparing the perceptions
reveal that men perceive themselves as being better than their partners, while women
claim the opposite. Problems may arise in the dimension of message reception, of active
listening to their partners, both women and men, considering that they listen to each other
enough, when in fact they overestimate themselves.

Analysing the reports offered by the questioned social actors, a gender similarity in
the perception on the conflict sources in couple communication is found within couples
having children, who identify two main conflict areas: aspects related to upbringing and
looking after the children and to spending their leisure. Overall, a gender similarity is also
given by identifying the relationships with extended family as a conflict source, both in
couples with children, as well as the others. There are also gender differences, our
subjects' reports indicating that men are more sensitive to their partners’ critical attitudes,
on some certain behaviours and manifestations, especially in public, as well as to the
criticism on emotional-affective support they offer. Another sensitive issue for men is
linked approaching the issue of financial resources management. The perception of
emotional-affective support is important for women, who notice their partner’s
withdrawal into themselves as a sensitive aspect of couple communication, and the lack of
feedback from their partner when they want it.

4.2.7.1. Gender similarities and differences in conflict manifestations

A gender difference is the withdrawal attitude which occurs as communicative
behaviour adopted more by men in conflicts, as minimal verbalization, the dialogue
abandonment dialogue, or even leaving the conflict area. For women, excessive
verbalization is the conduct adopted in conflicts as a means to release the accumulated
tensions, felt on a personal level, expressed in verbally aggressive behaviour. This is also
confirmed at the general population level: the use of hard, hostile or trivial expressions, in
couple communication conflicts. In about half of our population where the behaviour is
manifested, we recorded a significant gender difference in perceptions level according to

which women assume, to a greater extent than men, the use of a harder language in
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communicative conflicts, although men do not perceive this. We also noticed similarities
in raising the voice, in impulsivity, being ironic with the other, but also in experiencing
some negative feelings.

4.2.7.2. Solving strategies

We identified two main strategies used by investigated units of study in conflict
management: the rational approach - where the couple partners value the mediation
understood as a shared desire to achieve consensus and mutual tolerance. The main steps
are the immediate approach of the problem and tackling it until exhaustion occurs. As an
interesting observation here, we found that the child’s birth can trigger couple orientation
towards the rational strategy for conflict management; emotional approach - where
partners manifest abandonment and withdrawal behaviour, resulting in discussion
postponement. Solving is done late, either by resuming the issue discussion, either by
sending them into a taboo area.

Gottman (1994) states that there can be distinguished three couple types according to
the methods used for managing family conflicts: validating couple, volatile couple and
avoiding couple. In our approach we have also identified the existence of these three
couple types, except that we have discovered combinatorial types. In the validating
couple, the partners discuss their sensitive issues immediately, they respects the different
views within the conflicts, meanwhile, expressing a tendency to compromise. In the
volatile couple, partners also address the sensitive issues immediately and easily, but are
very emotionally expressive, persuasive, seeking to win every dispute. In the avoiding
couples, the partners loathe the idea of discord, each striving to avoid potential conflicts,
to please each other so that conflict interactions would not occur. When disputes can not
be avoided, they usually choose to abandon the definitive solution to the disagreement

issues.

4.3. Differences and similarities in communication in public areas -

Communicational competence

Turn-taking

In single-sex groups, men use more Interruptions and women use more Overlaps,
what made us conclude that women discussions have a stronger tendency to collaborate,
while men discussions are geared more towards competition. In mixed groups, women
used the Overlaps most, but in men style this time, Interruptions are used as much as the

simple turn-takings, increasing also the use of overlaps. There remains a slight tendency
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for men to use interruptions more in turn-taking. For women, the style remains centred
on the use of overlaps.

There is a gender difference in using Simple Turn-takings, meaning that women use
less simple turn-takings in single-sex discussions, while in mixed discussions, we noticed
a similarity in this regard.

Conversational style

We recorded similarities in mixed groups in the distribution of interventions and the
time engaged in discussion, although men have slightly higher scores than women. In
single-sex discussions, conversations were focused around a few dominant speakers who
occupied the most time in communication space, with the most interventions and the
longest periods of time. Also within the mixed discussion, we had four dominant
speakers, two men and two women, between which we recorded no significant
differences on verbalization.

In what the minimal responses are concerned, in our research were also confirmed the
observations of the previous studies, according to which women use more minimal
responses than men in single-sex discussions. There were no significant differences in
the use of emphatic interrogative phrases, although we found a slight tendency of women
to use them more in language in single-sex groups than men. Within the mixed
discussion, the differences were kept, meaning that in women speeches we recorded
more minimal responses than in men speeches.

We confirmed the results indicated by previous research, women also using in our
study approximately three times more ambiguous phrases than men in single-sex group
conversations. The concept of mild language, conveyed in reference literature referring
to women style in conversations, seems to support this time in our research, in the mixed
discussion, women speeches recording almost twice more building emphatic
interrogative phrases and ambiguous phrases than men in their speeches.

We noticed similarities in the use of questions, noting that men have used some more
questions than women in single-sex discussions, although speciality studies suggest
otherwise. We found similarities in the use of questions and in mixed discussions.

There were no differences in imperatives and trivial language, but only in the use of
humour, where, in single-sex groups, we found that men used jokes twice more than
women, noting that the initiation of jokes is more balanced between participants in men
groups than in women groups. A difference from the single-sex discussions, in this
chapter was manifested in the single-sex discussions where men and women have

decreased the number of jokes, the scores being balanced.
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The issue of asymmetries revealed gender similarities, the discussion frames being
therefore equally understood by women and men, an explanatory factor here is perhaps
the existing degree of familiarity between the participants in discussions.

A feature of our study is that beyond the few differences in Communicational
Competence revealed single-sex discussions and in the mixed discussion, in all groups
there were delineated several dominant speakers, similar in the Communicational
Competence owned by them: the dominant speakers have the most interventions and
spend most of the time of conducting the group discussions, they use in the Turn-taking
both Interruptions and Overlaps, and have similar conversational styles concerning
ambiguous phrases, emphatic interrogative phrases, questions and jokes. However a
difference is maintained here, in the use of minimal responses, where women have three
times more than men.

The classic gender distinction brought about by Tannen (1990) who suggested the
concepts of rapport-talk and report-talk, are not confirmed in the reality we investigated.
The author claims that women feel more comfortable to communicate in private, while
men are more comfortable to communicate in public. For most women, the purpose of
communication is to create a connection, to develop relationships with the other / others,
focusing on similarities and common experiences. Therefore, women tend to feel
comfortable in communication when at home or in places where they feel at home,
practicing communication in a more intimate, private manner, with one, or at most a few
people they feel close to. For most men, however, communication has the main purpose
to help them claim their independence and to negotiate, or to maintain their status within
a social hierarchy. This purpose is achieved showcasing knowledge and information,
demonstrating skills and taking over the forefront in discussions and conversations using
the dominant verbalization - stories, jokes, anecdotes.

This distinction can also be brought about in our field of study, but under the
amendment that the adoption and expression of rapport-talk and report-talk by men and
women is under situational paradigm - there are contextual factors that influence the
social actors’ communication styles. The degree of intimacy and familiarity with
interlocutors, for example, determines verbalization and communication style adopted in
the public space. Temperament, personality or nature of the profession, also play an
important role - where social actor’s profession specific nature requires the practise of
some communicative skills (journalism, public relations, sales), being integrated in

couple communication style. Situational specific nature of the couple, plays an important
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role as partners within the partners’ available time - where one works intensively with a
difficult schedule, regardless of their gender, it is expressed less verbally in private.
Differences in the involvement of women and men in different contexts must be
explained rather in terms of different cultural expectations about women's and men's
abilities, taking account of their areas of competence, in relation to specific factors

affecting these expectations in particular situations.

4.4. Meanings and limitations of research

We take responsibility for a number of limitations of the thesis, starting with the
theoretical basis brought into discussion, where the lack of research on the specific topic
from the field of Romanian sociology leads to the most of presented approaches and
theories to have been brought from the Anglo-Saxon scientific area.

In our investigation, the concepts of women communicative behaviours, men
communicative behaviours of and mixed communicative behaviours were intensively
brought about. We remind here that there has not yet been substantiated a very clear
scientific standpoint on what is clearly male or female in communication. The research of
gender influence in communication is still at an early stage and is subject to cultural,
political and social pressures, that should not be underestimated. Also, there still are
discussions on communicative behaviours and attitudes considered to be reflected in
what we call mixed communication style - that combines male and female communicative
features and characteristics - although it is more and more emerged in specialized
literature that both men and women show a combination of male and female
communicative behaviours in their communicative repertoire (Ekstein and Goldman,
2001).

Naturally, we implicitly assume the limits of qualitative approach, especially the
approaches based on case study - of which the most prominent would be the absence of
any possibility of generalizing the results — but, at the same time, we believe that we
managed to bring a positive contribution by bringing into discussion, although in a
narrow perspective, the emmic perspective of the studied phenomenon - the "inside"
understanding of the phenomenon, as shown in the involved social actors’ reports.

Of course, the family reality in general, and the dimension of couple communication,
in particular, is much more complex and we do not even claim to generalize the image
identified by us in the investigated area, acknowledging the limits of the qualitative

approach used in this study, which, although allowed us the "inside" description of the
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phenomenon, through the reports of those directly involved in its processuality, can not
provide enough support to withstand the rigors of the results generability.

The lack of substantial resources to allow us to interview a larger number of cases,
also restricted the valences of our investigation. Poor representation of specialized
literature on the approached subject, persuaded me to express an excess of caution in the
propounded study, focusing on a specific case - young, urban, with higher education. The
reporting theoretical background is indebted to Anglo-Saxon sociology, predominantly to
the American sociology.

What we have achieved is a picture of gender differences and similarities in couple
communication at a certain time and in a specific and confined background, enough to
draw attention and provide a starting point for deeper further investigations.

Even though the advanced statistical processing is not appropriate to our
investigational approach nature, which aimed to give a widest description of the
phenomenon and understanding it in terms of emotions, feelings, the involved social
actors’ representations, yet we worked with a relatively homogeneous population. There
would be required to extend the study by taking into account the couples included in
other age groups, even in rural areas of residence, and integrating different levels of
education. The comparison is essential to further understanding of the phenomenon.
Effervescent social dynamics would also be taken into account - couples residing in large
cities to be included in the analysis, because the social constraints and pressures of life
are different there.

A tender issue in the present study was also conferred by the degree of familiarity
existing between the questioned subjects in the final phase of research - group interviews
- which made it impossible to explore the operational dimensions of the concept of
communicational competence, as well as complementing or use of imperatives or trivial
or taboo language.

The propounded thesis presents meanings not only for the interested researchers in
addressing gender in couple communication, but also for the social actors who live and
produce the studied phenomenon. The offered results and conclusions are therefore of
great interest to further understanding of the phenomenon in the common consciousness,
the first step being their return especially to the units representing our population.

Any approach that addresses the topic of gender in communication is welcome in
Romanian sociology, in which the studies and research on macro-social phenomena are
prevailing, the micro-social area being less represented. The lack of specialized scientific

Romanian literature on gender issues in family communication can not be covered by a
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single study, nor do we have this claim, but we believe that at least we managed to open
a direction of bidding research for social sciences researchers from Romania, who
undoubtedly, will deepen and develop the knowledge of this phenomenon type and in the
current Romanian society, by further approaches.

The use of understanding this phenomenon is only obvious if we refer to a concept
essential to everyday social life: Understanding. Developing effective communication
strategies is the family is welcome since the family group members aim at increasing

satisfaction to commitment and to stability of family relations.

36



Thesis Bibliography

Adams, J. (1988), ,.Fifty years of family research”, Journal of Mariage and Family, 50.

Adler, A. (1933/1938), Social interest: A challenge to mankind, Faber and Faber,
London.

Agarwal, P. ; Srivastava, S. (1989), “Sex-role conception, ego development and marital
harmony”, Indian Journal of Current Psychological Research, 4.

Alain, M. ; Lussier, Y. (1988), “Sex-role attitudes and divorce experience”, Journal of Social
Psychology, 128.

Amato, P. R. ; Booth, A. (1995), “Changes in gender role attitudes and perceived marital
quality”, American Sociological Review, 60.

Andersen, P.A. ; Lustig, M.W. ; Andersen, J.F. (1990), “Changes in Latitude, Changes in
Attitude: The Relationship Between Climate and Interpersonal Communication
Predispositions”, Communication Quarterly, 38.

Antill, J. K. (1983), “Sex role complementarity versus similarity in married couples” Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 45.

Aries, E. (1982), “Verbal and nonverbal behaviour in single-sex and mixed-sex groups: Are
traditional sex roles changing?”’, Psychological Reports, 51.

Aries, E. (1996), Men and Women in Interaction. Reconsidering the Differences, Oxford
University Press, New York.

Ashmore, R. D. ; Del Boca, F. K., (1979) “Sex stereotypes and implicit personality theory:
Toward a cognitive-social psychological conceptualization”, Sex Roles, 5.

Askinas, B. (1971), “The Impact of Coeducational Living on Peer Interaction™, Dissertation
Abstracts International, 32.

Aronson, E. ; Lindzey, G. (1985), The handbook of social psychology (3rd ed.), Random
House, New York.

Atkinson, J.M. (1982), “Review Essey: Anthropology”, Signs, 8.

Baird, J. E. (1977), The Dynamics of Organizational Communication, Harper & Row.

Balakrishnan, T. ; Karol, J. ; Lapierre, E. (1985), ,,Contraceptive use in Canada”, Family
Planning Perspectives, 17.

Barnlund, D. (1970), ,,A transactional model of communication”, in K.K. Sereno, C.D.
Mortensen (ed.), Foundation of communication theory, Harper and Row, New York.

Barrett, S. (1987), Is God a Racist? The Right Wing in Canada, University of Toronto Press,

Toronto.

37



A

Barrett, S. (1989), "Family Patterns and Contemporary Global Trends”, in K. Ishwaran (ed.),
Family and Marriage- Cross Cultural Perspectives, Wall and Thompson, Toronto.
Barron, N. (1971), "Sex-typed language: The production of grammatical cases", Acta

Sociologica, 14.

Barthes, R. (1983), The Fashion System, Hill and Wang, New York.

Bassis, M. S. ; Gelles, J.R. ; Levinne, A. (1991), Sociology — an Introduction, University of
North Carolina.

Baxter, L. A. (1990), “Dialectical Contradictions in Relationship Development”, Journal of
Social and Personal Relationships, 7.

Baxter, L. A. ; Montgomery, B. M. (1996), Relating: Dialogues and Dialectics, Guilford
Press, New York.

Baucom, D. H. ; Notarius, C. I. ; Burnett, C. K., ; Haefner, P. (1989), “Gender differences
and sex-role identity in marriage”, in F.D.F.T.N. Bradbury (ed.), The psychology of
marriage, Guilford, New York.

Baxter, J. C. (1970), "Interpersonal spacing in natural settings", Sociometry, 33.

Beattie, G.W. (1981), “Interruptions in conversational interaction and its relation to the sex
and status of the interactants”, Linguistics, 19.

Becker, G. (1991), A Treatise on the Family, Harvard University Press, Cambridge.

Beere, C. A. ; Daniel, W. K. ; Beere, D. B. ; King, L. A. (1984), “The Sex-Role
Egalitarianism Scale: A measure of attitudes toward equality between sexes”, Sex
Roles, 10.

Bem, S. ; Bem, D. (1973), "Does sex-biased job advertising aid and abet sex
discrimination?", Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 3.

Bem, S. (1974), “The measurement of psychological androgyny”, Journal of Consulting and
Clinical Psychology, 42.

Bem, S. L. (1975), "Sex-role adaptability: One consequence of psychological androgyny",
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 31.

Berger, J. ; Rosenholtz, S.J. ; Zelditch, M. Jr. (1980), “Status organizing processes”,
American Sociological Review, 6.

Berger, J. ; Fizek, M.H. ; Norman, R.Z .; Zelditch, M. IJr. (1977), Status Characteristics
and Social Interaction, Elsevier, New York.

Berk, S.F. (1985), The Gender Factory, Plenum, New York.

Bernstein, B. (1990), The Structure of Pedagogic Discourse. Vol 4 - Class, Codes and

Control, Routledge, London.

38



Bilous, F. ; Krauss, R.M. (1988), “Dominance and accommodation in the conversational
behaviours of same- and mixed-gender dyads”, Language and Communication, 8.
Birchler, G. R. ; Weiss, R. L. ; Vincent, J. P. (1975), “Multimethod Analysis of Social
Reinforcement Exchange Between Martially Distressed and Nondistressed Spouse and
Stranger Dyads”, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 31.

Birdwhistell, R.T. (1970), Kinesics and Context: Essays of Body Motion Communication.
Philadelphia, University of Pennsylvania Press, Pennsylvania.

Blaubergs, M. S. (1978), "Changing the sexist language: The theory behind the practice",
Psychology of Women Quarterly, 2.

Blood, R. ; Wolfe, D. (1960), Husbands an wifes: the dinamic of married living, Free Press,
Glencoe, New York.

Blum-Kulka, S. (1997), Dinner talk: Cultural Patterns of Sociability and Socialization
in Family Discourse, Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Mahvah, NJ.

Blumer, H. (1969), Symbolic Interactionism: Perspective and Method, University of
California Press, Berkeley.

Bochner, A,P. ; Kelly, C.V. (1974), “Interpersonal Competence: Rationale, philosophy and
implementation of a conceptual framework”™, Speech Teacher, 23.

Bodine, A. (1975), "Androcentrism in prescriptive grammar: Singular 'they' sex indefi-nite

'he' and 'he' or 'she""

Boersma, P.D. ; Gay, J. ; Jones, R.A. ; Morrison, L. ; Remick, H. (1981), “Sex differences in

, Language in Society, 4.

college student-teacher interactions: fact or fantasy?”, Sex Roles, 7.

Booth, A. (1991), “Social integration and divorce”, Social Forces, 70.

Booth, A. ; Johnson, D.; Edwards, J. N. (1983), “ Measuring marital instability”, Journal of
Marriage and the Family, 51.

Booth-Butterfield, M. ; Booth-Butterfield, S. (1987), “Jock talk: cooperation and competition
within university women’s basketball team”, iIn B. Bate, A. Taylor (ed.), Women
communicating: Studies of women’s talk, Ablex, Norwood, NJ.

Boudon, R. (1997), Tratat de sociologie, Humanitas, Bucuresti.

Bougnoux, D. (2000), Introducere in stiintele comunicarii, Polirom, Iasi.

Bourhis, R. ; Leyens, J. (1997), Stereotipuri, dicriminare si relatii intergrupale, Polirom,
Iasi.

Briere, J. ; Lanktree, C. (1983), "Sex-role related effects of sex bias in language", Sex Roles,
9.

Brooks, V.R. (1982), “Sex differences in student dominance behaviour in female and male

professors’ classrooms”, Sex Roles, 8.

39



Broude, G. J., (1976), “Cross-Cultural Patterning of Some Sexual Attitudes and Practices”,
Behavior Science Research, 11.

Brouwer, D. (1982), "The influence of the addressee's sex on politeness in language use",
Linguistics, 20.

Brouwer, D. ; Gerritsen, M. ; Haan, D. (1979), “Speech differences between women and
men: on the wrong track?”, Language in Society, 8.

Brown, P. ; Levinson, S. (1978) "Universals in language usage: Politeness phenomena", in
E.N. Goody (ed.), Questions and Politeness, Cambridge University Press., Cambridge.

Bruess, C. J. S. ; Pearson, J. C. (1997), “Interpersonal Rituals in Marriage and Adult
Friendship”, Communication Monographs, 64.

Buck, R. ; Miller, R. E. ; Caul, W. F. (1974) "Sex, personality and physiological variables in
the communication of emotion via facial expression." Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology , 30.

Bumpass, L. L. (1990), “What’s happening to the family? Interactions between demographic
and institutional change”, Demography, 27.

Burleson, B.R. ; Samter, W. (1985), “Individual Differences in the Perception of Comforting
Messages”, Central States Speech Journal, 36.

Burke, K. ; Burrouhh-Denhart, N. ; McClish, G. (1994), “Androgyny and identity in gender
communication”, Quarterly Journal of Speech, 80.

Cameron, D. (ed.), Women in their speech communities, Longman, London.

Canary, J.D. ; Emmers-Sommer, T. M. ; Faulkner, S. (1997), Sex and Gender Differences in
Personal Relationships, Guilford Press, New York.

Canary, J.D ; House, K.S. (1993),“Is There Any Reason to Research Sex Differences in

Communication?”, Communication Quarterly, 41.

Case, S. (1988), “Cultural differences, not deficiencies: An analysis of managerial women’s
language”, in S. Rose, L. Larwood (ed.), Women’s Careers: Pathways and Pitfalls,
Praeger, New York.

Carli, L. (1990), ,,Gender, language and influence”, Journal of personality and social
psychology, 59.

Cegala, D.J. (1981), “Interaction Involvement: A Cognitive Dimension of Communication

Competence”, Communication Education, 30.

Chelcea, S. ; Ilut, P. (2003), Enciclopedie de Psihologie Sociald, Editura Economici,

Bucuresti.

40



Chelcea, S. (2005), “Comunicarea nonverbala: istoric, structurd, forme, functii si disfunctii”,
in S. Chelcea, L. Ivan, A. Chelcea, (2005), Comunicarea nonverbald: gesturile §i postura:
cuvintele nu sunt de-ajuns, Comunicare.ro, Bucuresti.

Cherulnik, P. D. (1979), "Sex differences in the expression of emotion in a structured social
encounter", Sex Roles, 5.

Chimbos, P.D. (1980), The Greek Experience in Canada, Mc.Leland&Steward, Toronto.

Cissna, K. K. ; Cox, D. E. ; Bochner, A. P. (1990), “The Dialectic of Marital and Parental
Relationships Within the Stepfamily”, Communication Monographs, 57.

Coates, J. (1989), “Gossip revisited: language in all-female groups”, in J. Coates (1993),
Women, Men and Language, Pearson Education Limited, Essex.

Coates, J. (1993), Women, Men and Language, Pearson Education Limited, Essex.

Coates, J. (1996), Women Talk, Blackwell Publishers, London.

Coltrane, S. (1996), Family Man: Fatherhood, Housework, and Gender Equity, Oxford

University Press, New York.

Condry, J. ; Condry, S. (1976), "Sex differences: A study of the eye of the beholder", Child
Development , 47.

Conklin, N. F. (1974), "Toward a feminist analysis of linguistic behavior", Women's Studies,
1, The University of Michigan Papers, Michigan.

Constantinople, A. ; Cornelius, R. ; Gray, J. (1988), “The chilly climate: Fact or artifact?”,
Journal of Higher Education, 59.

Cornelius, R. R. ; Gray, J. M. ; Constantinople, A. P. (1990). “Student—faculty interaction in
the college classroom”, Journal of Research and Development in Education, 23.

Coser, R. L. (1960), "Laughter among colleagues", Psychiatry, 23.

Craig, D. ; Pitts, M.K. (1990), “The dynamics of dominance in tutorial discussions”,
Linguistics, 28.

Crawford, M. (1995), Talking Difference: On Gender and Language, Sage, London.

Crosby, F. (1976), The effects of mode of interaction, sex acquaintance on conversation
management, Boston University, Boston.

Crosby, F. ; Jose, P ; Wong-McCarthy, W. (1981), “Gender, androgyny, and conversational
assertiveness”, in C. Mayo, N. Henley (ed.) Gender and Nonverbal behavior, Springer-
Verlag, New York.

Crotty, M. (1998), The foundation of social research, Age Publication

Crow, G. ; Pope, C., (2008), Sociology and Gender, Sage Publications, London.

Dabbs, J.M.Jr.; Ruback, R.B. (1984), “Vocal patterns in male and female groups”,
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 10.

41



Davis, K. ; Bernstam,M.S., (1991), Resources, Environment, and Population, Oxford
University Press.

De Paretti, A. ; Legrand, J. ; Bouiface , J. (2001), Tehnici de comunicare, Polirom, lasi.

Defrancisco, V. L. (1991), “The Sounds of Silence: how men silence women in marital
relation”, Discourse & Society. An international journal for the study of discourse and
communication in their social, political and cultural contexts, 1, Sage, London.

Deutsch, C. J. ; Gilbert, L. A. (1976), "Sex role stereotypes: Effect on perception of self and
others and on personal adjustment”, Journal of Consulting Psychology, 23.

Deux, K. ; Lewis, L.L. (1984), “The Structure of Gender Stereotypes: Interrelationships
Among Components and Gender Label”, Jurnal of Personality and Social Psychology,
46.

Dickson, F. C. (1995), “The Best is Yet to Be: Research on Long-Lasting Marriages”, 1n J.
T. Wood, S. Duck (ed.) Under-Studied Relationships, Thousand Oaks, Sage
Publishing. CA.

Dodd, C. (1991), Dynamics of intercultural communication, Brown, Dubuque, IA.

Douglas E. ; Vacc, A. ; Pasley, K. (2000), “The Relationship of Gender Role Beliefs,
Negativity, Distancing, and Marital Instability”, The Family Journal, 8, pp. 124

Dovidio, J. F. ; Brown, C. ; Heltman, K. ; Ellyson, S. L. ; Keating, C. F. (1988), “Power
displays between women and men in discussions of gender—linked topics: A
multichannel study”, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 55.

Doyle, J.A. ; Paludi, M.A. (1991), Sex and Gender: The Human Experience, Wm.C. Brown
Publishers, USA.

Drass, K.A. (1986), “The effect of gender identity in conversation”, Social Psychology
Quarterly, 49.

Dubois, B. L. ; Crouch, 1. (1976), “The question of tag questions in women's speech: They
don't really use more of them do they?”, Language in Society, 4.

Duncan, S. ; Fiske, D.W. (1977), Face-to-face interaction, Lawrence Erlbaum Associates,
Hillsdale, NJ.

Duran, E.A. (1992), “Communicative Adaptability: A Review of Conceptualization and
Measurement”, Communication Quarterly, 40.

Durkheim, E. (1893/2001), Diviziunea muncii sociale, Albatros, Bucuresti.

Eakins, B. ; Eakins, G. (1978), Sex differences in human communication. Houghton MifHin,
Boston.

Eckert, P. (1993), “Cooperative Competition in Adolescent “Girl-Talk””, in D. Tannen (ed),

Gender and Conversational Interaction, Oxford University Press, New York.

42



Eckstein, D. (1993), ,,Games married couples play: two theoreticalperspectives”, The Family
Journal, 1.

Eckstein, D., Ford, R. (1999) ,, The role of temperament in understanding couples personality
differences”, The Family Journal, 73.

Eckstein, D. ; Goldman, A. (2001), “The couples gender-based communication questionnaire
(CGCQ)” The family Jurnal, 9.

Edelsky, C. (1993), “Who’s Got the Floor?”, in D. Tannen (ed), Gender and Conversational
Interaction, Oxford University Press, New York.

Edwards, R. (1998), “The effects of gender, gender role and values”, Journal of Language &
Social Psychology, 17.

Edwards, R. ; Hamilton, M.A. (2004), “You need to understand my gender role: An
empirical test of Tannen’s Model of gender and communication” , Sex Roles, 50.

Enarson, E. (1984), Woods-Working Women: Sexual Integration in the U. S. Forest Service,
University of Alabama Press., Alabama.

Engels, F., (1884/1967), “Originea familiei, a proprietatii private si a statului”, in K. Marx,
F. Engels, Opere Alese in Doud Volume, vol.2, Editura Politica, Bucuresti.

Epstein, C. F. (1970), Woman's Place: Options and Limits in Professional Careers,
University of California Press, Berkeley and Los Angeles.

Epstein, C. F. (1971), "Law partners and marriage partners: Strains and solutions in the dual-
career family enterprise”, Human Relations, 24.

Epstein, C. F. (1981), Women in Law, Basic Books, New York.

Epstein, C. F. (1985), "Ideal roles and real roles or the fal-lacy of the misplaced dichotomy",
Research in Social Stratification and Mobility, 4.

Epstein, C. F. (1986), “Symbolic Segregation: Similarities and Differences in the Language
and Non-Verbal Communication of Women and Men”, Sociological Forum, 1.

Ervin-Tripp, S. (1971) "Sociolinguists" in J. A. Fishman (ed.), Advances in the Sociology of
Language, pp. 15-151, Mouton, Hague.

Fausto-Sterling, A. (1986), Myths of Gender: Biological Theories About Women and Men,
Basic Books, New York.

Feldman, L. B. (1979), “Marital Conflict and Marital Intimacy: An Integrative
Psychodynamic Behavioral Systemic Model”, Family Process, 18.

Fishman, P. (1980), “Conversational insecurity”, in W.P. Robinson, H. Giles, P.M. Smith

(ed.), Language: Social Psychological Perspectives, Pergamon Press, Oxford.

43



Fishman, P. (1982), “Interaction: The work that women do”, in Kahn-Hut, Daniels, Colvard
(ed.), Women and Work, Oxford, New York.

Fitzpatrick, M. A. (1988), Between Husbands and Wives: Communication in Marriage,
Sage, Newbury Park, CA.

Fogarty, M. P. ; Rapoport, R. ; Rapoport, R. N. (1971), Sex, Career and Family. Prepared
jointly by Political and Economic Planning and the Tavistock Institute, Allen &
Unwin, London.

Frances, S. J. (1979), "Sex differences in non-verbal be-havior", Sex Roles, 5.

Franzwa, G., Lockhart, C. (1998), “Communication- sex differences; sex- social aspects”,
Sociological Perspectives, 4.

Frayser, S. G. (1985), Varieties of Sexual Experience, HRAF Press, New Haven

Galvin, K. ; Brommel, B. (2000), Family communication: cohesion & change, Longman,
New York.

Ganong, L., Coleman, M. (1994), Remarried Family Relationships, Sage Publications,
Newbury Park.

Garfinkel, H. (1956), “Conditions of successful degradation ceremonies”, American Journal
of Sociology, 61.

Garfinkel, H. (1967), Studies in ethnomethodology, Prentice-Hall, Inc., Englewood Cliffs,
N.J.

Garnets, L. ; Pleck, J.H., (1979), “Sex Role Identity, Androgyny, and Sex Role
Transcendence: A Sex Role Strain Analysis”, Psychology of Women Quarterly, 3.

Geertz, C. (1973), Interpretation of cultures, Basic Books, New York.

Gibbons, J. (1989), ,,Variations in Households Forms and Family Consciousness” in K.
Ishwaran (ed.), Family and Marriage- Cross Cultural Perspectives, Wall and
Thompson, Toronto.

Giddens A. (2000), The Third Way and its Critics, Polity Press, Cambridge, UK.

Gilbert, L.A. (1985), Men in Dual-Career Families: Current Realities and Future Prospects,
Lawrence Erlbaum, Hillsdale, NJ.

Gilles, F. ; Duprez, J.M. ; Nicole, O. ; Michel, S. (coord), (1998) Dictionar de sociologie,
Polirom, Iasi.

Gilligan, C. (1982), In a Different Voice: Psychological Theory and Women’s Development,
Harvard University Press, Cambridge, Massachusetts.

Giri, V. N. (2004), Gender Role and Communication Style, Concept Publishing Company,
New Delhi.

44



Glick, P. ; Lin, S. (1986), ,,Recent changes in divorce and remarriage”, Journal of Mariage
and Family, 42.

Glick, P. C. (1984), “Marriage, divorce, and living arrangements”, Journal of Family Issues,
5.

Glick, P. (1989), ,,The Family of Today and Tomorrow”, in K. Ishwaran (ed.) Family and
Marriage- Cross Cultural Perspectives, Wall and Thompson, Toronto.

Goldman, A. (1983), Public communication: perception, criticism, performance, FL:
Krieger, Malabar.

Goffman, E. (1967), “The nature of deference and demeanor”, in Erving Goffman (ed.),
Interaction Ritual: Essays on Face to Face Behavior, Anchor Books, Garden City.

Goffman, E. (1976), Gender Advertisements, Macmillan, London.

Goffman, E., (1977), ,,The arrangement between the sexes”, Theory and Society, 4.
Gonzalez-Bono, E. ; Salvador, A. ; Ricarte, J. ; Seranno, M.A. ; Arendo, M. (2000),
,» Lestosterone and attribution of succesfull competition”, Aggressive Behavior, 3.

Goode, W.J. (1963), World Revolution And Familz Patterns, Free Press, New York.

Goode, W.J. (1982), The Family, Englewood Cliffs, New York.

Goodman, N. (1992), Introducere in sociologie, Lider, Bucuresti.

Goodwin, M. H. (1990), “He- said —she-said. Talk as Social Organisation among Black
Children”, Indiana University Press, Bloomington.

Gottman, J.M. (1979), Marital interaction: experimental investigations, Academic Press,
New York.

Gottman, J. M. (ed.). (1990), How marriages change, Lawrence Erlbaum Hillsdale, NJ.

Gottman, J. M. (1993), “A theory of marital dissolution and stability. Journal
of Family Psychiatry, 7.

Gottman, J. M. (1994a). What predicts divorce: The relationship between marital processes
and marital outcomes, Lawrence Erlbaum Hillsdale, NJ.

Gottman, J.M. (1994b), Why marriages succed or fail, Simon & Schuster, New York.

Gottman, J. M. (1996), Toward a process model of men in marriages and families. Paper
presented at the Conference on Men in Families, Pennsylvania State University.

Gottman, J. M. ; Levenson, R. W. (1988), “The Social Psychophysiology of Marriage”, in P.
Noller, M. A. Fitzpatrick (ed.), Perspectives on Marital Interaction, Multilingual
Masters, Philadelphia.

Gottman, J. M., Porterfield, A. L. (1981), “Communicative competence in the nonverbal
behavior of married couples”, Journal of Marriage and the Family, 43.

Graham, A. (1973), "The making of a non-sexist dictionary", Ms December, 12.

45



Gray, J. (1992/2002), Barbatii sunt de pe Marte, Femeile sunt de pe Venus, Vremea,
Bucuresti.

Gray, J. (1996), Mars and Venus together forever, HarperCollins, New York.

Gudykunst, W. B. ; Lee, C. M. (2001), “An Agenda for Studying Ethnicity and Family
Communication”, Journal of Family Communication, 1.

Gumperz, J.J. (1972), “Sociolinguistics and Conversation in Small Groups”, in J.B. Pride, J.

Holmes (ed.), Sociolinguistics, Penguin Books, Harmondsworth.

Hall, E. T. (1959), The Silent Language, Doubleday, New York

Hall, E. T. (1966), The Hidden Dimension, Random House, New York.

Hall, E. T. (1968) "Proxemics", Current Anthropology, 9.

Hall, J.A. (1984), Nonverbal Sex Differences: Communication Accuracy and Expressive
Style, John Hopkins University Press, Baltimore.Hansford, B.C.,

Hansford, B. C. ; Hattie, J.A. (1987), “Perceptions of Communicator Style and Self-
Concept”, Communication Research: An International Quarterly, Vol. 14, 2.

Hart, R.P. ; Burks, D.M. (1972), “Rhetorical Sensitivity and Social Interaction”, Speech
Monographs, 39.

Hart, R.P. ; Carlson, R.E. ; Eadie, W.F. (1980), “Rhetsen scale. Attitudes toward
communication and the assessment of rhetorical sensitivity”, Communication
Monographs, 47.

Have, P. (1999), Doing Conversation Analysis - A Practical Guide, Sage, London.

Heider, F. (1958), The psychology of interpersonal relations, John Wiley & Sons, New York

Heiss, J. (1991), “Gender and Romantic Love Roles”, Communication Quaterly, 32.

Helfrich, H. (1979), “Age Markers in Speech”, in K. Scherer, H. Giles (ed.), (1979), Social
Markers in Speech, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.

Henley, N. (1973), "Status and sex: Some touching observations", Bulletin of the
Psychonomic Society, 17.

Henley, N. (1974), "Power, sex and nonverbal communication", Berkeley Journal of
Sociology, 18.

Henley, N. (1977), Body Politics: Power, Sex and Non-verbal Communication, Englewood
Cliffs, Prentice Hall.

Henley, N. (1987), Body politics, NJ: Prentice Hall, Englewood Cliffs.

Henley, N. ; Thorne, B. (1975), “Sex Differences in Language, Speech, and Nonverbal
Communication: An Annotated Bibliography”, in B. Thorne, N. Henley (ed.),
Language and Sex: Difference and Dominance, Newbury House Publishers, Rowley,
MA.

46



Heritage, J. (1984), Garfinkel and Ethnomethodology, Polity Press, Cambridge.
Hershey, S. ; Werner, E. (1975), “Dominance in marital decision making in woman’s
liberation and non-woman’s liberation families”, Family Process, 14.

Hiatt, M. (1977), The Way Women Write, Teachers College Press, New York.

Hilpert, F. C. ; Kramer, C. ; Clark, R. A. (1975), “Participants' perceptions of self and partner
in mixed-sex dyads”, Central States Speech Journal, 26.

Hirschman, L. (1974), “Analysis of supportive and assertive behavior in conversation",
lucrare prezentata in cadrul Linguistic Society of America Meeting, New York.

Holmstrom, R. (1972), Two-career Family, Schenkman, Cambridge.

House, J. S. (1981), “Work, Stress, and Social Support”’,Addison-Wesley, Reading, MA.

Huber, J. ; Spitz, G. (1980), “Considering divorce: An expansion of Becker’s theory of
marital instability”, American Journal of Sociological Review, 86.

Huls, E. (1988), “Family Interaction from an Interactional Sociolinguistic Perspective”, in D.
Roger, Bull, P (ed.), (1988) Conversation: an Interdisciplinary Perspective,
Multilingual Matters, Clevedon, England.

Hyde, J. (1981), “How large are cognitive differences? A Metanalysis”, American
Psychologist, 26.

Hyde, J. ; Fenema, E. ; Laman, S.J. (1990), “Gender differences in mathematics
performance: A Meta-analysis”, Psychological Bulletin, 107.

Hymes, D. (1972), “On Communicative Competence”, in J. B. Pride ; J. Holmes (ed.),
Sociolinguistics, Penguin Books, Harmondsworth.

Ickes, W. ; Barnes, R. D. (1977), "The role of sex and self-monitoring in unstructured
dyadic interactions", Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 35.

Mut, P. (1995), Familia. Cunoastere si asistenta, Argonaut, Cluj-Napoca.

Mut, P. (2000), Iluzia localismului si localizarea iluziei, Editura Polirom, lasi.

[ut, P. (2005), Sociopsihologia si Antropologia Familiei, Polirom, lasi.

Mlut, P. (2006) “Clarificari in problematica gender”, Sociologie Romdneasca, vol. 1V, 3,
Bucuresti.

Infante, D. A. ; Sabourin, T.C. ; Rudd, J.E.; Shannon, E.A. (1990), “Verbal aggression in
violent and nonviolent marital disputes”, Communication Quarterly, 38.

James, D. ; Clarke, S. (1993), “Women, Men, and Interruptions: A Critical Review”, in D.
Tannen (ed.), Gender and Conversational Interaction, Oxford University Press, New

York.

47



James, D. ; Drakich, J. (1993), “Understanding Gender Differences in Amount of Talk”, in
D. Tannen (ed.), Gender and Conversational Interaction, Oxford University Press,
New York.

James, T. ; Cinelli, B. (2003), “Exploring gender-based communication styles”, Journal
of School Health, 73.

Jespersen, O. (1922), Language : its nature, development and origin, Allen & Unwin,
London.

Jespersen, O. (1974), "A simplest systematics for the organization of turntaking for
conversation", Language, 50.

Johansson, C. (2007), ,,Research on Organizational Communication The Case of Sweden”,
Nordicom Review , 28.

Johnson, C. (1994), “Gender, Legitimate Authority, and Leader-Subordinate
Conversations”, American Sociological Review, 59.

Johnson, S. (1997), 'Theorizing Language and Masculinity: a Feminist Perspective’ in S.
Johnson ; U. Meinhof (ed.), (1997) Language and Masculinity, Blackwell Publishers,
London.

Jung, C. G. (1923), Psychological types: Or the psychology of individuation, Harcourt Brace,
New York.

Kahn, M. (1970), ,,Non-verbal communicationand marital satisfaction”, Family Process, 9.

Kajander, C.A. (1976), “The effects of instructor and student sex on verbal behaviors in
college classrooms”, Dissertation Abstracts International, 37.

Kalcik, S. (1975), “...like Ann’s gynecologist or the time I was almost raped”, in C. Farrer
(ed.), Women and folklore, University of Texas Press., Austin.

Kelly, A. B. ; Fincham, F. D. (1998), “Marital health”, in H. S. Fredman (ed.), Encyclopedia
of mental health, vol. 2, Academic Press New York.

Kemper, T., (1990), Testosterone and Social Structure, Rutgers University Press, New
Brunswick.

Kerr, P. (1983), "Judge overturns finding by jury of sex bias in newscaster's suit", New York
Times, 01 November, pp.1.

Kerr, P. (1984a), "Jury selection begins in retrial of Craft case", New York Times, 05 January,
pp-18.

Kerr, P. (1984b), "Jury awards Chris Craft $325,000", New York Times, 14 January, pp.13.

Kessler, S. J. ; McKenna. W., (1978), Gender: An Ethnomethodological Approach,
University of Chicago Press, Chicago, Il.

48



Kim, Min-Sun, ; Bresnahan, M. (1996), ”Cognitive basis of gender communication: A cross-
cultural investigation of perceived constraints in requesting”, Communication
Quarterly, 44, pp. 53-67.

Kimball, G. (1983), The 50-50 Marriage, Beacon Press, New York.

Kimmel, M.S. (2004), The Gendered Society, Oxford University Press, New York.

Kirtley, M.D. ; Weaver, J.B. Il (1999), ,Exploring the impact of gender role self-
perception on communication style”, Women’s Studies in Communication, 22.

Kitson, G. C. ; Holmes, W. M. (1992), Portrait of divorce, Guilford, New York.

Kitson, G. C. ; Morgan, L. A. (1990), “Multiple consequences of divorce”, Journal of
Marriage and the Family, 52.

Klein, H. M. ; Willerman, L. (1979), "Psychological masculinity and fem-inity and typical
and maximal dominance expression in women", Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 37.

Klein, M. (2006), Le complexe d'Oedip, Payot-Poche, Paris.

Knapp, M. (1984). Interpersonal communication and human relationships, Allyn and Bacon,

Boston.

Knapp, M. L. ; Miller, G. R. ; Fudge, K. (1994), Handbook of interpersonal communication
(2nd Ed.), Sage, Thousand Oaks, CA.

Kohlberg, L. ; Zigler, E. (1967), ,,The impact of cognitive maturity on the development of
sex role attitudesin the years 4 to 8 ”, Genetic Psychology Monographs, 75.

Kollock, P. ; Blumstein, P. ; Schwartz, P. (1985), “Sex and power in interaction”, American
Sociological Review, 50.

Kramarae, C. (1989), "Coming to Terms with Women's Language" in Barnouw (et. al.),
International Encyclopedia of Communications, (ed.), vol II, Oxford University Press,
New York.

Kramarae, C. ; Thorne, B. ; Henley, N. (1983), “Sex Similarities and Differences in
Language, Speech, and Nonverbal Communication: An Annotated Bibliography” in B.
Thorne, C. Kramarae, N. Henley, Newbury (ed.) Language, Gender, and Society,
House Publishers, Rowley, MA.

Kramer, C. (1974), "Folklinguistics", Psychology Today, 8.

Kramer, C. (1975), "Women's speech: Separate but un-equal?" in B. Thorne, N. Henley
(ed.), Language and Sex, Newbury House, Rowley.

Kramer, C. ; Thorne, B. ; Henley, N. (1978), "Review essay: Perspectives on language and

communication", Signs, 3.

49



Labarthe, J.C. (1997), “Are boys better than girls at building a tower or a bridge at 2 years of
age”, Archives of Disease in Childhood , 77.

Labov, W. (1972), Language in the Inner City, University of Pennsylvania Press,
Philadelphia.

LaFrance, M. (1981), "Gender gesture: Sex, sex role and nonverbal communication”, in C.
Mayot, N. Henley (ed.), Gender and Nonverbal Behavior, Springer-Verlag, New York.

Lakoff, R. (1973), "Language and woman's place", Language and Society, 2.

Lakoff, R. (1975), Language and Woman's Place, Harper and Row, New York

Lamphere L. (1987), Feminism and Anthropology: the struggle to reshape our thinking
about gender, Indiana University Press, Indiana.

Laswell, H. (1948), “The structure and function of communication in society”, in L. Bryson
(ed.), The communication of ideas, Harper, New York.

Lawrence, B. (1974), "Dirty words can harm you", Redbook, 143.

Layng, A., (1993), “Why don’t we act like the opposite sex?”, U.S.A. Today, 1993.

Leacock, E., (1978), “Women’s status in Egalitarian Society: Implications for social
revolution”, Current Anthropology, 19.

Leet-Pellegrini, H.M. (1980), Conversational dominance as a function of gender and
expertise”, in H. Giles, W.P. Robinson, P.M Smith (ed.), Language: Social
psychological perspectives, Pergamon Press., New York.

Leffler, A. ; Gillespie, D. ; Conaty, J.C. (1982), “The effects of status differentiation on
nonverbal behavior”, Social Psychology Quarterly, 45.

Legman, D. (1968), Rationale of the Dirty Joke: An Anal-ysis of Sexual Humor, Castle
Books, Memphis.

Levi-Strauss, C. (1949), Les structures elementaires de la parente, P.U.F, Paris.

Li, J. T. ; Caldwell, R. A. (1987), “Magnitude and direction effects of marital sex-role
incongruence on marital adjustment”, Journal of Family Issues, 8.

Liebler, C. M. ; Smith, S. J. (1997), "Tracking gender differences: A comparative analysis of
network correspondents and their sources”, Journal of Broadcasting & Electronic
Media, 4(1), pp. 58-69.

Linell, P. (1990), “The Power of Dialogue Dynamics”, in I. Markova, K. Foppa (ed.), The
Dynamics of Dialog, Harvester Wheatsheaf, New York.

Litwak, E. (1960), “Occupational Mobility and Extended Family Cohesion”, American
Sociological Review, 25.

Lorber, J. K. (1984), Women Physicians: Careers, Status and Power, Methuen, New York.

50



Lott, B. E. (1987). Women’s lives themes and variations in gender learning, Brooks/Cole,
Pacific Grove, CA.

Lueptow, L. B. ; Guss, M. B. ; Hyden, C. (1989), “Sex role ideology, marital status, and
happiness”, Journal of Family Issues, 10.

Luxton, M. (1980), More than a Labour of Love, Women’s Press, Toronto.

Lye, D. N. ; Biblarz, T. J. (1993), “The effects of attitudes toward family life and gender
roles on marital satisfaction”, Journal of Family Issues, 14.

Maccoby, E. ; Jacklin, C.N. (1974), The psychology of sex differences, Stanford University
Press., Stanford.

Maddock, J. (1989), "Healthy Family Sexuality: Positive Principles for Educators and
Clinicians”, Family Relations, 38.

Malinovski, B. (1964), Sex and repression in savage society, Meridian Books/World,
Cleveland, OH.

Maltz, D. ; Borker, R. (1982), “A cultural approach to male-female miscommunication”, in
J.J. Gumperz (ed.), Language and social identity, Cambridge University Press.,
Cambridge.

Mandell, M. (1989), ,Marital Roles in Transition”, in K. Ishwaran (ed.), Family and
Marriage- Cross Cultural Perspectives, Wall and Thompson, Toronto.

Markel, N.N. ; Long, T. ; Saine, T.J. (1976), “Sex effects in conversational interaction:
Another look at male dominance”, Human Communication Research, 2.

Martin, J.N. ; Craig, R.T. (1983), “Selected linguistic sex differences during initial social
interactions of the same-sex and mixed-sex student dyads”, Western Journal of Speech
Communication, 47.

McCallister, L. (1992), I wish I'd said that!”, John Wiley, New York.

McClanahan, S. ; Booth, K. (1989), “Mother-only families: Problems, prospects, and
politics”, Journal of Marriage and Family, 51.

McConnell-Ginet, S. (1978), "Intonation in a man's world", Signs, 3.

McGoldrick, M. (1993), “Ethnicity, Cultural Diversity and Normality”, In F. Walsh (2ed.)
Normal Family Processes, Guilford Press, New York.

McLachlan, A. (1991), “The effects of agreement, disagreement, gender and familiarity on
patterns of dyadic interaction”, Journal of Language and Social Psychology, 10.

McMillan, J.R. ; Clifton, A.K. ; McGrath, D. ; Gale, W.S. (1977), “Women’s language:
Uncertainty, or interpersonal sensitivity and emotionality?”, Sex Roles, 3.

Mehrabian, B. (1981), Silent messages: implicit communication of emotions and attitudes,

CA: Wadsworth, Belmont.

51



Mesthrie, R.; Swann, J. ; Deumert, A. ; Leap, W. (2000), Introducing Sociolinguistics,
Edinburgh University Press, Edinburgh.

Miller, A.G. (1951), Language and Communication, McGraw-Hill, New York.

Miller, R. S. (1997), “We Always Hurt the Ones We Love: Aversive Interactions in Close
Relationships”, In R. W. Kowalski (ed.), Aversive Interpersonal Behaviors, Plenum
Press., New York.

Mishler, E and Waxler, N (1968), “Interaction in Families: an Experimental Study of Family
Processes and Schizophrenia”, Wiley, New York.

Montgomery, B. & Norton, R. (1981), ,.Sex differences and similarities in communicator
styles”, Communication Monograph, 48.

Mucchielli, A. (coord.) (2002), Dictionar al Metodelor Calitative, Polirom, lasi.

Murdock, G. P. (1949), Social Structure, MacMillan, New Y ork.

Murdock, G. P. (1957), “World Ethnographic Sample”, American Anthropologist, 59.

Murphy, D. ; Mendelson, L. (1973), ,,Communicationand adjustment in marriage:
Investigating therelationship”, Family Process, 12.

Natale, M.; Entin, E.; Jaffe J. (1979), “Vocal interruptions in dyadic communication as a
function of speech and social anxiety”, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
37.

Navran, L. (1967), ,,Communication and adjustment in marriage”, Family Process, 6.

Nemeth, C. ; Endicott, J. ; Wachtler, J. (1976), “From the '50s to the "70s: Women in jury
deliberations”, Sociometry, 38.

Newstron, J.W. ; Keith, D. (1993), Organizational Behaviour: Human Behaviur at Work, 9th
(ed.9), McGrawhill Inc., New York.

Nilsen, A. P. (1972), "Sexism in English: A feminist view", in S. Hoffman, Tinsley (ed.),
Female Studies, vol. 6, Feminist Press, Old Westbury.

Nilsen, A. P. (1973), "The correlation between gender and other semantic features in
American English", lucrare prezentatd 1n cadrul Linguistic Society of America
Meetings, San Diego.

Nimkoff, M. F. (1965), Comparative Family Systems, Houghton Mifflin Boston.

Noica, C. (1970), Rostirea Filozoficd Romdneasca, Editura. Stiintifica, Bucuresti.

Norton, R. (1978), ,,Foundation of a communicator style construct”’, Human Communication
Research, 4.

Norton, R. (1983), Communicator Style, CA: Sage, Beverly Hills.

Norton, A. ; Miller, M. A. (1992), “Marriage, divorce, and remarriage in the 1980°s”,

Current population reports, 180, Government Printing Office, Washington DC.

52



Ochs, E. (1999), “Transcription as Theory” in A. Jaworski, N. Coupland (ed.), (1999) The
Discourse Reader, Routledge, London.

Ogburn, W. ; Nimkoff, M. (1955), Technology and the Changing Family, Houghtom,
Mifflin, Boston.

O’Keefe, B. J. (1988), “The logic of message design: individual differences in reasoning
about communication”, Communication Monographs, 55.

Osgood, C. (1976), Focus on Meaning. Volume 1: Explorations in Semantic Space. The
Hague, Mouton.

Paige, K.E. ; Paige, J.M., (1981), The Politics of reproductive Ritual, University of
California Press, Berkeley, CA.

Parons, T. (1943), “Sex Roles In The American Kinship”, Anti Essays, descarcat la 09.10.
2010, de pe World Wide Web: http://www.antiessays.com/free-essays/8584.html.

Parsons, T. (1955), ,,The American Family” in T. Parsons, R. Bales (ed.), Family,

Socialization and Interaction Process , Free Press, Glencoe.

Parsons T. ; Bales, R. F. (1955) Family Socialization and Interactional Process, Free Press,
Glencoe, 11.

Pearson, J. ; West, R.L. ; Turner, L.H. (1995). Gender and Communication (3rd ed.).
Brown & Benchmark Publishers, Dubuque, 1A.

Petronio, S. (2000), “The Boundaries of Privacy: Praxis of Everyday Life”, in S. Petronio
(ed.), The Secrets of Private Disclosures, Erlbaum, NJ.

Popper, K. ; Lorenz, K. (1985/1997), Viitorul este deschis, Editura Trei, Bucuresti.

Popper, K. ; Lorenz, K. (1985/1997), Viitorul este deschis, Editura Trei, Bucuresti.

Preisler, B. (1986), Linguistic Sex Roles in Conversation, Mouton de Gruyter, Berlin.

Raush, H. L. ; Barry. W. A. ; Hertel. R. K. ; Swain, M. A. (1974), Communication, conflict
and marriage, Jossey-Bass, San Francisco, CA.

Rim, Y; Rim, Y. (1977). “Personality variables and interruptions in small discussions”,
European Journal of Social Psychology, 7.

Ritzer, G (1994), Sociological beginnings — On the origins of key ideas in sociology, Mc
Graw — Hill, Inc.

Rodman, H. (1972), “Marital Power and the Theory of Resources in Cultural Context”,
Journal of Comparative Family Studies, 3.

Roger, D (1988), “Experimental Studies of Dyadic Turn-Taking Behaviour”, in
D. Roger, P. Bull (ed.), Conversation: an Interdisciplinary Perspective, Multilingual

Matters, Clevedon, England.

53



Roger, D. ; Bull, P (ed.). (1988), Conversation: an Interdisciplinary Perspective,
Multilingual Matters, Clevedon, England.

Rogers, L. E. (2001), “Relational Communication in the Context of Family”, Journal of
Family Communication, 1.

Roloff, M. (1996), “The Catalyst Hypothesis: Condition Under Which Coercive
Communication Leads to Physical Aggression”, iIn D. Cahn, D. Floyd (ed.), Family
Violence from a Communication Perspective, Sage Publications, Thousand Oaks, CA.

Rosaldo, M. ; Lamphere, L., (1974), Woman, Culture, and Society, Stanford University
Press, Stanford, California.

Ross, ML.F. (1986), “Female Political Participation: A Cross-Cultural Explanation”,
American Anthropologist, 88.

Ruesch, J. ; Bateson, G. (1951), Communication: The Social Matrix of Psychiatry. W.W.
Norton & Company.

Sacks, H. (1972), “An Initial Investigation of the Usability of Conversational Data for Doing
Sociology”, in D. Sudnow (ed.), Studies in Social Interaction, Free Press, New York.

Sacks, K. (1979), Sisters and Wives, Greenwood Press, Westport, Conn.

Sagrestano, L. (1992), “Power Strategies in Interpersonal Relationships”, Psychology

of Women Quarterly, 16.
Sanday, P.R. (1981), Female Power and Male Dominance, Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge.

Sapolsky, R. (1997), The trouble with testosterone, Simon and Schuster, New York.

Schultz, M. R. (1975), "The semantic derogation of women", in B. Thorne ; N. Henley (ed.),
Language and Sex: Differ-ence and Dominance, Newbury House, Rowley.

Segalen, M. (1983), Love and Power in the Peasant Family, Blackwel, London.

Segalen, M. (1986), Hystorical Anthropology of the Family, Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge.

Schlegel, A. (1989 ), Gender Issues and Cross-Cultural Research, Sage Publications,
London.

Shaw, MLE. ; Sadler, O.W. (1965), “Interaction Patterns in heterosexual dyads varying in
degree of intimacy”, Journal of Social Psychology, 66.

Siegler, D. ; Siegler, R. (1976), “Stereotypes of males’ and females’ speech”, Psychological
Reports, 70.

Silverman, D. (2004), Interpretarea datelor calitative. Metode de analiza a comunicarii,

textului §i interactiunii, Polirom, lasi.

54



Simkins-Bullock, J, A. ; Wildman, B.G. (1991), “An Investigation Into the relationships
Between Gender and Language”, Sex Roles, 24, pp. 149-160.

Simmel, G. (1950), The Sociology of Georg Simmel, Wolff, K. (trad., ed.), Free Press, New
York.

Simon, B. ; Blass R.B (1991) The development and vicissitudes of Freud's ideas on the
Oedipus complex, Cambridge University Press.
Smith, T. (1985), “Working wives and women’s rights: The connection between the
employment status of wives and the feminist attitudes of husbands”, Sex Roles, 12.
Socha, T. J. ; Diggs, R. (1999), “Communication, Race and Family: Exploring
Communication in Black, White, and Biracial Families.”, Erlbaum, Mahwah, NJ.
Soskin, W.F. ; John, V.P. (1963), “The study of spontaneous talk” in R. Baker (ed.), The
stream of behaviour, Appleton, Century, Crofts, New York.

Specher, S. ; McKinney, K. (1994), “Sexuality in Close Relationships” in A. Weber, J.
Harvey (ed.), Perspectives in Close Relationships, Allyn & Bacon, Needham Heights,
MA.

Spender, D. (1980), Man Made Language, Routledge & Kegan Paul, London.

Spender, D. ; Spender, L. (1984/1986), Scribbling Sisters, Camden Press, London.

Stamps, J. (1995), “Sociobiology: Its Evolution and Intellectual Descendents”, Political and
Life Science, 14.

Stanton, J. (1995), Comunicarea, Societatea de Stiinte si Tehnicd S.A. , Bucuresti.

Stein, P. (1984), ,,Men in Families” in Women and Family: two decades of change, in B.
Hess, M. Sussman (ed.), Marriage and Family Review, 7.

Sternbieb,G. ; Hughes, W. (1986), ,,Demographies and housing in America”, Journal of
Mariage and Family, 41.

Stier, D.S. ; Hall, J. A. (1984), "Gender differences in touch: An empirical and theoretical
review", Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 47.

Stanley, L. ; Wise, S. (1983), Breaking out: Feminist Counsciousness and Feminist
Research, Kegan Paul, London.

Stone, L. ; McKee, N. (1999), Gender and culture in America, NJ: Prentice Hall, Upper
Saddle River.

Street, R.L.Jr. ; Murphy, T.J. (1987), “Interpersonal orientation and speech behaviour”,
Communication Monographs, 54.

Strodtbeck, F: L. ; Mann, R. D. (1956), "Sex role differentiation in jury deliberations",
Sociometry, 19.

55



Strong, B. ; DeVault, C. ; Sayad, B. (1998), The Marriage and the Family Experience:
Intimate Relationships in a Changing Society, Wadsworth Pub. Co., Belmont.

Sullivan, P. (2004), “Communication differences between male and female team sport
athletes”, Communication Reports, 17.

Sussman, M. (1959), ,,The Isolated Nuclear Family: Fact or Fiction?”, Social Problems, 6.

Symons, D. (1985), “Darwinism and the Contemporary Marriage”, In K. Davis (ed.),
Contemporary Marriage: Comparative Perspectives on a Changing Institution, Russel
Sage Foundation, New York.

Talbot, M. (1992), “ 'T wish you'd stop interrupting me!' Interruptions and asymmetries in
speaker-rights in 'equal encounters' “, Journal of Pragmatics, 18.

Talbot, M. (1998), Language and gender, Polity Press, Cambridge.

Tannen, D. (1983), “When is an overlap not an interruption? One comportament of
conversational style” in R.J. DiPietro, W. Brawley, A. Wedel (ed.), The first Delaware
Symposium on Language Studies, University of Delaware Press., Newark.

Tannen, D. (1990), You just don’t understand: Women and men in conversation, Morrow,
New York.

Tannen, D. (1992), That’s not what I meant!, Ballantine, New York.

Tannen, D. (1993), Framing in discourse. Oxford University Press, Inc., New York.

Tannen, D. (1994), Gender and discourse, Oxford University Press, New York.

Tannen, D. (1999), The argument culture: stopping America’s war of words, Ballantine,
New York.

Tannen, D. (2001), You just don’t understand: Women and Men in Conversation, Quill. New
York.

Tannen, D. (2005), Conversational style: analyzing talk among friends, Oxford University
Press, Inc., New York.

Teachman, J. D. ; Polonko, K. A. (1990), ”Cohabitation and marital stability in the United
States”, Social Forces, 69.

Tesch, R. (1990), Qualitative Research: analysis types and software tools, Falmer, New
York.

Thompson, L. (1991), “Family world: Women’s sense of fairness”, Journal of
Family Issues,12.

Thompson, L. (1993), “Conceptualizing gender in marriage: The case of marital care”,
Journal of Marriage and the Family, 55.

Thorne, B. (1976), “Review of Language and Woman's Place by Robin Lakoff”, Signs, 1.

56



Thorne, B. ; Henley, N. (ed.) (1975), Language and Sex: Difference and Dominance,
Newbury House, Rowley.

Thorne, B. ; Kramarae, C ; Henley, N. (1983), Language, gender and society, Newbury
House, Rowley MA.

Thornton, A. ; Alwin, D. ; Camburn, D. (1984), ,,Causes and Consequences of sex-role
Attitude Change”, American Sociology Review, 48.

Tiger, L. ; Fox, R., (1971), The Imperial Animal, Holt, New York.

Tischler, H. ; Whitten, P. ; Hunter, D. (1986), Introduction to Sociology, Holt, Rinehart and
Winston, New York.

Vangelisti, A. (2004), Handbook of Family Communication, Lawrence Erlbaum Associates,
Inc. Publishers, New Jersey.

Vangelisti, A. L. ; Banski, M. A. (1993), “Couples Debriefing Conversations. The Impact of
Gender, Occupation and Demographic Characteristics”, Family Relation, 14.

Vissing, Y. ; Baily, W. (1996), “Parent-to-Child Verbal Aggression”, in D. Cahn, S. Floyd
(ed.), Family Violence from a Communication Perspective, Sage Publications,
Thousand Oaks, CA.

Wallerstein, J. S. ; Kelly, J. B. (1977), “Divorce counseling: A community service for
families in the midst of divorce”, American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 47.

Walshok, M. (1981), Blue Collar Women, Doubleday, New York.

Wardaugh, R. (1995), An Introduction to Sociolinguistics, Blackwell Publishers, London.

Warren, C. (1992), “Perspectives on International Sex Practices and American Family Sex
Communication Relevant to Teenage Sexual Behavior in the United States”, Health
Communication, 4.

Warren, C. (1995), “Parent-Child Communication about Sex”, in T.J. Socha ; G.H. Erlbaum
(ed.), Parents, Children and Communication: Frontiers of Theory and Research.,
Erlbaum, Mahwah, NJ.

Wartella, E. ; and Jennings, N. (2001), “New Members of the Family: The Digital
Revolution in the Home”, Journal of Family Communication, 1.

Watzlawick, B. ; Beavin, J.H. ; Jackson, D. (1967), Pragmatics of Human Communication,
Norton, New York.

West, R. ; Turner, L. H. (1995), “Communication in Lesbian and Gay Families: Developing
a Descriptive Base” ”, in T.J. Socha, G.H. Erlbaum (ed.), Parents, Children and
Communication: Frontiers of Theory and Research., Erlbaum, Mahwah, NJ.

West, C. (1979), “Against our will: Male interruptions of females in cross-sex conversation”,

Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences, 327.

57



West, C. ; Zimmerman, D. H. (1983), “Small insults: A study of interruptions in cross-sex
conversations between unacquainted persons”. in B. Thorne, C. Kramarae, N. Henley
(ed.), Language, gender and society (pp. 102-117). Newbury House, Rowley, MA.

West, C., Zimmerman, D. H. (1987), “Doing Gender”, Gender and Society, 1.

Wheelan S. A. ; Verdi, A. F. (1992), “Differences in male and female patterns of
communication in groups: A methodological artifact?”, Sex Roles: A Journal of
Research, 27.

Whitchurch, G. ; Dickson, F. C. (1999), “Family Communication”, in S.K. Steinmetz, G.W.
Peterson (ed.), Handbook of Marriage and the Family, (2nd edition), Plenum Press.,
New York.

White, J. (1989), ,Marriage: a developing process”, in K. Ishwaran (ed.) Family and
Marriage- Cross Cultural Perspectives, Wall and Thompson, Toronto.

Whorf, B.L. (1956), Language, Thought and Reality, J.B. Carroll (ed.), MIT Press
Cambridge.

Wilder, C. ; Collins, S. (1994) “Patterns of Interactional Paradoxes”, in W.R. Cupach, B.H.
Spitzberg (ed.), The Dark Side of Interpersonal Communication, Erlbaum Mahwah, NJ.

Williams, B. (1984), "Second co-anchor charges bias", New York Times, 21 September,

pp-23.

Wilson, S. R. ; Whipple, E. E. (1995), “Communication, Discipline, and Physical Child
Abuse”, in T.J. Socha, G.H. Stamp (ed.) Parents, Children and Communication:
Frontiers of Theory and Research, Erlbaum, Mahwah, NJ.

Witteman, H. ; Fitzpatrick, M. A. (1986), “Compliancegaining in Marital Interaction: Power
Bases, Processes, and Outcomes”, Communication Monographs, 53.

Wolin, S. J. ; Bennett, L. A. (1984), “Family Rituals”, Family Process, 23.

Wood, M. M. (1966), "The influence of sex and knowledge of communication effectiveness
on spontaneous speech", Word, 22.

Wood, J. T. (1997), Gendered Lives: Communication, Gender, and Culture, (2nd edition)
Wadsworth, Belmont, CA.

Woods, N. (1988), “Talking Shop: Sex and Status as Determinants of Floor Appointment in
a Work Setting”, in J. Coates, D. Cameron (ed.) Women in Their Speech Communities:
New Perspectives on Language and Sex, Longman, New York.

Yerby, J. ; Buerkel-Rothfuss, N. L. ; Bochner, A. (1990), Understanding Family
Communication, Gorsuch Scarisbrick, Scottsdale, AZ.

Yin, K.R. (2005), Studiul de Caz, Polirom, lasi.

Zanden, J. W. (1993), Sociology- The Core, Ohaio State Univerity, Ohio.

58



Zanna, M. P. ; Pack, S. J. (1975), "On the self-fulfilling nature of apparent sex differences in
behavior", Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 11.

Zimmerman, D. H. ; West, C. (1975), “Sex roles, interruptions and silences in conversation”,
in B. Thorne, N. Henley (ed.), Language and sex: Difference and dominance (pp.105-
129), Newbury House, Rowley, MA.

Web Resources

**% “A Guide To Gender Impact Assessment”, BEuropean Commission, DG Employment,
Industrial Relations and Social Affairs, Department V/D.5, October 1997.

(http://europa.eu.int/comm/employment_social/equ_opp/gender/gender_en.pdf)

**%  Americans for Divorce Reform. "Divorce Statistics Collection." disponibil Ia

http://www.divorcereform.org/stats.html.

*#*%  Japanese Ministry of Health, Labour and Welfare. "Vital Statistics. Divorces (1983—
2000)." Japan Information Network web site, disponibil la
http://www.jinjapan.org/stat/stats/02VIT32.html.

Golden, A., ed. (2000), "Communication Perspective on Work and Family." Electronic
Journal of Communication 10:3-4. disponibil la

http://www.cios.org/www/ejc/v10n3400.htm.

Karlsson, H. C. (2005), ,,Is it a Boy or a Girl? A Sociopragmatic Study of Gender Differences
in English and How These Differences Can Be Used in Fiction”, Degree Project,
disponibil la http://dooku.miun.se/engelska/englishC/C-
essay/VTO05/Final/Hanna%20Karlsson.pdf

*** PEW Internet and American Life Project. (2000). "Tracking Online Life: How Women

Use the Internet to Cultivate Relationships with Family and Friends." Disponibil la
http://www.pewinternet.org.

*** PEW Internet and American Life Project, (2001), "Teenage Life Online: The Rise of the

Instant-Message Generation and the Internet's Impact on Friendships and Family

Relationships." Disponibil la http://www.pewinternet.org.

59



Summary Bibliography

Aries, E. (1996), Men and Women in Interaction. Reconsidering the Differences, Oxford
University Press, New York.

Bem, S. L. (1975), "Sex-role adaptability: One consequence of psychological androgyny",
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 31.

Bernstein, B. (1990), The Structure of Pedagogic Discourse. Vol 4 - Class, Codes and
Control, Routledge, London.

Blum-Kulka, S. (1997), Dinner talk: Cultural Patterns of Sociability and Socialization
in Family Discourse, Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Mahvah, NJ.

Bochner, A,P. ; Kelly, C.V. (1974), “Interpersonal Competence: Rationale, philosophy and
implementation of a conceptual framework”, Speech Teacher, 23.

Canary, J.D. ; Emmers-Sommer, T. M. ; Faulkner, S. (1997), Sex and Gender Differences in
Personal Relationships, Guilford Press, New York.

Cegala, D.J. (1981), “Interaction Involvement: A Cognitive Dimension of
Communication Competence”, Communication Education, 30.

Duran, E.A. (1992), “Communicative Adaptability: A Review of Conceptualization and
Measurement”, Communication Quarterly, 40.

Eckstein, D. ; Goldman, A. (2001), “The couples gender-based communication questionnaire
(CGCQ)” The family Jurnal, 9.

Gilles, F. ; Duprez, J.M. ; Nicole, O. ; Michel, S. (coord), (1998) Dictionar de sociologie,
Polirom, Iasi.

Giri, V. N. (2004), Gender Role and Communication Style, Concept Publishing Company,
New Delhi.

Gray, J. (1992/2002), Barbatii sunt de pe Marte, Femeile sunt de pe Venus, Vremea,
Bucuresti.

Hart, R.P. ; Burks, D.M. (1972), “Rhetorical Sensitivity and Social Interaction”, Speech
Monographs, 39.

Hart, R.P. ; Carlson, R.E. ; Eadie, W.F. (1980), “Rhetsen scale. Attitudes toward
communication and the assessment of rhetorical sensitivity”, Communication
Monographs, 47.

Helfrich, H. (1979), “Age Markers in Speech”, in K. Scherer, H. Giles (ed.), (1979), Social
Markers in Speech, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.

Hymes, D. (1972), “On Communicative Competence”, in J. B. Pride ; J. Holmes (ed.),

Sociolinguistics, Penguin Books, Harmondsworth.

60



Mut, P. (2005), Sociopsihologia si Antropologia Familiei, Polirom, lasi.

Mlut, P. (2006) “Clarificari in problematica gender”, Sociologie Romdneasca, vol. 1V, 3,

Bucuresti

Kimmel, M.S. (2004), The Gendered Society, Oxford University Press, New York.

Knapp, M. L. ; Miller, G. R. ; Fudge, K. (1994), Handbook of interpersonal communication
(2nd Ed.), Sage, Thousand Oaks, CA.

Labov, W. (1972), Language in the Inner City, University of Pennsylvania Press,
Philadelphia.

Mesthrie, R.; Swann, J. ; Deumert, A. ; Leap, W. (2000), Introducing Sociolinguistics,
Edinburgh University Press, Edinburgh.

Mucchielli, A. (coord.) (2002), Dictionar al Metodelor Calitative, Polirom, lasi.

Norton, R. (1983), Communicator Style, CA: Sage, Beverly Hills.

Ritzer, G (1994), Sociological beginnings — On the origins of key ideas in sociology, Mc.

Graw — Hill, Inc.

Pearson, J. ; West, R.L. ; Turner, L.H. (1995). Gender and Communication (3rd ed.).
Brown & Benchmark Publishers, Dubuque, 1A.

Tannen, D. (1990), You just don’t understand: Women and men in conversation, Morrow,
New York.

Tannen, D. (1994), Gender and discourse, Oxford University Press, New York.

Wardaugh, R. (1995), An Introduction to Sociolinguistics, Blackwell Publishers, London.

West, C., Zimmerman, D. H. (1987), “Doing Gender”, Gender and Society, 1.

Yin, K.R. (2005), Studiul de Caz, Polirom, lasi.

61



ANNEX

Table A: Distribution of communicative behaviours in specialized literature

Men communicative behaviours

Women communicative
behaviours

Mixed communicative behaviours

Preference for practical problem-
solving approach

Maintaining eye contact in
communication with partner
in couple communication

Time allocated to discuss important
issues related to couple life

Owning a private space in the
living area of the house

Practicing verbalization to
disclose intimate, deep
feelings

Concern with the issue of physical
attractiveness

Spirit of competition and
tendency to be imposing on the
couple partner

Tendency to avoid conflicts
and disputes with the
partner

Being ironic with the couple partner in
public

Tendency to focuse their attention
more on the information content
in the discussions in two, placing
in the background the emotional-
affective dimension behind the
words

Prevalence of reactions and
emotional responses

Feeling of dissatisfaction with the
appreciation expressed by the couple
partner

Having a good self-image

Using words and
expressions that reflect
insecurity

Evaluating some of the partner’s
behaviours by relating them to gender
stereotypes

Preference to address the issues as
directly as possible

Providing feedback in
couple communication

Using hard, hostile expressions, or
trivial words in communicating with
the partner

Importance of having the last
word in couple communication

Reliance on intuition in
understanding the partner’s
speech

Evaluating the influence of keeping
secrets from their partner on the
quality of couple communication

Focusing the discussions in two
on pragmatic aspects, of practical
interest

Greater attention given to
obtaining the couple
partner’s appreciation but
also others’ appreciation in
making decisions about the
choice of clothes

Difficulties experienced in finding an
appropriate time and a suitable
location to discuss with the couple
partner about problems, important
issues about the relationship

Reduced frequency of smile in
communication with their partner

Ability to "read" the
nonverbal language

Difficulties in revealing deep, intimate
feelings and emotions, to the couple
partner

Diminished practise of
communicating emotions through
nonverbal language

Touch initiation in getting
close to their partner

Difficulties experienced on an
individual level in the conduct of
negotiation process and decision

making

Inability to correctly interpret
nonverbal language

Tendency to give the
forefront in discussions in
two and play a passive role

Physical distancing from the partner
when experiencing negative emotions
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Table B: Distribution of communicative behaviours in the field of research

Men communicative behaviours

Women communicative
behaviours

Mixed communicative behaviours

Preference for practical problem-
solving approach

Concern with the issue of
physical attractiveness

Time allocated to discuss important
issues related to couple life

Diminished practise of
communicating emotions through
nonverbal language

Prevalence of reactions
and emotional responses
in couple communication

Evaluating some of the partner’s
behaviours by relating them to gender
stereotypes

Tendency to give the forefront in
discussions in two and play a
passive role

Reliance on intuition in
understanding the
partner’s speech

Evaluating the influence of keeping
secrets from their partner on the quality
of couple communication

Tendency to focuse their
attention more on the information
content than on emotional-
affective one in the discussions in
two

Physical distancing from the partner
when experiencing negative emotions

Tendency to avoid conflicts and
disputes with their partner

Concern with maintaining a good self-
image

Focusing the discussions in two on
pragmatic aspects, of practical interest

Preference to address the issues as
directly as possible

Maintaining eye contact with the partner
in couple communication

Practicing verbalization to disclose
intimate, deep feelings

Providing feedback in couple
communication

Greater attention given to obtaining the
couple partner’s appreciation but also
others’ appreciation in making decisions
about the choice of clothes

Ability to "read" the non-verbal
language

Touch initiation in getting physically
close to their partner

63




Table C: Distribution of communicative behaviours in the units of analysis

Men communicative behaviours

Women communicative
behaviours

Mixed communicative behaviours

Preference for practical problem-
solving approach

Concern with the issue of
physical attractiveness

Time allocated to discuss important
issues related to couple life

Diminished practise of
communicating emotions through
nonverbal language

Prevalence of reactions and
emotional responses in
couple communication

Evaluating some of the partner’s
behaviours by relating them to gender
stereotypes

Tendency to give the forefront in
discussions in two and play a
passive role

Reliance on intuition in
understanding the partner’s
speech

Evaluating the influence of keeping
secrets from their partner on the
quality of couple communication

Physical distancing from the partner
when experiencing negative emotions

Concern with maintaining a good self-
image

Focusing the discussions in two on
pragmatic aspects, of practical interest

Preference to address the issues as
directly as possible

Maintaining eye contact with partner
in couple communication

Practicing verbalization to disclose
intimate, deep feelings

Providing feedback in couple
communication

Greater attention given to obtaining
the couple partner’s appreciation but
also others’ appreciation in making
decisions about the choice of clothes

Ability to "read" the nonverbal
language

Tendency to avoid conflicts and
disputes with the partner
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