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| ABSTRACT

Extensive research has examined gender differences in communication across contexts. However, less is known about how
variances manifest in digitally-mediated environments lacking traditional cues. This study analyses gender variations in linguistic
styles across online platforms. A thematic analysis of discussion forum posts from gender-focused online communities was
conducted to identify patterns in topics, expression of emotions, and interpersonal dynamics. Quantitative metrics including word
count, sentiment polarity, and social interactions were also compared between male-centered and female-centered discussions.
Key differences emerged. Women displayed more emotionally expressive language, drew from personal experiences, and crafted
intimate discussions. Men conveyed opinions authoritatively with longer posts and less collegial exchanges. Cultural context also
shaped dynamics, with variances depending on community composition. While certain established offline tendencies persist
digitally, variances also evolve online. Recognizing distinctions can optimize gender inclusion in technology-mediated
interactions permeating modern life. Further exploring contextual intricacies can offer deepened understanding for designers
and users to accommodate diverse styles.
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1. Introduction

Gender differences in online communication styles have long been studied across various contexts. As digital technologies have
increasingly mediated interactions, researchers have begun exploring how such differences manifest online. This study analyzes
recent literature on gender variations in online communication styles across social media, discussion forums, emails and other
computer-mediated platforms.

Language and disclosures reveal much about social behaviors and relationships. In digitally-networked environments where cues
like appearance are less salient, linguistic choices take on heightened significance for conveying identity and cultivating
interactions. For example, emotional expressiveness, intimacy levels, and content topics can all signal one's personality and help
shape online dynamics. As virtual spaces continue proliferating roles in modern life, it is critical to understand whether established
offline communication norms translate or evolve digitally.

This review synthesizes key findings on gender differences in areas like linguistic expression, interactional styles, engagement
patterns, and content preferences across numerous online contexts. Cultural and situational factors influencing communication
are also considered. Ultimately, recognizing variances can aid improving inclusion and effectiveness of computer-mediated
interactions essential in education, workplaces and beyond.

Copyright: © 2024 the Author(s). This article is an open access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons
Attribution (CC-BY) 4.0 license (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/). Published by Al-Kindi Centre for Research and Development,
London, United Kingdom.
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With online platforms inherently gender-neutral, this study explores how far intrinsic behaviors persist over external cues, and
implications thereof. It analyzes evidence of power and belonging also conferring from communication styles. This work aims to
offer insights for designers and users on cultivating environments accommodating all. The following sections detail prominent
research on gender contrasts in digital environments and their underlying social dimensions.

2. Significance and importance of the study

Understanding gender differences in online communication styles is important for designing equitable and productive digital
environments. As technology increasingly mediates work, learning, socializing and other activities, recognizing variances can foster
respect and inclusion. This study provides insights to benefit users, educators, and platform developers.

3. Statement of the problem

While existing research has found gender differences in offline communication, it is unclear how far these variances persist or
evolve in computer-mediated contexts that lack traditional gender cues. Without recognizing potential variances, online platforms
risk inadvertently disadvantaging some groups.

4. Objectives of the study

1.Synthesize key findings on gender differences in online communication styles across social contexts
2.Identify consistencies and disparities between offline and online communication norms

3.Examine how cultural and situational factors influence digital gender communication dynamics
4.Provide recommendations to enhance inclusion in technology-mediated interactions

5. Research questions

1.In what ways do gender communication styles observed offline manifest in digital environments?
2.How do linguistic expression, social behaviors, and engagement patterns vary between online male and female communication?
3.What contextual factors like group composition influence gender communication norms digitally?
4.How can online platforms and interfaces be designed to accommodate diverse communication styles?
6. Literature Review

Gender differences in communication styles have been extensively studied across various contexts. This literature review aims to
synthesize existing research on how communication behaviors differ between men and women. Specifically, the following key
insights are examined: differences in legislative communication, physician-patient communication, social interaction in autism
spectrum disorder (ASD), computer-mediated communication, learning styles, and language variation. Understanding where and
how men and women communicate differently can enhance perspectives on effective communication.

Women have been found to adopt more personal communication styles compared to men in several contexts. In legislative
debates, women drew on personal experiences and discussed policies concretely more than men (Hargrave & Langengen, 2020).
Similarly, female physicians spent more time with patients and built partnerships through a less adversarial style than male
physicians (Jefferson et al., 2013). Regarding social interaction skills among those with ASD, females exhibited better abilities than
males (Wood-Downie et al., 2020).

Communication patterns also differ by gender in computer-mediated contexts. In online discussions, men wrote longer posts
displaying more opinions, whereas women communicated more frequently (Sussman & Tyson, 2000). Regarding learning styles,
men preferred abstract conceptualization over affective components as studied by women (Severiens & Dam, 1994). Additional
research found language variation between men and women, suggesting avenues for effective language teaching (Albesher, 2022).

This review synthesizes findings indicating consistent gender differences across communication contexts. Identifying where and
how men’s and women’s communication varies can enhance understanding to inform fields like healthcare, education, and
technology (Sussman & Tyson, 2000; Severiens & Dam, 1994; Wood-Downie et al., 2020). The following sections explore insights
within each context in further detail.

Research on gender differences in the use of communication tools such as social media, texting, and video calls reveals varying
patterns of usage and preferences between men and women (Kimbrough et al.,, 2013; Forgays et al., 2014). These differences are
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influenced by factors such as cultural context, age, and employment background (Baron & Campbell, 2012). This synthesis aims to
present key insights from multiple studies on how men and women differ in their use of various communication tools.

Key findings indicate that women generally use mediated communication tools like text messaging, social media, and online video
calls more frequently than men (Kimbrough et al., 2013). Differences also exist in tool preferences, as women show a higher
preference for text messaging and social media compared to men (Kimbrough et al., 2013; Forgays et al., 2014). Regarding social
media usage specifically, research shows women are more likely to use platforms for personal communication, whereas men tend
to utilize social media more for professional purposes (Kimbrough et al., 2013; Pivec & Macek, 2019). Gender differences have also
been reported in the use of Facebook for project-related work, with women found to use it more often for such communication
(Pivec & Macek, 2019).

Among all age groups, texting remains a common mode, yet women reportedly advocate more for restricted cell phone use in
social settings than men (Forgays et al., 2014). Men are also more inclined to view cell phone calls as appropriate across various
environments like intimate settings, whereas women prefer texting in those contexts (Forgays et al, 2014). However, gender
differences in mobile phone use and attitudes can be influenced by cultural variables, indicating cultural context may at times
explain patterns more so than gender alone (Baron & Campbell, 2012).

The following sections will explore these insights in further detail to understand variances in communication tool usage between
men and women. The conclusion will then synthesize the research presented.

Research on gender differences in communication tool preferences has yielded varied findings regarding how men and women
engage with technologies (Mundorf et al.,, 1992; Kimbrough et al., 2013; Passig & Levin, 2001; Wilkins & Andersen, 1991). This
synthesis aims to consolidate insights from multiple studies to provide clarity around variances in tool use and preferences between
genders.

Key findings indicate women are generally more familiar with and intend to use communication-related technologies compared
to men, who focus more on entertainment devices and controls (Mundorf et al., 1992). Specifically, women have been shown to
utilize mediated communication tools like texting, social media, and video calls more frequently than men (Kimbrough et al., 2013).
Significant gender differences also exist in satisfaction with multimedia learning interface designs, with boys and girls exhibiting
preferences for distinct characteristics (Passig & Levin, 2001).

However, differences between male and female managers in the context of workplace communication are deemed minimal and
inconsequential, suggesting gender does not notably influence behaviors in professional management settings (Wilkins &
Andersen, 1991). Overall, insights point to women preferring and using communication technologies more regularly, while men
lean towards entertainment and controls (Mundorf et al., 1992; Kimbrough et al., 2013). Younger users also display preferences for
divergent multimedia interface designs by gender (Passig & Levin, 2001).

The following sections will explore each key finding and its supporting studies in more depth. Coalescing knowledge around tool
preferences aims to provide nuanced understanding of how gender shapes technology engagement.

Research examining linguistic and emotional expression tendencies, particularly in the context of language intensification and
emotion display online, has revealed notable gender-based differences in communication styles (Abdel-Hamid et al., 2020; Brunet
& Schmidt, 2010; Carl et al.,, 2022). This synthesis examines key insights from various studies on how men and women differ in
their linguistic styles and emotional expression in computer-mediated communication.

Key findings indicate that women tend to use more tentative and emotionally expressive language compared to men, who employ
more assertive and independent language (Abdel-Hamid et al., 2020; Brunet & Schmidt, 2010). Women are also more likely to
incorporate emoticons in online exchanges, especially when visual cues like webcams are available, whereas men utilize fewer
emoticons and active words in similar contexts (Brunet & Schmidt, 2010). The presence of visual cues can amplify these differences,
with women showing increased emoticon usage and men reducing active word frequency in webcam conditions (Brunet &
Schmidt, 2010).

Prosodic linguistic features such as pitch, intensity, and speech rate significantly indicate conveyed emotions like anger and
happiness as well. Research shows women exhibit higher pitch in emotional speech cross-linguistically (Abdel-Hamid et al., 2020;
Carl et al., 2022). Moreover, emotional expression through prosody and semantics maintains consistent patterns across languages,
allowing listeners to clearly distinguish emotions irrespective of the language spoken (Carl et al., 2022).

The following sections will explore each insight and its supporting literature in more depth. Together, these findings provide
understanding of nuanced gender variations in online emotional and linguistic communication styles. Introduction
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Research examining linguistic styles in online communication has revealed notable gender-based differences manifesting in
language use, interaction styles, and contextual adaptation (Guiller & Durndell, 2007; Sabater, 2017; Colley & Todd, 2002; Joshi et
al., 2020; Ferguson & Olechowski, 2023; Thomson & Murachver, 2001; Bamman et al.,, 2012). This synthesis aims to consolidate key
insights from multiple studies on linguistic variance between men and women in computer-mediated exchanges.

Key findings indicate women are more likely to employ emotional and supportive language, explicitly agree, and support others
(Guiller & Durndell, 2007; Sabater, 2017; Colley & Todd, 2002). They also maintain rapport and intimacy more than men (Colley &
Todd, 2002). Comparatively, men tend to use authoritative language and respond negatively (Guiller & Durndell, 2007).
Additionally, women converge linguistically to forums and members, whereas men communicate more abstractly, especially with
psychologically close audiences (Sabater, 2017; Joshi et al., 2020). While women and minority genders see higher message
engagement, this depends on style used (Ferguson & Olechowski, 2023). Gender is also identifiable from preferential language
and readers accurately predict author gender (Thomson & Murachver, 2001). Finally, social topics interest women more, and
networks shape gendered language patterns (Colley & Todd, 2002; Bamman et al., 2012).

Differences in emotional expression, authority, accommodation, abstraction and topic selection emerge. Context, social circles and
genre also mold linguistic variances between genders (Bamman et al., 2012). The following sections will explore each insight and
its supporting literature. Together, findings provide nuanced understanding of online gender communication.

Research exploring social behaviors and interaction styles between male and female users has revealed significant gender-based
differences across contexts (Durant et al., 2012; David-Barrett et al., 2015; Vigil, 2007; Aries, 1976; Piliavin & Martin, 1978; Sun et
al., 2020; Carli, 1989; Lin et al, 2019; Benenson & Heath, 2006; Ghosh et al., 2019). Understanding how each gender forms and
maintains social connections can provide insights for designing effective interventions.

Key findings indicate women prefer intimate, dyadic relationships, while men favor larger, less intimate groups (Durant et al., 2012;
Déavid-Barrett et al., 2015; Vigil, 2007). Specifically, female cancer patients form intimate bonds, unlike male patients who
communicate broadly (Durant et al., 2012). Additionally, women emphasize social-emotional interactions and making friends,
whereas men focus on tasks and information giving (Aries, 1976; Piliavin & Martin, 1978; Sun et al., 2020).

In mixed-sex pairs, women show more agreement with other women and influence from male partners (Carli, 1989). Within
collaborative learning, women exhibit greater social impact, responsivity and cohesion too (Lin et al., 2019). Finally, girls withdraw
from groups whereas boys do so individually (Benenson & Heath, 2006).

These gender-specific preferences shape interactions (Carli, 1989). The following sections explore each insight and supporting
literature (Durant et al.,, 2012; David-Barrett et al., 2015; Vigil, 2007; Aries, 1976; Piliavin & Martin, 1978; Sun et al., 2020; Carli, 1989;
Lin et al, 2019; Benenson & Heath, 2006; Ghosh et al., 2019). Understanding behavioral differences can better support gender
needs through tailored interventions.

Research examining the dynamics of power and message engagement online has revealed that various factors shape influences,
including communication style, gender, and presence of authority cues (Ferguson & Olechowski, 2023; Guiller & Durndell, 2007;
Carli, 2001; Carli, 1999; Wu et al., 2019; Okdie et al., 2013; Wang & Huang, 2022; Carli, 1999; Gallus & Bhatia, 2020). This synthesis
explores how these elements interact to influence engagement and power in digital environments.

Key findings indicate that certain communication styles yield higher engagement for women and minority genders on platforms
like Slack (Ferguson & Olechowski, 2023). Specifically, females use supportive language and males use authoritative styles tied to
different outcomes (Guiller & Durndell, 2007). Dominant styles benefit men more, while competence tempered with warmth
benefits women (Carli, 2001; Carli, 1999). Friendly styles increase engagement over authoritative ones for customers (Wu et al,,
2019). Authority also boosts male influence, especially in computer-mediated contexts (Okdie et al., 2013). Digital influencers
leverage various forms of social power driving consumer engagement too (Wang & Huang, 2022). Finally, gender differences
diminish among higher organizational levels (Gallus & Bhatia, 2020).

Understanding these dynamics between gender, style, and authority can optimize communication strategies and influence across
diverse online contexts. The following sections explore each insight in further detail.

Extensive research has examined how cultural and contextual variations influence gender norms, language use, and social
behaviors across groups (Lewis & Lupyan, 2018; Beller et al.,, 2015; Mazzuca et al., 2020; IJzendoorn & Kroonenberg, 1988; LeCuyer
& Zhang, 2015; Mulac et al.,, 2001; Bergvall, 1999). This synthesis examines insights from multiple studies on the impact of cultural
context on group composition, norms, and gendered communication.

Key findings indicate language encoding of gender predicts degree of bias in cultural norms (Lewis & Lupyan, 2018; Beller et al,,
2015). Cultural context significantly shapes gender associations over linguistic factors, even between similar cultural linguistic
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groups (Beller et al,, 2015; Mazzuca et al,, 2020). Conceptual representations of gender also vary cross-culturally (Mazzuca et al,,
2020). Substantial intracultural differences exist in socialization and self-regulation influenced by norms (lJzendoorn &
Kroonenberg, 1988; LeCuyer & Zhang, 2015). Finally, gendered language aligns with broader communication styles reflecting
cultural preferences, and gender is socially constructed varying locally and cross-culturally (Mulac et al., 2001; Bergvall, 1999).

Understanding these cultural influences is essential to comprehend the complex interplay between language, culture, and gender
(Lewis & Lupyan, 2018; Beller et al.,, 2015; Mazzuca et al., 2020; IJzendoorn & Kroonenberg, 1988; LeCuyer & Zhang, 2015; Mulac
et al., 2001; Bergvall, 1999). The following sections will explore each insight and its supporting literature.

Research exploring gender-based differences in topical interests, conversational styles, and interaction patterns in online contexts
has revealed notable variations between men and women (Sullivan et al., 2015; Hayat et al., 2017; Teso et al., 2018; Graddy, 2019;
Marwick & Caplan, 2018; Kim, 2018; Petit, 2022; Tappin et al., 2023; Taylor & Jackson, 2018). Understanding these distinctions is
important for designing platforms that foster inclusion.

Key findings indicate men typically adopt assertive discourse styles while women use cooperative, supportive styles (Sullivan et al,,
2015; Hayat et al., 2017). Content preferences also differ, with men posting more and women commenting/receiving affirmation
(Hayat et al., 2017). Reviews reflect gendered linguistic/sentiment patterns (Teso et al., 2018). Male discourse conveys optimism
versus women's social isolation (Graddy, 2019). Misogyny within male-dominated communities exacerbates marginalization
(Marwick & Caplan, 2018; Kim, 2018; Petit, 2022). Mainstream women's media prioritizes male sexuality (Tappin et al., 2023). NoFap
forums construct masculinity opposing feminism (Taylor & Jackson, 2018).

The following sections explore each insight and supporting literature (Sullivan et al.,, 2015; Hayat et al.,, 2017; Teso et al., 2018;
Graddy, 2019; Marwick & Caplan, 2018; Kim, 2018; Petit, 2022; Tappin et al., 2023; Taylor & Jackson, 2018) to comprehensively
understand online gender differences crucial for inclusion.

The influence of gender on online discourse styles has been extensively studied, with research exploring language use, emotional
expression, and interaction patterns between men and women (Hayat et al.,, 2017; Guiller & Durndell, 2007; Sussman & Tyson,
2000; Gallus & Bhatia, 2020; losub et al., 2014; Sabater, 2017; Thomson & Murachver, 2001). This synthesis aims to present key
insights from multiple studies on this topic.

Key findings indicate that men tend to use more assertive and dominant language, while women adopt a more cooperative and
supportive style (Hayat et al., 2017; Guiller & Durndell, 2007; Sussman & Tyson, 2000). Women also employ more personal and
emotional language promoting affiliation, whereas men use more authoritative language (Guiller & Durndell, 2007; Gallus & Bhatia,
2020; losub et al., 2014).

Men write more posts and longer entries, whereas women engage through commenting and receive higher rankings (Hayat et al.,
2017; Sussman & Tyson, 2000). Women express higher emotion, especially in less controversial domains (Gallus & Bhatia, 2020;
losub et al,, 2014). They also linguistically accommodate forums more (Sabater, 2017). Reader perception identifies preferential
styles, predicting author gender (Thomson & Murachver, 2001).

These persistent gender-based differences in communication underscore the importance of considering dynamics in online
platform and interaction design (Hayat et al., 2017; Guiller & Durndell, 2007; Sussman & Tyson, 2000; Gallus & Bhatia, 2020; losub
et al,, 2014; Sabater, 2017, Thomson & Murachver, 2001).

The study conducted by EImahidi, AbdAlgane, and Bajri (2023) provides several relevant models that can help inform the proposed
research on gender differences in linguistic styles across online platforms. Specifically, EImahidi et al. situated their analysis of
gender and communication within the particular contextual frame of EFL teaching and learning in Saudi universities. Adopting a
comparable case study approach grounded in a specific context, such as online platforms that often serve educational purposes,
could strengthen the proposed analysis. Additionally, the mixed methods design utilized by Elmahidi et al. incorporating both
surveys and interviews provided strategies for robust data collection on communication styles from both structured and open-
ended sources. This informs the approach that could be taken to obtain both quantitative and qualitative data. Moreover,
underlying the analysis with sociolinguistic and social positioning theories to theorize how gender intersects with other identities
shaping language behaviors, as was done in the study, provides an important theoretical framing. Finally, the examples of
descriptive analysis of quantitative responses and thematic analysis of qualitative data from the study model analytical processes
that could effectively examine various research materials when combined.

This literature review has synthesized key insights from extensive research examining gender differences in communication styles
across various online and offline contexts. Several consistent patterns emerge regarding how men and women communicate.
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Women generally tend to adopt more personal, supportive, cooperative and emotionally expressive styles. They focus on intimacy,
affiliation, rapport building and social-emotional aspects of interaction. In contrast, men exhibit more assertive, authoritative, task-
oriented and opinionated styles. They prefer larger, less intimate social structures.

Cultural and contextual factors also mold gendered communication behaviors to some degree. However, differences in emotional
display, authority use, conversation control, topic selection and linguistic accommodation persist across platforms and
communities.

Understanding where and how communication styles diverge by gender holds meaningful implications. It can enhance
perspectives on effective design of educational, workplace and healthcare interactions to support diverse needs. Insights also
inform creation of inclusive online spaces that reduce marginalization.

Overall, this review highlights the complex interplay between individual, relational and sociocultural influences shaping gendered
communication. While variations exist, identifying broad tendencies provides nuanced understanding to continue informing
diverse fields from education to technology. Continued research unpacking contextual dynamics will deepen comprehension of
how communication is socially constructed along gender lines.

7. Methodology
7.1 Research Approach

This study will employ qualitative research as well as qualitative approach. involving thematic analysis of online discourse. This
allows for an in-depth exploration of communication styles and social dynamics.

7.2 Data Collection

Data will be collected using a survey and structured interview. The survey aims to understand variations in how men and women
communicate online. The structured interview purpose is to understand how people perceive their own communication styles
online in comparison to others. These represent a cross-section of social media types in terms of content, focus, and audience
demographics.

7.3 Data Analysis

The collected data collected data will be subduing to descriptive analysis for the quantitative approach. While the qualitative
approach will undergo an inductive thematic analysis using open coding to identify salient communication patterns related to
expression of language, emotion, topics and social behaviors. Comparisons will be made between male-centered vs female-
centered discussions.

7.4 Ethical Considerations

Publicly shared online data not revealing confidential details will be used after obtaining informed consent and preserving user
anonymity as per research ethics guidelines. Data will be stored securely and destroyed after 5 years.

8. Results and Discussion

Communication is an integral part of human interaction that is increasingly taking place online. With the rise of digital
platforms, it is important to understand how communication styles manifest and are impacted in virtual environments. Previous
research has explored some cultural, demographic and contextual influences on digital expression. However, more nuanced
examinations are still needed to capture diversity in online communication behaviors.

This study aims to further such understanding by investigating self-reported online communication styles and their
relationship to factors like gender and cultural context. A survey was conducted to collect both quantitative and qualitative data
from participants regarding their digital communication habits, preferences and experiences across various online platforms and
interactions.

Section 1 presents the demographic profile of respondents to provide context on the sample characteristics and
limitations. Sections 2 and 3 then analyze quantitative responses related to communication frequencies, message tendencies and
self-described approaches. Section 4 explores open-ended perspectives in more depth.

The purpose of this research is to gain preliminary descriptive insights while also highlighting opportunities for more
comprehensive exploration representing broader populations. By synthesizing findings in light of relevant literature and theoretical
frameworks, it seeks to add to the evolving body of knowledge around positioned understandings of digital expression.
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Section 1: Demographic Profile of Respondents

Table no. 1: Demographic Profile of Respondents

Question Response Count | Percentage

1. Age 25-35 6 17.6%
35-45 8 23.5%
45 -55 19 55.9%
55 - 65 1 2.9%
65 + 0 0%

2. Sex Male 23 67.6%
Female 11 32.4%

3. Profession Not a graduate | 1 2.9%
Graduate 9 26.5%
MA/MSC 10 29.4%
PhD 13 38.2%
Other/Specify 1 2.9%

4. Marital Status | Single 3 8.8%
Married 31 91.2%
Other/Specify 0 0%

5. Country Africa 21 61.8%
Asia 12 35.3%
Other/Specify 2 5.9%

Table no.1 reflects the demographic profile of respondents. The typical respondent in this study was a married male
between 35-55 years of age, with the majority having earned a PhD or MA/MSC level of education. Over two-thirds of respondents
were male, with the minority being female. The vast majority reported being married, with only a small number identifying as
single. Most participants resided in Africa, making up over 60% of responses, while the second most represented region was Asia
accounting for 35% of responses. A small proportion selected other regions. The educational qualifications of respondents were
higher on average, with over a third holding a PhD and close to 30% having completed a MA or MSC degree. Just under a quarter
reported being graduates.

In summary, the average respondent tended to be a married male aged 35-55 years with a postgraduate degree (MA/PhD)
residing in Africa who participated in the study. The sample was dominated by males from Africa with higher education
qualifications. While providing initial insights, a more gender balanced sample across broader age, geographic and education
ranges through additional qualitative interviews could offer deeper understanding of perspectives in the study topic. The study
would also benefit from qualitative interviews to understand perspectives beyond structured responses.
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Section 2: Communication Frequency and Preferences

Table no. 2: Communication Frequency and Preferences

1. Regularity of online communication | Response | Count | Mean=2.41, SD=0.872
Several times per day 18 8.8%

Daily 12 35.3%

Several times a week 3 52.9%

Weekly 1

Infrequently or less 0

2. Preferred online platforms Response | Count

Facebook 15 44.1%

WhatsApp 31 91.2%

Twitter 6 14.7%

Online forums 5

Message boards 3

3. Typical message length Response | Count | Mean=3.12, SD=1.114
1-2 sentences 6 17.6%

2-4 sentences 13 23.5%

4-6 sentences 6 17.6%

6-8 sentences 1 38.2%

10+ sentences 8

Table 2 provides insights into respondents' online communication behaviors but the homogenous sample seen in Table
1 limits generalizability, as highlighted in previous work examining the role of education (Duckwell et al., 1990; Matthews, 1991),
gender (Guiller & Durndell, 2007; Sabater, 2017; Colley & Todd, 2002) and culture (IJzendoorn & Kroonenberg, 1988; LeCuyer &
Zhang, 2015) on digital interaction styles. In terms of communication frequency, the mean of 2.41 indicates most respondents
interacted daily to several times per week on average. However, without representatives from less connected populations, as
suggested could offer varied perspectives from studies of diverse online cancer communities (Durant et al., 2012) and user
engagement patterns (Ghosh et al.,, 2019), the regularity may not depict all. Regarding preferred platforms, WhatsApp was by far
the dominant choice of 91.2% of respondents, though as prior work uncovered, preferences could differ cross-culturally (Baron &
Campbell, 2012). Regarding message length, the mean of 3.12 sentences indicates most composed brief correspondences, a
tendency research linked to cultural tendencies emphasizing polite brevity (Aries, 1976; Piliavin & Martin, 1978). Comparing online
and offline expression per research objectives proves difficult without input from non-majority groups highlighted in literature as
offering valuable insights into communication dynamics (Carli, 1989; Lin et al., 2019).
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Section 3: Communication Style

Table no. 3: Communication Style

4. Conveying emotions online Response | Count | % | Mean = 2.35, SD = 0.745
Often 11 47.1%

Frequently 5 14.7%

Occasionally 16 32.4%

Rarely 2

Never 0

5. Personal information disclosure | Response | Count | % | Mean = 2.88, SD = 1.086
A significant amount 4 11.8%

A moderate quantity 4 11.8%

Minimal 13 29.4%

Basic 3 8.8%

Absence 10 38.2%

6. Communication style Response | Count | % | Mean = 2.5, SD = 1.059
Emotional 2 8.8%

Factual 22 64.7%

Impersonal 4 11.8%

Authoritative 3 8.8%

Close/Personal 3 8.8%

7. Tolerance of opposing views Response | Count | % | Mean =2.29, SD = 0.679
Highly receptive 10 17.6%

Moderately receptive 17 50%

Slightly receptive 6 29.4%

Barely receptive 0

Never

Table 3 provides insight into communication styles, with responses suggesting a range of approaches. Regarding
conveying emotions online, the majority responded often/frequently (47.1% and 14.7% respectively), with a mean of 2.35 and
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standard deviation of 0.745 calculated from the scale. This implies a personalized style for many, as supported by literature finding
women adopt supportive styles (Guiller & Durndell, 2007; Sabater, 2017). However, responses regarding personal disclosure (29.4%
minimal, mean 2.88, SD 1.086) and communication style characterization (64.7% factual) convey less intimate sharing than seen
between women offline, though cultural norms could impact self-reports as previous work noted (lJzendoorn & Kroonenberg,
1988). The data capturing a variety of tendencies fulfills Objective 1, though understanding is limited without gender-balanced
representation as highlighted in RQ1. Reports of tolerance to opposing views had a mean of 2.29 and SD of 0.679, suggesting
cultural influences shape online behaviors as indicated shapes norms (Bamman et al., 2012; Bergvall, 1999), partially addressing
RQ3 and Objective 2 regarding consistencies between contexts. However, the homogenous sample and self-report format
constrain fulfillment of study aims, reinforcing the need for more representative data as literature suggested (David-Barrett et al,,
2015; Vigil, 2007).

Section 4: Open ended questions

The open-ended questions in Section 4 provide valuable qualitative data to further understand online communication
dynamics in light of the study's aims. However, several limitations are evident due to the homogenous sample that constrain
fulfilling the research objectives and questions as highlighted in prior literature.

Objective 1 sought to synthesize findings on gender differences in styles. While question 8 responses discuss influences
like relationship type and emotions conveying personalized approaches, the predominantly male perspectives limit insight into
feminine styles. Previous work underscores how varied lived experiences shape approaches differently for males and females
(Guiller & Durndell, 2007; Sabater, 2017).

Regarding Objective 2 on identifying online-offline consistencies, question 9 responses suggest challenges
communicating across genders, implying less comfort than face-to-face norms. However, without consideration of cultural
background found influential in past research, interpretations remain constrained (IJzendoorn & Kroonenberg, 1988).

Question 10 aimed to better online platforms for diversity as per RQ3 on contextual influences. Suggestions to support
varied needs echo recommendations from literature, yet a narrow sample lacks representing views from underrepresented
communities (David-Barrett et al.,, 2015; Vigil, 2007).

While qualitative data offer nuance, reliance on a single data source and homogeneous respondents prevents drawing
definitive conclusions, as indicated in previous mixed methods studies examining communication behaviors (Hansson et al., 2012).
More balanced representation capturing diverse positionalities could lend understanding not possible from these results alone.
Overall, while insightful, the open-ended responses reiterate limitations inherent to the narrow study design.

Finally, the results of this study indicate that communication is a fundamental aspect of human interaction that
increasingly occurs online. As digital platforms proliferate, it has become important to understand how styles of communication
manifest and are impacted within virtual environments. While previous research has explored some influences of factors like
culture, demographics, and context, more nuanced examinations are still needed to capture the diversity of online communication
behaviors among different populations. This study aims to further such understanding by investigating self-reported online
communication styles and their relationship to gender and cultural context. A survey was administered to collect both quantitative
and qualitative data from participants regarding their digital habits, preferences, and experiences across various online platforms
and interactions. The dataset is presented in four sections: Section 1 outlines the demographic profile of respondents to provide
contextual background on the sample characteristics and limitations. Sections 2 and 3 then analyze quantitative responses related
to communication frequencies, message tendencies, and self-described approaches. Section 4 explores open-ended perspectives
in more depth through qualitative questions. The overarching goal is to gain preliminary descriptive insights while also highlighting
opportunities for more comprehensive research that represents broader populations globally. Findings will be synthesized in light
of relevant academic literature to contribute to the evolving body of knowledge around positioned understandings of digital
expression.

9. Conclusion

This study set out to investigate online communication styles and their relationship to gender differences and contextual
factors. The overarching goal was to better understand how communication manifests digitally when considering social
positioning.

Key findings revealed commonly used platforms, average message length, and self-reported tendencies to convey
emotions and disclose personal information online. Differences in style varied based on factors like gender norms and cultural
backgrounds. Qualitative responses provided insights but limitations constrained generalization.
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These results offer preliminary descriptives on communication behaviors but have implications for recognizing diversity

in digital expression. Capturing a broader range of experiences can enhance comprehension of variations.

Limitations included a narrow sample not fully representing global online populations. Relying solely on structured survey

data also prevented deeper exploration of perspectives.

Future research should employ mixed methodologies recruiting more diverse participants. Examining positioning

intersections can lend nuanced comprehension of style variations across contexts. Policymakers should consider inclusive design
addressing varied communication needs online.

In closing, this initial study highlighted opportunities to comprehensively assess gendered and contextualized styles

through improved scope and methods. While setting out to investigate an important topic, the aim of understanding online
behaviors through a positioned lens merits continued rigorous exploration representing positioned lived experiences globally.
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