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ABSTRACT

The existence of a women’s language has long attracted the attention of linguists and sociologists
leading to several studies in this area. Within this framework, the present research—qualitative
deductive content analysis—aims to investigate the manifestation of translator gender in the
Persian translations of Al-Aswad Yaliqu Bik by Ahlam Mosteghanemi. Two available Persian
translations of the novel, one by a male translator and one by a female translator, were selected.
For data coding, a codebook was developed on the basis of the linguistic features attributed to
women’s language by Lakoff. Two experts independently coded the text, assigning each instance
to one of five categories: (a) lexis belonging to the women’s domain, (b) use of emphasis and
intensifiers, (c) inclusion of details, (d) polite speech, and (e) use of feminine words and
expressions. The results showed that not all features attributed to women’s language appear in the
female translator’s discourse; among them, polite speech and feminine expressions were more
salient in the male translator’s discourse. The use of affective modes, another feature attributed to
women’s language, was likewise found in the male translator’s discourse. Therefore, the features
attributed to women’s language are neither universal nor absolute. The findings were examined
from a sociological perspective, considering the concept of social roles and focusing on gender as
a phenomenon shaped by social and cultural factors. Additionally, the findings were interpreted
through the lens of the social constructionist approach, viewing gender as a social construct. The
findings can contribute to a deeper understanding of gender as a cultural and dynamic concept and
can raise awareness of gender bias.
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1. Introduction

Gender is one of the contested concepts
in sociolinguistics. In relation to the
connection between gender and language,
linguists and sociologists have taken
diverse approaches. Some accept a
distinction between the language of women
and that of men. Otto Jespersen (1922) is
one such scholar; emphasizing lexical and
syntactic differences in women’s language,
he proposed the term genderlect. This view
is rooted in the idea that male speech is the
standard and is regarded as the criterion for
evaluation. Robin Lakoff (1975), likewise,
regarded the distinctiveness of women’s
language as stemming from women’s lack
of self-confidence. Such an attitude toward
the distinction between male and female
speech is known as the deficit approach
(Coates, 2013). Along the same line,
Rezvani (2020) asserts that the concept
woman is defined in relation to man, and the
limitations imposed on women arise from a
gendered perspective rooted in a male-
dominated viewpoint. Such an approach,
while emphasizing a binary concept of
gender inherent in language—namely, the
existence of male and female language—
claims that gender is recognized through
set, distinctive features and arises from the
differing communicative styles of women
and men.

However, another group of linguists—
especially sociologists—have questioned
the existence of such linguistic distinctions
and have regarded them as products
constructed by society. In this vein, Holmes
(2013) contends that even if such

distinctions exist in language itself, gender
Is not exclusive and is better understood as
fluctuating tendencies. Coates (2013),
referring to the dynamic approach or social
constructionism, states that gender identity
and gender roles are formed through social
interactions.

Now, several decades after women’s
participation in society and their
assumption of multiple social roles, with
their confidence growing, the following
question arises: Are the features attributed
to women’s language still confined to
women and do they remain reliable criteria
for distinguishing male and female
language? This question has also been
debated in translation studies. Just as
research has been conducted into the
translator’s style and ideology and their
manifestation in translation choices, the
manifestation of translator gender in
linguistic choices has proven noteworthy.
Most existing studies have examined
English and French translated novels.
AttarSharghi and Norouz-Oliaei (2020),
while pointing to the shortcomings of such
research regarding the generalizability of
features attributed to women’s language,
highlight the need for studies on novels
translated into other languages. They also
state that these studies usually end with
merely presenting field statistics on
women’s language and that there is a
noticeable lack of sociological analysis in
this area.

In order to fill this research gap, the
present study selects Persian translations of

an Arabic novel to examine the
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manifestation of translator gender in
linguistic choices. To that end, Ahlam
Mosteghanemi’s novel Al-Aswad Yaliqu
Bik was analyzed. The Persian translations
of the novel by Maryam Akbari (2018) and
Mohammad Hemmadi (2023) have been
published at Niloufar and Hirmand
publishing houses, respectively. The
general area of investigation in this study is
the examination of Lakoff’s features of
women’s language in the discourse of the
female and the male translators.
Specifically, the study answers the
following questions:

1. Are lexical items attributed to the
women’s language exclusively used in
women’s speech, or are they also evident in
men’s language?

2. How do the female and the male
translators handle the translation of
intensifiers?

3. Is the female
commitment to translating details—as an
important Lakoff’s
features—more compared with the male

translator’s

component  in

translator’s commitment?

4.  Are only women consistently bound
to the polite mode of language, adopting an
indirect manner of speech?

5. In whose discourse is the affective
dimension of speech more prominent?

2. Research Background

2.1 Gender-Focused Studies in
Authored Works

In the domain of the author’s gender and
its impact on linguistic choices, Gholami’s
(2022) investigation can be mentioned.
Drawing on Elaine Showalter’s theory of
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gynocriticism, that study critiqued and
analyzed four Arabic novels written by
women authors and traced the evolution of
women authors’ works from the stage of
imitation, through a protest-feminist stage,
and ultimately to the stage of individual
identity. The findings indicated that, among
these four authors, only Mosteghanemi—
through her novel Al-Aswad Yaliqu Bik—
has succeeded in reaching the stage of
individual identity.

Ravanshad and Afzali (2022), likewise,
examined the manifestation of women’s
writing in Al-Aswad Yaliqu Bik on the basis
of Sara Mills’s theory. With reference to
Lakoff’s
Mosteghanemi’s language at the lexical,
syntactic, and discursive levels and
concluded that, although the author writes

approach, they analyzed

about women’s conditions and lives, she
makes comparatively little use of the lexis
associated with women’s language.

Farid and Rostampour Maleki (2022)
investigated the language of male and
female characters in the novel Tuyir Aylil
in light of Lakoff’s theory. The results
showed that Emily Nasrallah, by employing
features of women’s language in the speech
of female characters, managed to preserve
a feminine writing style. They linked the
inconsistency of certain variables—such as
the use of swearwords—to the illiteracy of
some of the female characters. In the same
vein, Rahimi et al. (2023) examined
linguistic differences between female and
male characters with respect to Lakoff’s
lexical index in the novels of Shiva
Arastooyi and Simin Daneshvar. Their



results revealed that, in some cases, the
women’s lexis identified by Lakoff is
evident in the authors’ discourse, whereas
in other cases it is absent.

In another study, KhalilNejadAsl et al.
(2024) explored Hoda Barekat’s style of
writing—using Showalter’s theory—in her
three novels Ahl al-Hawa, Malakiit Hadhihi
al-Ard, and Barid al-Layl. The findings
show that the features attributed to
women’s writing surface less in the third
novel.

2.2 Gender-Focused Studies in
Translated Works

In the broader field of translator gender
and features of the translated work, several
strands of research can be identified. In
some investigations—such as that of
Hadipour and Bahrami  Nazarabadi
(2017)—female and male translation
trainees were asked to translate an excerpt
in order to examine the effect of gender on
translation. The findings showed that
women better perceived the distinctive
features of women’s language and
displayed greater fidelity in their
translations than men.

Another strand of studies has analyzed
existing translations by male and female
translators. In these investigations, the
translations are examined from a specified
perspective.  Ramazani’s  dissertation
(2012), for example, considers the role of
the translator’s gender identity and
ideology in the quality and accuracy of the
translation of the novel Fawda al-Hawas.
While  pointing to the feminist
characteristics of the novel, the study shows

the extent to which Franz Meyer succeeded
in rendering those aspects. Along the same
line, Zand Rahimi and Akhondi (2021)
analyzed the manifestation of translator
gender in the translations of sermons and
letters concerning women in Nahj al-
Balagha. The results indicated that, unlike
the female translator, the male translator
rendered Imam AlT’s statements about
women—which were stringent given their
historical context—with a more positive
outlook and a milder tone.

A further strand of research has aimed to
assess the translator’s success in conveying
the features of women’s language. For
instance, Mohammadi (2020) attempted to
evaluate Abdol-Hossein Farzad’s
translation of A Lament for Jasmines and |
Declare My Love Against You. The findings
showed that Farzad failed to render
correctly certain lexical items relating to the
domestic sphere and specific female lived
experiences. The underlying point in this
strand of studies is that stereotypes and
features attributed to women’s language
give rise to such biases and to conclusions
favoring the existence of a distinct
women’s language.

In a comprehensive study, however,
AttarSharghi and NorouzOliaei (2020)
addressed the shortcomings of the existing
research in Iran on women’s writing, both
in authorship and in translation. Among the
points they noted is that most of these
studies have been conducted on English
novels and that sociological analyses are
largely lacking. With this research gap in

view, the majority of Arabic-language
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studies on gender and translation examine
the features of women’s language in texts
translated by female translators, whereas
obtaining more precise results requires a
comparative analysis of translations of one
or more novels by multiple female and male
translators. Because few Arabic women-
authored novels are available with two
translations—one by a woman and one by a
man—the appropriate groundwork for such
research has thus far been lacking.

3. Theoretical Framework

From a sociolinguistic standpoint, four
distinct approaches have been advanced
concerning language and gender. The first
is the deficit approach, arguably
inaugurated by Robin Lakoff’s article
“Language and Woman’s Place.” Lakoff
enumerates features of women’s language
at the phonological, lexical, and structural
levels. Under this approach, differences
between women’s and men’s language
result from the power imbalance between
them and from women’s lack of self-
confidence. Extending these reflections,
Dale Spender (1980), while endorsing the
existence of a women’s language, attributes
its roots to male dominance. Spender’s
views gave rise to the second approach—
the dominance approach. What, in
Spender’s view, most urgently requires
explanation is the origin and operation of
gendered language. She maintains that the
rules by which we live are not natural but
male-made; among the most pervasive yet
covert of these rules are male-centered
semantic norms. So long as such rules
remain in force, we are obliged to perceive

545

the world through the standards of men, and
anyone who fails to conform is regarded as
deviant. In her view, men, occupying
positions of power, dominance, and control,
have been able to see the world from their
own perspective and to create a language
that serves their own ends.

Deborah Tannen (1994), likewise,
acknowledges verbal differences between
women and men, yet she ascribes them
neither to women’s subordination nor to
male dominance. Rather, she holds that
girls and boys grow up in two different
worlds of words. This perspective—known
as the difference approach—attributes
gendered speech differences to the
divergent socialization of women and men.

Alongside these three approaches, a
fourth may be noted, one that has received
comparatively little attention. Coates
(2013), in Women, Men and Language,
refers to it as social constructionism or the
dynamic approach. In her view, the
manifestation of gender in language is not
fixed or static. Under this approach, gender
is considered a social construct—that is, a
product created by society. Its distinction
from the “difference approach” lies in the
latter’s greater emphasis on the dichotomy
between the two genders, whereas social
constructionism regards gender as fluid and
as shaped in social interaction.
Consequently, language and linguistic
identity possess a dynamic, ever-changing
nature. Although the first three approaches
also acknowledge the role of society in
shaping gendered features, the major
distinction of the dynamic approach is its



treatment of gender as exclusively a social
construct. Thus a single individual, with a
stable identity and in a given situation, may
display features attributed to women’s
language, while in another situation
features of men’s speech may surface in
that person’s discourse.

In the present study, with the aim of
examining the manifestation of translator
gender in translation, Lakoff’s features of
women’s language have been employed to
categorize the findings, and the results are
interpreted essentially from the perspective
of the social constructionist approach
(Coates, 2013).

4. Research Method

4.1 Research Design

This study employs a qualitative content
analysis design. Given that the aim was to
examine the manifestation of the features
traditionally  attributed to  women’s
language in the discourse of a female and a
male translator—and in view of the fact that
those features (according to Lakoff’s
model) were already specified, so that the
categories were predetermined—the type of
content analysis adopted is deductive
content analysis, and the data were
collected by means of a top-down
procedure (Creswell & Creswell, 2023).

4.2 Theoretical Framework of the
Study

von Flotow (2010) classifies research
conducted at the intersection of gender and
translation studies into three groups: (1)
studies that, in macro-level translation
analysis, regard gender as a socio-political
concept; (2) studies that, on a micro-scale,

analyze case samples of translated texts and
focus on linguistic subtleties that may
emerge from—or be masked by—gender;
and (3) investigations that center on the
impact of gender on the fundamental
questions posed about translation and on
how these questions relate to the practice of
translating—that is, this approach examines
the role of gender in shaping the theoretical
frameworks relevant to research in
translation studies and its connection with
translation practice.

The present research belongs to the
second category. It takes the features of
women’s language essentially from Lakoff
(1975). According to Lakoff, lexical items
expressing hesitation, tag questions,
indirect requests, intensifiers, repetition,
and more polite language use are features of
women’s language; further features include
the use of adjectives, more precise color
terms, more precise grammar, and rising
intonation. The classification of the
findings in this article is based on Lakoff’s
features. The findings are interpreted from
the perspective of the fourth approach—
namely, the dynamic or social
constructionist approach (Coates, 2013).

4.3 Corpus of the Study

The corpus comprised the novel Al-
Aswad  Yaliqu Bik and its Persian
translations by Maryam Akbari (2018) and
Mohammad Hemmadi (2022). In this
novel, Ahlam Mosteghanemi portrays three
categories of women in society: Heleh, an
independence-seeking  woman;  Najla,

Haleh’s cousin, a cautious and moderate
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woman; and Haleh’s mother and aunt,
women with a traditional mindset.

4.4 Procedure

To conduct the present research, a
codebook was developed, considering the
women’s language features identified by
Lakoff. A codebook is a table used for
classifying and coding data—especially
qualitative data (Guest et al., 2012)—and
its use is recommended when theoretical
frameworks and predetermined categories
exist and when the presence or absence of
specific features in a text is to be examined
(Creswell & Creswell, 2023).

In compiling the codebook, four
columns were provided. The first column
was allocated to the feature in question, and
the second gave a description of that
feature. The third column then supplied an
example of that category (feature) to make
it concrete and intelligible, while the final
column recorded the instances found in the
text. The rows of the codebook, following
Lakoff, were devoted to the features of
women’s language at the lexical and
idiomatic level. These features comprised:
(@) lexis related to women’s occupations
and pastimes; (b) use of intensifiers; (c)
inclusion of detail; (d) polite speech; and (e)
affective and expressive modes as well as
feminine terms and expressions.

From an ethical perspective, given that
studies involving gender may entail
deliberate or inadvertent researcher bias in
data analysis, the use of a codebook renders
the analysis more objective. Moreover,
because the coders were of both genders
and inter-coder reliability was required, the
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likelihood of bias in interpreting the results
was reduced as far as possible.

To assess the effectiveness of the
codebook and to eliminate possible
deficiencies, a portion of the text was first
given to two experts (the researchers of this
study) and they were asked to code that
portion independently, to place the
instances in the appropriate cells, and to
express their views on the effectiveness of
the codebook and its categories. During this
process another column was added to the
codebook, providing further explanations
(for example, exceptions). The experts
then, again independently, coded all the
instances in the entire text. After coding,
they discussed the points of disagreement
(three cases) and reached a consensus. To
evaluate inter-coder reliability, Cohen’s
kappa coefficient was employed; the result
exceeded 0.8 (specifically, 0.92), indicating
high reliability and substantial agreement
between the coders (Berg & Lune, 2017).

5. Findings and Discussion

5.1 Use of Specialized Lexis Belonging
to Women’s Domains

Among Lakoff’s (1975) lexical features
of women’s language is the deployment of
vocabulary current in domains in which
women have traditionally played a greater
role. According to Ravanshad and Afzali
(2022, p. 115), although in this novel
Mosteghanemi writes about the lives of
women, she makes comparatively little use
of lexis specific to those domains.
Examination of the two translations shows
that the female and male translators handle
such items differently: the female translator



appears to employ more technical
expressions. For example, the phrase « ks
 Jiki» (Mosteghanemi, 2012, p. 160) is
rendered by the female translator as
manikir kardan ‘“to do a manicure”
(Mosteghanemi, 2018, p. 173), whereas the
male translator translates it as /ak zadan “to
apply nail varnish” (Mosteghanemi, 2022,
p. 162). The female translator renders <.
<l (Mosteghanemi, 2012, p. 211) as rob-
de-chambr (Mosteghanemi, 2018, p. 223),
while the male translator renders it lebas-e
boland-e khanegi (Mosteghanemi, 2022, p.
214). Again, the expression “l ya il in
“ lgipm il il A el Ji sl cal
s 8 audy Le 138 4 (Mosteghanemi, 2012, p.
204) indicates that the female translator,
inspired by the novel’s feminine ambiance
and sharing the heroine’s sensitivity as a
woman, adopts the idiomatic Persian phrase
havvu-ye chizi ya kast biidan meaning “to
be something’s rival wife,” whereas the
male translator renders &_= simply as azar
dadan. One may argue that the divergent
renderings stem from the translators’
differing perceptions of the Arabic & =,
which carries the senses “to harm” and “co-
wife, rival” (Azarnoush, “¢_»=”).

The following samples illustrate the
rendering of details by the two translators:
Al S bl il sy ey kel
e 3 sl elomi | S e ddlien (SIS
Sl 18 2 B B G el &
s el o Ul 4 Gl 1 (58 U e
TN i) (R a5 e sl o

o

ﬁ;ik&udusjls.@ﬁ#ﬁj;;&ywlbub

‘Jauéuu;ﬁ QJJS;_ASL;\JJ_JJ\;& Aﬁwu,__\p
L oS 1y et b il e 53 sl IS aids iy
L Jo 2l &S T S B L;'Sr.avs..,\;i.sl.i)'

AYYA

Wlagy 1y o3V 2 lpe cls I (B0 i3 50 0 20

C).,.:A &LA}.BL?: )‘ bj.: Y8 S aj:.?-j\m Jla cJJsL;G
Oloy el o5 9 L;JJUISrUSJAASJJSJ« osle il

sl 5l ol ol sl lashy 05 S 5 5w |y sone
o Ll Glasss Lol I s &5 als

Had 035 4 oy o o 5 Dl Bl 3 S
ban ekl 53 g an LSSl L oS LIS 5
DY sl &S WS 1 5 Sl Alas 5 5,105
(MA

In this passage, Mosteghanemi seeks to
show how Talal exasperates Haleh in their
love affair. By employing women-specific
vocabulary and depicting a feminine
setting, she presents Talal as a skillful cook
who considers 4wa raw girl and, in his
egotism, wishes to “cook” her to maturity.
It is evident that the female translator has
handled the metaphors in this paragraph
with greater precision. The word “_al”
means “pot” or ‘“small cauldron”
(Azarnoush, “,¥%”); the female translator’s
choice is closer to this sense. However, both
translators’ renderings of “uSSw”  are
almost the same. The verb 5k denotes “to
moisten,” “to perfume,” or “to freshen”
(Azarnoush,  “s_k”);  the  female
translator’s rendering of the phrase “ 4k
J=dl” is more precise. The noun “ s
signifies “to grill” or “to bake in an oven”
(Azarnoush, “ss4); the female translator
opts for kabab kardan-e borsh-haye mahi

(meaning “to grill slices of fish™) whereas
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the male translator chooses sorkh kardan-e
mahi (meaning “to fry the fish”). Thus the
female translator distinguishes between
“frying” and “grilling” and renders the term
more accurately. A dam-kani is a cloth used
in Iranian cooking to secure more even
steaming; here too the female translator, by
explicitly mentioning the dam-kani, more
effectively  conveys  the  author’s
metaphorical depiction of Talal’s emotional
oppression of the inexperienced young
Haleh.

Overall, when dealing with lexical items
and expressions concerning family,
cookery, and sewing, the female translator
employs domain-specific terms. These
results accord with the findings of Farid and
Rostampour Maleki (2022), who observed
that vocabulary relating to the home,
cookery, and women’s accouterments
recurs in the speech of female characters,
implying that women possess a broader
lexical repertoire in these domains.

5.2 Use of Emphasis and Repetition

Another feature ascribed to women’s
speech is the wuse of intensification,
emphasis and repetition (Lakoff, 1975).
Although emphasis apparently strengthens
an utterance, it conveys a different nuance:
women’s low self-confidence leads them to
fear that mere words will not convince their
interlocutors; consequently, by speaking
more emphatically they seek to ensure
comprehension (Lakoff, 1999, p. 86).
Mosteghanemi’s  prose abounds in
emphatic forms and intensifiers and in the
repetition of personal pronouns in
particular.
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Wl oda oy Walgen o 3% 5 2580

o e s ol D03 e e
(\ AR N gdxum) ((M‘}}J‘NE

mms sl 680 ser sl i AN e o e
(44 VY ‘ﬁwM) (sl 45

Qﬂdjﬁfﬁr%ﬁu@t sl 55
iile 5 o St 505 o

LL;QL;;M) (s & aiiled e ol o
/ (N0 XY

ot S et o 02 S L 0 e e
LYYV Yy ‘dw'u;w) (3 40

P b Jdr 5 oy gl Jome Koo 350 0
(Y\/\ Z\f'\ cww) ((Jﬁ a..)u.l.a..;

RSN, e b /La}.) Ghaes A=l Yo o
VYR XY alizes)

TR eSS e Sl b al S 105 e e
(YYD YAV alizes) (Sgon 13,5 dal s 5k 4

i Siss oS 1y el CSER P B e e
AL KR RSN ELIY) «JMS@A AS 5 sk S dalt
AYYY
As the samples illustrate, the female
translator shows greater fidelity in
rendering Mosteghanemi’s emphatic forms
and repetitions, which attests to her
commitment to translation. Moreover,
because the female translator has added
certain emphatic forms in her translation,
this observation invites discussion from the
standpoint of translator presence—that is,
the emergence of features of women’s
language in the female translator’s
discourse (Hermans, 1996). The present
findings corroborate those of Hadipour
(2017) and Farid and Rostampour Maleki
(2022), which, likewise, reported the use of
emphatic forms and a higher degree of
faithfulness by female translators in



rendering such intensifiers: women display
greater fidelity than male translators in
translating this type of emphasis.

5.3 Inclusion of Details

Details readily draw women’s attention,
and this microscopic, detail-oriented gaze
results in shorter sentences: within a
confined space women perceive numerous
particulars. In the two examples below, the
portions that were underlined in the source
have been omitted by the male translator.
ite bl Oshy Wl SID 20
VR A/ INY I > S I P WVON I PV G E S
I L N o IR W ey |

ATV YY) (o,

G disg ale ool b Jlus 205 o
ol U oS B S e S ) s
eiji_jwﬂ)d));&:ujrf&u&)b Sl

e G CE P e
(soliian) (Lad 3ot ja oy ol p Sl FoL
AR

o St Ui S5 a3 e W3l o
e Sl a5 5 b Tl Lot gl AL
FF XY (oliien) (43

M‘K.LJJJT‘)J éb)“)&‘ui‘)»d)V}Jﬂ

Al s 54 35 s chow il 258 SEE L

(VY Yy cw.”t&:.ma.‘) (558 Cewds U L3 e

A g SIS Sl e Al i pe o e
(PP Y ailiias) 0pd S LW S Ala,
The female translator is also more

successful in rendering Mosteghanemi’s
short sentences: like the author, she
translates the brief utterances as short,
successive clauses. Consider the following
example:
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According to Ravanshad (2022, pp.
118-199), description and the articulation
of details, brief sentences, simplicity, and
interior monologues are hallmarks of
Mosteghanemi’s style: she depicts persons,
places, and characters with precision and
expresses herself in short, plain sentences.
Examination of the translations shows that
none of Mosteghanemi’s descriptions or
fine nuances escape the female translator’s
notice. These findings accord with
Sharififar and Zand (2013), who reported
female translators’ greater fidelity to the
text, attention to narrative details, and more
precise lexical choices. Just as those earlier
results indicated that certain words were
excised because of social taboos, so in the
present study the female translator renders
all spatial and visual details with care and
commitment and is more accurate than the
male translator even in transferring simple,
sequential clauses in the source text.
Accordingly, in answer to the study’s third
question,  the female  translator’s

commitment to conveying detail is greater.
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54 Taboos and Indirectness of
Expression

Lakoff (1975) maintains that women use
fewer impolite or taboo expressions and
prefer a more polite indirect way of
expression. In this study, the two translators
treat taboos differently, the female
translator rendered them while the male
translator omitted them. The underlined
passages below are taboo items missing
from the male translator’s version.
g3l 5 Il 53 i) S sl oL
‘LSN'U;:_M) (SUS ald 1y 0 18 15,5 ol 0o oo

Ve Y

S &S Gl el gl s Sl G g 10 e

ﬁ"""il;“ Lis pla S slas o Jl- w55 oo 1ds
cvml:d.w.ﬁ)((M@f&bd\&ﬂyub&T&.\;))w

(YAY ATy

S 2K S S el e e o
5k 2lI8 e Ol 4 b aS Sls e e of (ol
LS 4 o |y e o b Al ST O
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AYYA Y Y

L I SSU5 g oS g p3S ) 105 o e
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A 5 O 13 e 0 e

The results here do not confirm those in
the earlier studies. Sharififar and Zand
(2013) regarded the deletion or mitigation
of certain gender-related terms by a female
translator as evidence of politeness. They
concluded that although female translators
chose more exact equivalents, they
removed taboos. That claim s
questionable—one of the shortcomings
Attar-Sharghi and NorouzOliaei (2020)
identified as researchers’ bias—because,
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besides the translator’s stance, the strictures
of Iranian publishing may also be decisive.
Observing linguistic features in men’s
discourse that are traditionally attributed to
women challenges the essentialist view that
intrinsic gender differences determine
language use. Such observations suggest
that linguistic behavior is not dictated by
gender alone but by a constellation of
factors—including social context,
individual identity, and personality traits
(Talbot, 2019). The fluidity and diversity
evident in cross-gender language practices
underscore the need for perspectives that
transcend simplistic binary classifications
of language and gender.

Lakoff likewise lists indirectness of
expression as a component of women’s
language. In this regard, Macherey
contends that the relation between a literary
text and the author’s ideology lies not in
what is said but in what remains unsaid
(cited in Eagleton, 1986, pp. 40-41). Yet,
contrary to much of women’s writing,
Mosteghanemi’s language is explicit and,
through her characters, openly criticizes
Algeria’s misogynistic attitudes. The two
samples below, spoken by Talal, depict
women as foolish and gullible, all alike.
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The following sentences, uttered by
Haleh’s aunt—a traditional woman who
bows to the patriarchy—offer another
example, as she continually reproaches
Haleh for remaining unmarried.
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Given Mosteghanemi’s forthright, ironic
tone—at odds with the stereotypical
women’s discourse—the female translator
likewise renders these statements plainly
and directly, whereas the male translator
adopts a more guarded approach. In fact,
these observations contradict Lakoff’s

claim about  women’s linguistic
conservatism. As Holmes (2013) argues,
the appearance of “feminine” and
“masculine” traits in the language is more
influenced by sociological variables and by
the roles women and men fulfill in society.
She stresses the distinction between sex and
gender, the former grounded in biological
differences, the latter shaped by socio-
cultural indices. The philosophical point of
such a distinction is that gender is socially
and culturally constructed; accordingly,
classifying individuals strictly as women or
men on linguistic grounds is inadequate.
Indeed, features of so-called women’s
language—or, more precisely, features
attributed to it—sometimes surface in
men’s speech.

5.5 Feminine Expressions, ldioms,
and Affective Modes

Lakoff (1975) maintains that, in their
speech, women employ particular words,
idioms, and even distinctive forms of
cursing and swearing—elements that carry
the label women’s speech. In the present
novel, however, the male translator makes
more extensive use of these affective
resources when rendering the characters’

dialogue and at times even adds such
552

** JO SUOIR[SURI] URISIAd 3} Ul J3pUIS) JOJB|SUEI ] JO UOIeISajIuelA 8y} 0} yoeoiddy [22160]0120S v



9y 01 £¢ 8bed ‘Gz0z Burids ‘T JequINN ‘GT BWNJOA ‘HOHVISIH IDOVNONY 1 NDIFHOL 40 TVYNINOC

phrases to the translation. For instance, the
underlined expressions in the cited
examples are affective phrases traditionally
attributed to women’s language that appear
in the male translator’s version.
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Traditionally, a variety of language used
among women has been called Eva-khahart
(Bateni, 1991, p. 33). In the present study,
however, feminine affective phrases are

clearly evident in the male translator’s
discourse. It seems that, guided by
prevailing  gender stereotypes and
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disregarding Mosteghanemi’s wording, the
male translator resorts to expressions
commonly ascribed to women’s language.

According to the social constructionist
approach, gender identity is a social
construct formed in interaction; it is neither
static nor fixed but constantly evolving.
Consequently, one cannot posit absolutely
invariant features for the language of either
gender (Coates, 2013). As the findings
revealed, part of the present results
challenges traditional assumptions about
women’s language. Features once taken for
granted as intrinsic to woman’s language
have long been treated as self-evident in
linguistic studies and in society, yet such
absolute certainties can no longer be
upheld.

6. Conclusion

This study examined how translator
gender is manifested in Maryam Akbari’s
and Mohammad Hemmadi’s Persian
renderings of Al-Aswad Yaliqgu Bik. The
purpose was to determine which translation
represents Lakoff’s features of women’s
language more saliently.

The analysis showed that, although the
author writes about women, she does not
make extensive use of women-domain
vocabulary. However, in cases where such
lexis does occur, the female translator
renders it more precisely using words
specific to women’s domains.
Mosteghanemi’s prose is replete with
intensifiers and repetition, and it is the
female translator who reproduces such
devices faithfully—at times even adding
further intensifiers, so that this feature



traditionally linked to women’s language is
more salient in her translation. Attention to
details and the use of short, simple
sentences are likewise characteristics of
women’s language. As for the translated
versions, the female translator translates
every narrative detail with precision and
commitment, whereas the male translator
omits some of them. She is also more
accurate in conveying the author’s short,
self-reflective sentences and successive
questions.

Yet the results also revealed points that
contradict Lakoff’s features. The two
translators’ treatment of politeness and
taboo-breaking runs counter to Lakoff and
to earlier studies. Throughout the novel, the
female characters voice the Algerian
society’s stereotypical attitudes toward
women. The female translator exploits
these moments, deploying words that may
seem gendered in order to satirize and
denounce those attitudes, as though
speaking out in criticism herself; the male
translator, by contrast, opts for more
guarded, conservative phrasing.
Mosteghanemi frequently employs taboos
and at times has her characters call women
foolish and naive to portray Algerian
misogyny. The findings show that the
female translator, unlike the male
translator, reproduces these statements
directly and bluntly. Conversely, feminine
affective idioms appear more frequently in
the male translator’s text. Whereas some
studies report a higher frequency of
affective language in women’s speech, the
present results diverge from that consensus.

Accordingly—aligning with several studies
in research on women’s language—the so-
called women’s language, or more
precisely the features attributed to it, is
neither universal nor all-embracing and
does not necessarily surface in every
woman’s writing, whether in original works
or in translation.

In general, the instances of divergence
from Lakoff’s features can be justified from
two angles. First, as Holmes (2013) argues,
the appearance of so-called feminine and
masculine features in language is shaped
primarily by sociological factors and by the
roles that women and men assume within
society. She maintains that the rationale for
such a distinction rests on the premise that
gender is socially and culturally
conditioned;  accordingly,  assigning
individuals to the two absolute categories of
“woman” and “man” is ineffective. In her
view, feminine and masculine features—
indeed, gender itself—should be conceived
along a continuum in which female and
male behaviors are not expressed as
discrete points but rather as fluctuating
tendencies. Because gender is contingent
on social and cultural components, the
boundary between women’s and men’s
language has become increasingly blurred
with the changing roles of women and men
in contemporary societies. Women are now
more visible in public life and the
workplace than ever before, while a
growing number of men engage in domestic
tasks. All of these factors have challenged
earlier restrictive social norms that once

defined feminine and masculine traits.
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Thus, within this perspective, gender-
related linguistic differences in individuals
mirror  broader  gendered linguistic
differences at the societal level, and those
differences, in turn, reflect disparities in
social status and power relations.
Moreover, the observations made in this
study can be interpreted through the lens of
the dynamic, or social constructionist,
approach to gender and language research
(Coates, 2013). According to this approach,
gender identity is a social construct forged
in interaction; it is neither static nor fixed
but continually changing and developing.
Consequently, it is impossible to posit
absolutely invariant features for the
language of either sex. As reported in the
findings, part of the present observations
challenges traditional assumptions about
language.
presumed to be intrinsic to women’s
language have been called into question.
The traditional view appears ill-suited to
explain the complexities and varieties
found in the linguistic practices of
individuals of different genders. This fact
highlights the importance of adopting a
framework
constructionism when accounting for the

women’s Features  long

grounded in social

findings and deepening our understanding
of the relationship between language and
gender.

By employing a sociological framework
to interpret its findings, the present study
sought—while endeavoring to fill the
research gap identified by AttarSharghi and
NorouzOliaei (2020)—to underscore the
importance of critically and
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deconstructively examining the social
norms and expectations that surround
language use, and to take a step toward
emphasizing the necessity of recognizing
individuals’ agency, irrespective of gender,
in shaping their linguistic actions.

It must be emphasized that not all of the
differences between the two translations are
necessarily attributable to the translators’
gender; other variables may likewise
influence the emergence of divergent
features. Such variables include the
translator’s overall approach, publishing
constraints, and the intended purpose of the
translation. In addition, when more than
one translation of a work exists, later
translations—or retranslations—may be
affected by earlier versions: certain salient
characteristics of a retranslation can be
inherited from the first translation (Gharaei
& Hosseini Nasab, 2022). In practice,
investigating the influence of all such
variables on translation output within a
single study—and identifying the principal
factor responsible for particular features in
a translation—is far from straightforward,
and the present inquiry is no exception.
Accordingly, analyzing the interaction of
all these factors and their contribution to the
final translation stands as a limitation of the
current study.
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