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Abstract

Television, as a reflection of cultural norms and values, provides a rich platform for examining
how gendered communication is portrayed and potentially shaped in popular media. This article
presents the first linguistic analysis of genderlect in Armenian television by focusing on the youth
drama Elen’s Diary (EGuh opwghpp). Through the study of real dialogues from the series, the
research explores how gender identities are constructed through language in scripted media.
Grounded in sociolinguistic and discourse-analytic theory, the study examines how male and female
characters communicate differently across various interactions. Using qualitative analysis of
transcribed scenes, it investigates patterns in vocabulary, speech acts, discourse markers, turn-taking,
and emotional expression. The findings reveal that female characters tend to use more emotionally
expressive language, hedging, and cooperative strategies, while male characters typically display
directness, brevity, and assertiveness. These patterns reflect and reinforce prevailing gender
ideologies within Armenian society. The study contributes to media linguistics by highlighting the role
of scripted television in shaping how young Armenians perceive gender and communication.

Keywords: genderlect, Armenian television, media discourse, sociolinguistics, gender identity,
Elen’s Diary.

Introduction

Language is not only a tool for communication but also a powerful means through which social
identity is shaped and expressed. Among the most widely studied sociolinguistic variables is gender,
and over the past decades, researchers have explored how language both reflects and constructs
gender roles and expectations.

The term genderlect, introduced by Deborah Tannen, refers to the notion that men and women
often speak in socially conditioned dialects that reflect their distinct communicative goals [Tannen,
18]. In her seminal work You Just Don’t Understand, Tannen argues that men typically use language

388


https://eua-collection.am/hy/anna-sargsyan/

FULUUPMNR@G3NRL

to assert independence and maintain status, whereas women use it to foster connection and build
relationships.

Earlier, Robin Lakoff’s groundbreaking book Language and Woman'’s Place laid the foundation
for the linguistic study of women’s speech, identifying features such as tag questions, intensifiers, and
hedging as signs of women’s socially subordinate position [Lakoff, 12-19]. Lakoff’s work sparked
decades of scholarly debate over power, politeness, and gendered communication.

Later contributions from scholars like Janet Holmes (1995), Jennifer Coates (2004), and Eckert
and McConnell-Ginet (2003) expanded the conversation. Holmes emphasized the strategic use of
language by both men and women depending on context and function [Holmes, 2-3]. Coates
highlighted how discourse strategies differ in same-sex conversations [Coates, 125-128], while Eckert
and McConnell-Ginet argued that gender is not simply reflected in language but actively performed
through it [Eckert & McConnell-Ginet, 228].

According to Deborah (2005), language is not simply a reflection of gender differences but
also a means through which social power relations are constructed and maintained. This perspective
allows us to examine how linguistic choices in television series contribute to the representation of
femininity and masculinity [Cameron]. In everyday life, whether in casual conversations, films, or
television, these gendered patterns of communication become highly visible. Over time, societal
expectations have helped shape the distinct ways in which men and women interact linguistically, and
television has become one of the most influential platforms where these norms are both reinforced
and reimagined. Santoniccolo et al. (2023) provide a recent comprehensive review showing that
media still frequently perpetuates gender stereotypes, along with objectification and sexualization.
Such representations do not simply reflect social norms but actively reinforce traditional gender roles
and expectations [Santoniccolo et al. 4-7]. This background is important because linguistic genderlect
in TV dialogue is one of the channels through which media representation operates; variation in speech
style, treatment of character roles, and how characters are allowed to speak are part of this larger
representational ecology.

Previous research by Li, Liu, and Liu (2022) examined how characters in The Newsroom use
linguistic devices to negotiate power during conflict talk [Li et al, 62-65]. Their results showed that
both male and female characters often deviate from stereotypical gendered linguistic styles, especially
female characters, and that power relations in conflict dialogue were dynamic rather than static.

In Armenia, while several studies have explored the psychological and behavioral impact of
television on teenagers, these have primarily focused on the influence of media on viewer behavior.
For instance, Martirosyan, Menemshyan, and Sargsyan (2015) examined how Armenian soap operas
shape teenagers' social attitudes and behaviors, raising concerns about the normalization of
aggression, family conflict, and vulgarity [Martirosyan et al, 97-100]. However, their focus was on the

reception and psychological effects of media, rather than on language itself.
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This is the first known linguistic study to investigate genderlect in Armenian television,
specifically within the context of a youth-oriented drama series. The article introduces a gender-
focused linguistic lens to Armenian media analysis, offering original insights into how gender identities
are constructed and performed in televised dialogue. By combining sociolinguistic theory with
discourse analysis, the study highlights both normative and subversive uses of language, revealing the
nuanced ways in which gender is communicated in Armenian scripted media.

The aim of this study is to explore how gendered language use is linguistically manifested and
performed by male and female characters in the Armenian television series Elen’s Diary 2. The article
seeks to reveal how language serves as a medium for constructing, negotiating, and reflecting gender
identities in Armenian media discourse.

The main objectives of this research are to identify gender-based linguistic differences in Elen’s
Diary 2, analyze how these differences reflect communication patterns, examine the role of language
in reinforcing or challenging gender ideologies, contribute to media and gender studies through an
Armenian cultural perspective, and interpret instances of discursive tension and role reversal in
gendered speech.

This study employs a qualitative sociolinguistic and discourse-analytic approach. The data
consist of transcribed dialogues from selected episodes of the second season of Elen’s Diary 2,
purposefully sampled to include emotionally significant interactions among male and female
characters. Analytical methods include thematic coding based on established gendered speech
markers (e.g., hedging, directness, emotional expressivity, discourse strategies), along with pragmatic
and conversational analysis. Visual and prosodic elements are also considered where relevant.
The study treats the television script as a cultural artifact, using it to examine how gender is performed
linguistically in a scripted media context.

This study takes a different approach by examining the linguistic features of gendered speech
within the Armenian television series Elen’s Diary 2. Rather than exploring how audiences interpret
or respond to media, the article investigates how gender is constructed and performed through
language in scripted dialogue. By analyzing patterns of gendered language use, this research aims to
contribute to the intersection of sociolinguistics, gender studies, and media discourse within the
Armenian cultural context.

Gender and language peculiarities in Elen’s Diary TV series

While television has long played a powerful role in shaping and reflecting social identities,
surprisingly little attention has been paid to how gender is represented linguistically in Armenian TV
dramas. This study is the first to systematically explore how genderlect (gendered patterns of speech)
is constructed within Armenian scripted media, focusing specifically on the youth series Elen’s Diary

2 (Eiuh opwghpp).
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Created by Mher Khachatryan and broadcast on Shant Premium from 2017 to 2019, Elen’s
Diary follows the lives of a group of teenagers as they navigate school, relationships, and the emotional
ups and downs of adolescence. While the first season centers around high school life, the second
season shifts to their university years, offering a more mature perspective on their evolving identities.
The story revolves around Elen, a thoughtful and emotionally complex young girl whose inner world
is partially revealed through her diary entries.

As one of Armenia’s most influential youth dramas, Elen’s Diary 2 provides fertile ground for
analyzing how gendered communication styles are portrayed in scripted media. Building on
foundational work in sociolinguistics this study examines the ways in which male and female characters
use language differently. It focuses on their dialogic patterns, lexical choices, discourse markers, and
communicative strategies to reveal how gender is linguistically performed in media narratives.

This research adopts a qualitative sociolinguistic methodology to analyze the series’ gendered
speech patterns. The dialogues, though scripted, are treated as cultural texts that reflect and
reproduce prevailing norms around gender and communication in Armenian society. The study
combines elements of discourse analysis, pragmatics, and selective corpus-based observation to
examine the interactions between male and female characters.

The data sample consists of selected episodes from the second season, chosen through
purposeful sampling. Emphasis was placed on emotionally significant scene; involving romantic
relationships, family tensions, peer conflict, or intimate conversations, especially those that involve
same-gender or cross-gender interactions. These rich communicative moments provide insight into
how language is used to express emotions, manage power dynamics, and maintain social relationships.

Transcripts were manually coded according to themes identified in the literature on gendered
language. Where applicable, contextual cues, nonverbal communication, and intonational features
were also noted to support pragmatic interpretations.

To illustrate these linguistic patterns, we begin with a scene between Arsen and Elen, which
clearly demonstrates gendered differences in conversational style. Arsen’s direct and assertive
manner is consistent with what Tannen describes as “report-talk”. This communication style is typically
associated with men, characterized by control, status, and task orientation. Elen, by contrast, uses a
more emotionally attuned and indirect style, emphasizing connection and politeness, which aligns with
“rapport-talk”, which is more often associated with women.

ARSEN: Lwy, nb hpdw wuw ni'p Gup qunud:

ELEN: Upub'u, ghwnbd, np fununwgt) G0 quwup unipé fudbine: Ninnuiyh fuunpnud By,
hud wniu Yunwub'u:

ARSEN: Pwyg. ..
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ELEN: Yubpbu, hw ghinbd, np funuwnwgt BU, ninnwyh Gptlywuhg 2un hnquwéd G4, nph
sbd quihu: Yuwd dh phs hwuguunwuwd, hw”:

ARSEN: Mwnq w, Jwy: Yunwubd wnnw, pwg dh ywjdwuny:

ELEN: h"us wwydwu:

ARSEN: Uhusl GBpalyn Yhwugquinwuwu, GpaYynjwu Ygwu dbp nndu:

ELEN: at"p winwu, hush” hwdwin:

ARSEN: Mignud U dwunpwgub) ptiq ppnou htiwn:

ELEN: Yo hw, Eh dwunpwgpnt: Pwyg sh” |huh npunwd hug-np wnbin hwunhwbup:

ARSEN: bugh” wdwsnid Gu:

ELEN: N, Gupd. ..

ARSEN: Mwnq w, unpdw|: <pdw hbwnu inbn s6u quihu, GpGynjwu £ dGp nniu sbu quijhu,
unpdw w. ..

ELEN: Jw’j jwy, Ygwd: [Elen’s Diary 2, Ep. 3 31:37-32:38]

In the given example, Elen avoids direct refusal and instead expresses her intention through
apology and justification by using hedges, tag questions. Her speech includes elements of hesitation
and emotional explanation, indicating a preference for minimizing conflict and preserving the
relationship. Elen’s indirect strategies highlights a gendered difference in communication styles,
where female speakers tend to avoid direct confrontation.

In contrast, Arsen adopts a more assertive and controlling communicative style. By introducing
a condition to his agreement, he shifts the interaction from a cooperative exchange to a more
structured negotiation. His insistence on a future meeting demonstrates an attempt to guide the
direction of the conversation and maintain control over its outcome.

As a result, Elen ultimately agrees, despite her initial reluctance. This outcome illustrates how
conversational dominance can be achieved through persistence and strategic framing. While both
participants are actively engaged in the interaction, the final decision reflects an imbalance in
communicative power, where Elen’s mitigated and cooperative style concedes Arsen’s more directive
and outcome-oriented approach. Thus, the final agreement is arguably shaped by implicit pressure
and cultural expectations, particularly in the Armenian context, where women are often socialized
to prioritize politeness and agreeability in interpersonal relationships.

Let us consider another example, where Elen and her two female friends, Mariam and Sara
are chatting.

MARIAM: KU, gnub hhdw wuw, pE"™ hus w binb:
ELEN: Y. . .wdpnng ghobip dnwdnid th quid pE” sk

SARA: <w’, Uwput w ywwndw'np:
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ELEN: Yo hw, £ n"Y: 6 puyg, np bunbin B4, wpnbu wwnpg w' hug Gd npnat: [Elen’s
Diary 2, Ep. 4 36:54-37:15]

The conversation is marked by emotional alignment, indirectness, and a focus on relational
support. The use of “gnub” (“at least”) and the soft rising intonation expressed through “pb” hus w
tnk|” shows her attempt to encourage disclosure without pressuring Elen, a polite and supportive
invitation rather than a direct demand.

Elen responds hesitantly and her sentence is filled with pausing and hedging, both indicators
of emotional vulnerability and uncertainty, common traits in female speech patterns. Elen avoids
stating her decision directly, instead inviting interpretation and showing her inner conflict, this is an
example of conversational strategy that promotes intimacy and empathy.

Sara, on the other hand, is more assertive, but her use of the name “Max” without explanation
shows that the three women share contextual knowledge, a sign of solidarity and mutual
understanding. This is a classic example of indirect communication for emotional effect, strengthening
the bond of empathy between the women.

Overall, this scene highlights the way female characters co-construct meaning in a conversation
that prioritizes emotional connection, shared experiences, and mutual understanding. Rather than
delivering statements, Elen and her friends exchange emotionally loaded cues, reflecting a feminine
discourse style where the process of sharing matters as much as the content. Tannen argues that such
exchanges are not “weak” but are shaped by a desire for connection over control, a feature this
dialogue clearly exemplifies.

ELEN: Gpblub'p, ninnuyp puybpwlwu 2thynid Bup, Enpwu pwu, Jw'):

SARA: <p’d, hw Jwy: Bupwnpbup L Nt 6hown Gu wunwd, Gupwnpbup: Pwig En nbwpnid
n"ug w unwgynid, np En wnintu twb Uwpup puybpu b w:

MARIAM:  Ywd hush” w Uwpup pwpgunid, np nnip Junnig bp hpwp dwuwsnud, hp'u:

ELEN: Gpblub'p, Gu ng dh pwu sghntid, wquhy funup [Elen’s Diary 2, Ep. 6 04:03-04:33]:

In this exchange between Elen, Sara and Mariam, we observe linguistic features such as
hedging, repetition, indirectness, and affective expression, all of which maintain relational sensitivity
while addressing potential tension.

Elen begins defensively yet softly, and her tone blends minimization with affective interjections
like “dw’},” which serves to defuse tension and downplay the seriousness of the accusation. This is a
typical feature of feminine conversational style: using emotionally expressive discourse to soften face-
threatening acts.
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Sara responds with skeptical hedging, as well as the use of repetition and the conditional mood
functions as a polite challenge, a form of indirect confrontation. Rather than directly accuse Elen of
dishonesty, she uses strategic doubt. Tannen notes that women often use such collaborative
questioning to seek clarity while preserving interpersonal connection.

Mariam joins in with a similar strategy, including rhetorical questioning and tag question.
In response to them Elen uses solidarity markers like “Gpbfut’p” and emotive intensifiers like “wquphy
funup” (“honestly”) to reaffirm trust and appeal to shared intimacy. She avoids specifics, emphasizing
sincerity over explanation, which aligns with feminine communication goals of preserving harmony
even in the face of tension.

Ultimately, this scene illustrates how women use language to manage suspicion and protect
social bonds simultaneously. All three characters engage in a delicate balance of emotional appeal,
indirect pressure, and relational preservation.

Another example to be discussed is the dialogue between Ani and Max. We witness the linguistic
interplay of uncertainty and reassurance, shaped by gendered communication styles. Ani's speech
displays classic markers of female genderlect, including hedging, self-correction, pauses, and
emotional withdrawal, while Max’s responses exhibit the male tendency toward problem-solving and
emotional stabilization.

ANI: Cwd kL yhungh 2 innndu niutid: Ywpwup dhwuht quwup. . . Ujuhtupt dnwnu sh, dnnwghi
th: C...Gu wybh jwy w nntu quwd: ni b, Geb nignud Gu Yuwpwu hpwtg dnn quw
Ywd squwu: C. .., dh funupny, bu quwd, hw":

MAX: Uup’, uywiup, wuwn': Nshus tnndubipp dnwnn sh, deup | unpp Yunubup: luunhp shuw:
ANI: Unwu w. . ., nug np pb dnwnu w:
MAX: Lwy, n& wph quwup [Elen’s Diary 2, Ep. 8 27:21-28:20]:

Ani begins with an offer, but immediately backtracks. Her shift from confident suggestion to a
corrected negation reflects internal emotional tension, typical of a speaker managing ambivalence or
vulnerability. She follows with indicating emotional distancing wrapped in polite suggestion rather
than direct rejection. Ani employs multiple hedging devices (“teb nignud tu,” “Yud squwu”), the

”»”

interjection “C...,” and the noncommittal “dph funupny” (“anyway”), all of which reflect emotional
conflict and indecision. These linguistic strategies are often used by women to soften exits, preserve
face, and avoid confrontation.

Max, in contrast, takes on a comforting and problem-solving role. His direct reassurance and

use of simple, solution-oriented phrases like “fuunhp sjw” (“no problem”) reflect male genderlect
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traits. Thus report-talk that aims to resolve a situation rather than dwell on emotional nuance. His
speech is pragmatic, assertive, and goal-driven.

This interaction reveals a gendered dynamic in which the female speaker’s emotional hesitancy
and self-doubt are met with a male speaker’s reassuring assertiveness. Ani’s language is shaped by
an internal emotional script, while Max’s is externally focused on resolving the tension. Butler (1999)
views gender as performative, arguing that gender identities are produced and reproduced through
repeated acts, behaviors, and linguistic practices [Butler]. From this perspective, the above-mentioned
speech patterns can be seen as performances through which gender identities are constructed and
negotiated.

Below is presented the dialogue between Sara and Levon, which is a blend of romantic tension,
teasing, and emotional negotiation, expressed through distinct gendered communication styles.

SARA: <p”, Jwy dwdw owu: N"ug th dnnwgh:
LEVON: h"us Gu onifunip wunwd, Uwnw:
SARA: Lunu, Yubipbu: Unnwghy th, np dbp vwut bu duwgh;:

LEVON: LYwpnn w” wdnwbwuwup dnnwtwu, np wdnwuwgb| Bup, wnwynwnp puhg hbubu
wnblwu Ynnpn ywnlwsd Gd gnnwu:

SARA: 3w’, kn wbiug ophghtw| wdnwunyejwu wnwownynieniu thp wunw b ninbinn nbin
plwd w, wulww-wulww fununw Gu:

LEVON: 2k, nbn ninbnu puwé w nu sbd ongnud’ huy Gu fununw: <wd k| ku push® bGu
wwwpwuwnyby, n’p Gu qunud:

SARA: bw’, Lunu, nwup k| nip: dbp Yug, 4bp Yug buw dh hwwn Yndt pbpbd fudbu, np
dhwuhUu quwup:

LEVON: Uwnw', wph kuop duwup wwup, nnubpp thwybup, hbnwfunuubpp wugwwnbup,
Yihup”:

SARA: <p°, hus nndwwnpy w, Lunt: Yubpbu Lunt owu, puyg bu sbd wywwnpwuwnynud

uwfuypu Upwuwdhu htinn twup dGuwy duwd dh wdpnng on:

LEVON: Lwfuyhtu tawuwdh pbdwiny funuwint pwt Yu:

SARA: bw’, hpn'p [Elen’s Diary 2, Ep. 10 08:07-09:20]:

The interaction opens with Sara’s exclamatory interjections (“Jw; dwdw 9wu”) and rising
intonation indicating emotional expressiveness, a hallmark of female genderlect. Levon immediately
responds by displaying male-coded conversational economy: short, direct, and somewhat dismissive.
His use of “onifjunip” (fuss) minimizes her emotion, reflecting Tannen’s notion that men often
downplay emotion in favor of control or detachment.
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The dynamic quickly becomes flirtatious and sarcastic. When Sara apologizes for forgetting he
stayed over, Levon mockingly replies, “4wpnn w” wdnwtwuwup dnnwlwu, np wdnwuwgh) Gup”
(“What if we get married and you forget we’re married?”). This humorous hypothetical uses
exaggeration and absurdity, typical of male teasing as a non-confrontational form of emotional
expression. Sara’s use of sarcastic questions, meta-commentary, and mocking tone reflects female
conversational competence, particularly in defusing emotional tension with humor while still asserting
autonomy.

Levon shifts the topic, signaling interest through indirect control. Sara replies with cheerful
command, but then her imperative tone is softened by nurturing care (bringing coffee), illustrating
the blend of authority and support characteristic of rapport-talk. He is brief and suggestive in his
speech, implying unfinished emotional business. Sara’s surprise with exclamation is both a prompt
and a challenge, again blending playfulness with curiosity, a common feature in female conversational
style.

This dialogue exemplifies genderlect not in opposition, but in interplay. Sara and Levon engage
in a verbal dance of challenge and emotional testing, where female expressiveness and agility meet
male indirect affection and humor. While both use teasing and jokes, Sara’s language is more
emotionally transparent and socially strategic, while Levon’s affection is veiled in irony and humor.

MARIAM: KU, owwn hpbp niub’u: Swun dwdwuwly w pbq wyb np wnbnwdnfuybint hwdwp:

ELEN: 2L, nt Ywpunp ppGpp Ydbpgubd, dwdwjhu uywpubpp: Guhd punwublwu
w|pndubipp, wnkug Eih:

SARA: El5'U, wipnd wubighp hhotigh, pd. .. nnohpond Gu, np wubighp dep Jbipohu quiugh
uywnubiphg nwbtiu hwuwd, np wjpndh dby Gu npb:

ELEN: Cw, nug sk hhonud:

MARIAM: Lpbpb'u bwjtup: bu ubkug hwybuny Yuwjtu:

SARA: Cw kip, pb'p bu g

ELEN: <w’, buw quubd, unbn w:

SARA: Ei6'u, En h"ug w:

MARIAM: El6"u:

ELEN: Uwnw’, dh pwt fuunpbd juub'u:

SARA: h"us:

ELEN: Uw'n, funuwnwgh, np Yuubu:

SARA: Ei5'u, wpnbu wuhwugquunwgw:

MARIAM:  h"us bu dunwdh:

ELEN: Uw’n:

SARA: Jw’j, hw, Ebu wubd: Uuw' hus [Elen’s Diary 2, Ep. 10 42:02-44:07]:
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This dialogue is filled with extensive use of hedges, mitigations and politeness strategies, which
serve to soften requests, reduce imposition, and maintain positive interpersonal relations.

The speakers frequently employ hedging devices such as the interrogative particle «-&'u» in
questions. These question forms introduce uncertainty and invite cooperation rather than direct
commands, typical of female speech that values diplomacy and face-saving.

Mitigation through politeness markers is evident in the use of softening particles like «nt» and
«hw’», which attenuate statements and requests, making them less forceful and more tentative. In
addition, expressive intensifiers and interjections such as «{w’» convey emotional involvement and
reinforce group solidarity, while overlapping and cooperative turn-taking signal a shared
conversational space where control is distributed rather than monopolized.

As Daalmans (2017) shows, female-targeted TV programming often reproduces stereotypical
portrayals of women [Daalmans et al, 368-369]. In Elen’s Diary, although female characters occupy
central narrative positions, their speech is frequently marked by qualifiers, emotional framing, or
indirectness; features consistent with broader patterns of gendered representation.

LEVON: h"us Gu wunw, Uwnw’:

SARA: Uhwupt Yuwubup, Lun'u:

LEVON: Uwnuw', hwdpbpnipintuu bu thnpdnud: /gnnwiny/
SARA: Lun'u, ptiq dwupnipniu pwpdpwgub sh unbih, pn'n:

LEVON: Lup’, Uwnw'’, htiphpw pbtiq ubug wwhbu:/gnnwind/ £hy w dund hud k| gplyud dwu
gwu, np ubthwywl pwohgu sywnwuwd:

ELEN: Jw’) bipbubip:/Shdwntiny/

SARA: Ohdwnbh w” dbq hwdwnp:

ELEN: 2L:

SARA: Ei6'u, Lunup pwwn nddwpniejudp w ninph ypw Yuugunid:

LEVON: Jdbpg wind'p, Uwnw'’: Unw duw’

SARA: 2k, hush” Lun'u: Euwnbin pninpp duiwdnd Bu, np Uwnwu hpwu hpdwph tdwu w

wwhntd, hw”: Nt pn dnun £ w k. unyu tnywinpnieyniup [Elen’s Diary 2, Ep. 14 18:30-19:24]:

The dialogue between Levon, Sara, and Elen features directness and emotional intensity
especially in Levon’s speech, as seen in his repeated vocatives and raised volume. Levon’s imperative
phrases such as «htinhpw ptiq ubtig wwhbu» (“enough of you behaving like this”) convey frustration
and assertiveness typical of masculine speech patterns focusing on control and dominance.

In contrast, Sara’s speech is characterized by politeness and mitigation, using vocatives with

softening particles and indirect negation to advise Levon gently. This reflects female language
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preference for indirectness and face-saving. Sara also uses rhetorical questioning which, while
assertive, remains embedded in mitigated and polite language, balancing confrontation with social
grace.

Elen’s brief interjections, «4dw’ tpbfubip» (“Oh, guys”) and laughter, function as emotional
softeners, reducing tension and signaling social solidarity without directly intervening.

The dialogue’s turn-taking reveals a dynamic interplay between Levon’s forceful, report-talk
style and Sara’s more mitigated, rapport-oriented communication. Vocatives serve both to attract
attention and to express emotional stance, with Levon’s repeated use emphasizing control and Sara’s
signaling engagement and concern.

Overall, this interaction demonstrates genderlect differences through Levon’s direct,
confrontational style and Sara’s indirect, mitigated, and polite responses. The linguistic devices of
hedging, politeness particles, vocatives, and rhetorical questioning collaboratively manage
interpersonal conflict and relational negotiation in this Armenian conversational context.

LEVON: Nignud Gd wub, np wpp thwybup bu pGdwu:

ELEN: Gu k| nignud Bd wub, np Uwnwt ubnugwd quwg, ghnb’u:
LEVON: Jdwnp Yfunuwd hbwnp:

ELEN: Lun'u, hush” Gu wnbkiug niphg nwpdbp hpw hwunbw:

LEVON: 2w wnbug pwu:

ELEN: Yw, wfup nnip niph? thp:

LEVON: Ninnwyp Jdtdwgt| Lup:

ELEN: Lbwnn h"us:

LEVON: Lbg pYnd w, np bpb nnu nt Uwpup pwdwujwsd sihubhp, hhdw Eh unyu
hbphwpwhu uhpwhwpjwsd gnyqu Ehp |hubne: En bnwwu wugh) w, E6u:

ELEN: Greb wugh| w, niptdu pwy wpw'’: bugh® sbu wugunwd hwonpn Ernwwhu: huspw’u bp
ubilg 2wnpniuwybne:

LEVON: Gu dunwdénud GU En Jwupt:

ELEN: Lwy Eh, Lunu: "ne dbuwly dwdwuwy bu agnid:

LEVON: Lup’, h"us bu nignud, Ej'u /gnnuwiny/ Elen’s Diary 2, Ep. 14 34:47-35:41]:

In the example above Levon’s speech exhibits a predominantly direct and controlling style,
while Elen’s language incorporates mitigations and challenges that aim to soften confrontation yet
assert her position.

Levon initiates with a direct imperative, signaling a desire to end discussion abruptly. His
statements are often short and categorical, reflecting the male genderlect tendency toward report-
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talk with minimal elaboration. Despite this directness, Levon uses some hedging, which softens his
stance and indicates reflection, adding nuance to his otherwise firm speech.
Elen counters with politeness and mitigated challenges, employing interrogatives with rising
intonation and conditionals. These indirect strategies soften her criticism while pressing for action.
This dialogue demonstrates the genderlect pattern where the male speaker favors direct,
controlling language with occasional hedges to soften face threats, while the female speaker uses
mitigated questioning and polite challenges to negotiate relational tensions without escalating conflict.

ZORI: Ophuwy, Upubuphtu hwuwnwuwun nnip sh qw, np Gu nu nne np dwdht nigbup Ywpwup
quwup EjGuh wnniu:

LEVON: Sn’ tn Upubiup n’J w ' Jupt: N°Y w, np wbwp w spnnh Gu ElGup hbwn puybpnygejniu
wubd Ywd swubd: /gnnwiny/

MAX: Lyn'd, hwugquunwgh’: 2nphu dhon w wunw: Ubkup hpw hwdwp wugjuihg dh hwwn
ptin Gup: Grb hupp nwgnd w wnwug dbg wwnph, wnwug hpw wugjuwih dJwpnyuwug,
nipbdu pnn wwph: Ubkup hpwu sbup fuwuqupp:. . . . <p hwuguunwgh’, h’us Gu

wunud:
LEVON: Stug htigin hwusuygbghp, hw”: EGup pn hwdwp udbp w, hw’: /gnnuwny/
MAX: Lyn'd, wpnbu sku 9ngnid hus Gu fununud [Elen’s Diary 2, Ep. 16 07:30-08:06]:

This dialogue reveals a predominantly male conversational space where emotional intensity,
confrontation, and power negotiation dominate, aligning with male genderlect features such as
directness, assertiveness, and minimal mitigation.

Levon’s language is heavily marked by forceful directness and volume, illustrated by repeated
use of vocatives, exclamatives, and shouting. His outburst exemplifies confrontational language devoid
of softeners, designed to assert dominance and reject imposed limits.

Max plays a mediating role, using mitigation and appeals to reason. His line «lwlquiugh'»
(“Calm down”) is repeated, functioning as a discourse management tool. Max softens potentially face-
threatening content with justifications and constructs his argument reflectively, avoiding personal
blame and presenting the issue in broader relational terms.

Levon's repeated rhetorical questions («hw’») and sarcastic phrasing («kjiip pn hwdwpn uybp
w, hw'») are emotionally charged and confrontational, used to challenge Max’s position and signal
frustration. This strategy reinforces his emotional intensity while dismissing rational discussion.

Max concludes with a face-saving act, which both criticizes and attempts to halt intensification,
maintaining the social relationship while distancing himself from the emotional outburst.
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SARA: Nt duyn”:

ELEN: Cw nt dujn:

MARIAM:  NLquw’g:

ELEN: Gpblub'p, nuLquw’y:

MARIAM: 2k, EiE'U: n hwuwnwn hus-np pwt Yhuwn Bu wywndnid:

SARA: Ywpnn w” hus-np pwt pwg bu pnnby:

ELEN: Cw, Jw’: <bnwlunuu Ep dnnwgb: bowgpbigh gpwdnunpnd Ep nbin, wnbug

htinwfunup  wybgh, funuwiny nnipu GYwup pwy, dwuwwwphtgh, En wnntu quwg,
Gu | pwpdpwgw  wnnil:

SARA: N 4&"py:
MARIAM:  Enpw’up:
ELEN: h’h...[Elen’s Diary 2, Ep. 17 10:01-10:40]

This conversation among three female characters manifests key features of female genderlect
through its use of hedges, mitigation strategies, emotional interjections, and cooperative discourse.
The speakers construct meaning not only through what is said but how it is said, using language to
maintain engagement, emotional resonance, and group cohesion.

The dialogue is filled with interrogative hedges. These rising intonation questions function less
as demands for information and more as pragmatic strategies to express disbelief, invite elaboration,
and maintain conversational flow. They also reflect a form of collaborative storytelling, prompting Elen
to continue or clarify rather than challenging her directly.

Turn-taking is collaborative and overlapping, with multiple voices prompting, echoing, and
building on each other’s remarks. The repetition of phrases like « Mt quw’g» and «Mt Yt'no» creates
a rhythm of shared curiosity and dramatization, which is common in conversational storytelling among
women.

In the domain of digital communication, Za’rour, Damra, and Mitib Altakhaineh (2023) found
that female reviewers consistently display more detailed and descriptive-oriented writing, with
attention to style, aesthetics, narrative forms, emotional expressions, qualifiers, metaphors, and
markers of uncertainty. In contrast, male reviewers tend toward concise, factual, utilitarian language
[Za’rour et al. 7]. Our findings in Elen’s Diary similarly show that female characters use more
qualifiers, narrative framing, emotional discourse, and metaphor in scenes involving personal or
relational topics, while male characters tend to be more direct and less ornamented in interactional
turns. Thus, genderlect in scripted television both draws on and reinforces broader sociolinguistic
expectations.
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Conclusion

This research marks a pioneering step in the linguistic analysis of Armenian television by
introducing genderlect as a critical lens for examining media discourse. The results demonstrate that
Elen’s Diary portrays gendered language use in ways that largely reinforce conventional gender
norms; women as expressive and relational, men as assertive and authoritative. However, the series
also contains moments of discursive tension and role reversal, especially in emotionally complex
scenarios, suggesting that Armenian media is beginning to reflect more nuanced and evolving
conceptions of gender. The findings suggest that Elen’s Diary not only reflects but also reinforces
gendered linguistic norms within Armenian youth culture. The portrayal of genderlect in the series
mirrors broader societal expectations regarding masculinity and femininity; emphasizing emotional
fluency and relational orientation for women, and assertiveness and brevity for men. Overall, these
linguistic features (hedges, mitigations, softening particles, and indirect requests) work synergistically
to construct a polite, emotionally attuned, and inclusive discourse, aligning with female genderlect
patterns that prioritize relational maintenance and social bonding. Thus, the findings support Butler's
(1999) notion of gender performativity, as the characters continuously construct and express their
gender identities through language and interaction. While some instances of role reversal are
observed, they are typically temporary and framed within specific narrative tensions (e.g., romantic
crisis, moral conflict). By documenting these linguistic patterns, this study provides critical insight into
how gender identities are discursively constructed in Armenian media. Moreover, it establishes a
foundation for future research into the sociolinguistic dynamics of Armenian popular culture.
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