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Abstract 

The job interview is a gatekeeping encounter and it is crucial that the recruitment 

process is conducted in a fair and just way. Potential gendered verbal behaviour might 

affect an interviewer's impression and judgement of the interviewee. Previous research 

has shown that men and women differ in several ways in verbal communication, both as 

regards formal and informal encounters. In the present paper, a corpus study on forty 

job interviews is conducted with the aim to find out whether there are any differences 

between men and women when it comes to turn-length and the use of boosters, hedges, 

fillers and pauses. The results show that in the majority of the features under scrutiny, 

there is no statistically significant difference. These results do not go in line with earlier 

research on gendered verbal behaviour. Proposed explanations for these results are that 

the female interviewer might have encouraged a less typically gendered verbal 

behaviour and that younger generations have developed a less gendered conversational 

style compared to older generations. However, due to the limitations of the present 

study, no empirical conclusion can be drawn regarding this and further research needs to 

be conducted in order to fully explain these research findings.   
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1. Introduction 

 

The job interview can be seen as a situation in which gender-

specific communicative rules might have a severe social impact. 

(Bogaers, 1998, p. 35) 

 

Language and gender is a relatively young research field, starting during the second 

wave of feminism in the second half of the 20th century. Since then, a wealth of research 

in both written and oral communication with the gender aspect in focus has been 

conducted, which will be further presented in section 1.2 below. According to several 

researchers, there is a discrepancy in the way English is used by men and women, and 

this could be said to be a reflection of the social discrepancy between men and women 

(Lakoff, 1974, p. 76). 

 Many of us have a feeling that men and women communicate in different ways. 

However, it is not that easy to conclude how the differences should be described and 

valued (Adelswärd, 1996, p. 115). Research on if and how the gender aspect affects the 

way people interact with and interpret each other has shown many interesting, and 

contradictory, findings regarding the correlation between power and gendered language-

use.  One example is Lakoff's suggestion that a rising tone by the end of a sentence that 

is not a question, so-called uptalk, is a part of “women language” and a sign of 

powerlessness (Eckert & McConnell-Ginet, 2013, p. 151). However, more recent 

research has shown that the dominant participant in hierarchical situations actually uses 

more rising tones than the less powerful participants, regardless of gender (p. 153).  

 The power aspect becomes especially relevant in studies on communication in 

business contexts, since power (or powerlessness) might affect who says what to whom, 

and how this is said. This in turn might determine whether the communication will be 

successful or not, and whether the interlocutors reach their intended objectives with the 

interaction. 

 Over the last century, women have entered the labour market in the western 

world, and this is a sign of society moving towards a more equal status between men's 

and women's positions in society. However, there are several questions that arise when 

considering this, such as whether it is easier for men or women to get a job in today's 

labour market, if the setting really is neutral as to gender and if men and women stand 

on equal ground when applying for jobs. Adelswärd (1996) poses this question by 

asking if men and women “sell” themselves in the same way during a job interview, or 

if there are patterns in their communicative strategies that differ (p. 119).  

 A job interview is a so-called gatekeeping encounter (Komter, 1987, p. 230; 

Bogaers, 1998, p. 36) Research on job interviews has revealed that success in an 

interview depends on how well the interlocutors communicate with each other: if the 

interlocutors have similar socio-economic background, share the same native language 

and identify with the same gender, the communication tends to be smoother and, 
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consequently, the interview has a higher chance of being successful (Kerekes, 2007, p. 

1943). However, there is still much more research to be done in the field of language 

and gender in business settings. To gain a proper understanding of the job interview and 

what aspects affect the outcome of it, one must include all social factors that might 

affect the impression and performance of the interviewee (social factors such as gender, 

social class, ethnicity, age, etc.).  

 Since the scope of the present study is limited, gender is the only social factor in 

focus here. The aim is to gain new insights in this field by studying if and how men and 

women differ in their verbal behaviour when answering job interview questions. A more 

detailed account of the linguistic variables under scrutiny is given in section 1.1 and 2.3 

below. Kerekes (2007) points out that “[t]here is nothing the candidates can do about 

their gender” (p. 1970), and that findings from studies on the connection between social 

factors and success in gatekeeping encounters might be useful “to understand better 

what they need in order to present themselves and judge others on meaningful factors 

with predictive value” (2007, p. 1970). The findings from the present study will be a 

contribution to this research field by presenting knowledge useful for both interviewers 

and interviewees, as well as inviting to further research. 

 

1.1 Purpose and research question 

 

The purpose of this research project is to study hedges, boosters, turn-length, pauses 

and fillers used by interviewees in forty authentic job interviews, in order to determine 

if there is any difference between men and women in the use of these variables. The 

study also aims at using these results in a discussion of whether gender and potentially 

gendered verbal behaviour could have an impact on how an interviewee is perceived 

and judged. The research question that will be answered in the present study is the 

following:  

 Are there any differences in how men and women use hedges, boosters, turn-

length, pauses and fillers, when answering questions during job interviews? 

To the author's knowledge, so far no such study on job interviews has been conducted 

where a corpus analysis of these five linguistic features was carried out. Therefore, the 

findings and discussion in the present study will provide useful insights to the ongoing 

discussion as to whether and how gender might have an impact on the performance of 

the interviewee in a job interview. 

 

1.2 Previous research 

 

In the following sections, previous research on language and gender as well as on job 

interviews will be presented.  
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1.2.1 Research on language and gender 

 

As was mentioned in section 1 above, previous research on language and gender has 

shown varying and contradicting research results. There are four main approaches 

developed in this research field: 

- The 'deficit' framework: according to this framework, men’s language is seen as the 

non-deficient norm and women’s language as a deficient form (Coates, 2004, p. 6) 

- The 'dominance' framework: this framework views linguistic differences between men 

and women as a result of male dominance and female subordination (Coates, 2004, p. 6) 

- The 'difference' framework: according to the difference approach, linguistic 

differences are not something deficient or a result of oppression, but a sign of women 

and men belonging to different subcultures (Coates, 2004, p. 6) 

- The 'dynamic' framework: this framework emphasises the dynamic aspects of 

conversation and interaction, and views “[g]ender identity […] as a social construct 

rather than as a ‘given’ social category” (Coates, 2004, p. 6). Gender is said to be 

something a person does or perform (Coates, 2004, p. 6). 

 

As research on language and gender have evolved over the last few decades, researchers 

have adopted and been influenced by one or several of these frameworks. A famous 

researcher within the deficit framework is Lakoff, with her article Language and 

Woman’s Place (1974). Lakoff contrasts “women's language” with a neutral norm, 

indicating that women's language is deviant from the norm (Lakoff, 1974, pp. 45-57). 

Lakoff marked features such as “empty” vocabulary, intensifiers, qualifiers, tag 

questions, among others, as typical for women’s language (Lakoff, 1974). Lakoff’s 

work has been criticised for being non-empirical, but even so, her work is of great 

significance, since it motivated linguists to engage in the vast research on language and 

gender that has been done since Lakoff’s publication (Coates, 2004, p. 5; Holmes, 1990, 

p. 185).  

 A researcher influenced by the dominance framework rather than the deficit 

framework is Fishman (1978). She argues, in contrast to Lakoff, that the language 

women use is not a sign of insecurity or deficient linguistic skills, but a sign that women 

are doing the support work in conversations (Fishman, 1978, pp. 404-405). For instance, 

Fishman claims that women ask more questions than men and that this is a sign of their 

doing significantly more interactional work than men (Fishman, 1978, pp. 400-401, 

404-405). According to Fishman and other researchers within the dominance framework 

“[t]he underlying issue […] is likely to be hierarchy, not simply gender” (Cameron, 

1998, p. 217).  

 A well-known researcher within the difference framework is Tannen and her 

popular book You Just Don't Understand (Tannen, 1991). For example, just like 

Fishman, Tannen claims that women ask more questions than men and she sees this as 

not a deficient communicative style, but a cooperative communicative style that differs 

from the communicative style used by men (Freed & Greenwood, 1996, p. 10). 

However, Tannen argues that the underlying issue is not due to hierarchies or 
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inequality, but due to the fact that women and men communicate in different ways, 

which might lead to miscommunication (Cameron, 1998, pp. 217-218).  

 Within the dynamic framework, also known as the performance framework or 

social constructionist approach (Cameron, 1998, pp. 218-219; Coates, 2004, pp. 5-6), 

researchers claim that gender is not something one is or has – but something one 

chooses to perform (Cameron, 1998, pp. 218-219): “[i]n the past, researchers aimed to 

show how gender correlated with the use of particular linguistic features. Now, the aim 

is to show how speakers use the linguistic resources available to them to accomplish 

gender” (Coates, 2004, p. 217). Coates gives examples of empirical research where 

gender differences in verbal behaviour have been found. According to Coates, in 

contrast to the myth of the “talkative woman”, men speak significantly more than 

women in public settings (Coates, 2004, p. 117). She also presents evidence in support 

of the claim that in the public sphere it is gender, not occupational status, that dictates 

how much a speaker speaks (2004, p. 119).  

 Clearly, there has been a lot of debate about what constitutes “women's language” 

and “men's language”, what this is a sign of and what possible consequences this might 

have on interaction and society as a whole. However, scholars have criticised Lakoff 

and researchers inspired by her work, stating that their claims and generalisations about 

men and women's conversational styles simply are not accurate. Holmes has criticised 

researchers for counting hedges, intensifiers, hesitations and other linguistic features 

“blindly”, without taking into consideration the social and textual context and that these 

features can have different functions depending on the context (Holmes, 1990, p. 185-

187). Holmes (1990) studied hedges and boosters and her research findings contradicted 

earlier claims made by Lakoff and other researchers. In Holmes's study, women did not 

use hedges and boosters significantly more than men (Holmes, 1990, p. 201). She 

concluded from her study that “the formality of the interaction and the relative sex of 

the participants may interact in determining the frequency of particular pragmatic 

particles” (Holmes, 1990, p. 192). Freed & Greenwood (1996) have also presented 

research findings which contradict earlier claims that women use hedges and questions 

more than men. They conclude that “questions constitute another discourse 

phenomenon that has been incorrectly associated with gender” (Freed & Greenwood, 

1996, p. 11). 

 The four frameworks in this research field do not have rigid boundaries and 

research could still be influenced by more than one of the frameworks (Coates, 2004, p. 

6-7). According to Coates, most researchers view the deficit approach as out-dated and 

are today mostly influenced by the dynamic framework (Coates, 2004, p. 6). The 

present study is influenced by the dominance framework, the dynamic framework and 

the difference framework. In the job interview, hierarchies most likely play an important 

role for the structure of the interview and the verbal behaviour of the participants in the 

interview. The job interview is a gatekeeping encounter where the interviewee most 

often wishes to perform well, and this might alter her/his verbal behaviour (consciously 

or unconsciously). This view is in line with the dominance framework. Just as 

hierarchies in the business setting will affect the job interview, other, more abstract, 

hierarchies in society as a whole might affect the way men and women talk in a setting 

such as this. Further accounts of research on job interviews are presented in section 
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1.2.2 below. The dynamic framework is considered relevant, since Coates’s claims that 

gender is not something static is believed to be evident in the present study. The 

participants in the present study are believed to perform the way they choose to 

perform, due to the cultural norms they are used to and the formal and informal 

education they have received during their childhood and teenage years. Furthermore, 

Coates argues that “[l]anguage is an important part of the socialisation process, and 

children are socialised into culturally approved gender roles largely through language” 

(Coates, 2004, p. 169). This argument is in line with the difference framework, stating 

that men and women are socialised into different subcultures, and it might explain 

potential differences in verbal behaviour in job interviews. 

 

1.2.2 Research on job interviews 

 

There are several research studies on job interviews, with diverse sociolinguistic foci 

and materials in different languages. Komter (1991) used discourse analysis, 

ethnomethodology and conversation analysis to study the discourse and structure of job 

interviews (p. 224). Wawra (2004) conducted a study exploring men's and women's 

language use which was based on 18 job interviews that later became part of the Job 

Interview Corpus (Wawra, 2014, p. 8). Bogaers (1998) discussed the implication of 

verbal actions of men and women in Dutch job interviews. In Bogaers' study, 

initiation/response behaviour, interruptions and laughter were examined (p. 38). 

Bogaers claims that boys and girls learn different communicative strategies while 

growing up, and that the communicative strategies acquired by girls put them in a 

subordinate position in mixed-sex interactions (1998, p. 54).  

 Kerekes (2007) presented a study on a so-called gatekeeping encounter, namely 

the job interview. She analysed transcribed interviews to see how verbal actions from 

both the interviewer and interviewee contribute to the success or failure of a job 

interview (p. 1942). Kerekes argues that social factors such as gender indeed affect the 

outcome of a job interview (2007, p. 1944). She found that a successful outcome was 

more likely if the interviewer and interviewee shared socioeconomic background and 

conversational style, that is; how compatible the two were (2007, pp. 1943-1944). An 

interesting result presented in her study was that difference in language background did 

not contribute to a statistically significant difference in success rate, in contrast to 

gender which in fact contributed to a statistically significant difference in success rate 

(Kerekes, 2007, pp. 1967-1968).  

 Adelswärd (1988) conducted a study on 48 job interviews in a Swedish company 

in order to see how those who had a successful outcome of their job interview (that is; 

those who got the job) differed from those who did not. ”The results show that the 

successful applicants qualify their claims more forcefully, by modifications, explicit 

analysis or humour” (Adelswärd, 1988, abstract). Furthermore, Adelswärd (1996) 

claims that men usually tend to modify their self-praise less than women, while at the 

same time the successful male job applicants modified their self-praise more than the 

unsuccessful male applicants (pp. 121-122). Her conclusion was that the unsuccessful 

job applicants were the typically ”male” men and the typically ”female” women 
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(Adelswärd, 1996, p. 123). She explained this by proposing that men and women are 

judged by different criteria, since we usually have different expectations from men and 

women regarding communicative style and behaviour (p. 123). 

 After a study on Danish job interviews, Scheuer (2001) concluded that 

”gatekeeping interviews are rigged because they favour certain cultural communication 

styles and social backgrounds” (p. 240). Scheuer found that applicants in successful 

interviews had longer turns than the applicants in unsuccessful interviews (a mean of 93 

words per turn vs 53 words per turn) (Scheuer, 2001, p. 227). Scheuer points to studies 

showing that Danish middle-class informants talk more than working-class informants, 

due to their being socialised into different norms (2001, p. 239). These findings 

combined show that social class and social background to a considerable extent are 

factors that affect the (un)successfulness of an interviewee's performance in job 

interviews. 

 Clearly, with regard to the contradicting claims made by researchers in the field of 

language and gender, both in research done on job interviews and other genres, there is 

much more that needs to be done in order to fully understand if and how gender affects 

interaction and conversational styles. As mentioned in section 1.1, no previous corpus 

study similar to the present study has been found, and therefore the present study will 

add valuable insights to this complex research field. 

 

2. Method 

The method used in this research project is corpus linguistics. In section 2.1 and 2.2 

below, a brief introduction to this method is presented. Furthermore, definitions and 

comments on the variables under scrutiny in the present study are offered in section 2.3. 

 

2.1 Corpus linguistics 

 

A corpus is a collection of natural spoken or written linguistic data (Biber et al., 1998, 

p. 12), which may vary in size. There are huge corpora that contain millions of texts, 

such as the Corpus of Contemporary American English (COCA), as well as smaller 

corpora such as the one used in the present study.   

 Corpus-based analysis is characterized by analyses of actual patterns in natural 

texts – that is, it is empirical; it uses a corpus as the material for analysis; computers are 

used extensively in the analysis and the analytic techniques employed are both 

automatic and interactive; and finally, the corpus-based approach includes both 

qualitative and quantitative analysis (Biber et al., 1998, p. 4). 

 Corpus linguistics is generally divided into two different approaches: corpus-

based studies and corpus-driven studies (Wawra, 2014, p. 12). ”Corpus-based studies 

typically use corpus data in order to explore a theory or hypothesis, typically one 

established in the current literature, in order to validate it, refute it or refine it […] 

Corpus-driven linguistics rejects the characterisation of corpus linguistics as a method 
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and claims instead that the corpus itself should be the sole source of our hypotheses 

about language” (Wawra, 2014, p. 12). The present study can be said to be a corpus-

based study since it aims at testing potential differences between men and women, on 

the basis of previous research claiming that there are differences (see section 1.2.1 

above). 

 There are great advantages with corpus linguistics. Corpus linguistics makes it 

possible to study large quantities of linguistic data. It makes it possible to study patterns 

of language use in specific social groups (Biber et al., 1998, pp. 2-4) in an attempt to 

answer questions such as: ”[h]ow does the language used by women differ from the 

language used by men?” (Biber et al., 1998, p. 2). Along with the quantitative analysis 

in corpus linguistic, it is important to include a qualitative analysis of the results from 

the quantitative findings (1998, pp. 2-3). Corpus linguistics makes this possible; while 

the computer keeps track of the record-keeping, the linguist can analyse the data 

qualitatively and discuss the importance of the findings (1998, pp. 2-3). Furthermore, 

Biber et al. emphasize that ”[a]nother of the strengths of the corpus-based approach is 

that it can be applied to empirical investigations in almost any area of linguistics” 

(Biber et al., 1998, p. 11).  

 

2.1.1 Qualitative analysis 

 

An important part of any corpus-based analysis is to evaluate the quantitative results 

qualitatively: through a qualitative analysis, the researcher can ”propose functional 

interpretations explaining why the patterns exist” (Biber et al., 1998, p. 9). A significant 

part of the present study will be devoted to interpreting and explaining the quantitative 

findings. According to Biber et al., there are two main research questions that can be 

answered through a corpus-based approach, one of them focusing on a particular 

linguistic feature (1998, p. 5). The use of that linguistic feature can be further 

investigated by either considering linguistic associations or non-linguistic associations 

(1998, p. 5). The qualitative analysis of the present study focuses on non-linguistic 

associations, that is; how the linguistic features are distributed across two social groups: 

men and women.  

 

2.1.2 Statistical significance 

 

Testing the statistical significance is important in corpus linguistics: ”[s]ignificance 

tests show how likely it is that quantitative results could have occurred by chance” 

(Biber et al., 1998, p. 9). In the present study, a t-test will be used in order to determine 

whether or not the difference between the two social groups is statistically significant or 

not. If the p-value from the t-test is less than 0.05, one can say that the difference is so 

great as to be statistically significant (Johannesson, 2015). The t-test calculator used in 

the present study is QuickCalcs provided by GraphPad Software (2015).  
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2.2 Corpus software used in the present study 

 

In the present study, the concordance programme used was AntConc 3.4.3, developed 

by Anthony (2014). This programme includes several functions useful for corpus 

analysis, including KWIC (KeyWord in Context) searches and Word List tools. For the 

analysis of turn-length, Microsoft Word's word count-function was used. The use of this 

word processor demanded that the transcriptions were manually “cleaned up” from 

dashes and other symbols, since symbols such as those otherwise were counted as 

separate words. 

 

2.3 Variables in focus in the present study 

 

The variables were chosen with regard to what previous research has claimed to be 

typical for women or men, as well as with regard to which features are considered to 

have an impact on the impression one gives in a job interview. Assertiveness and 

confidence could be said to be important to convey (to a reasonable extent) in a job 

interview. Hedges, fillers, boosters and pauses are believed to be indicators of how 

assertive and/or confident an interviewee seems. Turn-length has been connected to 

(un)successful outcome of an interview in previous research (Scheuer, 2001, pp. 227-

228). Each feature is presented and exemplified in sections 2.3.1-2.3.5 below. 

 

2.3.1 Hedges 

 

In this study, a hedge is defined by the same criteria as the category that Hirschman 

(1994) calls qualifiers (p. 432). A qualifier is a word or a phrase that when deleted or 

added to an utterance changes the assertiveness or the degree/the strength of the 

utterance (pp. 432-433). The assertiveness is lessened by a hedge; the utterance 

becomes less assertive. Some examples are phrases like I think, I assume; adverbials 

such as maybe, probably; and generalised adjuncts such as or something, sort of, kind of 

(Hirschman, 1994, p. 433). Six hedges were chosen in order to get a sufficient amount 

of data for generalisations, while still keeping the amount of data limited in order to 

match the scope of the research project. Hedges of varying functions were chosen. The 

exact hedges analysed in this study are: kind of, sort of, might, maybe, I think and 

probably.  

 

2.3.2 Boosters 

 

A booster is, just like hedges, a kind of qualifier (see 2.3.1). However, unlike hedges, 

boosters do not lessen the assertiveness of an utterance; they increase the assertiveness. 

Six boosters were chosen in order to get a sufficient amount of data while at the same 

time paying attention to the limited scope of the research project. Boosters of varying 

functions were chosen. The boosters that will be under scrutiny in this study are 

definitely, absolutely, certainly, really, very and of course.  
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2.3.3 Turn-length 

 

A turn is an utterance consisting of only one word or several words (Norrby, 2014, p. 

124). The material (words, phrases, clauses or complete sentences) that a turn consists 

of is called the turn construction unit (Norrby, 2014, p. 124). A competent language 

user can determine where a turn starts and ends, since speakers signal this through 

intonation, pace and other linguistic features (Norrby, 2014, pp. 124-125). A turn 

construction unit is interesting since it can provide (syntactically, prosodically or 

pragmatically) a point where it is possible for a new speaker to take the turn, a so-called 

transition relevance place (TRP) (Norrby, 2014, p. 125). The feature that will be under 

scrutiny in the present study is turn-length. Turn-length is simply the number of words 

in a turn construction unit. It is important to notice that it is not time that is measured, 

but the number of words.  

 

2.3.4 Fillers 

 

The definition of a filler in the present study is the same as the one used by Hirschman 

(1994). She defines a filler as a phrase that can be erased from or moved within an 

utterance/sentence without the content of the utterance/sentence being changed. Two 

examples of fillers are um and you know (1994, p. 431). Hirschman argues that fillers 

are used by a speaker when s/he ”is groping for words, but doesn't want to give up claim 

to the floor” (Hirschman, 1994, p. 432). The fillers under scrutiny in this study are 

transcribed as umm and mmh.  

 

2.3.5 Pauses 

 

A pause is a moment of silence in a conversation, where all speakers are quiet. There 

are three different kinds of silence that can occur in conversations: lapse, gap and 

pause:  

 A lapse is when the conversation comes to a halt. The speaker who was speaking 

goes silent and no one attempts to start speaking. This creates a risk that the 

conversation might die completely. (Norrby, 2014, pp. 128-129). 

 A gap is the kind of pause that occurs in a conversation between speakers' turns, 

that is; the reaction time from when a speaker has stopped talking until the next speaker 

has understood this and taken the floor (Norrby, 2014, p. 129). 

 A pause is the silence that might occur during a speaker's turn (Norrby, 2014, p. 

129). Pauses can be of different kinds: micro pauses, silence at a possible TRP, and 

silence when a speaker is appointed but does not take the floor (Norrby, 2014, p. 129). 

In the present study, micro pauses and long pauses are studied. According to Norrby, a 

micro pause is a pause that is less than 0.2 – 0.3 seconds long (Norrby, 2014, p. 108). A 

long pause is a pause that is 1 second or longer. In the material used in the present 
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study, all pauses under 1 second are counted as micro pauses and they are transcribed 

with three dots (…) while long pauses are transcribed in brackets ([1 sec.]). Pauses 

might occur due to the speaker’s searching for a word or being distracted (Norrby, 2014, 

p. 129), and is a sign of interactional malfunction (Coates, 2004, p. 124). 

 

3. Material  

The material used in the present study is the Job Interview Corpus, compiled by Daniela 

Wawra (2014). This corpus is a collection of 40 authentic job interviews conducted in 

English. The corpus consists of both audio recordings and transcriptions. The compiler 

is a professor of English Linguistics and Cultural Studies at the University of Passau.  

 

3.1 The participants 

 

Wawra presents that “[t]he job interviews were conducted in April and October 2001, 

October 2003, April 2004, and October 2004 at the University of Passau, Germany” 

(Wawra, 2014, p. 27). The participants in these interviews were exchange students from 

Australia, the United States, Great Britain and Ireland. All participants were native 

speakers of English. 23 participants were women and 17 were men. The job that the 

participants were being interviewed for was a job as an English phonetics tutor, where 

they would help German students improve their English pronunciation (Wawra, 2014, 

p. 27). The interviews were conducted by Professor Daniela Wawra, who is both the 

compiler of the Job Interview Corpus as well as the one who offered the positions as a 

phonetics tutor (Wawra, 2014, p. 9). Therefore, no third party was present during the 

interviews (Wawra, 2014, p. 9). This might have contributed to lessening the impact of 

the Observer's paradox (see section 3.4 below). 

 

3.2 Practical and social requirements 

 

The following practical and social requirements were listed as features of the job 

profile. First, the list of the practical requirements was presented: 

”Practical requirements for the job of a phonetics tutor: 

 

 1. clear, correct articulation in English 

 2. good rhetorical abilities 

 3. teaching experience 

 4. experience in teaching pronunciation 

 5. theoretical knowledge about English phonetics and phonology 

 6. a good ear for pronunciation mistakes 
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 7. thorough 

 8. diligent” 

 

(Wawra, 2014, p. 27) 

 

This was followed by the list of social requirements: 

”Social requirements for the job of a phonetics tutor: 

 

 1. openness in dealing with people 

 2. patient 

 3. friendly 

 4. cooperative/suited for teamwork 

 5. communicative 

 6. reliable 

 7. responsible 

 8. helpful” 

 

(Wawra, 2014, p. 28) 

 

The interview questions (see section 3.3) were developed with the practical and social 

requirements in mind (Wawra, 2014, p. 28). Wawra (2014) does not present whether or 

not these practical and social requirements were presented in advance to the applicants 

in a job ad or similar application document.  

 

3.3 Interview questions 

 

The following interview questions were used during the job interviews presented in this 

corpus: 

 

”1. Tell me a little bit about yourself: Where do you come from and what studies 

have you done so far? 

2. Why did you choose to study in Germany? 

3. Which qualifications will help you with your job as a tutor? 

4. Which personal qualifications will help you with the job? 

5. What are your strengths / weaknesses? 
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6. What aspect of the job interests you most / least? 

7. Do you prefer to work independently or with others? 

8. When you recognize that your students are in a bad mood and uncooperative – 

how do you deal with it? 

9. How do you handle criticism? 

10. How do you feel about speaking in public? Do you have any relevant 

experience that would help you in a public speaking role? 

11. All things considered, are you confident you can handle this job? 

12. Do you have any questions?” 

 

(Wawra, 2014, p. 28) 

 As was mentioned in section 3.2, these interview questions were compiled with 

the practical and social requirements in mind (Wawra, 2014, p. 28). 

 

3.4 Observer's paradox 

 

A common objection towards using recorded empirical and naturally occurring data is 

what is known as the Observer's paradox (Norrby, 2014, pp. 38-39). According to the 

critics, participants do not talk and act naturally when they know that they are being 

observed and recorded (2014, p. 39). At the same time, it is unethical to record people 

without them knowing it (in some countries, Sweden for instance, it is even illegal to do 

so) (2014, p. 39). Researchers are aware of this paradox, but claim that the recording 

equipment has minimal impact on the interaction. However, recorded material has 

shown that the participants indeed are very much aware of being recorded, since 

participants often comment on the recording equipment (Norrby, 2014, pp. 39-40). 

Interestingly, research has shown that there is a gender difference when it comes to this: 

men seem to focus more on the fact that they are being recorded than women do (2014, 

pp. 39-40). These findings are indeed important to take into consideration in the present 

study, since gender is the social aspect in focus. This will be further discussed in section 

5 below. 

 

4. Results 

The results from the corpus inquiry are presented below. As was mentioned in section 

3.1 above, 23 of the informants were women while 17 were men. This slightly uneven 

distribution of men and women in the group of informants is important to remember in 

order to understand the correlation between the mean values and total number of 

instances of the features presented in section 4.1-4.5 below. The five linguistic features 

are presented in separate sections. In each section, a brief summary of the results, a 

presentation of the mean values and the results from the t-test are presented. The tables 
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are colour-coded for clarification. For the group of women, the table is partly yellow, 

while for the group of men it is partly orange. The columns that are grey contain the 

total value. The colour-coding in sections 4.1-4.5 corresponds to the colour-coding used 

in Appendix A-E. For the full tables with complete results, see appendix A-E. All 

results will be further problematized and discussed in section 5 below. 

 

4.1 Hedges 

 

Table 1 below presents the total number of instances of hedges used by the group of 

women. 

 

Table 1. The number of instances of hedges in the group of women.  

Kind of Sort of Might Maybe I think Probably TOTAL 

26 21 9 39 214 38 347 

 

As exemplified in table 1, the women used the hedges under scrutiny 347 times. This 

gives a mean of 15.09 per woman. In table 2 below, the total number of instances in the 

group of men is presented.  

 

Table 2. The number of instances of hedges in the group of men.  

Kind of Sort of Might Maybe I think Probably TOTAL 

44 14 15 39 125 29 266 

 

As shown in table 2, the men used the hedges under scrutiny 266 times. This gives a 

mean value of 15.65 per man. 

 The men use hedges more often than women and, consequently, they have a 

slightly higher mean value compared to that for women. However, the t-test calculator 

showed that the p-value is 0.8543. Therefore, the difference between the two groups is 

not statistically significant. When comparing frequencies for women and men, 

respectively, for each hedge separately, the only hedge that was found to differ to a 

significant degree between men and women is kind of. Here, the mean value is 1.13 for 

women and 2.59 for men and the p-value is 0.0423. This means that men can be said to 

use kind of more than women to statistically significant extent.  

 

4.2 Boosters 

 

Table 3 shows the total number of instances of boosters used by the group of women. 
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Table 3. The number of instances of boosters used by women.  

Definitely Absolutely Certainly Really Very Of course TOTAL 

23 4 1 114 85 4 231 

 

As demonstrated in table 3, the women used the boosters at a total of 231 times. This 

gives a mean value of 10.04 per woman. In table 4 below, the total number of instances 

of boosters used by men is presented.  

 

Table 4. The number of instances of boosters used by men. 

Definitely Absolutely Certainly Really Very Of course TOTAL 

15 1 11 34 100 4 165 

 

From table 4 it can be seen that men used boosters 165 times in total. This gives a mean 

value of 9.71 per man. 

 These results show that women use boosters more than men. However, the t-test 

showed that the p-value is 0.8580. Therefore, the difference between the two groups is 

not considered to be statistically significant. A t-test was carried out on the boosters 

separately as well, and the difference in the use of definitely, absolutely, very and of 

course likewise turned out to be not statistically significant. However, a statistically 

significant difference was found in the use of really and certainly. The mean value for 

really is 4.96 for women and 2.00 for men which gives a p-value of 0.0134. The mean 

value for certainly is 0.04 for women and 0.65 for men which gives a p-value of 0.0250. 

Really was used more by the women to a statistically significant extent, while certainly 

was used more by the men to a statistically significant extent.  

 

4.3 Turn-length 

 

As was mentioned above, the detailed results from each informant’s total number of 

uttered words, total number of turns and turn-length mean are presented in Appendix C. 

In table 5 below, the mean value of uttered words, number of turns and turn-length for 

the group women is given.  

 

Table 5. The mean values of uttered words, number of turns and turn-length in the group of 

women. 

Number of uttered words Number of turns Turn-length 

1196.43 19.78 62.28 

 

In table 6 below, the mean value of uttered words, number of turns and turn-length for 

the group men is presented.  
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Table 6. The mean values of uttered words, number of turns and turn-length in the group of men.  

Number of uttered words Number of turns Turn-length 

1292.71 20.06 66.93 

 

From the results presented in tables 5 and 6 above, it is clear that the group of men have 

a higher mean value in all three categories (number of uttered words, number of turns 

and turn-length) in comparison to the group women. However, the results from the t-test 

show that the difference in all three categories is not statistically significant.  

 

4.4 Fillers 

 

Table 7 below provides the results from the search of the fillers umm and mmh in the 

group of women.  

 

Table 7. The number of instances of fillers used by the group of women. 

Umm Mmh TOTAL 

1108 7 1115 

 

As can be seen in table 7, the women uttered a total of 1115 fillers. This gives a mean 

value of 48.48 fillers per woman. Umm was clearly the most frequently used filler as it 

constitutes for 99.4 % of all fillers used by women. In table 8 below, the results from 

the corpus search on fillers in the group of men are presented.  

 

Table 8. The number of instances of fillers used by the group of men.  

Umm Mmh TOTAL 

1076 0 1076 

 

As is noted in table 8, the men used a total of 1076 fillers. This gives a mean value of 

63.29 fillers per man. Umm constituted 100 % of the fillers.  

 These results show that the men used fillers more frequently than the women. 

However, the result from the t-test showed that the p-value is 0.1775 and therefore the 

difference between the two groups cannot be said to be statistically significant.  

 

4.5 Pauses 

 

In table 9 below, the results from the corpus search of micro pauses and long pauses in 

the group of women are presented.  
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Table 9. The number of pauses used by the group of women.  

Long pauses Micro pauses TOTAL 

240 2372 2612 

 

As can be seen in table 9, the women used a total of 2612 pauses. This gives a mean 

value of 113.57 pauses per woman. The mean value for long pauses is 10.43 long 

pauses per woman, and the mean value for micro pauses is 103.13 micro pauses per 

woman. In table 10 below, the results from the corpus search of pauses in the group of 

men are presented.  

 

Table 10. The number of pauses used by the group of men.  

Long pauses Micro pauses TOTAL 

161 2053 2214 

 

As shown in table 10, the men used a total of 2214 pauses. This gives a mean value of 

130.24 pauses per man. The mean value for long pauses is 9.47 long pauses per man, 

and the mean value for micro pauses is 120.76 micro pauses per man. 

 These results show that men used pauses more frequently than women in total. 

The women used long pauses slightly more frequently than men, whereas the men used 

micro pauses more frequently than women. However, the results from the t-test show 

that the difference between the two groups is not statistically significant.  

 

5. Discussion 

The job interview is a gate-keeping encounter (Komter, 1991, p. 230; Bogaers, 1998, p. 

36). Gender-specific conversational styles can have a severe impact on the job interview 

(Bogaers, 1998, p. 35). As was mentioned in section 1 above, previous research on 

gender has pointed to differences between how men and women talk (Tannen, 1991, p. 

17). Such investigation of linguistic behaviour in job interviews has shown that 

successful participants tend to talk more (Scheuer, 2001, p. 227), and that successful 

interviewees “qualify their claims more forcefully, by modifications […]” (Adelswärd, 

1988, abstract). Furthermore, it has also been shown that if the interviewer and the 

interviewee shared socioeconomic background and conversational style, the interview 

had a higher chance of being successful (Kerekes, 2007, pp. 1943-1944).  

 These findings could indicate that the women in the present study had the upper 

hand. First, Lakoff (1974) has claimed that intensifiers and qualifiers are used more by 

women. According to her, this is a sign of weakness and insecurity, while research on 

job interviews in general has shown that successful job applicants use more intensifiers 

than unsuccessful applicants (Adelswärd, 1988). Second, the interviewer in the present 

study was a woman and may therefore have shared conversational styles with the 

female interviewees. Since compatible conversational style and a high degree of 

forcefully qualified claims in interviews have previously been connected to 
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successfulness in job interviews (Kerekes, 2007, pp. 1943-1944; Adelswärd, 1988, 

abstract), one might assume that the women had an advantage in the job interviews in 

the present study. On the other hand, Eckert & McConnell-Ginet claim that, in contrast 

to the stereotype of women talking excessively much, men talk more than women in 

most situations, and especially in formal and task-oriented situations (2013, p. 100). If 

this claim is true, men could be expected to talk more in the material used in the present 

study, which would then be advantageous for them, since longer turns have been 

connected to successfulness in job interviews (Scheuer, 2001, p. 227).   

 However, the results from the present study did not reveal any stereotypically 

gendered verbal behaviour. It is interesting to note that previous assumptions about 

gender and stereotypical impressions of men's and women's behaviour are not supported 

to any greater extent by the research material used in the present study. As mentioned 

above, research has shown that men talk more than women in formal situations (Eckert 

& McConnell-Ginet, 2013, p. 100), and this was also the case in the present study. 

However, the difference in the amount of talk between men and women was not 

statistically significant, as was the case with the majority of the other four linguistic 

features under scrutiny in the present study. Only in the use of the hedge kind of and the 

boosters certainly and really was a statistically significant difference found. The men 

used the hedge kind of and the booster certainly more than the women, while the 

booster really was used significantly more by the women than the men. Holmes 

proposed that there were more similarities than differences between the informants in 

her study (1996, p. 20), and this seems to be the case in the present study too. The 

results from the present study deviate from previous studies conducted by researchers 

such as Lakoff (1974), who claim that women use hedges and boosters more than men. 

Instead, they lend support to claims made by researchers such as Holmes (1990) and 

Freed & Greenwood (1996), who have argued that it is contextual factors that determine 

the use of such linguistic features rather than gender.  

 The statistically significant difference in the use of the hedge kind of indicates that 

the men might have a less successful interview style in the material in the present study. 

As mentioned above, successful interviewees “qualify their claims more forcefully, by 

modifications […]” (Adelswärd, 1988, abstract). The fact that the men lessened their 

assertiveness by using kind of to a statistically significant higher degree than the women 

implies that the men might have conducted less successful interviews. However, for 

most of the features of assertiveness (fillers, boosters, hedges and pauses) included in 

this study, no statistically significant difference was found. Thus it could be assumed 

that the use of these variables did not affect the (un)successfulness of the interviews.  

 In section 3.4 above, the Observer's paradox was discussed and it was suggested 

that there might be a gender difference as to how the participant is affected by the 

recording equipment. Men tend to pay more attention to the recording equipment than 

do women (Norrby, 2014, pp. 39-40). However, it was not possible to determine if or to 

what extent this was the case in the present study. No instances of attention directed 

towards the recording equipment (for instance, direct comments or such) were found in 

the material. This might have been discovered if the material had included video tapes 

of the participants in order to interpret body language and glances. Given the present 

study, the hypothesis is that (un)awareness of the recording equipment does not 
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necessarily have a significant impact on the performance of the interviewees in the Job 

Interview Corpus. This is, however, something worth including in future research.  

 One possible explanation to why the results from the present study did not go in 

line with findings from previous research (see section 1.2) is that the material used in 

the present study was recorded between 2001 and 2004 (Wawra, 2014, p. 27), while 

previous research on job interviews has been conducted on older material (see for 

instance Adelswärd, 1988; Adelswärd, 1996; Bogaers, 1998; Komter, 1991). As society 

evolves, its participants will evolve. New generations will develop and use different 

conversational styles from those of older generations. Since the development in the 

Western world over the last few decades has been towards a more equal setting where 

men and women have the same rights and possibilities, it would not be surprising to 

find that the young people in present-day society develop a less gendered verbal 

behaviour compared to older generations.  

 The participants in the present study were between the ages 19 and 23 (Wawra, 

2014, p. 27), and may have been socialised into less stereotypically gendered social 

roles compared to older generations. That could explain why there is no statistically 

significant difference between the two groups in the use of the majority of the linguistic 

features under scrutiny in the present study. This could be said to support Coates’s 

arguments stating that it is problematic to think of gender in binary terms (Coates, 2004, 

pp. 3-4, 143): “[g]ender is instead conceptualised as plural, with a range of femininities 

and masculinities available to speakers at any point in time” (Coates, 2004, p. 4). The 

results from the present study could be interpreted as an indication of society moving 

away more and more from the simple binary distinction of gender. The results could 

also be an indication that these particular linguistic features are no longer used when 

performing gender.  

 Another possible explanation to why the results from the present study are not in 

line with findings from previous research is the compatibility between the interviewer 

and the interviewees. Holmes (1990) argues that the gender of an interviewer might 

affect the use of hedges, boosters and other linguistic features (Holmes, 1990, p. 192). 

In formal situations with participants who are not familiar with each other, women 

listeners tend to elicit more hedges from the one who is talking (Holmes, 1990, p. 192). 

According to Holmes, “[a] relaxed interview […] will be characterised by a high 

proportion of such forms [hedges]” (Holmes, 1990, p. 192). Furthermore, Holmes 

argues that “in general, women are more likely than men to make good interviewers – 

an interpretation which could be consistent with a range of research which shows that 

women are more sympathetic and responsive listeners than men” (Holmes, 1990, p. 

192). Bogaers also proposes that “female interviewers display a less dominant 

communicative style than the male interviewers” (Bogaers, 1998, p. 53), and that 

interviews conducted by a women therefore might be more balanced (1998, p. 53). 

 The findings presented by Bogaers (1998) and Holmes (1990) indicates that since 

the interviewer in the present study was a woman, she might have contributed to 

decreased differences between the male and female interviewees. The women may have 

been more at ease with this interviewer than they would have been with a male 

interviewer, and as a result of that they may have been able to relax and talk more. The 

men, on the other hand, may have felt less relaxed and therefore changed their verbal 
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behaviour and talked less. The interviewees may simply have adjusted themselves to the 

female interviewer, which in this case may have resulted in smaller differences between 

the men and women in their verbal behaviour. Does this then imply that a male 

interviewer would have caused greater differences between men and women, whereas a 

female interviewer would contribute to a more equal recruitment process? This is only 

speculation and not possible to confirm from the corpus analysis conducted in the 

present study. It would be interesting to investigate this circumstance in greater detail in 

future studies on job interviews. 

 

6. Conclusion 

In the present study, potential differences between male and female interviewees in job 

interviews were investigated. A corpus inquiry was carried out in order to study whether 

there are differences between men and women in turn-length and the use of hedges, 

boosters, fillers and pauses. The results from the present study were surprising in that 

they did not correspond to what previous research has claimed about gendered verbal 

behaviour. When comparing these results diachronically, the results from the present 

study indicate a change in verbal behaviour by men and women in job interviews. No 

statistically significant difference in the use of the majority of the linguistic features in 

the present study was found. These findings thus indicate that men and women use 

similar conversational strategies and show similar verbal behaviour during job 

interviews. This is indeed very positive for the recruitment process, since it reduces the 

risk of an interviewee being unfairly judged for using a certain verbal behaviour that is 

connected to or determined by that person's gender. However, possible gendered verbal 

behaviour that might lead to miscommunication and unfair judgement is still important 

for a recruiter or interviewer to consider. It might also be beneficial for an interviewee 

to consider this information, since s/he then has the possibility to consciously choose to 

alter her/his verbal behaviour in order to act in a way that might contribute to a more 

successful job interview.  

 The present study could be further developed and improved. Unfortunately, 

information regarding which interviewees actually got the job, and which were turned 

down, was not available. Therefore, it was not possible to draw any conclusions 

regarding the actual outcome of the interviews and potential correlation between a 

certain linguistic behaviour and (un)successfulness in job interviews. Furthermore, a 

larger set of interviews would be beneficial. The present corpus was very useful indeed 

but somewhat too small in order to be able to make any solid generalizations. The 

advantage of using the present corpus was that the group of informants was quite 

homogeneous with regard to certain significant aspects: the informants were all native 

speakers of English from the United States, Great Britain, Ireland and Australia 

(Wawra, 2014, p. 27); they were all between the ages 19 to 23 (Wawra, 2014, pp. 39-

183); they were all exchange students currently living in Germany and they were all 

applying for the same job (Wawra, 2014, p. 27). A corpus analysis of material retrieved 

from such a homogeneous group makes it possible to make generalizations about that 

group. However, this does not enable us to make generalizations about men and women 
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in general. Another limitation to the present study was that other social factors, such as 

socio-economic status, which might have an effect on the interviewees' performance, 

were not included in the analysis. Information about socio-economic status was 

unfortunately not available and the limited scope of the research project did not allow 

more social factors than gender to be included in the analysis. 

 Nevertheless, even though the present study would need further elaboration, it is 

indeed an interesting starting point for future research and shows surprising results that 

are worth to be further inquired and discussed. Also, the awareness of potential biased 

judgements on interviewees is crucial for an interviewer to take into account, in order to 

conduct a fair and equal recruitment process. No doubt, further research on job 

interviews and language and gender is needed in order to fully understand what impact 

verbal behaviour might have on the (un)successfulness of an interview, and to decide 

whether or not we are actually moving away from the stereotypically gendered 

behaviour that was evident in previous research. 
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Appendix A 

The results from the corpus search on hedges. 

WOMEN Kind of Sort of Might Maybe I think Probably TOTAL 

1f 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 

2f 0 0 0 1 10 1 12 

3f 0 1 0 1 9 8 19 

4f 3 0 1 4 12 2 22 

6f 1 0 2 6 10 3 22 

9f 0 0 0 0 6 3 9 

12f 0 0 0 2 17 1 20 

13f 0 0 3 8 1 0 12 

15f 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 

19f 3 0 0 0 15 2 20 

20f 1 10 0 2 16 3 32 

21f 4 0 0 0 11 1 16 

23f 0 0 2 1 4 0 7 

24f 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 

25f 2 0 0 1 11 0 14 

28f 3 0 0 4 9 5 21 

29f 3 0 0 3 22 3 31 

31f 2 0 0 1 21 1 25 

32f 2 9 0 1 23 1 36 

34f 0 0 0 0 7 2 9 

37f 2 0 0 0 4 1 7 

39f 0 1 0 1 3 0 5 
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40f 0 0 0 2 1 1 4 

TOTAL 26 21 9 39 214 38 347 

 

 

MEN Kind of Sort of Might Maybe I think Probably TOTAL 

5m 0 0 0 1 6 2 9 

7m 3 2 2 2 10 3 22 

8m 0 0 5 0 6 0 11 

10m 2 1 0 1 6 1 11 

11m 2 1 0 0 5 0 8 

14m 11 0 1 3 15 1 31 

16m 3 0 1 2 9 0 15 

17m 0 0 1 0 5 6 12 

18m 5 0 0 0 14 1 20 

22m 0 8 2 7 1 2 20 

26m 1 0 0 0 0 2 3 

27m 1 0 0 1 12 0 14 

30m 0 2 0 2 8 0 12 

33m 5 0 2 10 6 2 25 

35m 4 0 0 3 9 8 24 

36m 6 0 1 7 12 1 27 

38m 1 0 0 0 1 0 2 

TOTAL  44 14 15 39 125 29 266 
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Appendix B 

The results from the corpus search on boosters. 

  

WOMEN Definitely Absolutely Certainly Really Very Of course TOTAL 

1f 1 0 0 0 1 0 2 

2f 0 0 0 1 3 0 4 

3f 1 3 0 7 2 0 13 

4f 10 0 0 2 1 0 13 

6f 0 0 0 16 2 1 19 

9f 0 0 0 3 1 1 5 

12f 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 

13f 0 0 0 2 5 0 7 

15f 0 0 0 2 4 0 6 

19f 0 0 0 2 1 0 3 

20f 0 0 0 9 6 0 15 

21f 0 0 0 1 0 2 3 

23f 0 0 0 11 3 0 14 

24f 0 0 0 10 1 0 11 

25f 2 0 0 6 8 0 16 

28f 4 0 0 9 9 0 22 

29f 4 1 0 12 5 0 22 

31f 1 0 0 6 6 0 13 

32f 0 0 0 3 12 0 15 

34f 0 0 0 4 5 0 9 

37f 0 0 0 5 4 0 9 
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39f 0 0 1 2 5 0 8 

40f 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

TOTAL 23 4 1 114 85 4 231 

 

MEN Definitely Absolutely Certainly Really Very Of course TOTAL 

5m 2 0 1 1 9 0 13 

7m 0 0 0 2 14 0 16 

8m 0 0 0 1 3 0 4 

10m  1 0 0 4 7 1 13 

11m 3 1 2 0 6 0 12 

14m 0 0 0 3 1 0 4 

16m 0 0 0 1 11 1 13 

17m 0 0 0 3 1 0 4 

18m 0 0 1 2 2 0 5 

22m 1 0 0 1 15 0 17 

26m 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 

27m 1 0 4 0 7 0 12 

30m 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 

33m 2 0 0 7 1 2 12 

35m 2 0 3 0 4 0 9 

36m 2 0 0 5 5 0 12 

38m 1 0 0 3 10 0 14 

TOTAL 15 1 11 34 100 4 165 
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Appendix C 

The results from the corpus inquiry into turn-length.  

WOMEN Total amount of 

uttered words 

Number of turns Turn-length mean 

1f 423 21 20.14 

2f 859 16 53.69 

3f 1301 18 72.28 

4f 1357 15 90.47 

6f 2494 24 103.92 

9f 860 17 50.59 

12f 1061 18 50.94 

13f 658 12 54.83 

15f 804 20 40.20 

19f 1296 19 68.21 

20f 1605 21 76.43 

21f 1487 17 87.47 

23f 617 21 29.38 

24f 988 21 47.05 

25f 1213 20 60.65 

28f 2100 32 65.63 

29f 1611 13 123.92 

31f 1545 36 42.92 

32f 2111 16 131.94 

34f 967 20 48.35 

37f 882 19 46.42 

39f 765 18 42.50 

40f 514 21 24.48 

TOTAL 27518 455 1432.41 (Mean: 

82.28) 

 

MEN Total amount of 

uttered words 

Number of turns Turn-length mean 

5m 1751 26 67.35 
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7m 1467 16 91.69 

8m 1184 19 62.32 

10m  1607 39 41.21 

11m 1112 18 61.78 

14m 1349 23 58.65 

16m 1897 15 126.47 

17m 778 13 59.85 

18m 1245 17 73.24 

22m 1127 26 43.35 

26m 579 15 38.60 

27m 1444 16 90.25 

30m 740 15 49.33 

33m 1976 26 76.00 

35m 925 17 54.41 

36m 1616 18 89.78 

38m 1179 22 53.59 

TOTAL 21976 341 1137.87 (Mean: 

66.93) 
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Appendix D 

The results from the corpus search on fillers. 

 

WOMEN Umm Mmh TOTAL 

1f 10 0 10 

2f 51  0 51 

3f 21  0 21 

4f 46 0 46 

6f 85 0 85 

9f 81  0 81 

12f 47 0 47 

13f 13 0 13 

15f 18  0 18 

19f 17  0 17 

20f 63  0 63 

21f 74 0 74 

23f 14 0 14 

24f 40  0 40 

25f 85 0 85 

28f 175 5 180 

29f 38  2 40 

31f 32 0 32 

32f 30 0 30 

34f 37 0 37 

37f 25 0 25 
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39f 59 0 59 

40f 47 0 47 

TOTAL 1108 7 1115 

   

MEN Umm Mmh TOTAL 

5m 76  0 76 

7m 104 0 104 

8m 65 0 65 

10m 52  0 52 

11m 106 0 106 

14m 37 0 37 

16m 73 0 73 

17m 56 0 56 

18m 55 0 55 

22m 30 0 30 

26m 23 0 23 

27m 120 0 120 

30m 31 0 31 

33m 84 0 84 

35m 34 0 34 

36m 56 0 56 

38m 74 0 74 

TOTAL 1076 0 1076 
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Appendix E 

The results from the corpus search on pauses. 

 

WOMEN Long pauses Micropauses TOTAL 

1f 3 36 39 

2f 4 43 47 

3f 4 21 25 

4f 7 62 69 

6f 5 92 97 

9f 10 124 134 

12f 4 67 71 

13f 1 63 64 

15f 5 98 103 

19f 17 50 67 

20f 15 86 101 

21f 20 104 124 

23f 14 55 69 

24f 17 106 123 

25f 30 136 166 

28f 16 259 275 

29f 3 165 168 

31f 0 216 216 

32f 5 167 172 

34f 11 108 119 

37f 12 95 107 
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39f 17 109 126 

40f 20 110 130 

TOTAL 240 2372 2612 

 

 

MEN Long pauses Micropauses TOTAL 

5m 4 85 89 

7m 3 72 75 

8m 10 93 103 

10m  2 103 105 

11m 22 116 138 

14m 4 103 107 

16m 7 200 207 

17m 5 105 110 

18m 2 122 124 

22m 10 67 77 

26m 12 70 82 

27m 15 224 239 

30m 0 63 63 

33m 29 236 265 

35m 5 132 137 

36m 18 147 165 

38m 13 115 128 

TOTAL 161 2053 2214 
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