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Abstract 

This study was an attempt to examine the presence of possible differences in the linguistic 

behavior of male and female ELT major students with respect to the utilization of hedging 

devices in their interpersonal interactions. To do so, three discussion sessions in a single-

gendered context were separately recorded for male and female participants. Frequency 

counts and chi-square were used to analyze the obtained data. The findings of the study 

showed females’ more tendency to employ hedging devices. Moreover, a focus group 

interview was held. The identified themes revealed different functions of hedging devices for 

female participants including their desire to welcome others’ opinions, to be friendly, and to 

build good rapport with their interlocutors. However, the participants firmly rejected their 

lower social status as the reason for their more use of hedges. The findings of this study may 

pave the way to better understand the world of communication. 

Keywords: hedges, gender differences, interpersonal interaction, linguistic behavior, 

academic context  

 

INTRODUCTION  

The existence of the difference between men and women is an observable fact that a 

number of factors having interaction with each other such as biological, social, and 

psychological ones are believed to be at the heart of the observed differences (Halpern, 

2000). The notification of such differences has introduced new areas of investigation. 

Within the domain of sociolinguistics, differences in genders’ language use were widely 

attended to. To provide a justification for gender-specific language use, Tannen (1990) 

has claimed that the way males and females approach the world are extremely different; 

while males consider themselves as individuals who live in a hierarchical social 

community, females treat themselves as individuals acting in a network of connections. 

As a result of such dissimilar orientations toward the social communities, males and 

females employ specific styles of language. The interest in gender-specific language dates 

http://www.jallr.com/


ELT Students’ Gender Differences in the Use of Hedges in Interpersonal Interactions 218 

back to 1975 when Lakoff’s acknowledged book entitled “Language and Woman's Place” 

was first published. Although  the distinction between males and females’ conversational 

styles is absolutely observable (O’Loughlin, 2000), empirical research about gender-

associated language has attracted the attention of a good number of sociolinguists 

(Vassileva, 2001; Eckert & McConnell-Ginet, 2003; Holmes & Meyerhoff, 2003; Vold, 

2006; Jalilifar, 2007; Letsoela, 2013; Samaie, Khosravian, & Boghayeri, 2014).  

In line with such empirical studies, a number of theories are proposed to shed light on the 

noticed distinction in the linguistic behavior of males and females. Four approaches to 

gendered speech being identified by Coates (1986) are presented in the literature, which 

are deficit, dominance, difference, and dynamic approaches.  

Deficit approach ascribed to Jespersen (1922) identifies males’ language to be standard 

and that of females inherently deficient. Hence, females’ language is evaluated on the 

basis of males’ language which is treated as the benchmark.  

Dominance approach attributed to Zimmerman and West (1983) addresses females’ 

subordination and males’ supremacy in social interactions. This approach considers 

male-centered language to be more conspicuous. The deficit and dominance theories 

relate women’s linguistic inadequacies to the existing unequal political and cultural status 

of men and women. These theories highlight the secondary role of women in society 

which directly leads to the overt use of mitigations and redundant qualifiers by female 

speakers.  

Difference approach has been developed in reaction to deficit and dominance approaches. 

Taking into account that language performs two major functions of conveying 

information called transactional function and building and maintaining social relations 

called interactional function (Brown & Yule, 1983), the difference theory focuses on these 

two functions of language to provide a thorough explanation for the noticed differences in 

genders’ language use. The difference theory attributes different language use of the two 

genders to their membership in different sub-cultures which require varying 

interactional behaviors. Tannen (1990) as the well-known figure advocating this theory 

states that report style is used by men to communicate factual information and rapport 

style is used by women to build and maintain personal relationships. To put it differently, 

this theory puts emphasis on the competitive conversational style of male speakers and 

cooperative conversational style of female speakers. Hence, the linguistic forms that have 

tone-downing function are more frequently used by female speakers to help them 

succeed in their interactions with their interlocutors. These forms are considered as the 

features of cooperative talk which contribute to the maintenance of social relationships.  

Dynamic approach, also known as social constructionist, accentuates the dynamic and 

multifaceted nature of the interactions as the cause of appropriate gendered constructs. 

These constructs are known as doing gender. It means that although these constructs are 

mostly affiliated with particular genders, they are selected and employed by genders with 

consideration of their appropriacy in a particular context. 
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In order to highlight the difference between the selected linguistic devices by different 

genders, the phrase “women’s language” was offered by Lakoff (1975). One of the features 

that Lakoff (1975) has mentioned to be prominent in women’s language is the utilization 

of lexical hedges as a class of devices employed to soften and add uncertainty to the 

utterances. According to Hyland’s (2004) models of metadiscourse, hedges are 

interactional metadiscourse devices which reveal the speakers’ orientation toward 

propositional statements and release the speaker from commitment to the accuracy of 

propositions in the academic settings. To put it in other words, hedges can reveal the 

speakers’ attitudes toward the listener along with his degree of certainty about the 

veracity of the statements. 

The ability to effectively use hedges arms the speaker with a kind of communicative 

ability that in the case of use increases or reduces the illocutionary force of the utterance 

(Hyland, 1998). Hedges contribute to employ appropriate communicative tone and 

acceptable epistemic as well as affective meanings.  

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Fraser (2010) considers hedging as a rhetorical strategy employed by the speaker which 

signals the reduction of commitment to the force of the conveyed speech acts. Taking into 

account the significant role of hedges in negotiation of ideas in general and academic 

claims in particular, a good number of studies have addressed the utilization of hedges in 

academic discourse across different languages, cultures, and disciplines (Samaie, et al., 

2014; Millan, 2008; Martı´n-Martı´n, 2008; Jalilifar, 2007; Vold, 2006; Kong, 2006; Hyland, 

2005; Dahl, 2004; Hyland & Tse, 2004; Martı´n-Martı´n & Burgess, 2004; Vassileva, 2001).  

In order to examine the disciplinary influences in the use of hedges as one category of the 

interpersonal metadiscourse markers, Abdi (2002) found significant differences with 

respect to the utilization of these devices in the published articles of natural and social 

sciences. The results revealed that articles of social sciences were heavily hedged in 

comparison to those of natural sciences. In contrast to the findings of the previous study, 

in another research conducted by Jalilifar (2007), no significant difference was observed 

between articles of humanities and natural sciences with respect to the utilization of 

hedges. In that study, the context and frequency of hedges were focused on in forty 

research articles in humanities and natural sciences written by Iranian and English 

authors. In spite of no significant differences, the writers of these papers aimed at being 

objective in reporting their results and providing implications rather than making sharp 

claims. 

In another array of studies, the researchers attempted to examine the ability of one 

particular group of authors in taking advantage of hedging devices. For instance, in 2008, 

Šeškauskien investigated the utilization of hedging devices by undergraduate students. 

The introduction sections of papers written by the students majoring in English were 

used as data. The findings revealed the ability of advanced EFL learners in producing 

texts which were comparable to those of experienced academicians in terms of hedging. 

In a more recent study conducted by Letsoela (2013) which focused on the metadiscourse 
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use in undergraduates’ research reports, the findings revealed that hedges as members of 

interactional metadiscourse category are of highest degree of frequency.  

To examine the possible role of culture in use of hedging devices by authors with 

different languages, the frequency of hedges were calculated in the published papers. For 

example, Vassileva (2001) meticulously investigated the utilization of hedges in the 

introduction, discussion, and conclusion sections of articles in linguistics in English, 

Bulgarian, and Bulgarian English. The observed variations were considered as signs of 

maintaining cultural identity while using English as the dominant language in academic 

communication. Similarly, Samaie et al. (2014) investigated the type and frequency of 

hedges used in the introduction section of articles. Specifically, they gathered a random 

sample of forty articles in the field of literature written by Persian and English native 

speakers. The obtained results of the analysis revealed that Persian writers are less 

tentative in presenting their claims while English native speakers took advantage of more 

hedges in rejecting or accepting the ideas of other authors. 

Besides all these areas of investigation about the utilization of hedges, addressing the 

presence of gender differences with regard to the use of hedges is worth of scrutinizing as 

Gorjian (2008) believes that identification of the gender differences in language use will 

lead to a more pleasant world of communication. To highlight the importance of gender-

specific language use, Saffarian and Gorjian (2012) considered the research on the 

presence of differences in men and women’s language use to be an appropriate response 

to one of the most popular questions. The highly influential work of Lakoff (1975) as the 

pioneer in introducing gender differences in language use attracted many adherents of 

socio-cultural approach in language studies to examine her claims. One of the ten 

linguistic features characterizing females’ speech is various kinds of hedges which are 

claimed to be outstanding in females’ conversation (Lakoff, 1973). However, Lakoff’s 

claim is just based on her introspection which is demonstrative of a methodological 

weakness; hence with the notification of this weakness, a good number of empirical 

studies have focused on this issue. 

For instance, Akhmaliah (2009) examined the presence of Lakoff’s (1975) categorization 

of female language features focusing on undergraduate female bloggers in Malaysia. 

These participates consistently updated their data and hence provided a rich amount of 

data for investigation. The findings of this study were in line with Lakoff’s claim about 

hedges as forming part of females’ language. Similarly, Zaini, Hazirah, Saadiyah, and 

Kemboja (2012) aimed at examining the existence of gender differences in the teen 

bloggers’ language use in Malaysia. The selected group took advantage of blogs to express 

their daily concerns about life. The results of the study admitted lakoff’s claim with 

respect to females’ more tendency to use hedges in their interactions. The researchers 

related their finding to the females’ willingness to write spontaneously and employ 

hedges as fillers to make time for thinking.  
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SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY 

There are a number of reasons behind the logic for conducting the research about the 

differences in the types and frequency of hedges in males and females’ oral 

communicative interactions in the academic setting of Iran. 

First, Lakoff (1975) has hypothesized that women’s language is immature, hyper-formal, 

hyper-polite, and non-assertive. However, if the dynamic nature of gender’s speech is 

taken into account as stated by Michaelson and Margil (2001), it is worth investigating 

lakoff’s claim after a few decades. In line with other studies, the present study considered 

Lakoff’s (1975) work as the starting point to examine its validity in a less touched upon 

context, i.e. Iranian academic context, with respect to lakoff’s claim after about four 

decades. 

Second, lakoff’s claims are based on the use of introspective method and lacks empirical 

evidence; hence gathering real data to test her proposed hypothesis seems necessary. 

Third, in order to examine the proposed claim of a number of researchers (Rakow, 1986; 

Thorne, Kramerae, & Henley, 1983; Uchida, 1992) who attribute gender differences in 

using linguistic devices in communications to the political inequalities that are present 

between genders, the present study aims at focusing on hedging in academic 

communication. In other words, the discussion about the effect of political status and lack 

of authority on the application of a number of linguistic devices to reflect uncertainty in 

communications requires new array of investigation and needs to be confirmed in the 

new century with the undeniable presence of women in the academic and political 

settings.  

Fourth, as the literature review presented in the previous section demonstrates, there 

seems to be lack of studies focusing on hedges in spoken discourse in the academic 

setting. The majority of the studies conducted on hedges examined the written discourse; 

hence, further research seems to be required in this area.  

Fifth, Lakoff (1973) has emphasized that in order to effectively address the utilization of 

hedges, the context must be focused on. Furthermore, according to Varttala (2001), in 

academic settings, it is of high priority to attend to the expectations of that academic 

community as taking part in a conversation requires attending to the social norms of that 

particular language community. So, addressing the use of hedges in Iranian context may 

reveal interesting findings. 

Sixth, according to Pickering and Garrod (2004) whatever methodologies that focus on 

single speakers’ language use are non-normative as they neglect providing conditions for 

interaction. The importance of this interaction stems from the fact that the inherent 

aspect of language use relates to the social and interactive features. Hence, the 

interactions occurring in Iranian academic context are worth examining. 

In response to the above-mentioned issues, the present study aims at providing 

appropriate answers for the following research questions:  
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1. What are the types and frequency of hedges employed by male ELT university 

students in their interpersonal interactions within the academic setting? 

2. What are the types and frequency of hedges employed by female ELT university 

students in their interpersonal interactions within the academic setting? 

3. Are there any significant differences between different genders in terms of the 

types and frequency of the employed hedges in the interpersonal interactions 

within the academic setting? 

METHOD  

Participants  

To accomplish the objectives of this study, 35 (17 male and 18 female) BA university 

students majoring in ELT recruited for speaking/listening 2 course credit as part of their 

ELT program requirements were chosen. They were all native speakers of Turkish and 

Kurdish and their age ranged from 18 to 21. The selection of these participants was based 

on a non-probability convenience sampling procedure. To address their homogeneity, it 

must be mentioned that all these students had successfully passed BA university entrance 

exam which is a competitive one in Iran. Moreover, they all had passed their 

speaking/listening 1 course in the previous semester.  Hence, it can be concluded that 

these participants enjoyed the same level of proficiency.  

Data collection procedure 

Discussion groups 

The discussions were held in a single-gendered context. Males’ group consisted of 17 

members while females’ group consisted of 18 participants.  

Discussion topics 

Some researchers believe that males and females’ language may be affected by the 

selected topics (Brown, Dovido, & Ellyson, 1990). To tackle with the mentioned issue, 15 

topics were given to another student sample doing their fifth semester of their BA to rank 

the topics on the basis of the degree to which they can be considered as gender-biased 

topics. Then the six topics which were judged to be less biased were chosen for the 

discussion sessions. The discussions around the following topics were used as data: 

technology and social networking, youth and old age, and money and shopping. The 

reasons for analyzing just three discussion sessions from among the six available 

recorded discussions is presented in the following section. 

Discussion sessions 

To examine the types and frequency of hedge used by males and females, the discussion 

section of six speaking/listening course sessions were recorded. The participants were 

asked for permission to record their voice; however, the main objective of the study was 

not explained to avoid the effect of participants’ possible biases in their use of hedging 

devices. Moreover, to ensure that participants had been accustomed to the presence of 
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the researcher and the effect of researcher’s presence on the performance of the 

participants was reduced to the minimum, only the obtained data of the last three 

discussion sessions were selected for the analysis. Each discussion was lasted 30 minutes 

and the overall amount of recorded discussions for the three sessions was one and half an 

hour for each group. 

Unit of analysis  

To decide about the unit of analysis, a number of criteria were taken into account. Since 

the study examined the communicative oral interaction taking place among the 

participants in the discussion sessions, sentence could not be a good candidate for being 

the analysis unit. This issue becomes more tangible if the nature of oral discussions is 

attended to as this kind of interaction is full of incomplete sentences. Moreover, making 

decisions about where a sentence finishes and a new one begins is difficult due to the 

presence of lots of pauses in spontaneous speech.  Hence, Nemati and Bayer’s (2007) unit 

of analysis, i.e. utterance, appeared to be more suitable for this study. On the basis of their 

definition, “the whole linguistic production of each person, in a conversation, in each turn, 

be it a single sound, a word, phrase, sentence, or even a series of sentences can be 

considered as one utterance” (p.192).  

Taxonomy of hedges 

The taxonomy of hedges provided by Salager-Meyer (1997) was employed for the 

analysis of the transcriptions. His taxonomy consists of seven main categories which are: 

 1. Modal auxiliary verbs: e.g., may, can, would, should, etc. 

 2. Modal lexical verbs: These are speech act verbs mostly employed to reveal one’s doubt 

and evaluation: e.g., to indicate, to believe, to appear, to suggest, to assume, to seem, etc.  

3. Adjectival, adverbial, and nominal modal phrases: a) probability adjectives: e.g., 

probable, possible, b) nouns: e.g., assumption, possibility, claim, c) adverbs: e.g., 

presumably, perhaps, probably, likely, possibly. 

4. Approximators of degree, quantity, frequency, and time: e.g., about, approximately, 

usually, roughly, generally, often.  

5. Introductory phrases: e.g., it is our view that, to our knowledge, I believe, we feel that.  

6. If clauses: e.g., If true, if anything  

7. Compound hedges: Salager-Meyer (1997) distinguishes double hedges (it may suggest), 

treble hedges (it seems reasonable to assume that) and quadruple hedges (it would seem 

somewhat unlikely that). 

In the following table an instance for each of the mentioned categories extracted from the 

gathered data are presented. 
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Table 1. Examples of hedge uses drawn from data 

Hedge Categories                Sample Sentence 
Modal Auxiliary Verbs      “You may have noticed the obligatory presence of technology in our    
c                                                 society.”    
Modal Lexical Verbs          “Shopping by computers seems to be very demanding.” 
Adj. Adv. N. Phrases          “It is possible that one day we may become absolute obedient of  
                                                  computers.” 
Approximators                   “Old people are often considered as experts in different issues.” 
Introductory Phrases       “Well, from my point of view, computers are still not very user- 
                                                  friendly.”                
If Clauses                              “If true, we should really be careful in publishing our personal            
                                                 information in social sites.” 
Compound Hedges            “Your strong position may suggest that you believe in the power of  
                                                  internet.” 

Semi-structured interviews 

After the analysis of data, a semi-structured interview was used to explore female 

participants’ opinions about their more use of hedging devices. As recommended by 

Fielding and Thomas (2001), a focus group interview which requires the participants to 

negotiate their ideas was conducted. All female participants were asked to take part in 

the interview session; however, just 10 participants were present to express their 

opinions in the interview session. 

Data analysis 

To address the first and the second research questions examining the frequency of the 

hedges in male and female ELT university students’ interpersonal interaction, frequency 

counts were used. To answer the third question with respect to the presence of any 

significant differences between different genders in terms of the frequency of the 

employed hedges in interpersonal interaction, Chi-square test was applied. 

RESULTS 

To analyze the data, first of all the number of utterances produced by male and female 

participants was calculated. As Table 2 shows female participants produced more 

utterances (n=640) in comparison to male participants (n=573) within an equal amount 

of time, i.e. one and half an hour. The overall number of produced utterances was 1213 as 

shown in the following table. 

Table 2. Males and females’ produced utterances 

Produced   
Utterances  

Males Females Total 
573 640 1213 

With respect to the first and second research questions, Table 3 demonstrates the 

frequency of hedge types within genders’ produced utterances. As it is observable from 

the following table, 70 % of males’ utterances lacked any kinds of hedges while 67.1% of 

females’ utterances did not have hedges of any types. Moreover, the majority of the hedge 
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types used by male speakers were related to modal lexical verbs with 8.4% of the 

produced utterances.  However, introductory phrases with 6.3 % of the produced 

utterances forms the chief part of females’ applied hedges. 

Table 3. Utterances and hedge types 

 no use 
modal 

auxiliary 
verbs 

modal 
lexical 
verbs 

Adj. Adv. 
N. modal 
phrases 

approximators 
introductory 

phrases 
if 

clauses 
compound 

hedges 
Total 

Male 
count 

 401 41 48 26 24 14 16  3  573 

%within 
utterance  

 70% 7.2%  8.4% 4.5% 4.2%  2.4%  2.8%  .5% 
 

100% 
Female 
count 

 413   10  15  15  40  47 60  40  640 

%within 
utterance 

67.1% 4.2% 5.2%  3.4%  5.3%  6.3%   5.0%  3.5% 
 

100% 

To answer the third research question addressing the presence of any differences 

between genders in terms of the employed hedges in interpersonal interaction within the 

academic setting, Chi-square test was used. Table 4 is indicative of the results of this test. 

The Chi-square test for independence indicated a significant association between gender 

and hedge use, X2 (7, n = 1213) = 1.15, p = 0.0, phi = .30.  

Table 4. Chi-square tests 

 Value Df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 1.15E2a 7 .00 
Likelihood Ratio 125.72 7 .00 
Linear-by-Linear Association  48.14 1 .00 
N of Valid Cases   1213   
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 19.37. 

Although the obtained results revealed the presence of significant difference between 

genders’ hedge use, the value of Cramer’s V is 0.3 which is reported to be a medium effect 

size (See Table 5). 

Table 5. Symmetric Measures 

  Value Approx. Sig. 

Nominal by Nominal 
Phi .30 .00 

Cramer's V .30 .00 
N of Valid Cases 1213  

DISCUSSION  

The findings of the present study showed that females’ speech was heavily hedged in 

comparison to that of male participants in spite of their all membership in the same 

academic community. This obtained result is exactly in line with Lakoff’s (1975) claim 

characterizing females’ speech as having extensive instances of hedging devices. Similar 

findings are also reported in a number of other studies conducted in this area 
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(Akhmaliah, 2009; Zaini et al., 2012; Ansarin & Bathaie, 2011); however, the results of the 

study conducted by Samaie et al. are in contrast with the findings of the present study. 

In order to provide more plausible reasons for the frequent occurrence of hedges in 

women’s discourse in their interpersonal interactions, an interview session was held in 

which the interviewees were asked to talk about the underlying reasons for their 

different linguistic behavior with respect to their more use of hedges. In order to facilitate 

their explanations, samples of their produced utterances as the stimulus were given to 

them.  

The interview results revealed the application of hedges with different functions for 

female speakers. The main identified themes showed that female speakers employed 

hedges to welcome and facilitate others’ participation in the discussions to achieve 

general consensus, to mitigate their utterances to show their concern and respect for 

interlocutors’ opinions and their possible disagreements, and finally as a device to be 

friendly. Moreover, rejecting political inequalities and specifying the crucial role of 

context in which the interaction was taking place were the other noticed themes. 

A good number of interviewees acknowledged the use of hedges to keep the 

communication move forward to achieve consensus. One of the participants referred to 

the mentioned issue in this way: 

“We used hedges to show our disagreement with others but not in an offensive way. We 

wanted the discussion to be continued and sometimes we used hedges to politely criticize 

others’ perspectives.” 

One sample of the participants’ use of hedges with the above-mentioned function can be 

identified in the following sentence produced by one of the participants in the discussion 

session: 

“Although I agree with you that we should welcome the technological tools, from my point of 

view overuse of such tools may hinder the development of our creativity, do you think so?”  

This identified theme can be supported by Holmes’ (1990) study about hedges in 

everyday conversations which specified a variety of functions for hedges among which 

affective function received greater attention. This function of hedges is indicative of the 

speakers’ tendency to establish and sustain interpersonal relations. 

With respect to the second identified theme, the participants acknowledged that in the 

case of being wrong, the extensive utilization of hedges allowed them to leave the room 

open for expression of opposing opinions. Hence, the use of hedges as devices showing 

their doubt about the soundness of utterances helped female participants to hold neutral 

positions. One of the participants expressed it in this way: 

“You know, the utilization of hedges helped me a lot in following my personal strategies in 

discussions. I always avoid making sharp claims because in doing so lots of criticisms will be 

directed at you. But holding neutral attitudes shows that you are a democratic person who 
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is willing to hear others’ opinions. In achieving this goal, hedges are the appropriate devices 

for me to attend to the potential audience disagreement.” 

One selected sentence from the sample showing this function is provided below: 

“I think that not all the expensive products have necessarily good qualities as well. What is 

your idea? It has happened to me that I had spent a lot to buy something with a special 

brand which was found not to be good as it was expected.” 

The other theme that was continually referred to was the participants’ attitude that 

strongly expressing themselves was not nice or ladylike. Females stated that they avoid 

that sort of language that evokes the idea of being hostile and unfriendly. Females, 

moreover, insisted on employing those language devices that empowered them to build 

good rapport with their interlocutors. They articulated the purpose of the discussions in 

their speaking/listening course to be primarily experiencing good interaction with their 

classmates without the presence of the sense of competitiveness.  

Some of the participants called the attentions to the issue of Iran’s peculiar culture, one of 

them stated that: 

“I think the use of what you call hedges helps us to seem more liked and polite; however, 

being direct leads others to judge about the woman speaker to be strident and blunt which 

are not appreciated traits for women in our culture. I think the attitudes towards acceptable 

roles for different genders shape how different genders communicate.”   

This statement reveals that participants exploited hedges to construct acceptable 

interactions with their interlocutors while taking into account their country’s cultural 

norms.  

Although female speakers used more hedging devices, relating this finding to the political 

inequalities was considered to be wrong from their point of view. One of the participants 

asserted that: 

“The fast improvements in the social status that women achieve in Iranian context and their 

outstanding presence in the academic and political settings are themselves evidences of 

females’ strong position in our country. Hence, I think that if we use more hedges, it does not 

relate to our subordinate position in our society.” 

Although Holtgraves (2002) refers to the variation in language style in relation to 

speakers’ status and power and in the two preceding decades, some findings attributed 

the vast application of hedges by women to their less powerful status (Crawford, 1995; 

Krauss & Chiu, 1998; Mulac, 1998), the perspective of this study’s females reject those 

findings and the above-mentioned theme directs a critique towards lakoff’s hypotheses 

that attributes females’ more tendency to use hedges to their less powerful status.  

One of the other main themes of the present study highlights the utilization of hedges as 

the product of the context in which interactions take place. In other words, specific 

aspects of situation were believed to play the central role in adjusting the speech to be in 
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line with the purpose of interaction. Female participants also mentioned their desire to 

group the conversational participation and insisted that more utilization of hedges did 

not reflect their deficiency of knowledge. Female participants specified the priority of 

being attentive to others’ opinions as their main objective in interactional discourse 

rather than competing with others to dictate their personal ideas. Moreover, they 

reminded that in interpersonal interaction they are concerned about establishing and 

maintaining good relationships with their classmates and being liked and respected by 

their peers, while in transactional interaction they are more concerned about achieving 

others’ consensus in specialized conversations. Moreover, they stated that they had great 

aspiration to prove their high academic status to their peers in specialized classes.  

Hence, it can be concluded that different social goals are pursued by men and women. 

This hypothesis specifies the existence of different sub-cultures for males and females. It 

further points to male and females’ different behaviors in similar social contexts which 

are rooted in adaptation of varying cultural ends and norms, all of which are presented in 

the employed language by males and females.  

CONCLUSION 

In this concluding section, first a number of implications are presented and then new 

areas of research to be addressed with the centrality of hedging devices are offered. 

With regard to implications, the extent to which university students majoring in English 

put emphasis on the truth value of their claims with the employment of hedging devices 

can pave the way for their better performance in their future career. As most of these 

students will become English teachers and as the consequence they will express 

themselves in the class environments, the way they make claims may be considered as a 

guide for their students or will influence the acceptance of their ideas by the students. 

Furthermore, some of these EFL university students will present their personal ideologies 

or the findings of their action research in academic conferences or even within the 

teacher education programs, hence these future teachers and lecturer should notice the 

significance of hedging as an interactional metadiscourse device that can be employed in 

the speech to evade providing any overt evaluation about the accuracy of particular ideas. 

Examining these ELT students’ ability in using hedging devices in producing coherent 

speech in the academic discourse may be illuminative; that in the case of deficiency, 

providing more exposure to hedge uses in the university courses can be an appropriate 

solution. 

With respect to the limitations of this study that can be tackled with in the future studies, 

it can be stated that the present study was an attempt to examine the hedge uses by ELT 

university students while engaged in interactional discourse. Due to some practical 

issues, the interview was conducted with only female participants as the group with 

higher reported frequency of hedge uses. Leaving the room open for male participants to 

express their ideas about their less use of hedges in other similar studies will also be of 

great value. 
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Furthermore, investigating the linguistic behavior of males and females while involved in 

the transactional discourse may reveal contradictory findings compared with the 

outcome of the present study. Female participants of this study highlighted the 

importance of building good rapport with their classmates in the interactional 

discussions. It is possible to notice less use of hedges by them in the transactional 

discussions in which the idea of competition is more conspicuous. However, this is just a 

hypothesis which demands further array of studies to be proposed as a reliable finding. 

Additionally, more research is required to shed light on the frequency, type, and reasons 

behind using different hedging devices in other cultural contexts as the present study has 

merely focused on Iranian context. Furthermore, even within a single cultural context, 

different situational factors may cause a change in the application of hedging devices. One 

more area of investigation can examine the mixed-gender conversations which will be 

more illuminative.  
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