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Abstract: Meta-discourse markers play a vital role in organizing the text, showing the presence of the speaker, and engaging
the audience, thus they become an important aspect of persuasive power in public speeches. Based on a corpus of 60 political
speeches collected from the internet, this study exams (a) how meta-discourse markers help to realize persuasive function, (b)
what is the general preference in the use of meta-discourse markers in American and Chinese political speeches respectively, and
(c) how cultural factors influence the choice of persuasive strategy. Quantitative analysis indicates that American speeches
feature markedly more meta-discourse than Chinese speeches. Textual analysis further reveals that the difference of the two
sub-corpora in the achievement of logical appeal, credible appeal, and affective appeal. These results are then discussed in terms
of linguistic difference and culturally preferred rhetorical strategy.
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1. Introduction

Political speeches, which are defined as formally
expressed viewpoints of national leaders, play a crucial role
in expressing political opinions, influencing public opinions
and building public mentality. They are supposed to be stated
accurately and clearly so as to persuade the audiences into
the agreement with the speaker. To achieve this purpose,
different discourse strategy might be employed in different
cultures.

The aim of this paper is to study how meta-discourse helps to
achieve persuasiveness in political speeches, and take a
contrastive approach to explore the rhetorical similarities and
differences of meta-discourse as persuasive power in Chinese
and American political speeches. Analyzing how persuasiveness
is achieved through meta-discourse may help both American and
Chinese speakers to construct better speeches, while revealing
possible different rhetorical conventions favored in different
cultures would provide useful cues of about how to address
international audience. Besides, through this study, a better
understanding about the beliefs and values shared by the
Chinese society and American society may be gained.

Hyland’s interpersonal model of meta-discourse is used in
this thesis. According to Hyland [1], meta-discourse is the
term, covering all the self-reflective expressions that are used
to deal with interactional meanings in a text, and thus can
assist the speaker to present his opinion as well as engage
with his audiences as a member of a particular community.
Firstly coined in 1959, metadiscourse has been given various
definitions and classifications by different scholars [2-4]. It
has been traditioally divided into textual and interpersonal
discourse based on Halliday’s [5] distinction between textual
and interpersonal functions of language. However, Hyland [6]
proposes that all meta-discourse categories are interpersonal
because they all need to consider the reader in terms of
knowledge, experience, and culture and so on. This new view
of meta-discourse consider all discourse decisions that writer
make are results of the relationship built through text
between writer and reader. Hyland’s interpersonal model of
meta-discourse recognizes that meta-discourse consists of
two kinds of interaction: interactive dimension and
interactional dimension. Simply speaking, the interactive
meta-discourses are used to organize propositional
information, while interational meta-discourses involve
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readers in the text. The sub-categories of each meta-discourse
resource are listed in Table 1.

Table 1. Hyland s interpersonal model of meta-discourse.

Interactive meta-discourse Interactional meta-discourse

Transitions Hedges

Frame markers Boosters
Endophoric markers Attitude markers
Evidentials Self mentions

Code glosses Engagement markers

The concept of persuasion we are going to talk about here is
closely related to Aritotle’s three means of persuasion—Ilogos,
ethos and pathos. Logos is logical appeal, which concerns the
proposition of the text. Writer or speaker makes use of
whatever he has got to adjust the arrangement, length, types of
evidence and so on to make his argument more convincing.
Ethos, which relates to credible appeals, is realized by building
a credible, confident and authoritative image. Although ethos
may be related to author’s reputation or celebrity, the
re-establishment of his expertise in the discourse is still quite
important. So towards the construction of ethos in discourse,
writer or speaker should work hard to build a respectable and
authoritative character. Pathos means affective appeal and is
realized by involving readers into the text and promoting their
affective feelings. To attain the affective appeal in a discourse,
writers or speakers need to understand and consider various
elements about their audiences so as to narrow the
psychological distance and persuade them into his arguments.

A few researchers have combined the study of
meta-discourse with that of persuasion. Crismore and
Farnsworth [2] studied how meta-discourse helps to establish
ethos in The Origin of Species through the calculation and
analysis of code glosses, modality markers, attitude markers
and commentary. Hyland [1] explored how meta-discourse
helped to create rational, credible and affective appeal to
realize the persuasion of the CEO’s letters. In his research,

Markers realizing

speech organization

we can see that the frequent use of textual meta-discourse
and code glosses helps to create rational appeal; the aspects
of meta-discourse which contribute to the credible appeal are
hedges, emphatics, relational markers and attributors; while
categories of relational markers, attitude markers, and hedges,
together with the manupulation of pronoun reference helps to
realize affective appeals. From both studies, we can see that
the important role of meta-discourse in achieving persuasive
goals. Also, we know from these researches that certain
groups of meta-discourse contribute to the achievement of
three means of persuasion: logos, ethos and pathos.

Meta-discourse has been investigated in different genres:
textbooks [2], [7], dissertations [8-9], student essays [10],
research articles [9], [11]. It has also been investigated
cross-culturally between English and Finnish [12], English
and Spanish [13-15] and English and Chinese [16-17] and so
on.

The previous researches have revealed that the
meta-discourse helps to achieve a persuasive function in
different genres. It is also found that preference on the use of
certain sub-category of meta-discourse differs due to the
cultural differences. However, few studies have taken a more
comprehensive  perspective allowing for a detailed
description of the persuasive effects of each category of
meta-discourse and a cross-cultural comparision. Besides,
earlier investigations focus on the written discourse rather
than the oral discourse. There might be two reasons: First,
oral discourse need to be transcribed for further analysis and
this transcription involve a huge number of labors. Second,
according to Halliday [5], “formal written discourses usually
carry more GM and have the feature of high lexical density”,
which makes the study result more explicit.

Based on the previous findings and Hyland’s interpersonal
model of metad-iscourses, we made some adjustment and
created an adapted model for the present study. (Figure 1)

Transitions

Frame markers

Logos:

Rational appeal

Code glosses

Metadiscours

in political

speeches

Markers realizing

speaker’s presence

Evidentials
Hedges Ethos:

Credible appeal
Boosters

Self-mentions
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| hearer’s presence
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Figure 1. An adapted model of meta-discourse.
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The reasons for these modifications are listed below: First,
persuasion has to be adjusted for differences in the three
major components of communication: the speaker, the hearer,
and the contents of the argument. Also, the three means of
persuasion, logos, ethos and pathos correspond to the
speeches, the speaker and the reader respectively. Hyland’s
model could not show the relationship clearly. Second,
endophoric markers are expressions which refer to other parts
of the texts. Since this category of meta-discourse can rarely
be found in speeches, it is not included in our study.

This research, then, aims at providing a comprehensive
cross-cultural comparison of how persuasive effects are
achieved through meta-discourse markers in English and
Chinese political speeches. More specifically, the research
questions to be addressed in this article are:

1) How do meta-discourse markers help to realize
persuasive function through means of logos, pathos and
ethos in political speech respectively?

2) What is the general preference in the use of meta-discourse
markers in American and Chinese political speeches?

3)How do cultural factors influence the choice of

persuasive strategies?

2. Methodology

To address the above research questions, a contrastive
approach is adopted to explore the persuasive power of
meta-discourse in political speeches.

2.1. Construction of Equivalent Sub-corpora

Political discourse usually covers election speech,
inaugural, conference debate, assembly speech and
diplomatic speech and so on. To make parallel sub-corpora,
we focused on conference speeches only. The selection of the
speeches was based on American government official website
(https://www.whitehouse.gov) and Chinese government
official website (http://www.gov.cn) so as to guarantee
authenticity and validity of the speech transcripts. It
consisted of 30 Chinese and 30 American political speeches
respectively and all the speeches were delivered from 2010 to
2015, as indicated in Table 2.

Table 2. Description of the corpus.

American sub-corpus

Chinese sub-corpus

No. of speeches 30 30
Length of texts (range) 870-5495 916-3271
Average Length of speeches 1876 2264
Total number of tokens 56291 67913

2.2. Operationalization of Meta-discourse

Table 3 shows us the classification and definition of the meta-discourses we are going to study. Hyland’s meta-discourse
model has given us clear definition of each category of meta-discourse. Meanwhile, it is still not easy to discern and qualify
certain words as meta-discourse. When faced with unclear cases, the context must be taken into consideration

Table 3. Definition and classification of meta-discourses.

Meta-discourses contributing to logical appeal

Transition markers: items that make explicit pragmatic connections beween steps in an augument. This category comprises of additive, contrastive, and

consecutive markers.

Frame markers: items that signal text boundaries or elements of schematic text structure.
Code glosses: items that are used for explanation and examples. They are used to ensure that the reader or listener is able to recover writer’s intended

meaning.
Meta-discourses contributing to credible appeal

Boosters: items that emphasize certainty or close dialogue. Boosters suggest that the writer or speaker recognizes potentially diverse positions but has

chosen to narrow this diversity and express their certainty in what they say.

Hedges: items that withhold commitment and open dialogue. They emphasize that the statement is based on the writer or speaker’s reasoning rather than

certain knowledge.

Evidentials: items that indicate the sources of information, which guide the readers’ interpretation and establish an authoritative command of the subject.
Self mentions: items that refer to the degree of explicit author presence in the text. They feature self-references and self-citations.

Meta-discourses contributing to affective appeal

Attitude markers: items that express writer or speaker’s affective evaluation to proposition.
Engagement markers: items that explicitly address readers, either to focus their attention or include them as discourse participant.

2.3. Procedure

Both quantitative and qualitative approaches are conducted
in this study.

First, a list of English and Chinese meta-discourse was
developed as a coding scheme. The English one was based on
the list of English meta-discourse compiled by Hyland. Since

there was no existing inventory of Chinese meta-discourse,
we firstly translated as many English meta-discourse markers
into their Chinese equivalent and read through the corpus
carefully in search of more potential meta-discourse markers.

Second, all the words in the taxomony were searched for
and marked electronically in the whole corpus so that the
total number of tokens of that particular feature was obtained.
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Once retrieved, each token was carefully analyzed in context
to ensure that it actually functioned as a meta-discourse.
Then, Ant Conc 3.2.2 was used to calculate the frequency of
the each meta-discourse device in both American and
Chinese sub-corpura according to the tagging. Since the total
number of words of each corpus was not the same, we
counted the frequency of each meta-discourse per 10,000
words, and compared each category of meta-discourses in the
two sub-corpora with SPSS statistics software to see whether
the significance exists (independent sample T-test, t < 0.05).

Finally, Aristotle’s classical rhetoric was adopted to
elaborate how each subcategory of meta-discourse help to
achieve persuasive function through rational, credible and
affective appeal. Typical examples in two sub-corpora were
analyzed to give an explanatory exposition to the difference
in Chinese and American politicians’ usage of meta-discourse
and potential roles of culture contributing to different
persuasive styles.

3. Results

Table 4 presents descriptive statistics for the use of
meta-discourse markers by the two sub-corpora under three
persuasive categories. Generally speaking, meta-discourse
markers are significantly more commonly present in the
American sub-corpus than in Chinese sub-corpus (1151.8 vs.
572.8 per 10000 words). This implies that there is a stronger
interaction between the speaker and listeners in the American
political speeches than in the Chinese ones. Results also
show that American speakers use the most metadisicourse
markers to achieve ethos, followed by pathos and logos,
while Chinese speakers use the most meta-discourse markers
to achieve pathos, followed by ethos and logos.

The results will be further discussed and compared in
terms of persuasive functions—Ilogos, ethos and pathos.

Table 4. Frequency of meta-discourse markers to achieve persuasive function.

American sub-corpus

Chinese sub-corpus

Raw number Per 1,000 words Raw number Per 10,000 words
Logos 2454 435.9 487 71.7
Ethos 4030 715.9 1458 214.7
Pathos 3081 1151.8 2134 286.4
Total 9565 2303.6 4079 572.8

3.1. Meta—discourses Contributing to Rational Appeal

The first factor related to the persuasiveness of a discourse
is that whether the elements of arguments are connected in a
reasonable way so that the readers or listeners can understand
and accept the viewpoint. As for a speech, the content should

be coherent and understandable. Usually, interactive
discourses, showing relation between arguments, are applied
by speakers to achieve this purpose. Transitions, frame
markers and code glosses in this category assist to achieve
the rational appeal of the commencement speeches.

Table 5. Meta-discourses contributing to rational appeal.

American sub-corpus

Chinese sub-corpus

Raw number Per 1,000 words Raw number Per 10,000 words T-test
Transitions 2032 361.0 261 38.4 .000
Frame markers 322 57.2 146 21.5 .000
Code glosses 65 11.5 28 4.1 .001
Total 2419 429.7 435 64 .001

3.1.1. Transitions

Transitions refer to the meta-discourse markers which
signal the relationship between two independent discourse.
Most apparently, the use of transitions helps to make the
discourse fluent and coherent. It can also help the speaker
emphasize some particular parts to which he wishes that his
audience can pay more attention.

Through the quantitative analysis, it is found that transition
markers in American sub-corpus are almost 10 times of those
in Chinese sub-corpus. (361 vs. 38.4 token per 10,000
words).

This result, to some extent, is due to the different
constructional characteristics of Chinese and English.
English is hypotaxis while Chinese is parataxis. In Chinese,
clauses and sentences can be put together without any
connectives to show their logical relationship.

American speeches usually state the logical relationship
more clearly. Example (3) shows the speaker’s support on the
same-sex marriage. The use of because shows reason for his
argument: “love is love”. The first and is used to conjunct
two actions which are now legal under the law. And the
second and shows an additional action the speaker
determinds to take in the future. Therefore, the transitions
because and and here actually help to facilitate the
understanding of this discourse and achieve rational appeal
by signaling the logical relationship of linguistic units.

Example (4) is a typical Chinese sentence in public
speaking. Though the parallel and additive relationship exists
among linguistic units “HU ALZE MR (focus on the larger
picture)”, “HIHE R ERT K H K F L HFF (focus on the
overall goal of building a new model of major-country
relationship) " and “ A& [HHE 77 it e AT 7 B (both

countries fully recognize that our shared interests far
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outweigh our differences)”. The relationship is not shown in
any connectives directly. Chinese speeches comprise less
connective to state the logical relationship between linguistic
units.

(3) Because “love is love,” today-50 years later — two
men or two women can walk into the courthouse in that same
city of Wilmington and get a marriage license. And we won'’t
rest until that freedom to marry is available to any loving,
committed couple in this country.

(4) Bl IR g P iZ EFFMA LR, Ve &3 A [
KRL A, I P EH R af e KT 708 Wz 4
BH, TR, BRI TRAINA T, BE R
RICEIBNTLLE, HEH CHI e &R H N T3 75 S
ZH T BT PR, RIFIX g i LRI
FCIHIERE, 7 KL

(What is important is that both countries focus on the
larger picture and the overall goal of building a new model
of major-country relationship, and fully recognize that our
shared interests far outweigh our differences. Our two
countries need to respect other and treat each other as equals,
respect each other’s sovereignty and territorial integrity as
well as choices for development paths, and refrain from
attempting to impose one s will or model on the other side.)

As for the use of different sub-categories of transitions (i.e.
additive, contrastive and consecutive), there is no significant
difference in the two sub-corpora. Pilar Mur-Duefias [15]
found that English texts present a higher frequency of
contrastive and consecutive logical markers and a lower use
of additive logical markers than the Spanish texts, which was
explained as a retrogressive argumentative style in the
English argumentation and a progressive style in the Spanish
comparable texts. There is no such a difference between the
American and Chinese speeches.

3.1.2. Frame Markers

Frame markers are used to organize the text and signal text
boundaries so that it is clear what arguments are discussed
and will be discussed. Frame markers includes topicalister (I
argue here, my purpose is, well, right, now, OK) and
sequencers (first, second, next, finally).

Topicalisers refer to linguistic elements that label, predict
and shift argument, providing framing information of the
discourse and making the arguments clear to listeners. For
example, the topilicalisers in example (5) and example (6)
helps to arouse the audience’s attention toward the upcoming
topics.

(5) Now, North Korea is calling for dialogue.

(6) FEUL, FRVERHIT 2 () D) 24T R A EURLBL, 17
ZINASIRIES 25 (9 [ 2% AN AR T N1, Rom ik
BRI A S AR

(While extending my warm congratulations to the
successful opening of this symposium, I wish to express
cordial welcome and deep respect to all the Chinese and
Americans present today, particularly those who have been
working in agriculture-related areas.)

Sequencers refer to the elements which connect parts of
the discourse in a linear, progresssive manner so as to

facilitate the readers’ decoding process. Sequencers signal the
outline of the text and guide the listeners in an orderly way
and explain the speakers’ viewpoint step by step.

(7) And here's what you need to know. First, I will not sign
a plan that adds one dime to our deficits- [...] Second, we 've
estimated that most of this plan can be paid for by finding
savings within the existing health care system,|...]

(8) BN AT E %, SRR IR RS B BRI o
TNy, EEEPGRERFLUT LA

S CWIRZ RN, ANECHHEZHA A RIS
PrE. [......] BB, CHRPEER), NSO 4f
LI ESEMETR. [ =, SCHREER, AECH
HEBEAFRLZRELERSN . [......]

(To promote exchanges and mutual learning among
civilizations, we must adopt a right approach with some
important principles. They, in my view, contain the following:
First, civilizations have come in different colors, and such
diversity has made exchanges and mutual learning among
civilizations relevant and valuable.[...] Second, civilizations
are equal, and such equality has made exchanges and mutual
learning among civilizations possible [...] Third, civilizations
are inclusive, and such inclusiveness has given exchanges
and mutual learning among civilizations the needed drive to
move forward [...])

Both topicalisers and sequencers signal the schematic text
structures and provide framing information about the
discourse. The difference is that by using sequencers, the
speech is organized in a linear way.

The statistics shows that there is greater use of topicalisers
in American speeches than in Chinese speeches (49.6 vs. 9.9
token per 10,000 words). It means that new arguments or
ideas are more commonly introduced in American texts than
in Chinese ones. Meanwhile, sequencers have been found to
be more frequent in Chinese speeches than in American
speeches. (13.5 vs. 8 token per 10,000 words). Among the 30
speeches, almost 80% Chinese speakers use sequencers in
their speeches, while only 27% American speakers use
sequencers. The possible conclusion is that American
speakers apply more topicalisers than Chinese speakers to
provider the framing support for a better understanding,
while Chinese speakers prefer more linear style to organize
their speeches.

3.1.3. Code Glosses

Code glosses serve the function of supplying additional
information by explaining, rephrasing or elaborating what
has been said. When predicting certain information might be
difficult and need explaination, the speakers explain them to
ensure that details or significance of particular information
can be understood. Making the listeners follow the speech
easily needs to make the text logic and coherent, therefore,
code glosses assist the realization of logical appeals.

In Example (9), the speaker calls on all nations to behave
properly. Realizing that listeners need further explanation
toward “acceptable international behavior”, he use the code
gloss “that means” to give more detailed explanation.
Example (10) is a similar case in Chinese speech. The code
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gloss “#H257(That is equal to)” is used to elaborate what
has been said. The speaker provides a more concret figure to
show the reduction in carbon emission. As people tend to
have a better understanding toward a concrete figure than an
ambiguous percentage, the use of code glosses helps to make
the text clearer and easier for listeners to understand.

(9) With regard to maritime disputes, it critical that all
nations have a clearly understanding of what constitutes
acceptable international  behavior. That means no
intimidation, no coercion, no aggression, and a commitment
from all parties to reduce the risk of mistake and
miscalculation.

(10) 2013 155 2005 FHLL, o EHBEFRHEE TEE
28. 5%, MG T DA S 1 25 11

(Compare 2013 with 2005, China’s carbon emission
decreases 28.5%. That is equal to reduction in 2.5 billion
tons of carbon dioxide emission.)

Code glosses are more frequent in English speeches than
in Chinese speeches. (11.5 vs. 4.1 tokens per 10,000 words).
American speakers seem to provide more clarification to the
audiences. This can be explained by the diferent rhetorical
style in different cultures. American discourses are more
“reader-oriented”, while Chinese discourses are more
““author-oriented”. The “reader-oriented” discourse usually
calls for more clarification by authors, which would explain
the different frequency of code glosses in the two
sub-corpora.

When you're trying to persuade, the chances of your
success depend a lot on whether your arguments make sense,
or are logical. All the meta-discourses mentioned above,
transitions, frame markers, and sequencers, contribute to the
rational appeal of the discourse by guiding the audience in

the discourse and making the contents easier to understand.
To achieve the rational appeal, the overall use of transitions,
frame markers, and code glosses is significantly greater in
American texts than in Chinese texts. The only sub-category
of discourse markers that are used more frequently by
Chinese speakers is sequencers. As the persuasive strategy
used in the speech is usually decided by speakers’ judgement
toward audience’s expectation, we may say that in American
culture, there is a higher preference toward explicit
expression of logical relationship between the arguments, or
it is the author’s duty to make everything clear to the
audience. However, the decoding of logical relationship of
arguments falls more upon audiences in Chinese discourse.
Besides, there is a preference for the sequential, step-by-step
arrangement of information in the Chinese speeches.

3.2. Meta-discourses Contributing to Credible Appeal

Apart from rational appeals, credible appeals or ethos is
another important factor that influences the realization of
persuasion function. If the writer can present to the reader an
honest, trustworthy, authoritative and competent personage, the
reader is more likely to be persuaded. It is found that items that
contribute to the realization of ethos include boosters, hedges,
self-mentions and evidentials. The statistics show that there is
no significant difference between the boosters, evidentials, and
self-mentions, but there is a higher frequency of hedges and
self-mentions in the American sub-corpus than the Chinese
sub-corpus. The statistics also reveal that English speeches
actually use more hedges than boosters to achieve credible
appeal, while Chinese speeches use more boosters than hedges.

Table 6. Meta-discourses contributing to credible appeal.

American sub-corpus

Chinese sub-corpus

Raw number Per 1,000 words Raw number Per 10,000 words T-test
Boosters 559 99.3 529 77.9 0.227
Hedges 994 176.6 50 7.4 0
Self-mentions 2442 433.8 827 121.8 0.013
Evidentials 35 6.2 52 7.7 0.203
Total 4030 715.9 1458 214.8 0.776

3.2.1. Boosters

Boosters function to convey the writer’s certainty and
assurance in the arguments and emphasize what is being
discussed. In political speeches, although the speakers are
usually celebrities, they still need to re-establish credibility in
the discourse. Let’s look at the following examples.

(11) There’s no question in our view that every nation must
protect its citizens against crime and attacks online, as well
as off. But we must do it in a manner that's consistent with
our shared values.

(12) “KE 15§, HhEAE. A UA Sy, T HT
KA TEB L BTN B FE B ME . X T 2]
XSG, BGFEFE (EHTTE, TR KRG A B
HIEFT AT KR HTPLIE -

(“The sky is unlimited for birds to fly at ease, as the ocean
is boundless for fish to leap at will.” I have always believed

that the vast Pacific Ocean has ample space to accommodate
our two great nations. China and the United States need to
step up dialogue, enhance trust, dispel misgivings, and
advance cooperation, so as to make sure that our relations
stay firm on the track toward a new model of major-country
relationship.)

In example (11), the speaker uses boosters like “there is no
question” and “must” to express his certainty on the issue of
protecting American citizens against crime and attack. He
also uses “must” to express an assertive attitude that the
manner should be consistent with the shared values.
Adopting an assured attitude toward something with common
agreement, the speaker builds up a positive image and wins
the support of his audience. Example (12) also apply “M1%”
(should) “#fif£” (make sure) and “#5 %> (always) to
emphasize the speaker’s attitude toward Sino-American
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relationship. The boosters help to convince the audience that
Chinese government will be friendly and cooperative and
boost up audience’s confidence toward Chinese government’s
policy. In both examples, speaker establishes a confident
image and builds solidarity between speaker and audience by
making full commitment to the arguments, and credible
appeal is achieved during this process.

As can be seen in Table 6, this is the category heavily used
in both American and Chinese speeches (99.3 vs. 77.9 tokens
per 10,000 words). No statistically significant differences
have been found in the frequency of boosters between the
two sub-corpora. Boosters can display strong commitment in
the statement and establish a confident image of speaker,
which are important in both American and Chinese culture.

3.2.2. Hedges

Opposite to boosters, hedges imply a statement that is
based on the writer’s plausible reasoning rather than certain
knowledge. In public speaking, the acceptance or rejection of
an argument greatly depends on readers’ evaluation of the
credibility of the speakers and the information he conveys.
By showing uncertainty of his claim, the speaker builds up a
cautious, humble and considerate image, which helps to
achieve credible appeal of the discourse.

As can be seen in Table 6, hedges in the English speeches
are used much more than in Chinese speeches. (176 vs. 7.4
tokens per 10,000 words) It is indeed one of the categories
that the English and Chinese sub-corpora present the greatest
frequency difference. This result suggests that hedges are
used in much less in Chinese speeches than in English
speeches. Besides that, the purpose of using hedges also
seems to be different. The most frequently used hedges in
American corpus are modal verb hedges like would and
could,, while the most frequently used hedges in Chinese
corpus are adverbial and adjective hedges like &4 (basic)
and — € (certain).

Let’s look at the following sentences:

(13) And I will say again, we would not have gotten to
this point and I think our colleagues in Iraq would
acknowledge were it not for their staff, whose work is often
done under trying conditions - and I might add, Mr.
Secretary, I think their work remains as important as it ever
has been.

(14) HEI, FHEEG T AGH o], 7 Zd 057 U
b PE BB TR =K 7 AL T IER T
(At present, aside from the soy bean which needs imports to
fill the supply gap, China enjoys a basic balance in the

production and demand of the three staple grains of wheat,
rice and corn. China has an adequate grain reserve and
sufficient market supply.)

In example (13), “T think™ is used to show respect to the
audiences by emphasizing that those are only speakers’
personal viewpoints and the audience may have different
opinions. “would” and “might” are also used to make the
statement less direct. Example (14) limits the scope of the
insufficiency, preventing the addressees from amplifying the
influence of the insufficiency, and closing down the
possibility of causing unnecessary upset with the hedge“— &”
(certain). The other hedge “Z&4<”(basic) helps to avoid the
absoluteness, thus it makes the utterance more objective and
reliable. The above typical examples show that hedges are
usually used in American speeches to show respect to the
audience by avoiding directness and opening the possible
negation, while in the Chinese context, the hedges, by
adjusting the degree of certainty, usually aims to eliminate
negative suspicion by making the statements more objective
and reliable.

In short, hedges are used much more frequently in
American than in Chinese political speeches. American
speakers use hedges to emphasize the subjectivity of speakers’
opinion, while Chinese speakers use hedges to avoid the
absoluteness. To achieve credibility, Chinese politicians, as
representatives of the government, tend to build a confident
and authoritative image. As for American politicians, the
credible image is more likely to be achieved by weakening
compel and expressing respect to their audiences.

3.2.3. Self-Mentions

Self mentions indicate the degree of explicit author
presence in the text and also play an important role in the
realization of credible appeal. When combining with boosters
and hedges and attitude markers, self mentions emphasize the
speakers’ personal responsibility for the arguments. Although
the American speakers seem to apply more self-mentions in
general, the statistic shows significant difference between the
two sub-corpora (Table 6).

Self mentions can be further split into singular and plural
form. The singular form is associated with the degree of
explicit presence of the speaker in the speech, including
first-person pronouns like 7, my, and mine, while the plural
form is an indicator of the government or institution the
speaker represent, like we, our, ours or China, America. In a
speech, the speaker might change his own status between /
and we.

Table 7. Plural and Singular form of Self-mentions.

American sub-corpus

Chinese sub-corpus

Raw number Percentage Raw number Percentage
Plural form 1689 70.10 773 93.50
Singular form 722 29.90 54 6.50
Total 2411 100 827 100.00

As we can see from Table 7, both American speakers and
Chinese speakers use more plural form of self-mentions than
the singular form, which means that in both cultures the

speakers turn to his public status more frequently than his
personal status in political speeches. In Chinese political
speeches, only 6.5% of all the self-mentions are in singular
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form, which might indicate that Chinese speakers tend to
avoid singular form of self-mentions in political speeches.

Let’s look at the examples to see how these two types of
self-mentions attributing to a credible image.

(15) I love Australia — I really do. The only problem with
Australia is every time I come here I've got to sit in
conference rooms and talk to politicians instead of go to the
beach.

(16) T &K TSI 5/ e £ L EX 1 E
1EF &, HAUR LR 7 IX 22 G TERAR . 17
U B LB IR TGS 77 K 3 2515 N 155 K
ST FBUMESHIZE, LINHEXT I 15 HIBR 5 90 LI 17
KHEHEH

(China proposes that we make CICA a security dialogue
and cooperation platform that cover the whole of Asia and on
that basis explore the establishment of a regional security
cooperation architecture. China believes that it is advisable
to increase the frequency of CICA Foreign Ministers
meetings and even possibly summits in light of changes of the
situation so as to strengthen the political guidance of CICA
and chart a blueprint for its development.)

In example (15), the frequent use of “I” shows the writers’
love toward Australia as an ordinary man rather than a
politician, thus building up a sincere, honest and trustworthy
personage to close the relationship between the speaker and
the audience. In this way, the audience is more likely to
accept his following argument.

In Chinese political speeches, however, singular
self-mentions are rarely used. They are only used at the very
beginning of speeches in a fixed pattern to identify the
speaker and show welcome to audiences. The more typical
application of self-mentions is the use of we or the mention

of one’s country like example (16). The use of “* 7 (China)

clearly indicates that the speaker is only the representative of
the Chinese government. The proposal put forward here is
out of an institution rather than the speaker’s own will, which
make the statement more serious and formal.

Self-mentions can contribute to credible appeal. Plural
self-mentions, being the representatives of government or
institution, make the statement more formal, while singular
self-mentions help to shorten the psychological distance
between speaker and audience. Both American and Chinese
speeches apply self-mentions to build up the speaker’s image,
the difference is in the use of singular self-mentions. Singular
self-mentions are rarely used in the Chinese sub-corpus,
probably because that the Chinese conception of credibility
needs a more formal and authoritative image in political
discourse. Comparatively speaking, in the American political
discourse, singular self-mentions are used more frequently
because a personal image is needed to build up speaker’s
personage and make his statement more credible.

3.2.4. Evidentials

Evidentials are indicators of the source of information and
they distinguish who is responsible for a positin and while
this may contribute to a persuasive goal. They establish
intertextuality, thus helping speakers to persuade listening by
associating their message with something they have alrdady
trusted. In political speeches, speakers use evidentials to
improve their credibility by drawing on external sources to
support their own views.

Evidentials are among the least common meta-discourse
features in the both sub-corpora. We didn’t find significant
statistic difference between the American sub-corpus and the
Chinese sub-corpus (see Table 6).

Table 8. Sources of quotation.

American sub-corpus

Chinese sub-corpus

Raw number Percentage Raw number Percentage
Celebrity in history / Classical works 4 12.5 38 73.1
Celebrity of the time/ Official statistics 22 68.8 12 23.1
Ordinary people 6 18.8 2 3.8

But we do find some difference in the source of the
quotation. We classified the source of evidentials into three
groups: celebrity in history/classical works in history,
celebrity of the time, and ordinary people. Table 8 shows that,
American speakers quoted most from celebrity of the time or
official statistics (68.8%), while Chinese speakers quoted
most from ancient poems or proverbs containing traditional
Chinese values (73.1%).

Example 17 is from Obama’s talk on immigration issues.
In his speech, Obama quoted from President Bush to
indicate that even his predecessor had similar views like his,
thus persuaded the audience to believe in what he said. The
Chinese speakers also use evidentials to refer to the
information sources and build up the credibility of the
statements, but they are more likely to quote from celebrity
in history or classical works, which seem to be more
authoritative and reliable in Chinese culture. In Example 18,

the speaker quoted from an ancient Chinese saying, an
American poem, and the ancient Chinese philospher Laozi to
express the view that building new model of Sino-American
relationship is not easy. It will take a long time and a lot of
efforts. Instead of defending an argument or winning support
for a statement, evidentials here are used more for rhetorical
effects, making the contents and the speaker sound more
authoritative by referring to the proven authority in ancient
times. The American speakers sometimes quote from people
who are not so famous to the public, like their family
members (18.3%), while Chinese politician rarely use
evidentials in this way (3.8%).

(17) As my predecessor, President Bush, once put it:
“They are a part of American life.”

(18) FTEHEGAEE: “HEDYRIE, HHELE. "%
LFANSBER o RIS FEERE,  Feh A CAE i
Fllo ” F)E DT KT F AP e (Fo “ B THLZ
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K, LTELR: NEZ G, BT E L. LN
HIFGH, — 26— HIE], 15 FIEAFT B E KR E S 5
TJIF Y5 TR EMFELFHIHIA ! (As a Chinese saying
goes, “Constant grinding turns an iron rod into a needle.”
The American poet Marrianne Moor also said, “Victory
won 't come to me unless I go to it.” It is our mission and
responsibility to build a new model of major-country
relationship. “A huge tree that fills one's arms grows from a

tiny seedling, a nine-storied tower rises from a heap of earth.”

Let us demonstrate such hard work and perserverance. Take
solid steps as we move forward, and work together to build a
new model of major-country relationship between China and
the United States and create an even brighter future of
China-US relations.)

The difference in achieving credible appeal through
evidentials might be caused by the cultural need for political
speeches. Speakers of the political speeches are usually

celebrity with high social status. When the American
speakers seek for external support to their argument, those
quotations from their peers or ordinary people can help to
convince the audience or shorten the psychological distance
between the speaker and the audiences. Chinese quotations
from the ancient poems or proverbs are an authoritative
support as well as a proof of the knowledge and personal
quality of the speaker.

3.3. Meta-discourses Contributing to Affective Appeal

An emotional appeal is a method of persuasion that's
designed to create an emotional response. In public speaking,
speakers may use engagement markers and attitude markers
to earn emotional support from the audience and thus achieve
the persuasive function.

Table 9. Meta-discourses contributing to affective appeal.

American sub-corpus

Chinese sub-corpus

Raw number Per 1,000 words Raw number Per 10,000 words T-test
Engagement Markers 2499 443.9 1540 226.8 .001
Attitude Markers 582 103.4 442 65.1 .000
Total 3081 547.3 2134 291.9 .000

3.3.1. Engagement Markers

Engagement markers are those devices that explicit the
readers’ presence to involve readers into the discourse. In a
speech, whether the speaker can involve his audiences or not
will greatly influence the persuasiveness of his speech.
Through the use of engagement markers, speaker can bring
himself together with their audience as members pursing
similar goals, thus gaining emotional support and achieving
the affective appeal in his speech. The number of
engagement markers have been found to be higher in the
sub-corpus in English than in the Chinese one (443.9 vs.
226.8 per 10,000 words), which means generally the
American speakers are more inclined to engage their
audiences through this meta-discourse device.

Engagement markers include personal pronouns, questions
and directives. Let’s look at the following examples.

(19) Every day, we should ask ourselves three questions as
a nation: How do we attract more jobs to our shores ? How
do we equip our people with the skills they need to get those

jobs? And how do we make sure that hard work leads to a
decent living?

(20) ZAAMTs FEAENT LN FEN BIEES T SEH]
TSR AR T F A, Ja] 5 77— 18 5 ) LT FFA RN
Vo TR EHT I, g (e AN FERIT5 K ST 5% F
LTE BT KA 77!

(Ladies and gentlemen, dear friends, the Chinese people in
their pursuit of the Chinese dream of great national renewal
will stand ready to support and help people in Asia to realize
their own dreams. Let us work together for realizing the
Asian dream of lasting peace and common development and
make greater contributions to advancing the noble cause of
peace and development of the mankind.)

Personal pronouns in public speeches refer to inclusive we
(our, us) and the second person pronoun you (your) with the
reader. In example (19), “we”, “our”, and “ourselves” are
used to imply that the existing problems are common
problems that the audiences need to face, creating solidarity
with the audiences. In example (20), “Z 477, “HAA17.
“MI KA1 are used to draw readers’ attention and include
them into the text as participant. In both American and
Chinese speeches, such involvement can lead to emotional
support of the audiences since people intend to be more
concerned about something closely related to them.

Questions are also used as a device to draw the reader’s
attention and involve the audience to explore the issue. In
example (19), the three questions lead the audiences to
consider those problems put forward by the speaker.
Question marks appear 54 times in the American sub-corpus
but it doesn’t show up in the Chinese sub-corpus, which
means question is not a prefered linguistic device in Chinese
political speeches.

Another form of engagement markers is directives which
instruct the audience to perform an action or to see things in a
way set by the speaker, including imperatives (consider,
imagine), modals of obligation (must, should) and
predicative adjectives expressing judgments of necessity or
importance. In political speeches, more often than not,
directives occur near the end of speeches where the writer
motivates the audience to take actions. In example (20), the
Chinese expression “[f] & /7 —18%% /) SEIFE AR 2L [F]
K IBIIEINAE (Let us work together for realizing the Asian
dream of lasting peace) calls on audience to perform
something suggested by the speaker, aligning desires of the
speaker with those of audience. Chinese speakers apply this
meta-discourse device more frequently than their American
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counterpart.

Generally speaking, American politician use more
engagement markers than the Chinese counterpart. But
American politician tend to use more questions while
Chinese politician tend to use more directives.

3.3.2. Attitude Markers

Attitude markers indicate the writer’s affective attitude to
arguments which convey surprise, agreement, importance,
obligation, frustration and so on. The attitude markers are
used to express speakers’ own opinion which is based on the
speaker’s assumption of the shared attitudes, values and
reactions. And through this method, the speaker can suck the
audiences into a conspiracy of agreement.

A higher number of attitude markers is found in American
sub-corpus than in the Chinese sub-corpus (103.4 vs. 65.1 per
10,000 words), which means American speakers more
frequently involve their personal feeling into the argument.

(21) And I was -- it’s terrible being dated. I was -- I did
speak the first year that the Center for American Progress
was inaugurated, and here I'm speaking at the 10th
anniversary. And the amazing thing is they're still going,
that’s having me speak there first.

(22) ZellIdr BFETTA 46 17 5 = TN A IR bG 1
FF—PEBE, LUSEERTTE) RN G EHFRFER S
FIFRIE « ZellTtH 77 5256 77 V) SE I 777K i 8 7 15—
T RN PIL” IR i (R L PV 1

(We hope that the United States will adhere to the three
Sino-US Joint Communiques and the one China policy,
oppose "Taiwan independence” and support the peaceful
development of relations across the Taiwan Straits with
concrete actions. We hope that the United States will truly
honor its commitment of recognizing Tibet as part of China
and opposing "Tibet independence”, and will handle
Tibet-related issues in a prudent and proper manner.

The attitude markers in example (21) overtly disclose the
speakers’ personal likes and dislikes, and build up rapport
with the audiences by making the audience share how the
speaker feel. Chinese politician seldom express their personal
feeling overtly to influence the audience in public speaking.
Emotions are expressed in a more indirect manner. Let’s look
at example (22). By using two attitude markers “# ¥2”(hope),
the speaker’s attitude is infused into his expectation,
relieving psychological pressures on the audiences and made
the latter feel that their future actions are of great importance
for the realization of such expectations. In short, American
speakers use attitude markers more directly while Chinese
speakers prefer to express their attitude in a less direct way in
the realization of affective appeal.

To achieve affective appeal, the American speakers still
use more meta-discourse markers than their Chinese
counterpart statistically. But the text analysis reveals a
different cultural style to achieve affective appeal. American
speakers leave more room for different opinions in the
engagement process and express personal feeling in public
speeches more frequently.

4. Discussion

The quantitative analyses reported in the previous section
have revealed that American speakers tend to use more
meta-discourse markers than their Chinese peers to achieve
logical, credible and affective appeal. This result is in line
with previous cross-cultural studies [12], [14], [18]. This
result, to some extent, is due to the different constructional
characteristics of Chinese and English. Chinese is parataxis
language which requires less or no connectives to construct a
discourse. Besides, subjects are not obligatory in Chinese
sentences, therefore, the frequency of pronominal subject like
“we” is also much less used in a Chinese discourse. The
difference in grammatical rules of these two languages
actually leads to the statistic difference in the frequency of
transition markers, self-mentions, and engagement markers.
At the same time, the higher frequency of meta-discourse
markers of the American speeches is also conditioned by the
broad socio-cultural context.

Since these meta-discourse markers are explicit signals of
ideas in a speech, the fewer number of these markers will
make the relationship of information less explicit. In the
discourse with less explicit guidance, listeners need to spare
more efforts to figure out the relationship of the information
and ideas. Following Hinds’ [19] distinction between writer
and reader relationship, it seems that American speeches
favors a speaker-responsible style while Chinese speakers
favors a listener-responsible style in the interpretation of
information. In the Chinese culture, authority is not expected
to be responsible for explaining. However, American
speakers more commonly make explicit the logical
relationship between his ideas to ensure the meaning can be
interpreted as intended.

Another finding of this research is that American speakers
use the most meta-disicourse markers to achieve ethos,
followed by pathos and logos, while Chinese speakers use the
most meta-discourse markers to achieve pathos, followed by
ethos and logos. This finding shows that comparatively
speaking, Chinese rhetorical norms tend to encourage the
framing of ideas “rely less on formal logic and more on
experiential knowledge in reasoning”. [20]

To achieve logical appeal, English speeches apply more
meta-discourse markers (logical maker, topiclisters, and code
glosses) in the context than Chinese speeches to construct the
discourse and guide the listeners. The only meta-discourse
that occurs more frequently is sequencers, which means that
Chinese speaker, when giving guidance in their discourse,
have a higher tendency to choose a sequential order for
explaining his argument than the American counterpart. The
sequencers, used for step by step explanation, require less
interactive effort than the other framing markers. When the
Chinese speaker adopts sequencers to construct his discourse,
he is actually expecting the audience to accept and follow his
argument step by step. Meanwhile, that there is actually a
higher expectation of speaker-listener interaction in the
American speech, which might explain the lower frequency
in the use of sequencers by the American speakers.
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Meta-discourses are applied in both American and Chinese
corpura to achieve credible appeal. Boosters are used to
express speakers’ certainty, while hedges try to avoid
certainty. The balance of hedges and boosters in a text thus
indicate the extent of speakers’ tolerence toward alternatives
in what he says. English speeches use more hedges than
boosters, while Chinese speeches use more boosters than
hedges. A significant higher frequency of hedges in American
speeches and different preference for the use of hedges has
also been found. This can be explained by the cultural
practice prevailing in America and China. Hedges are
self-reflective linguistic expression emloyed to express
epistemc modality and modify the illocutionary force of
speech acts. [21-22] American politicians, usually chosen
through voting, tends to build up a modest and considerate
profile by acknowledging alternative viewpoints, while their
Chinese counterparts are less compelled to hedge their
positions but more likely to preceive a need to express
certainty and build up authority. Similar cultural influence
can also be found in the use of evidentials. When turning to
external support of arguments, Chinese speakers tend to turn
to the classical works in history to build up an authoritative
image. It is also found that singular self-mentions are used
more frequently in American sub-corpura than in Chinese
sub-corpura, which might indicate that a personal image is
not the preferred way to establish credibility in Chinese
speeches. As we all know, American culture values
individualism while Chinese culture values collectivism.
Chinese culture does not encourage too much explicit of
oneself in a political discourse. Instead, Chinese politicians
more frequently mention the country or government they
represent. In American speeches, the speaker is more likely
to express his own feeling to build up personal personage.
Similar cultural impact can also be found in the use of
evidentials. Chinese speakers are more likely to quote from
ancient poems or proverbs to build up an authoritative image,
while American speakers are more likely to quote from peers
or ordinary people to build up a modest image to win support
from the audiences. To sum up, meta-discourses (hedges,
boosters, self-mentions, and evidentials) are used in both
American and Chinese political speeches to build up a
credible image of the speaker, but the concept of a credible
image is different in these two cultures. In American culture,
the audience expects a confident speaker, but they also
expect the speaker to build up a personal persona in his
speech, while Chinese audience is more likely to expect an
authoritative image in political speech.

To achieve affective appeal, both American and Chinese
political speeches try to evoke pathetic agreement of the
audience, but American speakers make greater use of both
engagement marker and attitude marker. The higher
frequency of engagement markers in American speeches
signals more consideration and respect for the audiences,
which is in line with our previous finding that American
discourses are usually more speaker-responsible. It is also
found that American speakers more frequently use attitude
markers to express their own attitude and assumption of the

sacred attitudes, values and reactions to information.

5. Conclusion

This study has tried to describe how meta-discourse helps
to achieve persuasion in American and Chinese speeches and
revealed the difference in the use of meta-discourse markers
and cultural factors that influences the difference. First, the
study suggests a great influence of meta-discourses on the
persuasiveness of political speeches. Second, American
speakers generally use much more meta-discourse markers in
the realization of logical appeal, credible appeal, and
affective appeal. Third, the American speeches use more
hedges than booster to build up credibility, while Chinese
speeches use more boosters than hedges on the contrary. A
significant higher frequency of hedges in American speeches
and different preference for the use of hedges has also been
found. Fourth, to achieve affective appeal, American
speakers make greater use of engagement markers and
attitude markers. These salient differences have been
contributed to the grammatical difference of languages and
the culturally preferred rhetorical strategies.

This study has provided a descriptive and empirical study
of persuasive function of metadiscourse in a single domain.
Meanwhile, to develop a more comprehensive understanding
of metadiscourse markers in terms of persuasion requires
comparable data from different disciplines. Besides, the
results need to be confirmed on a larger corpus. Such finding
can help public speakers build up knowledge about
cross-cultural communication and adjust their persuasive
strategies according to the expectation of the audience in the
new cultural context.
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Appendix: Meta-discourse Features in
the English and Chinese Sub-corpus

Transition Markers

Additive: and, in additionally, likewise, also, moreover,
and, furthermore; addition, similarly; Contrasive: however,
but, yet, rather, instead, though, otherwise; instead of, no
matter; Consecutive: thus, therefore, then, as a result, so, so
that because, as a consequence

Additive: 1 H., JFH, R, &, W, JF, tbdh, A
H...... mH..... , AL mH...... , o H; Contrastive:
H, B2, Mk, kz, #, Az, 50; Consecutive:
BRIk, Frb AN, B, BT, ik

Frame Markers

Sequencer: first, first of all, firstly, second, secondly, third,
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thirdly, next, to begin, next, finally; Topicalisers: at this point,
now, to conclude, to repeat, to summarize, today, with regard
to, in terms of, in light of, in short, aim, desire to, focus, goal,
intend to, would like to, want to, back to, move on, now,
return to, turn to, well, bring to, so

Sequencer: —&, &, A&, F—, B, B, 0H
56, HIk, #&J5; Topicalisers: fEiX H, iX B, £k, &K,
VLR ., RESA.., REJLAEEL B2

Code Glosses

that is, that means, this means, which means, in other
words, namely, known as, in fact. e.g. such as, for example,
for instance, give an example

BN, wia, BIRIA), BARuick

Evidentials

“»_ cite, quote, according to, cited

<0, Wil . WRiE, A0, B, ERNE, HE
S8

Boosters

reveal, highlight, confirm, emphasize, conclude, hold,
particularly, highly, strongly, actually, especially, entirely,
essentially, critical, obvious, wise, importance, contribution,
value, worth, dangerous, great

(S, Son, KB, HOE, U, RKB, HROK, SR,
6%{%’ E: Eﬂﬂ, EEFI’ Eﬁ{%’ ‘,[Z;‘@j’ ‘,[Z‘?ﬁ; JI%:}‘»'_E" —‘}%’Ey
HRL, M, WBEAE, #, %, Fk, B, 44,
MAS, HAS, AR, HIE, SEPE, MR, #, Jf,

Hedges

about, almost, appear, argue, around, broadly, certain,
claim, could, doubt, essentially, estimate, fairly, feel,
generally, in general, might, mostly, often, ought, perhaps,
possible, possibly, nearly, probably, quite, should, rather,
relatively, seems, sometimes, suggest, tend to, uncertain,
usually, would

R, —EERRE), 28, &%, HE, Kk, B
&, 1R, FHXF, AR, AL,

Self Mentions

I, me, my, mine, our, us, we, America, the United States,
our countries

o JAT, FWH, U7, AL

Attitude Markers
!, agrees, amazing, appropriate, disappointed, dramatically,
even X, important, inappropriate, prefer, preferable,

remarkable, unique, valuable, best, better, good, reasonable,

LORE, R, IRy, AHE, R, IERE, B, HK,
‘,\Z‘E’ %‘E’ ﬁg’ ’/TJ‘I_’/TI’ %ﬁy EEE@%, HEi‘ﬁ%

Engagement Markers

?, Personal pronoun: we (inclusive), us (inclusive), our
(inclusive) you, your, folk, everybody; Directives: let’s, look,
imagine, must, need to, have to, need to, ought, together

2, Personal pronoun: AT, K, #4117, WHE, &HE, X
77 AT, EAT, Se4EAT; Directives: ik, W20, 7%,
g, OAEL JEE, T, HFE
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