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Abstract

Hedge is an interesting linguistic phenomenon that plays a crucial role in cross-cultural communication. Exploring the differences in
hedge use between Chinese and English discourse, as well as the reasons behind them, can further reveal the ideological significance
reflected in the use of hedges and their role in the construction of discursive power. Based on two self-built corpora, comprising 122
speeches and statements from the Chinese and Malaysian Ministry of Foreign Affairs between the years 2023 and 2024, the study aims to
establish a detailed and unified re-categorization for both English and Chinese hedges to enhance the operationalization of corpus
linguistics for retrieving the usage characteristics of different types of hedges in Chinese and English discourse, thereby facilitating a
cross-linguistic contrastive analysis. Based on Prince et al.’s (1982) and He’s (1985) categorization, as well as Varttala’s (2001)
categorization of hedges from a cognitive lexical perspective, this study divides the existing four types of hedges — adaptors, rounders,
plausibility shields, and attribution shields — into 10 specific sub-types based on their pragmatic functions. The finding indicates that,
among the ten subcategories of hedges, the usage differences in eight subcategories between the Chinese and Malaysian corpora show
significant differences. Therefore, the new subcategories of hedges presented in this article provide valuable insights for future scholars to
conduct statistical analysis using corpus linguistics in contrast analysis between English and Chinese discourse.
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1. Introduction

The term “hedge” was first introduced by Lakoff (1973), an American linguist, referring to “words whose job is to make things fuzzier or
less fuzzy” (p. 471). Since then, an increasing number of linguists have studied “hedges”. As a specific and common type of fuzzy
language, “hedges” aroused worldwide concern among linguists from various countries.

Hedges are a fascinating linguistic phenomenon in many spoken and written languages, playing a vital role in effective communication.
Hedges reflect speakers’ linguistic strategies to convey and perform certain speech acts or to realize specific communicative intentions.
Since “hedges” were first introduced by Lakoff in 1973, linguists have extensively researched “hedges.” The research field has gradually
expanded from theoretical research on semantics and logic to practical research such as pragmatics, discourse analysis, translation,
cross-cultural communication, and language teaching. The selection of the research discourse has also expanded from doctor-patient
communication discourse and academic discourse to advertisement discourse, news discourse, and courtroom trial discourse. However,
according to the existing literature, there are relatively few studies on the comparative analysis of pragmatic strategies used in Chinese
and English hedges across cross-cultural contexts.

Corpus linguistics is a research methodology that has evolved in recent decades to facilitate empirical studies of language variation and
use. This methodology leads to findings that are significantly more generalizable, and valid than would be possible through other methods
(Biber, 2009). The data analysis, conducted using a large corpus, not only addresses the limitations of previous studies that primarily
focus on commonly used hedges but also enables a more comprehensive and objective examination of the characteristics of hedge use,
thereby enhancing understanding of their nature and function.

Hedges are the most common and representative form of fuzzy language, characterized by their unique semantic features and rich
pragmatic functions that other expressions cannot replace. The effective use of hedging language reflects the speaker’s linguistic
proficiency and significantly impacts the communication outcome. In recent years, comprehensive and in-depth comparative studies of
the pragmatic strategies of hedging in Chinese and English, facilitated by large-scale corpora, have become essential for enhancing and
advancing the theoretical framework of fuzzy linguistics and its applied research.

However, in the cross-linguistic contrastive study, some subcategories under the four existing classifications of hedges have notably
different usage characteristics in Chinese and English discourses. For example, spokespersons from China and Malaysia use different
subjects in front of the plausibility shields when expressing their subjective opinions (e.g., “I think,” “I argue,” “we insist”) in political
discourse. The differences in the types of subjects used by Chinese and Malaysian spokespersons reflect the differences in discourse
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strategies and ideologies in their construction of discourse identity. Only by exploring the differences in the use of specific hedges and
their reasons can the ideological significance be further exposed, as well as their role in the construction of discursive power. However, a
comprehensive and unified classification of hedges for English and Chinese discourse that facilitates corpus linguistic retrieval searches
and statistical analysis has yet to be established, hindering the possibility of conducting contrast analysis using corpus data. The current
classification of hedges lacks a unified standard suitable for both Chinese and English discourse, and it does not provide a more detailed
classification based on pragmatic functions.

The study aims to investigate a comprehensive and systematic re-categorization of English and Chinese hedges within the frameworks of
the classifications proposed by Prince et al. (1982) and He (1985), grounded in a thorough analysis of their linguistic functions based on
two self-built corpora. Therefore, the focus of this article is to answer the following research questions:

(1) Why re-categorize hedges under the frameworks of the classifications of Prince et al. (1982) and He (1985)?

(2) What are the new categories for English and Chinese hedges under the frame of the classifications of Prince et al. (1982) and He
(1985)?

(3) How feasible is the new categorization of hedges in the contrast analysis of Chinese and English discourse?

2. Literature Review

The categorization of English and Chinese hedges has been a subject of extensive research, with scholars offering various frameworks to
understand their linguistic functions. This section examines early categorizations of English hedges, with a primary focus on influential
works. It delves into the pioneering efforts of scholars like Lakoff (1973), Zadeh (1972), and Myers (1989), who contributed to the
development of hedge classification through both semantic and grammatical perspectives. These early studies laid the foundation for
understanding hedges in English, highlighting their flexibility in modifying meaning and expression. Additionally, this section introduces
the categorization of Chinese hedges, focusing on the contributions of Wu (1999) and He (1985), which parallel English categorization in
some respects while reflecting the unique linguistic features of the Chinese language.

2.1 Early Categorization of English Hedges (Pre-1990s)
Lakoff (1973) did not propose a specific categorization of hedges. However, in his article Hedges: A Study in Meaning Criteria and the
Logic of Fuzzy Concepts, he provided a table with various examples of hedges in English, which are shown in Table 1 below:
Table 1. Hedges Example List (Lakoff, 1973)
SOME HEDGES AND RELATED PHENOMENA

sort of in a real sense
kind of in an important sense
loosely speaking in a way
more or less in a manner of speaking
onthe __ side (tall, fat, etc.) details aside
roughly S0 to say
pretty (much) a veritable
relatively atrue
somewhat areal
rather a regular
mostly virtually
technically all but technically
strictly speaking practically
essentially all but a
in essence anything but a
basically a self-styled
principally he calls himself a
particularly in name only
par excellence actually
largely really
for the most part he, as much as
very -like
especially -ish
exceptionally can be looked upon as
quintessential(ly) can be viewed as
literally pseudo-
often crypto-
more of a____than anything else (he’s) another (Caruso/Lincoln/Babe Ruth/ ...)
almost isthe ___of
(e.g.,. America is the Roman Empire of the modern
typically/typical world, Chomsky is the DeGaulle of Linguistics, etc.)
as it were in a sense

From the examples and definitions provided, we can deduce Lakoff’s general approach to categorizing hedges: the linguistic forms of
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hedges, according to Lakoff, encompass not just single words but also phrases, predicate constructions, and even affixes.

In 1972, Zadeh categorized hedges into two major types in his paper, A Fuzzy Set: Theoretical Interpretation of Linguistic Hedges. The
first type directly modifies fuzzy words but does not apply to precise words. For example, one can say “very strong” but not “very circular”
because “strong” is a fuzzy term, while “circular” is precise. This category includes terms like “more or less,” “sort of,” “much,” and
“slightly.” The second category of fuzzy terms explains how they apply to fuzzy words, such as “essentially,” “technically,” “regularly,”
and “strictly speaking”.

Zadeh (1972) also proposed a grammatical perspective, categorizing hedges into four types: adjectives and adverbs (e.g., “always,”
“usually,” “almost”), suffixes (e.g., “-ly,” “-ish”), manner adverbs indicating hesitation and uncertainty, and degree adverbs (e.g.,
“so...that,” “as though”). Additionally, sentence structures expressing politeness, such as “I think” and “I believe,” were recognized as
hedges.

EEINT3

Zuck and Zuck (1985) expanded the definition, arguing that hedges also include modal auxiliary verbs (e.g., “would,” “could,” “should”),
semi-auxiliary verbs (e.g., “seem,” “appear”), verbs (e.g., “consider,” “speculate”), adverbs and adverbial phrases, certain adjectives (e.g.,
“possible,” “plausible™), non-specific nouns, and indefinite pronouns.

99 ¢,

Myers (1989) pointed out that hedges primarily consist of modal verbs, modifiers (e.g., “presumably,” “likely”), non-fact verbs (e.g.,
“suggest,” “provide”), hesitation and degree markers (e.g., “it is likely that”), and personal and impersonal attribution markers (e.g., “I
would say,” “as reported”).

2.2 Late Categorization of English Hedges (Post-1990s)

Building on previous research, Hyland (1998) categorized hedges from a semantic and morphological perspective into two main types:
lexical and strategic. Figure 1 shows that although this classification does not cover all fuzzy constraints in English, it provides a solid
foundation for further systematic research.

.f‘ Epistemic model auxiliaries ‘

| epistemic verbs ‘

/| lexical hedges <

epistemic adjective |

model verbs |

Hedges —< k‘ model nouns ‘

reference to limiting conditions

\ strategic hedges reference to a model, theory, method

admission to a lack of knowledge

Figure 1. Classification of Hedges from a Semantic Perspective (Hyland, 1998)

Hyland (1998) further divided hedges in academic writing pragmatically, considering the motivations behind their use. He identified two
types of hedges: content-oriented and reader-oriented. Content-oriented hedges aim to mitigate the relationship between propositional
content and a non-linguistic mental representation of reality, essentially hedging the correspondence between what is said and what is
thought to be true. In contrast, reader-oriented hedges focus on the interactional effects of statements, highlighting the relationship between
the writer and reader. Content-oriented hedges are further divided into writer-oriented hedges, which minimize the writer’s responsibility,
and accuracy-oriented hedges, which aim for precision. Accuracy-oriented hedges address the relationship between propositions and reality,
as shown in Figure 2.

reader-criented hedges

Hedges writer-oriented hedges

content-oriented hedges attribute hedges

accuracy-oriented hedges

reliability hedges

Figure 2. Classification of Hedges from the Pragmatic Perspective (Hyland, 1998)

Published by Sciedu Press 145 ISSN 1925-0703 E-ISSN 1925-0711



http://wjel.sciedupress.com World Journal of English Language \ol. 16, No. 2; 2026

Although Hyland's classification is comprehensive, it has limitations due to the semantic uncertainty and complexity of hedges’ linguistic
functions. Nonetheless, Hyland’s framework offers valuable insights into understanding hedges in academic discourse and serves as a
reference for further research in other contexts.

Varttala (2001) also contributed significantly to hedges classification, providing a list of 253 hedges. His categorization, which focuses on
lexical hedges, is detailed in Table 2 below. Varttala’s classification does not include non-lexical types, such as sentence structures or
suffixes, since both he and Hyland considered lexemes the most important form of hedges in academic writing.

Table 2. Classification of Hedges (Varttala, 2001)

Classification Examples
modal auxiliaries can, could, may, might, must, should, will, would
epistemic verbs argue, believe, suggest, conceive, assume, anticipate, point, imply
epistemic adverbs possibly, frequently, approximately, highly, typically
epistemic adjectives doubtful, potential, likely, plausible, apparent, suggestive
epistemic nouns suggestion, possibility, assumption, argument, claim, proposition

Hyland (1996) reported that over 85% of hedges in academic papers are lexical, with non-lexical forms constituting less than 15%. He
underscored the importance of epistemic hedges as a fuzzy strategy in academic discourse. Salager-Meyer (1994), in her analysis of written
medical English, categorized hedges into five types, incorporating linguistic and medical sociological perspectives:

(2). Shields: Modal auxiliaries, semi-adjuncts, adverbs of possibility, and corresponding adjectives (e.g., might, probably).

(2). Approximators: Terms that limit the ambiguity of quantity, extent, frequency, and time (e.g., almost, frequently, about).

(3) Author’s doubt and direct involvement: Expressions reflecting the author's uncertainty or personal involvement (e.g., | believe).
(4) Emotionally-charged intensifiers: Hedges that intensify the author’s emotional stance (e.g., extremely, highly).

(5) Compound hedges: Phrases with multiple hedges (e.g., it may suggest that it would seem unlikely).

Salager-Meyer’s (1994) categorization aligns with Prince et al. (1982), although their terminological use and classification approach differ.
The most detailed and influential classification to date is that of Prince et al. (1982), who analyzed hedges in doctor-to-doctor conversations.
Their approach, based on Lakoff’s (1973) focus on hedges’ bi-directional functions, is presented in the tree diagram below:

Hedges
Shields Approximators
Plausibility Shields Agtribution Shields Adaptor Rounders

Figure 3. The Classification of Hedges (Prince et al., 1982)

Other scholars (e.g., Clemen, 1997; Holmes, 1982, 1984; House & Kasper, 1981; Hibler, 1983; Millan, 2008) have also classified hedges
based on semantics, lexicality, syntactic structure, and pragmatics. Due to differing perspectives and interpretations, a standardized
classification of hedges remains elusive. Previous scholars have classified hedges from various perspectives, including lexical,
grammatical, and pragmatic. Although hedges have not yet formed a unified classification, the classification of hedges based on pragmatic
function by Prince et al. (1982) has been among the most influential and widely accepted ones. This preference is also why the author
uses Prince et al.’s (1982) classification of English hedges as the basis for conducting a unified classification of English and Chinese
hedges in this study.

2.3 Categorization of Chinese Hedges

In China, Wu (1999) described the term “hedge” as a ‘fuzzy restrictive element.” From a semantic perspective, Wu (1999) classified fuzzy
restrictive expressions in Chinese into four categories based on their grammatical function:

(1) Adverbs and adjectives: The first category includes words such as the adverbs “{R” (very), “SZF5 > (actually), and the adjectives
“+ L7 (quite), which modify the intensity or scope of an expression.

(2) Suffixes: The second category consists of suffixes that indicate a slight degree or approximation, such as the suffixes “-ish”, seen in
words like “7i7 f 4k A1) (greenish) or “4 s5 & 17 (sweetish), which convey a sense of partiality or approximation.

(3) Subordinate clauses: The third category involves the use of subordinate clauses to express the degree of an ambiguous adjective or
adverb, as in constructions such as “#11t... LL% T...” (so... that...) or similar structures used to describe varying degrees of quality.
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(4) Subjective expressions: The fourth category includes phrases or clauses that reflect subjective opinions or perspectives, such as “F
NSl AR B K (I think he is very arrogant), “ZEfRAVEN R B, Wbk H 57 (According to his impression, she is very proud), and “3&
fliiHAth AT EFEASA T (T reckon he may not be long for this world).

In addition, Wu (1999) further categorized hedges based on the type of word they modify. One category consists of elements that only
modify fuzzy words, such as “JEH 47 (very good) and “EAIETf” (basically correct). The other category includes elements that can
modify both fuzzy words and precise words, such as “F 1T 3 & (nearly dusk) or “$%iT 563" (closely perfect), as well as precise terms
like “*§3fr+ 55" (close to ten o’clock) and “} #4571 (approaching the end).

He (1985), drawing on the framework of Prince et al. (1982), provided further elaboration on the classification of hedges. According to
He, approximators serve to modify the content of the discourse, affecting its truthfulness and scope. Approximators can modify the
intended meaning or provide a scope of variation for the discourse, aligning with semantic categorization.

He (1985) also subdivided approximators into two types: adaptors and rounders.

(1) Adaptors: Adaptors play a significant role in speech communication, as they allow the speaker to express ideas that are close to
being accurate but not entirely true, thus making the discourse sound more polite or acceptable. This approach helps avoid overly
arbitrary statements. Examples in English include terms like “some,” “very,” “kind of,” “a little bit,” “almost,” “somewhat,” “more or
less,” and “really.” In Chinese, equivalent terms include “4R” (very), “f s JL” (a little/bit), “Bi 2 B/l (more or less), “FH=4" (quite),
“HFPFLEE I (to some degree), and “J1°F (almost).

(2) Rounders: Rounders are used when the speaker does not provide precise figures due to uncertainty or the impossibility of giving an
exact number. These expressions provide a general range or approximation to guide the listener’s understanding. Examples in English
include terms such as “around,” “approximately,” “roughly,” and “over,” as well as expressions like “something between X and Y.” In
Chinese, similar terms include “K#J” (around), “KHME” (approximately), “/£ 4 (roughly), “#&iL” (over), and “fE...2Z [A]”
(something between X and Y).

According to He (1985), shields, on the other hand, do not affect the truth conditions of a sentence but instead reflect the speaker’s tone
and attitude, placing them within the pragmatic category. He (1985) categorized shields into two subtypes: plausibility shields and
attribution shields.

(1) Plausibility shields express the speaker’s speculation or hesitation, often used when the speaker is not entirely confident in the truth
of a statement or is reluctant to make a definitive assertion. Examples of plausibility shields in English include expressions like “T
think,” “I wonder,” “I suspect,” “probably,” and “as far as I can tell.” In Chinese, similar expressions include “FiA A (I think), “F A
117 (I guess), “FXFF5EE” (I suspect), “F] fiE” (probably), and “# KM & (as far as I can tell).

(2) Attribution shields refer to a third party’s viewpoint or opinion, indirectly conveying the speaker’s attitude. These shields are
frequently used in news reporting or when the speaker wants to distance themselves from the expressed opinion, adding an element of
objectivity. Examples in English include phrases like “it is said that...,” “according to someone’s estimates,” “someone says that...,”
and “as it is well known.” In Chinese, equivalent expressions include “# i (it is said that...), “#i%: A{d 11 (according to someone's
estimate), “AX T %17 (as it is well known), and “¥5 5= A fiTi)i” (someone says that...).

These hedges provide a nuanced understanding of how fuzzy and vague expressions are employed in both Chinese and English, reflecting
the speaker’s attitude, uncertainty, or desire to soften the impact of their statements.

2

Research on the classification of Chinese hedges began relatively late and remains scarce. The most influential study to date is by He
(1985), who, drawing on the classification criteria for English hedges proposed by Prince et al. (1982), made several additions and
provided a detailed explanation. However, his classification of hedges fails to account for the differences between English and Chinese
hedges, limiting their depth and applicability.

3. Methodology
3.1 Research Design

The corpus-based re-categorization of English and Chinese hedges will be conducted using both quantitative and qualitative methods,
with a focus on their linguistic functions and communicative roles. Firstly, a quantitative method will be adopted to collect and process
the corpus data. Then, the author will analyze the results and discussion to check the feasibility of new categories of English and Chinese
hedges under the guidance of Prince et al.’s (1982), He’s (1985) categorization, as well as Varttala’s (2001) categorization of hedges from
a cognitive lexical perspective.

3.2 Research Procedures

The first step is to re-categorize the English and Chinese hedges under the guidance of Prince et al.’s (1982) and He’s (1985)
categorization, as well as Varttala’s (2001) categorization from a cognitive lexical perspective. The second step is to build the corpus
required for the article, design reasonable annotations, and then use the annotation software to process the corpus data manually. After the
annotation is completed, research tools will be used to retrieve, compile, and analyze the results, specifying the feasibility of new
categories of English and Chinese hedges in the contrast analysis between Chinese and Malaysian political discourse.

3.3 Research Tools
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3.3.1 Tokenization Software

Tokenization in English is typically achieved by ensuring that a space follows each word. However, tokenization in Chinese is much more
complicated and important because there are no spaces between words in Chinese text, unlike in English.

The tokenization software used in the Chinese text of this article is Corpus Word Praser, a free lexical analysis system developed by Xiao
Hang at the Institute for Applied Research in Linguistics, Ministry of Education. It is specifically designed for the Chinese language, with
primary functions including Chinese tokenization and lexical annotation. Figure 4 shows a sample text of the Chinese data after
tokenization using the Corpus Word Praser software in this study:

£ ol Ei5 8 [ e 1T 2 Bl iR 5 FE

— — 00 2Pt 7 EIR 1368 Bx B DAE M (G b RO B

B B RE,

LI, FEEA, BEM:

FEEF!

BEXHEFER AR REEDLERY MR, BEMENBYETELEAZMTEINRE, TWESERAERBN TR AR OFRE. REEFEH
SeER Fom RN ANET | FF RS AR B9 ) B0 H S OO,

LI, SEEf, BEM,

FEESER TR, N5, RS BRzE0hE s FEUERRENARER. T, 2R, &fFf, SREASFE. EELER Y Y 3R,
FERAEY., BEs, WiEREE. BIENZEEEE 4P LUBAE A RONEFR AR, LERZAEMNEGRHF . WBAEZERENRUAE
MO ERAEEREN, FEx—&, TEELRY R ERE, B51FE B RN 6N,

B B4R B 15 2 457 B A T LUIER A R Bl Rk 1 T B BRI HEER, SEEEENARGRERNERE, SETNSREINAEER, o
EHEFENTRE AENERHEBE S0 EEEY, ERPREEETBAE REAE M AT BL ER SR AN BE T, B IR AR RS BL N
NAfAR; tEHNEEEREFids RUH— A HE AL >0, SR 2HEEMENTN AR =E, #i8s, ERARRoE s ABEERE,
25, B fmE 6, S SE 0T Rk B S R R,

LI, sEEAD, WK,

FENEETHRAEERE, @S EAR. EERNERE., [HAH, BOE, HRMEAUATE, SATIHNEREETN, REDSEL:
—EESHOEENSE, EESSEAT, EESEROARMNABRX]), BEFH TEME, BUSE, ARMaMRE, FHRASEAIE, &
I thes R Bk =

" EEEAEHAEMNAN, EEAHASE, ¥HAEERTR, M EERRTER, BRI EAERNA, BY ERERRERIARNTE, RIEEE
B, FEER, EFHE.

—ESSTHAENGER, EXSAE, ExsRASAYANS AERMR K, BERERE R0 Y B EMTER, B 5E AKHT R,
MELASEERMBR., EEITRBE, SIS H, ERARTERNESE, BRERTERNERR, HERSREAHAENATESHT
[ ER.

HiBE, ERNOEESOT, ERER RSB NEE, "—Ef" THESShsEas RERENIBUNGS, AERERRNET, BRE
B!

i Ak !

Figure 4. Sample Text of Tokenization in Chinese Corpora
3.3.2 Annotation Software

The Beijing Foreign Studies University (BFSU) Qualitative Coder was chosen as a qualitative data annotator for this study, which was
developed by Prof. Xu Jiajin and Jia Yunlong of BFSU in 2011. The BFSU Qualitative Coder can annotate texts according to research needs
and count the words and word frequency of each subclass of the annotation system. First, according to the research requirements, the
annotation code was designed, as shown in Table 3, and the encoding list was completed in the prescribed format of the BFSU Qualitative
Coder. After completing the above work, the text can be imported into the BFSU Qualitative Coder for annotation. The Chinese and English
annotation interfaces are shown in Figures 5 and 6, respectively.

Table 3. Annotation Code and Examples of Annotation

Types of Hedges Annotation Code Examples of Annotation
Quantity-varying rounders <Rounder-A> Chinese: <Rounder-A>k #]</Rounder-A>
Rounder English:<Rounder-A>around</Rounder-A>
Frequency-varying rounders <Rounder-B> Chinese:<Rounder-B>—H </Rounder-B>
English:<Rounder-B>always</Rounder-B>
Enumeration-varying rounders <Rounder-C> Chinese:<Rounder-C>%</Rounder-C>
English:<Rounder-C>and so on</Rounder-C>
Reduced-ambiguity adaptors <Adaptor-A> Chinese:<Adaptor-A>1R </Adaptor-A>
Adaptor English:<Adaptor-A>quite</Adaptor-A>
Restricted-proposition adaptors ~ <Adaptor-B> Chinese:<Adaptor-B>" 1% £ iji</Adaptor-B>
English:<Adaptor-B>technically</Adaptor-B>
Subjective plausibility shields  <Plausibility-A> Chinese:<Plausibility-A>F%#H15 </Plausibility-A>
Plausibility shield English:<Plausibility-A>1 believe</Plausibility-A>
Modal plausibility shields <Plausibility-B> Chinese:<Plausibility-B>§£ % </Plausibility-B>
English:<Plausibility-B>can</Plausibility-B>
Speculative plausibility shields  <Plausibility-C> Chinese:<Plausibility-C>%7 {4 </Plausibility-C>
English:<Plausibility-C>seem to</Plausibility-C>
Attribution shield Attribution shields <Attribution-A> Chinese: I <Attribution-A>ii</Attribution-A>
with sources English:Lee <Attribution-A>insisted</Attribution-A>
Attribution shields <Attribution-B> Chinese:<Attribution-B> i i& </Attribution-B>
without sources English:<Attribution-B> It is reported that </Attribution-B>
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Figure 5. Annotation Interface of Chinese Corpus
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MALAYSIA® S URGENT PLEA FOR RESTRAINT IN PREVENTING ESCALATION TO A4 REGIONAL CONFLICT

<Flausibilitw—a>Malaysia strongly urzes</Flausibilitv—4> all parties in the Middle East region to refrain and exercise
great caution not to escalate the already tensed situation.
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diny distraction from this objectiwe is what Israel wants, which isto deflect the zlobal community’ s attention
from their nefarious inhumane and unconscionable acts in Palestine.

Malaysia further echoes the call by the United Nations Secretary General for an immediate cessation and end of
these hostilities. any form of attack, offensive or defensive, will have consequences that if it spirals out of
control, will ultimately lead to the death of many more innocent liwes.
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Figure 6. Annotation Interface of English Corpus

3.3.3 Retrieval Software

In this study, AntConc 4.3.1 was chosen as the retrieval software. It is a free software developed by Laurence Anthony, a British graduate of
Waseda University in Japan. With its concise interface, ease of operation, and comprehensive set of functions, this software has become
widely used in corpus linguistics research. Figures 7 and 8 show the operation interfaces when AntConc 4.3.1 is used to retrieve the Chinese

rounder “—&.”

[

and the English rounder “always”.
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Figure 8. Retrieving English Rounder “always” in AntConc 4.3.1
3.3.4 Significance Testing Tool

In this study, the Log-likelihood Ratio Calculator, free software developed by Prof. Xu Jiajin of the Research Center for Foreign Language
Education at BFSU, is used to test for significant differences. Figure 9 below shows the operation interface of the Log-likelihood Ratio
Calculator.

3 Logikeibood anl Chi-spue Cacintor 10 a x

Simple Calculator Batch Calculator About
Batch Calculator

: . o Loglikeli
Size of Corpus 1 73732 Size of Corpus 2 73521 LrlElETE
Chi-square
Calculate
37
Add a row
Lexical item Frequenr.y 1 Fnequency 2 Norm. l'requenr.y 1 Norm. rnequem:y 2 Lng\ikelihnnﬂ Eigniﬁcance
204 120 0.2767% 0.1632% 21.788487064438 0.000003044200
343 450 0.4852% 0.6121% -14.780080827668 0.000120170000.

Figure 9. Example of Operation Interface of the Log-likelihood Ratio Calculator
3.4 Data Collection
Two corpora of speeches and statements from the Chinese and Malaysian Ministry of Foreign Affairs have been built, which are:

(1) The corpus of the discourse of speeches and statements from the Chinese Ministry of Foreign Affairs (“Chinese Corpus” for short): 55
speeches and statements from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of China from the two years of 2023 and 2024, covering about 73,732 words.
Source from the website of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of China: https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/

(2) The corpus of the discourse of speeches and statements from the Malaysian Ministry of Foreign Affairs (“Malaysian Corpus” for short):
67 speeches and statements from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Malaysia from the two years of 2023 and 2024, covering about 73,521
words. Source from the website of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Malaysia: https://www.kIn.gov.my/web/guest/press-releases

4. Results and Discussion

Based on Prince et al.’s (1982) and He’s (1985) categorization, as well as the classification of hedges provided by Varttala (2001) from a
cognitive lexical perspective, the existing four types of hedges were further subdivided into ten subcategories, as shown in Figure 10. Next,
to test whether the new classification of hedges is feasible for the contrast analysis between Chinese and English discourse, the author
combined two self-built corpora of Chinese and English political discourse to conduct retrieval, statistics and analysis of the ten
subcategories of hedges.
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Hedges
Approximators:
() Adaptors:
(1) Reduced-ambiguity adaptors
(Z) Resmicted-proposition adaptors
(2) Rounders:
(T} Quantity-varving rounders
(Z) Frequency-varving rounders
(2) Enumeration-varying rounders
Shields:
(1) Plausibility Shields -
(1) Subjective plausibility shields
() Modal plausibility shields
(2} Speculative plausibility shields
(2) Attribution Shields =
(1) Artribution shields with sources
(2 Attribution shields without sources

Figure 10. Re-categorization of Hedges

Additionally, according to the research methods of corpus linguistics, to facilitate comparison among corpora of different sizes, the author
must carry out “frequency normalization” processing. Based on the size of the corpus and the actual frequency, normalized calculations can
be made per thousand words, per ten thousand words, and so on. The data of this article was calculated based on the occurrence frequency
per ten thousand words (the original frequency divided by the total number of words in the corpus and then multiplied by ten thousand to

obtain the average occurrence frequency per ten thousand words). That is:

raw frequency
Normalized frequency of = x 10000
(per ten thousand words) the total number of words in the corpus

4.1 Three Subcategories of Plausibility Shields

Plausibility shields express the speaker’s opinion and attitude toward a particular subject. Plausibility shields can be further subdivided

into three types: subjective plausibility shields, modal plausibility shields, and speculative plausibility shields.

(1) Subjective plausibility shields indicate the speaker’s attitude toward the proposition, including the “first-person subject +

cognitive verb” structure shown in Table 4.
Table 4. Examples of the Structure of “first-person subject + cognitive verb.”

English Chinese
I think, I guess Lk, A, Rws
| suppose BN
I consider, | argue BAE
we agree LINER
we insist FATREE

The prepositional phrase reflects the speaker’s attitude toward the proposition as well. Table 5 shows some examples.

Table 5. Examples of the Prepositional Phrase

English Chinese
as far as | can tell, in my opinion RILE K
as we just said BN T Z BB 1)
from our perspective, in our view WKBRAVE K
according to my understanding PE A 1B

(2) Modal plausibility shields use modal verbs to convey subjective attitudes, including suggestions, wishes, and possibilities. Table

6 shows some examples.
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Table 6. Examples of Modal Plausibility Shields

English Chinese
may, might Al R
can, could "JLL, &

should, ought V|
must AR

(3) Speculative plausibility shields refer to verbs, adverbs, and adjectives that express “possibility.” Table 7 shows some examples.
Table 7. Examples of Speculative Plausibility Shields

Speculative Plausibility Shields in English Speculative Plausibility Shields in Chinese
appear to ke
tend to i [ T+
possibly, probably, likely, perhaps KL, Kk, 7R
seem to Bk, BT, G4

To compare the similarities and differences in the use of plausibility shields by spokespersons of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of China
and Malaysia when expressing opinions, the author conducted a statistical analysis of the frequencies of the three subcategories of
plausibility shields in the Chinese corpus and the Malaysian corpus. As shown in Table 8 (normalized frequency per 10,000 words), the
frequency of the three subcategories of plausibility shields in the Malaysian corpus is lower than that in the Chinese corpus. The author
tested whether these differences were significant using the Log-likelihood Ratio Calculator and found that the log-likelihoods of the
frequencies of three subcategories of plausibility shields in the two corpora were 19.26, 73.11, and -0.20, respectively (shown in Figure 13).
Among them, the significant difference values of subjective plausibility shields and modal plausibility shields are both less than 0.001,
showing significant differences between Chinese and Malaysian discourses. The use of modal plausibility shields in the two corpora shows
the most significant difference, with the log-likelihood of frequency 73.11, which indicates that the frequency of modal plausibility shields
in the Chinese corpus is much higher than that in the Malaysian corpus.

Table 8. Comparison of the Frequency of Three Subcategories of Plausibility Shields in Chinese Corpus and Malaysian Corpus

Three Subcategories of Plausibility Shields Corpus of speeches and statements of Corpus of speeches and statements of the
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of China  Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Malaysia
Raw frequencies of 313 212
Subjective Plausibility Shields
normalized frequency of 42 29
Subjective Plausibility Shields
Raw frequencies of 509 271
Modal Plausibility Shields
normalized frequency of 69 37
Modal Plausibility Shields
Raw frequencies of 2 3
Speculative Plausibility Shields
Normalized frequency of 0 0
Speculative Plausibility Shields
] Logikelinood snd Chi-square Cakculstor 1.0

Simple Calculator Batch Calculator About
Batch Calculator

" © Loglikelihood
Size of Corpus 1 73732 Size of Corpus 2 73521 Chi-square

Calculate

Add a row

Lexical item Frequency 1 Frequency 2 Norm. frequency 1 Norm. frequency 2 Loglikelihood significance
Subjective Plausibility Shields 313 212 0.4245% 0.2884% 19.263771938462 0.000011385000
Modal Plausibility Shields 509 271 0.6903% 0.3686% 73.111105580413 0.000000000000

Speculative Plausibility Shields 2 3 0.0027% 0.0041% -0.204231219582 0.651330000000|

Figure 11. Analysis of Significant Differences in the Frequencies of Three Subcategories of Plausibility Shields in Chinese Corpus and
Malaysian Corpus

4.2 Two Subcategories of Attribution Shields

Attribution shields express the speaker’s attitude toward something by quoting a third person’s opinion. The source of information refers
to the person from whom the speaker quoted the words. In speeches issued by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, when spokespersons quote
the remarks, views, or opinions of third parties, they typically need to provide the sources. The author divided attribution shields into two
subcategories: attribution shields with sources and attribution shields without sources.

(1) Attribution shields with sources typically follow the “third-person subject + transitive verb” structure. Examples are shown in
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Table 9.
Table 9. Examples of the Structure of “third-person subject + transitive verb.”
English Chinese
Mr. Smith said THEUL
Jane insisted ZRUEIRRE, /NN
the president announced iR

The type of third-person paraphrase marked with a prepositional phrase is shown in Table 10.

Table 10. Examples of “third-person paraphrase marked with a prepositional phrase.”

English Chinese
according to Mr. Li A 2 B P
as Obama puts it F IR B T BT
in Peter’s eyes wERKE
from Mary’s point of view NI ) £R PR
(2) Attribution shields without sources refer to the paraphrased form where the third-person subject is omitted. Examples are shown
in Table 11.
Table 11. Examples of Attribution Shields without Sources
Attribution Shields without Sources in English Attribution Shields without Sources in Chinese
it is said that it says that P2, Ul
it is reported that, as reported A IEFR
it is assumed that P DU
based on M
according to the statistics EiTEE AN
according to a survey EER =R

Through corpus analysis, the author found that the frequency of attribution shields used by spokespersons of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
of Malaysia is significantly higher than that used by spokespersons of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of China. This difference deserves
in-depth contrast analysis. Table 12 shows the raw frequencies and normalized frequencies (per 10,000 words) of the two subcategories of
attribution shields in the two corpora of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of China and Malaysia.

In addition, the author compared the following groups of data: a comparison of the frequency of attribution shields with sources in the
corpora of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of China and Malaysia and a comparison of the frequency of attribution shields without sources in
the speech corpora of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of China and Malaysia. A contrast analysis of the differences between these two groups
of data is shown in Figure 12. The results show that the frequency likelihood ratio of attribution shields without sources is 0.30, which is
higher than 0.001, indicating no significant difference. However, the frequency likelihood ratio of attribution shields with sources is 0.00,
less than 0.001, indicating a significant difference between the frequencies of attribution shields with sources in the two corpora.

Table 12. Comparison of the Frequency of Two Subcategories of Attribution Shields in the Two Self-built Corpora of Chinese and
Malaysian Political Discourse

Two subcategories of Attribution Shields Corpus of speeches of the Ministry of Corpus of speeches of the Ministry of Foreign

Foreign Affairs of China Affairs of Malaysia
raw frequencies of 257 952
Attribution Shields with Source
normalized frequency of 35 129
Attribution Shields with Source
raw frequencies of 1 3
Attribution Shields without Source
normalized frequency of 0 0
Attribution Shields without Source
] Loghketiood nd Chi-sauare Cokulgtos 10 - o0 x
Simple Calculator Batch Calculator About
Batch Calculator
Size of Corpus 1 73732 Size of Corpus 2 73521 B E”h?_‘r:di:?:d
Calculate
Add a row
Lexical item Frequency 1 Frequency 2 Norm. frequency 1 Norm. frequency 2 Loglikelihood slqnin:ancel
Attribution Shields with Source 257 952 0.3486% 1.2949% 427.083921505114 0.000000000000
Attribution Shields without Source 1 3 0.0014% 0.0041% 1.052236136315 0.304290000000

Figure 12. Analysis of Significant Differences in the Frequencies of Two Subcategories of Attribution Shields in Chinese Corpus and
Malaysian Corpus
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4.3 Two Subcategories of Adaptors

Adaptors indicate semantic differences in degree, providing nuanced modifications to expressions. The author further divided adaptors
into reduced-ambiguity adaptors and restricted-proposition adaptors based on their different pragmatic functions.

(1) Reduced-ambiguity adaptors involve directly modifying adjectives or adverbs to clarify membership affiliation and mitigate
ambiguity. Table 13 provides examples.

Table 13. Examples of Reduced-ambiguity Adaptors

Reduced-ambiguity Adaptors in English Reduced-ambiguity Adaptors in Chinese
very, much, pretty, rather, highly A, A, JEN, R, K, TR, #
slightly, sort of, kind of, somewhat, a little bit T, A RUL
almost, nearly JUF, Z—H

(2) Restricted-proposition Adaptors impose specific criteria that limit the scope of a proposition, thereby enhancing its relevance and
providing a more nuanced interpretation. Table 14 provides some examples.

Table 14. Examples of Restricted-proposition Adaptors

Restricted-proposition Adaptors Restricted-proposition adaptors

in English in Chinese

broadly speaking FERE R

simply speaking KU
basically e ¥/NIW
in a sense RT3

to a certain extent E—ERE L
virtually e

The author conducted statistical and contrast analyses on the frequency of the two subcategories of adapters in the Chinese and Malaysian
corpora. The results show that the reduced-ambiguity adaptors were used 349 times in the Chinese Corpus, with a normalized frequency of
47 times per 10,000 words. In contrast, they were used 24 times in the Malaysian Corpus, with a normalized frequency of only 3 times per
10,000 words. Restricted-proposition adaptors were used only once in the Chinese Corpus, with a normalized frequency of 0 per 10,000
words. They are used 60 times in the Malaysian Corpus, with a normalized frequency of 8 per 10,000 words, as shown in Table 15.

The log-likelihood ratio of the raw frequencies of reduced-ambiguity adaptors in the self-built corpora is 338.04, and the log-likelihood ratio
of the raw frequencies of restricted-proposition adaptors is 74.52. The significant difference values between the two groups are less than
0.001, indicating significant differences in the use of reduced-ambiguity adaptors and restricted-proposition adaptors between China’s and
Malaysia’s political discourse. Moreover, 338.04 is much higher than 74.52. Therefore, the frequency difference in reduced-ambiguity
adaptors between Chinese and Malaysian political discourse is significant.

Table 15. Comparison of the Frequency of Two Subcategories of Adaptors in the Two Self-built Corpus of Chinese and Malaysian Political
Discourse

Two subcategories of Adaptors Corpus of speeches of the Corpus of speeches of the Ministry of Foreign
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Affairs of Malaysia
China

Raw frequencies of 349 24
Reduced-ambiguity Adaptors

Normalized frequency of 47 3
Reduced-ambiguity Adaptors

Raw frequencies of Restricted-proposition Adaptors 1 60

Normalized frequency of 0 8

Restricted-proposition Adaptors

) Losliettond and Crisauare Cactor 14 °

Simple Calculator Batch Calculator About
Batch Calculator

Size of Corpus 1 73732 Size of Corpus 2 73521 © Loglikelihood
Chi-square
Calculate
Add a row
Lexical tem T Frequency 1] Frequency 2. Norm. frequency 1 Norm. frequency 2 Loglikelihood Significance|
e e T A e e ade 24 0.4733% 0.0326% 338.046456221410 0,000000000000
Restricted-proposition Adaptors 1 60 0.0014% 0.0816% 74.527900571034 0.000000000000

Figure 13. Analysis of Significant Differences in the Frequencies of Two Subcategories of Adaptors in Chinese Corpus and Malaysian
Corpus

4.3 Three Subcategories of Rounders
Rounders limit the range of variation in concepts such as quantity and frequency. The author further divides rounders into three
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subcategories: quantity-variating rounders, frequency-varying rounders, and enumeration-varying rounders.

(1) Quantity-varying rounders can be further subdivided into numerical and non-numerical types.

Numerical type: By placing

these terms before or after a specific quantity, the exact value becomes vague, but the estimation of the quantity can vary depending
on the individual and the context. Examples of these can be found in Table 16.

Non-numerical type: These terms are used to make the modified word ambiguous in terms of quantity or reference. Examples of

these can be seen in Table 17.

(2) Frequency-varying rounders are used to make the frequency with which an action occurs vague. Examples of these can be found

in Table 18.

(3) Enumeration-varying rounders are used for incomplete enumeration. Examples are illustrated in Table 19.

Table 16. Examples of Numerical Types of Quantity-varying Rounders

Numerical Type of Quantity-varying Rounders in

Numerical Type of Quantity-varying Rounders in

English Chinese
about 5 years X4 5%
around 3 o’clock 3NER
nearly 30 meters ¥eiE 30 K

approximately 70% #) 70%

Table 17. Examples of Non-numerical Type of Quantity-varying Rounders

Non-numerical Type of Quantity-varying Rounders in English

Non-numerical Type of Quantity-varying Rounders in Chinese

Many, lots of, much, a number of,
most
some, several, a little, a few
few, little
quite a bit
thousands of

wz, K&, %

Table 18. Examples of Frequency-varying Rounders

Frequency-varying Rounders in English

usually, often
sometimes
always
seldom, rarely
never
frequently

HR%
Ho,
bt
W EE4
R
Frequency-varying Rounders in Chinese
I 5
EEln)
—H, B2
Wb, ANE
MR
S

Table 19. Examples of Enumeration-varying Rounders

Enumeration-varying Rounders in English

Enumeration-varying Rounders in Chinese

anything like that, or something else,
and things like that
and so on

WA, KM, A

A AEAL
=¥, ~FoF

Through contrast analysis of the frequency of the three subcategories of rounders, the results showed that the quantity-varying rounders
were used 167 times in the Chinese Corpus, with a normalized frequency of 23 times per 10,000 words; they were used 102 times in the
Malaysian Corpus, with a normalized frequency of 14 times per 10,000 words. Frequency-varying rounders were used 392 times in the
Chinese corpus, with a normalized frequency of 53 per 10,000 words. In contrast, they were used only 44 times in the Malaysian corpus,
with a normalized frequency of 6 per 10,000 words. Enumeration-varying rounders were used 169 times in the Chinese corpus, with a
normalized frequency of 23 per 10,000 words; they are used only once in the Malaysian corpus, with a normalized frequency of 0 per 10,000
words, as shown in Table 20.

Through the Log-likelihood Rate calculator tests, the log-likelihood ratio of the raw frequencies of quantity-varying rounders,
frequency-varying rounders, and enumeration-varying rounders in the self-built corpus are 15.67, 318.20, and 222.92 respectively. The
significant difference values of the three subcategories of rounders are all less than 0.001, indicating significant differences between China and
Malaysia in all of them. Moreover, 338.04 and 222.92 are much higher than 15.67. Therefore, the frequency differences in frequency-varying
rounders and enumeration-varying rounders between Chinese and Malaysian political discourses are significantly different.
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Table 20. Comparison of the Frequency of Three Subcategories of Rounders in Chinese Corpus and Malaysian Corpus

Corpus of speeches of the Ministry of Corpus of speeches of the Ministry of
Three subcategories of Rounders Foreign Affairs of China Foreign Affairs of Malaysia
Raw frequencies of 167 102
Quantity-varying Rounders
Normalized frequency of 23 14
Quantity-varying Rounders
Raw frequencies of 392 44
Frequency-varying Rounders
Normalized frequency of 53 6
Frequency-varying Rounders
Raw frequencies of Enumeration-varying 169 1
Rounders
Normalized frequency of 23 0
Enumeration-varying Rounders
Simple Calculator Batch Calculator About
Batch Calculator
Size of Corpus 1 73732 Size of Corpus 2 73521 © Loglikelihood

Chi-square

Calculate

Add a row

Lexical ltem | Frequency1]  Frequency 2 Norm. frequency 1 Norm. frequency 2 Loglikelihood! significance ||
‘Quantity-varying Rounders 0.2265% 0.1387% 15.677122324854 0.000075127000
Frequency-varying Rounders 0.5317% 0.0588% 318.201865883180 0.000000000000
e e 0.2202%) 0.0014% 222 923230072371 0.000000000000

Figure 14. Analysis of Significant Differences in the Frequencies of Three Subcategories of Rounders in Chinese Corpus and Malaysian
Corpus

5. Conclusion

The findings suggest that among the ten subcategories, eight show significant differences in frequency between Chinese and Malaysian
political discourse, specifically subjective plausibility shields, modal plausibility shields, attribution shields with source, reduced-ambiguity
adaptors, restricted-proposition adaptors, quantity-varying rounders, frequency-varying rounders, and enumeration-varying rounders.

The results provide evidence that the new categories of Chinese and English hedges proposed under the frameworks of the classifications of
Prince et al. (1982) and He (1985) are highly operable when using corpus linguistics to analyze Chinese and English discourse and can
provide a new perspective for future contrast analysis between Chinese and English discourse. For example, when conducting a critical
discourse analysis of political discourse, the author can further analyze the pragmatic strategies and ideological differences between
spokespersons of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of China and Malaysia in the construction of pragmatic identities by contrastive analysis of
the differences in the choice of personal subject types when using subjective plausibility shields. In addition, the author can analyze the
emotional differences between the spokespersons of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of China and Malaysia on specific news events by
counting the differences in the magnitude of modal verbs when choosing modal plausibility shields.

In short, establishing a new categorization suitable for Chinese and English hedges provides a promising method for future contrast analysis
of Chinese and English discourses. The new categorization plays a crucial role in revealing cultural values, diplomatic concepts, and
national positions reflected in the differences in the use of hedges in political discourse through critical discourse analysis. Future scholars
should pay more attention to the pragmatic strategies and ideological differences reflected in the use of each subcategory of hedges.
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