- International Journal of Linguistics
A\ MaC_l'Otthlr;lk ISSN 1948-5425
Institute 2017, Vol. 9, No. 3

A Study of Hedges in Chinese Foreign Ministry

Spokespersons’ Speeches at Regular Press Conference

Ting Yuan
School of Foreign Studies, Jinan University, Guangzhou, China

E-mail: yuanting1l3@qqg.com

Received: May 25, 2017  Accepted: June 3, 2017 Published: June 24, 2017
doi:10.5296/ijl.v9i3.11443 URL.: https://doi.org/10.5296/ijl.v9i3.11443

Abstract

As a tool effective in yielding special semantic and pragmatic effects through promoting
linguistic fuzziness, hedges are widely applied to various discourses, and thus hold tight a
high position in the fuzzy linguistics research. Based on Chinese foreign ministry
spokesperson’s speeches at regular press conference, the present study intends to analyze the
hedges in qualitative and quantitative methods at both lexical and non-lexical levels, for the
purpose of discovering the features of the usage of hedges in Chinese foreign ministry
spokesperson’s speeches at regular press conference and figuring out how spokesperson’s
speeches achieve his political meaning through hedges and the corresponding reason, hoping
to help the public and foreign media comprehend Chinese foreign policy better.
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1. Introduction

Hedge was first put forward by Lakoff (1972:195), and it is employed both in literature and
especially in daily life. Hedge is evidently vague or fuzzy, which is indispensable for daily
communication and owing to its function of making the original meaning more decent and
flexible, it even plays an irreplaceable role in some specific occasions, especially in political
diplomatic communications or speeches. Although many Chinese scholars have studied
hedges in Chinese political diplomatic language from translation perspective (Wang & Li,
2015; Pan, 2014), or made a comparison between Chinese and English hedges (Zhou, 2008;
Qiu, 2015), political diplomatic language is an indication of one country’s diplomatic policy,
and thus the study of hedges in Chinese foreign ministry spokespersons’ speeches at regular
press conference is of great significance.

This paper intends to make a qualitative and a quantitative research of Chinese foreign
ministry spokespersons’ speeches at regular press conference to figure out how Chinese
diplomatic policy is successfully demonstrated by hedges and the reasons of employing
hedges in different occasions are analyzed in the light of cooperative principle, face theory
and politeness principle, hoping to help the public and foreign countries to understand
Chinese diplomatic policy accurately.

2. Theoretical Framework
2.1 Hedge

Influenced by Zadeh’s (1965) fuzzy set theory, Lakoff first proposed the notion of hedge.
Lakoff (1972) defined hedge as an operator “whose job is to make things fuzzier or less
fuzzy” from the angle of logic and truth value. Following Lakoff, Brown and Levinson (1987)
describes hedges as “a particle, word or phrase that modifies the degree of membership of a
predicate or a noun phrase in a set; it says of that membership that it is particle true only in
certain respects, or that it is more true and complete than perhaps might be expected.”
Meanwhile, Yule (1996) thought hedges as “cautions notes expressed about how an utterance
is to be taken.” Mattews (1997:160) proposed the concept of “hedge” as “any linguistic
device by which a speaker avoids being compromised by a statement that turns out to be
wrong, a request that is not accepted.” Though the definitions of hedge vary from scholars to
scholars, they are all basically consistent with the original definition given by Lakoff . This
paper adopts Lakoff’s definition of hedge.

And the classification of hedge also varies for different scholars study it from different angles,
such as grammatical perspective, semantic perspective, and pragmatic perspective (Prince,
Frader & Bosk, 1982; Chen & Li, 1994; Wu, 1999). This paper adopts the most influential
and authoritative classification -- the classification of Prince et al. (1982), which tries to
classify hedges from the perspective of pragmatics. According to Prince et al, hedges can be
clarified into two categories: approximators and shields.

Approximators can modify the original meaning of utterance to some degree or change the
original meaning; that is to say, it can change the truth-condition of a proposition. And
approximators can be further divided into adaptors and rounders. Adaptors refer to the vague
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words which can change the degree of truth value of the utterance. It can make the utterance
more specific and decent and more close to reality. Rounders refer to the vague words which
can limit the range of the original utterance.

A\ MacrOth i “k International Journal of Linguistics

As for shields, they cannot change the original meaning of a proposition and the
truth-condition of a proposition. It can indicate the degree of speaker’s commitment to the
whole proposition or the truth-value. Shields are also further divided into two types: plausible
shields and attribute shields. Plausible shields are the words indicating speaker’s speculation
or his hesitation for his utterance directly, whereas attribute shields are the words indicating
speaker’s attitude or opinion indirectly by quoting the third party’s opinion.

Based on Lakoff’s definition of hedge and Prince et al.’s classification of English hedges, this
paper clarifies Chinese hedges into these four categories. To make it clear, the classification
of hedges is shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Classification of hedges

Example
Classification

English Chinese

sort of, kind of, really, | 7E—EfEE L FH
somewhat, quite, ina | —xiL; JLFs %
Jo

adaptor way, more or less... NZ ‘mélﬁ 7t
TR 3l R
Approximator approximately, 7E T, B

roughly, essentially, | T; #2475 4
rounder | something between X J: Ty A TF o

Hedge andY, about... ... 2 06 s
[E—ETaHIA......

I/we think, I'm afraid, | /FATW A 4F
plausible | I wonder, | suppose, | 15 #AH; FINA;
shield | seem, probably, hard | H50; "IRE: 1R

Shield according to one’s | A AHEM ; #f5 HE

attribute estimates, someone | J; ﬁ}\ﬁ 75\)3}?
shield | Says that, presumably, JEs TR

as is known, the EI%‘EEHIWJE"J‘%YR
possibility would be... | /Z......

2.2 Cooperative Principle

Cooperative principle, proposed by Grice (1967), is one of the important conversational
principles in pragmatics. Grice claimed that “in making a conversation the participants must
first of all be willing to be cooperative; otherwise, it would not be possible for them to carry
on the talk” (cited in He & Ran, 2009:97). Among all the pragmatic principles, the
cooperative principle plays an essential role in studying hedges. The cooperative principle
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includes mainly four maxims listed as follows:

Table 2. Four maxims of cooperative principle

(i) Make your contribution as informative as is required (for
The Maxim of | the current purpose of the exchange).

Quantity (i) Do not make your contribution more informative than is
required.

The Maxim of | (i) Do not say what you believe to be false.
Quality (i) Do not say that for which you lack adequate evidence.

The Maxim of | Be relevant.
Relation

The Maxim of | Be perspicuous.
Manner

Spokespersons’ speeches, which are political discourses, would usually influence the whole
atmosphere of a particular country and have a profound effect on the global environment.
Therefore, statesmen are requested to be extremely cautious in using appropriate expressions
to guarantee that right and related information should be conveyed and in some situations,
their expressions are ambiguous or indirect, which violate the maxim of cooperative
principle.

2.3 Face Theory

In the article On Face Work, Goffman (1963) put forward the term “face” first. He pointed
out that how face, which refers to the process that people present themselves in social
situations and people’s entire reality, is constructed through social interactions. Goffman
(ibid) held that “face is maintained by the audience, not by the speaker. We try our best to
maintain the face we have created in social situations”. And in 1987, based on the study of
Goffman, Brown and Levinson put forward Face Theory. Brown and Levinson (1987) define
face as the public self-image of an individual, which includes positive face and negative face.
The former refers to the desire to be accepted, appreciated and respected by others or the
wants to be treated as a member of the same group; whereas the negative face means the need
that you do not want to be imposed on yourself by others, that your actions are not hindered
by the interference of others, and that you have the freedom to choose your actions. And
Chinese foreign ministry spokespersons’ speeches are highly related with the friendship and
relation between two or more countries and the global political background, so spokespersons
should avoid face-threatening acts or languages to guarantee better communications and
cooperation with other countries. Face theory can explain why spokespersons’ answers are
sometimes not absolute and clear.

2.4 Politeness Principle

On the basis of the concept of “face” proposed by Goffman and face theory, Leech (1983) put
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forward politeness principle. According to Leech (ibid), politeness principle is further divided
into six main maxims as follows:

Table 3. Six maxims of politeness principle

(i) Minimize cost to other

Tact Maxim N o .

(i1) Maximize benefit to other
Generosity (i) Minimize benefit to self
Maxim (i) Maximize cost to self

Appr_obation (i) Minimize dispraise of other
Maxim (i) Maximize praise of other

_ (1) Minimize praise of self
Modesty Maxim | S
(i) Maximize dispraise of self

Agreement (i) Minimize disagreement between self and other
Maxim (ii) Maximize agreement between self and other

) (i) Minimize antipathy between self and other
Sympathy Maxim | o
(it) Maximize sympathy between self and other

Similarly, in order to save one’s face and be polite to others, politeness principle should be
observed. For foreign ministry spokespersons, the usage of hedges mainly reflects on two
aspects. First, hedges are employed to save hearers’ or other countries’ face. Second, hedges
are used to protect spokespersons’ own face or the country’s face by refraining from taking
full responsibility of the statement. Approximators’ modification on the original meaning of
the utterance and the degree of the utterance would be demonstrated mainly in Tact Maxim,
Modesty Maxim and Agreement Maxim. And shields which can influence the type and
degree of speaker’s commitment would be shown in Approbation Maxim, Generosity Maxim
and Sympathy Maxim.

3. Research Methodology
3.1 Research Question

This paper is intended to make a qualitative and quantitative research of Chinese hedges in
foreign ministry spokespersons’ speeches to figure out how Chinese diplomatic policy is
successfully demonstrated by hedges and why these hedges are used. So in order to achieve
these goals, the following questions will be answered:

1) What’s the feature of the hedges in Chinese foreign ministry spokespersons’ speeches?

2) How are various hedges employed on the basis of the pragmatic principles in foreign
ministry spokespersons’ speeches?
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3) What are the pragmatic functions of hedges in foreign ministry spokespersons’ speeches?
3.2 Instrument

The instruments of this study are Microsoft Word and Microsoft Excel. Microsoft Word is
used for searching hedges and counting the number of hedges. Microsoft Excel is used for
calculating the frequency and percentage of hedges. The figures would show the feature of
hedges in Chinese foreign ministry spokespersons’ speeches.

3.3 Data Collection

The data were collected from the website of Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People’s
Republic of China, the most influential and authoritative in foreign ministry affairs and
widely acknowledged over the world. The speeches are from the regular press conference
which is held five times a week and the spokespersons are Geng Shuang, Lu Kang and Hua
Chunying. The duration of the speeches is from January 1% to February 30" to guarantee the
timeliness of the data, And 15 texts are chosen randomly from the Chinese press conference
from the website of Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People’s Republic of China, which
amounts to 32,693 words together.

3.4 Data Analysis

Once data collection has been done, data analysis needs to be continued. First, hedges of
different categories were marked in different colors. Then the total number of hedges and the
number of each type were counted and the corresponding frequency is calculated. What’s
more, all the hedges can be classified into lexical hedges including lexical noun, lexical
adjectives, lexical adverbs and model verbs and non-lexical hedges. So the final step is to
calculate the percentage of the distribution of four types of hedges according to the
classification of lexical hedges and non-lexical hedges.

4. Results and Discussion

After calculation and analysis of the corpus, the features of the spokespersons’ speeches are
showed as follows:

4.1 Frequency of Hedges in Chinese Foreign Ministry Spokespersons’ Speeches

According to the data collected and data analysis, the frequency of hedges in Chinese foreign
ministry spokespersons’ speeches can be found clearly in the following table.

Table 4. Percentage of total hedges in speeches

Item Speeches
Total number of
words 32,693
Total number of
hedges 84
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Percentage 2.70%

From table 4, we can see that the corpus is made up of 32,693 words, in which 884
words are hedges, taking the percentage of 2.70%. It is evidently clear that hedges are an
essential part of the foreign ministry spokespersons’ speeches. And in next part, this paper
would talk about percentage of approximators and shields in the corpus.

The next part will talk about the frequency of different types of hedges in Chinese materials.

Table 5. Percentage of approximators and shields in speeches

Percentage in Percentage in
hedges speeches
Approximat Adaptors(18) 2.04%
ors
42.99% 1.16%
(380 Rounders(362) 40.95%
words)

Shields Plausible shields(278) | 31.45%

(504 57.01% 1.54%
words) Attribute shields(226) | 25.56%

Table 5 lists the number of different kind of hedges in speeches and the percentage which
they take respectively. As the table shows, the number of approximators is 380, 42.99% of
the hedges, while that of shield is 504, 57.01% of the hedges. And in approximators, the
number of adaptors is 18, taking the percentage of 2.04%; whereas that of rounders reaches
362, occupying 40.95% of all the hedges. As for shields, 278 words are plausible shields,
occupying 31.45%; 226 words are attribute shields, occupying 25.56%. And for the whole
speeches, approximators take the percentage of 1.16%, and shields take the percentage of
1.54%.

The statistics indicate that the frequency of shields is higher than that of approximators. And
in approximators, the frequency of rounders is greatly higher than that of adaptors and it is
the highest among these four types of hedges, while the frequency of adaptors is the lowest.
And in shields, the frequency of plausible shields is higher than that of attribute shields.
When answering the journalists’ questions, Chinese spokesperson prefer using rounders like
“TERELE TS, <4 R JT 1 to leave some room for the complicated current political affairs.
And plausible shields like “FA7iA > and attribute shields like “¥z4t11 are very common,
which can make the speeches more mitigatory.

4.2 Distribution of Hedges in Chinese Foreign Ministry Spokespersons’ Speeches

To make the distribution of hedges more specific, hedges first can be classified in terms of
lexical hedges and non-lexical hedges. The former can be subdivided into verbs, adjectives,
adverbs, verbs, nouns, pronouns, quantifiers and model verbs. The detailed information about
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the distribution is demonstrated below:

Table 6. Distribution of hedges in materials

Hedges
Types of hedges
Total number 884 Percentage
Lexical nouns 188 21.27%
Lexical pronouns 93 10.52%
Lexical verbs 45 5.09%
Lexical hedges ) .
Lexical adjectives 33 3.73% | 63.13%
(558 words)
Lexical adverbs 130 14.71%
Lexical quantifier 41 4.64%
Model verbs 28 3.17%
Non-lexical
hedges 326 36.87%
(326 words)

According to the table, the total number of hedges is 884, in which the number of lexical
hedges is 558, taking up 63.13%, while the number of non-lexical hedges is 326, taking up
36.87%. In lexical hedges, the number of lexical nouns is the largest, which is 188, taking up
21.27%. And the number of lexical adverbs rank second, which is 130, taking up 14.71%.
And lexical pronouns, verbs, adjectives, quantifiers and model verbs are far less than lexical
nouns and adverbs. This table shows that spokespersons are inclined to use lexical hedges,
especially lexical nouns, adverbs and pronouns. They also employ non-lexical hedges.

Table 7. Percentage and distribution of four types of hedges

Plausible Attribute
Adaptors Rounders . )
shields shields
(18) (362)
(278) (226)
Types of hedges
Nu Nu Nu
Percent | Num | Percen Perce Perce
mbe mbe mb
age ber tage ntage ntage
r r er
Lexical 44.75 11.50
. 0 0 162 0 0 26
Lexica nouns % %
| Lexical
21.
hedges | pronoun | 0 0 78 0/55 0 0 15 | 6.64%
0
S
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Lexical | 0 0 o | 32 | % 13 | 575%
verbs %

Lexical 9778
adjective | 5 % 28 | 7.73% | O 0 0 0
S
Lexical 55.55 12.43 33.19
adverbs 10 % 45 % 0 0 ™ %
Lexical
e 11.33
quar;tlfle 0 0 41 % 0 0 0 0
Model | 5 | 1667 | 0 | 25 [899%| 0 | o0
verbs %
Non-le 79.50 42.92
xical 0 0 8 2.21% | 221 ' 97 '
% %
hedges

As is shown in table 7, we can see the percentage and distribution of four types of hedges
according to the classification of lexical hedges and non-lexical hedges. As for adaptors,
there are lexical adjectives, lexical adverbs and model verbs, among which the percentage of
lexical adverbs is the highest, reaching 55.55%. And for rounders, there are lexical nouns,
lexical pronouns, lexical adjectives, lexical adverbs, lexical quantifier and non-lexical hedges.
And lexical nouns take up the most, while non-lexical hedges are the least. When it comes to
plausible shields, there are lexical verbs, model verbs and non-lexical hedges, among which
non-lexical hedges have the highest proportion, up to 79.50%. And for attribute shields, there
are lexical nouns, pronouns, verbs, adverbs and non-lexical hedges and also non-lexical
hedges have the highest proportion.

According to table 7, it is clear that rounders and attribute shields are realized mainly by
lexical nouns and pronouns; only shields would use lexical verbs and approximators would
use lexical adjective; only plausible shields would not use lexical adverbs and only rounders
would use lexical quantifier; there are model verbs in adaptors and plausible shields; only
adaptor would not use non-lexical hedges.

As for the reasons of the usage of different hedges, this paper would give a more detailed
explanation in next part on the basis of cooperative principle, face theory and politeness
principle with some examples.

4.2.1 Adaptors

As is mentioned above, adaptors are used to present the degree of differences in the truth
condition of the proposition. They are the kind of hedges that make certain modification on
the original meaning of the utterance according to the actual situation. In Chinese, there are
many words included in adaptors, like “7E—3EREE b7, “F— L7, “JLF, “BEAL”, “58
AL, “#EIE T, And there are some examples in Chinese foreign ministry
spokespersons’ speeches.
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(1) AR, HEMUETIEAZLSR, WEEARESH . B, ASCESATIRTIS
LA VEA KIS S F . (Geng Shuang, Jan 5™)

() F5, HEAR., WK TR MRS TR B o dEZom Tae. B85
eGSR BT NI4T d7 /1% . (Geng Shuang, Jan 3)

(3) FRATUE P B AR AR i< Py A vh = A —rh— S I A ], JRAT H 7 E G T A e E
RER AR 24 R 2R 32U . (Geng Shuang, Jan 3™

From these examples, we can see that the three words “AWr> “@dt—35 “58%1” are all
adaptors, which can avoid subjective assertion. In example (1) and (2), “A W7 and “#t—25>
fail to show how much progress has been made and how Chinese would crack down on
illegal activities and crimes, and thus they violate the maxim of quantity. But these two words
succeed in conveying the right amount information, and there’s no need to show the details
because spokesperson only wants to focus on that China is making cooperation with Israel
and China will continue to strike illegal and criminal activities. “/A 7> and “i#t—25> also
obey the modesty maxim of politeness principle. They indicate that the spokesperson
minimize the praise of China. In example (3), it is a tough and serious problem about the
relationship between China and Taiwan. And Japan violates the one-China principle,
therefore China should restate his position of one-China principle and condemn Japan’s
inappropriate act. Meanwhile, owing to the complicated political background and the
relationship with Japan, Geng Shuang uses “58%1”, which means “quite”, to show his
disagreement, and this word avoids assertion for the whole interests of the two nations,
instead of using other words which may destroy the relationship between them and threaten
Japan’s face. And this word also abides by sympathy maxim for it minimizes antipathy
between China and the other country.

4.2.2 Rounders

Rounders refer to the vague words which can limit the range of the original utterance.
Rounders are frequently used when people measure things. In Chinese, such words and
expressions like “7EHELE 7 ", “BEIE T, “AHU T2, <27, “ LR, A T Al 2 ),
“RME”, “fE—EVEFE N>, are all rounders. Rounders often co-occur with numbers in actual
situation. Sometimes it is difficult to get precise numbers immediately or there is no need to
get precise number to help understand the topic. Consequently, rounders are used to avoid the
unnecessary mistake and achieve preciseness. There are many examples we can get from the
corpus.

(4) “—a— MBI T 3 Lk, EEPrAESEI RN A E . HRTEA 100 £
A SN [ B 2H 22 A8 W ER I8 SRR, 40 22 N I SR [E] BR 2 21 ) [ 25 38 5« — iy — B
FXEME1EDL.  (Lu Kang, Feb 3™

(5) H E LEEPAF IR A 2013 S8 AR 1AM 10 SE A B4R, MBI A4 )
HAR M —E G % B . (Lu Kang, Feb 6™)

(6) FATZ R, 49 5 R L8 B 0E B DR A E A . H A
AR £ S kb AT B 8000, 2 o A AR, A ATERL =3E DY . (Geng Shuang,
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Feb 14™)

In example (1), we should have provided precise humber to obey the maxim of quantity of
cooperative principle, but the precise number is irrelevant for the public to understand the
topic, so approximate number marked by “Z” is enough. It violates the maxim of quantity of
cooperative principle, but it is more real and close to the truth, and thus it is more convincing.
In example (2), “—E 17, which means “some”, is also appropriate for there is no need of
the precise number of money. Example (3) uses a pronoun “4F N\ to imply that the related
countries have no right to intervene in Chinese domestic affairs about Diaoyu Islands. But
China shows his attitude indirectly and wants to save the related countries’ faces and don’t
want to make the relationship with these two countries worse and shows its politeness to the
other two countries. And in the corpus, “H XA “HRE R AL N> “—PIJEH are
also rounders and they are the same as “4F A and they all obey sympathy maxim for
avoiding the direct conflicts with some countries or related organizations and saving their
face.

4.2.3 Plaisible Shields

Plausible shields are the words indicating speaker’s speculation or his hesitation for his
utterance directly. And in Chinese, “F/FRATHAF", “UF5>, “FRAD”, “TINA”, “BIHM”,
“HlBE”, “4/R¥ME 1L are all plausible shields. And here are some examples in the speeches.

(7) H 5 B L R, R A LR AT . TR T ] [ 3 i [ i
GRS, Y R BT O INaRisE, WA, (Geng Shuang, Jan 3

(8) A, B S E S AL R ) B b b, FEBCE B el e E .
B 7 A LA SN FLBAT 5%, "R Rp s By i AR R 2 080, R AR B CBRAT AN W 1] i HEE < (Hua
Chuanying, Jan 17"

(9) ¥ T8, FHEEs X BURF IE $2 A S AL B .. (Hua Chuanying, Jan 17™)

In these examples, the words underlined are all plausible shields. “/&” in example (7) means
gy JEE” A H7means “FRATAHE”, and “FAT” is equal to “H 7. They are all
indicating speakers’ speculation and hesitation. And in example (8), the model verb “J%”
which means “should”, also shows speaker’s wish not demand. And the language is more
mitigatory and persuasive, and there is also room for how to do this thing. In example (9),
“¥& 1 fi#” means “#ErH 77 T fi#”, which shows the attitude of speakers. These words may
violate the maxim of quantity of cooperative principle, but obey the maxim of quality and are
more polite. These words can minimize antipathy between self and other. Also, they can
make the statement more exact and indicate a personal attitude towards the proposition and
make the proposition less absolute and assertive. These words all comply with tact maxim
and they make the tone softer and make the statement more acceptable.

4.2 .4 Attribute Shields

Attribute shields are the words indicating speaker’s attitude or opinion indirectly by quoting
the third party’s opinion, like “& ANHED”, “HEHEW, <G NUL”, P E N, “AlHett e,

“T] e P A L A&, And here are some examples in the speeches.
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(10) F5L b, G EARAN 2016 TR ) R, FETRE S HTE 2%
T H . AR YR T E RSB ge i, FAERRR 28 BRI bR BT R EL 3G K 41.3%.
(Lu Kang, Feb 7™

(A1) R HEANRIEW E SR, 12 o5 E A E PR A S R SRR, —HEN
HEF R P i BB Y 5% ), X B2 H 3. (Geng Shuang, Feb 13™)

Example (10) quotes the third party’s opinion, and “Bt&rE KA i) 2016 tH 5% 5 i 25 )
P and “HHE o [ 75 4535 48 11, which violate the maxim of quantity, make the statement
more authoritative and convincing. Also, they can make up for the spokesperson’s deficiency
of some professional knowledge. In example (11), “A H 3L##> is an attribute shield, which
means “everyone knows”. And it makes the statement more objective and more modest. And
the speaker would not take the full responsibility for the proposition. The attribution shields
can save the speaker’s face to some extent.

5. Conclusion

This paper intends to show the features of hedges in Chinese foreign ministry spokespersons’
speeches and the pragmatic reasons why hedges can be employed in speeches under the
theoretical framework of cooperative principle, face theory and politeness principle. We can
see it clearly that in Chinese foreign ministry spokespersons’ speeches, hedges are employed
very frequently, among which shields are more than approximators and rounders take the
largest proportion. And lexical hedges are more than non-lexical hedges in the speeches and
lexical nouns take the highest percentage of lexical hedges while model verbs take the lowest
percentage. Besides, different hedges are showed by different lexical or non-lexical hedges.

As for the pragmatic functions of the hedges in Chinese foreign ministry spokespersons’
speeches, there are three points:1) the statement would be more authoritative, convincing and
objective and thus more supports will be won; 2) it can save other countries’ face and keep
polite; 3) it can make the statement more mitigatory so as to avoid taking full responsibility
of the statement and thus save China’s face better. The present study of hedges in Chinese
foreign ministry spokesperson’s speeches at regular press conference aims to figure out how
spokesperson’s speeches achieve his political meaning through hedges, and thus help the
public and foreign media comprehend Chinese diplomatic policy better.
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