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ABSTRACT

Over recent decades language researchers have been interested not only in how language works but also in applications of knowledge about language in real-life situations. Data used for illustration in most language research are no longer relied on examples of researchers’ intuition but on authentic sources of natural wording through research corpora. As such, corpus linguistics has become one of the popular approaches in much current research on English discourse.
Through the method of corpus-based analysis, this paper aims at investigating mitigation markers combined with deontic must to attenuate its sense of strong obligation in three aspects as syntactic structures, frequencies and pragmatic functions. The two research corpora providing the database for comparative analysis in this research have been built from randomly selected samples of speeches made by British and American ambassadors to Vietnam in the size of over 100,000 words each. Findings have shown that mitigation markers combined with deontic must commonly occur in patterns of hedges, downtoners, impersonalization and passivization. The frequencies of MMs in the two research corpora indicate that the American ambassadors are more personal and direct while the British ambassadors are more reserved and indirect in imposing obligations.
1. Introduction
Ambassadorial speeches are considered as a genre of discourse consisting of the potential that may violate the interactants’ face want and ideological autonomy since the speeches are normally delivered in inter-cultural settings which may create face-threatening acts(1). For instance, there are situations when the ambassador is to impose strong obligation on hearers in his speeches. As such, the speaker has to use “attitudinal operators” (Kiefer, 1987) added to the propositional content of the utterance to mitigate the strong impact on the addressee(s). 

Literally, expressions used to show the speaker’s attitude in the utterance have been proposed in a range of studies in terms of “mitigation markers” (Brown and Yule, 1983); “harmonic combinations” (Coates, 1983); “Modal expressions” (Perkins 1983); “modality-filled markers” (Dedaic, 2004) and “expressions of modality” (Frawley, 2006). Therefore, this study focuses on expressions that the speaker uses to combine with deontic must(2) to attenuate its sense of strong obligation imposed on the addressee in terms of mitigation markers. The research corpora providing the database for analysis are compiled from samples of speeches made by the British and American ambassadors to Vietnam (see 3.).
2. An overview of corpus-based research
A corpus (corpora or corpuses in plural) is a huge computer-readable body of texts, not only large in amounts of data but also easily accessible with the assistance of specialized softwares. Meyer (2002: xi) considers a corpus as “a collection of texts or parts of texts upon which some general linguistic analysis can be conducted”. As such, a corpus can be defined as a collection of systematically organised body of texts originating from natural language, which are designed for the purpose of studying particular aspects of language structures and use (see Kennedy, 1998; Biber et al, 1998; Hunston, 2002; Meyer, 2002; Baker, 2006). 
For different purposes in linguistic studies, there are considerably different types of corpora such as specialised corpus, general corpus, comparable corpus, parallel corpus, learner corpus, pedagogic corpus, historical or diachronic corpus, monitor corpus (see Hunston (2002: 14-6), Baker (2006: 26-30) for types of corpora). Typical studies on the historical development of computerized corpora, statistical tools, computer programmes and specialized software packages for corpus-based studies on authentic language are Aijmer and Altenberg eds. (1991), Kennedy (1996, 1998), Biber et al.’s (1998), Baker (2006), etc. 
The school of corpus linguistics developed over recent decades has brought considerable influence to linguistic studies. Leech (1991) hightlights the ‘first generation corpora’, as early as Randolph Quirk’s plan for the SEU corpus in 1959, and soon afterwards with the Brown corpus compiled by Nelson Francis and Henry Kucera in 1961. These are followed by the Lancaster-Oslo/Bergen (LOB) Corpus 1970-1978, the London Lund Corpus (LLC) 1975. In 1980s a wide range of English corpora were compiled for specialized purposes. In 1990s ‘second generation mega-corpora’ were available. Among these are the Cobuild Corpus, the Longman Corpus Network (LLELC, LSC and LCLE), and typically the British National Corpus (http://www.natcorp.ox.ac.uk). Access to large corpora of English can be seen in Aijmer and Altenberg eds. (1991), Hunston (2002), Meyer (2002) among others.
3. Objectives and methodology

Mitigation markers (hereafter MMs) are considered as patterns combined with deontic must in the utterance to attenuate its sense of strong obligation imposed on addressees. This study is central to investigating MMs in three aspects. Firstly, different forms of lexical items and syntactic structures used as MMs in the research corpora of British and American ambassadorial speeches (see below) will be identified. Secondly, the frequencies of MMs occurring in the research corpora will be compared. Thirdly, the pragmatic functions of MMs will be investigated and analysed to see the difference between the British and American ambassadors in the use of MMs to attenuate the deontic sense of must obligation. 
On the basis of prior corpus-based studies, the process of compiling the research corpora, British Ambassador Corpus (BAC) and American Ambassador Corpus (AAC), has been undertaken. Samples of ambassadorial speeches are readily transcribed into texts and accessible on the UK Embassy website in Vietnam (http://ukinvietnam.fco.gov.uk/en/), and the USA Embassy website in Vietnam (http://vietnam.usembassy.gov/). The BAC consists of 72 speeches from 2002 to 2009 in the length of 105,002 words. The AAC includes 70 speeches between 2000 and 2009 with 104,484 words in length. The size and synchronic range of transcribed speeches are expected to be adequate for the analysis of MMs. As such, the research corpora can be seen as the representative for the speech genre of this study. 
In this corpus-based research a mixed method of qualitative and quantitative analysis is used. The quantitative techniques provide statistical data of word frequencies and patterns of collocation in the research corpora and the qualitative approach is implemented for the pragmatic interpretation of MMs. The software packages as Wordsmith 5.0, CHAT & CLAN and Log-likelihood test of significance are used to search for patterns of MMs, investigate and compare the frequencies of MMs in the two research corpora. The tools employed to undertake these tasks are in terms of word frequency, keyword lists, concordance line or collocation (see Sinclair, 1991; Hunston, 2002; Baker, 2006; etc). Patterns of MMs combined with deontic must found in samples of British and American ambassadorial speeches are hedging expressions, downtoners, impersonalization and passivization.
4. Results and discussions

4.1 Hedging expressions
Hedging expressions (or hedges) are identified in samples of ambassadorial speeches as MMs since they are used to express the speaker’s tentativeness and caution in conveying the sense of obligation. Hedges, as claimed in Hyland (1996), are expressions used to indicate a lack of complete commitment to the truth of the proposition, and a desire not to express the commitment categorically. Coates (1983) considers hedges as expressions of the speaker’s lack of confidence in the propositional content of the utterance. However, as observed in samples of ambassadorial speeches, hedges not only convey the speaker’s sense of tentativeness in committing to the propositional content of the utterance but also indicate the speaker’s avoidance in imposing obligation directly on the addressee in the utterance. Patterns like I think that, I believe that, I hope that, I expect that, etc. as hedges have been found frequently used in the research corpora in their function as MMs, as in the following excerpts:

[1] I believe that the government must respond to the inflation and the downturn in the economy. [A04F]

[2] To do this effectively, I believe that we must ask ourselves three questions: Firstly, what does the world look like in 2007 … [B04E]

In the excerpts above, although the pattern I believe that expresses the speaker’s personal opinions, it is actually used to convey his tentativeness and caution in imposing an obligation on the addressee (the government in [1] and we in [2]) rather than the speaker’s commitment.

Table 1: The raw count of hedging expressions found in the AAC and the BAC

	
	I hope
	I expect
	I believe
	I think
	Total

	The AAC
	45
	4
	49
	115
	213

	The BAC
	44
	3
	41
	61
	149


Table 1 shows the frequencies of hedges on the content of the utterance collected in the research corpora. According to Obeng (1997), these hedging expressions are used as the strategy of offering the speaker “some degree of protection” and thus, when combined with deontic must they indicate the speaker’s caution and tentativeness in imposing obligation on the addressee. These patterns of hedges occur with a higher frequency in the AAC than in the BAC, accounting for 213 instances, compared with 149 instances, respectively. The log-likelihood calculation(3) with its critical value of 11.69, at p < .001 indicates significant difference between the American ambassadors (AAs) and the British ambassadors (BAs). From such statistical data, it can be argued that the AAs are more personal than the BAs in their use of hedges as MMs.
In sum, hedging expressions are identified as MMs since they are used to attenuate the sense of strong obligation potentially contained in the proposition uttered. Moreover, these MMs are also used to save the speaker’s face (see Brown and Levinson, 1987) since they are signals of the speaker’s claim that he does not strongly commit himself to the occurrence of the event presented nor impose any obligation on the addressee to perform the act uttered.
4.2 Downtoners

Like hedging expressions, downtoners are MMs used to serve the speakers’ intention in attenuating the strong impact of the utterance on hearers. MMs as downtoners have been found in the research corpora in the form of modal adverbs. They are sentence modifiers that can be pragmatically used to mitigate the sense of strong obligation indicated by deontic must that follows in the utterance. As such, MMs used as downtoners can be seen as indicators of the speaker’s intention in avoiding the strong impact of the utterance on hearers or the addressee. In the research corpora modal adverbs such as perhaps, probably, maybe, possibly, etc. are frequently used as downtoners as in the following excerpts:

[3] Perhaps the first thing you must bear in mind is the need for informed public debate. [B03N]

[4] In a business sense, you probably really must plan to be patient. It takes time, it takes longer than you may think sometimes. [A02C]

Modal adverbs like perhaps and probably are identified as downtoners because they convey the sense that the imposition of obligation is objective rather than the speaker’s personal opinion as used in hedges (as in 4.1). In [3], perhaps makes it easier for hearers to accept an obligation since it can be paraphrased as it is possible that you must bear in mind... In [4] probably is identified as a downtoner since it attenuates the deontic must of strong obligation paraphrased as it is possible that you must plan to be patient.
Table 2: The raw count of modal adverbs as downtoners in the AAC and the BAC.

	
	Perhaps
	Possibly
	Probably
	Maybe
	Total

	The AAC
	25
	12
	5
	8
	50

	The BAC
	38
	17
	27
	14
	96


As shown in Table 2, modal adverbs as downtoners occur with a higher frequency in the BAC than in the AAC, accounting for 96 compared with 50 instances, respectively. Moreover, the frequencies of individual modal adverbs as downtoners found in the BAC are all higher than those in the AAC. The Log-likelihood calculation for the frequencies of these downtoners, with its critical value of 14.97, at p < .001, also indicates that the AAs and the BAs are significantly different in using downtoners as MMs. Modal adverbs as downtoners indicate that the speakers do not completely commit to the proposition presented but there is an objective obligation imposed. As such, it can be argued that the BAs appear to be more tentative and indirect than the AAs in mitigating the sense of obligation in deontic must.
4.3 Other impersonalized and passivized patterns
As discussed in 4.1 and 4.2, mitigation markers are expressions combined with deontic must to attenuate its sense of strong obligation or necessity imposed on hearers to preserve both the speaker’s and hearers’ face. Deontic must is identified as the most frequently-used modal conveying the sense of strong obligation (see Palmer, 1986; Coates, 1983; Perkins, 1983). This deontic modal potentially commits face-threatening acts (see Brown and Levinson, 1987) since it conveys a strong impact as an explicit imposition on hearers. 
Other ways of mitigating the sense of strong obligation are in the use of impersonalized and passivized patterns combined with deontic must to indicate that the obligation is imposed on no overt subjects. As observed in samples of ambassadorial speeches, these are found in the combination of deontic must with inclusive we, general subjects and passive structures. 
4.3.1 With inclusive we

Inclusive we is used to express the speaker’s involvement with hearers which means I and you (whereas Exclusive we excludes hearers from the event presented, as claimed in Quirk et al, 1985). As such, the pattern ‘we must’ with inclusive we indicates the speaker’s solidarity in sharing responsibility with hearers in the performance of the act uttered and thus, mitigates the sense of strong obligation, as in the following excerpts:
[5] We must provide greater support for technology development and transfer to benefit developing countries. [B04O]

[6] As the US and Vietnam move forward in our relationship and with BTA implementation, we must remain committed to the high level of cooperation we have established. [A02O]

With the pattern we must as in [5], the speaker can attenuate the negative force of strong obligation imposed on hearers. Although the sense of obligation is placed on both the speaker and hearers (with the use of inclusive we), actually it is implicitly imposed on hearers. Therefore, inclusive we combined with deontic must is identified as a mitigation marker. When an obligation is to impose on hearers, the pattern we must can be seen as one of the best selections to preserve both of the interactants’ face (Brown and Levinson, 1987). That is to say the sense of obligation presented through ‘we must’, can be considered as an objective responsibility involving the speaker and hearers for performing the act uttered. Similarly, in [6] the pattern we must indicates the speaker’s solidarity with hearers in committing to the high level of cooperation. In sum, the pattern ‘we must’ is identified as a mitigation marker because inclusive we indicates an objective responsibility for both interactants to perform the act presented and thus preserves the interactants’ face. The higher frequency of we must in the BAC than in the AAC (see Table 3) supports the argument that the BAs are more reserved and indirect than the AAs in imposing obligations.
4.3.2 With general subjects
Another way of mitigating the sense of strong obligation, found in the research corpora, is to make it sound general. That is to say although the speaker intentionally reminds hearers of their responsibility for the event or the performance of the act uttered, general subjects are used so that an obligation is imposed on someone else other than hearers. As such general subjects as third person combined with deontic must can be seen as an indirect way of imposing strong obligation. With general subjects, the speaker intentionally avoids aiming at the addressees and tries to minimise the impression of giving an order to hearers. This strategy of mitigating the sense of must obligation is also characterised as objective because the subject is inanimate and exerts no one but actually includes all the addressees in performing the action presented. Moreover, there is no sense of the speaker’s involvement in this type of obligation as in the following excerpts:

[7] To achieve the first goal, the international community must keep in place firm, focused controls to prevent Baghdad from re-establishing its conventional, ballistic missile, nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons programs. [A02B]

[8] Secondly, the international community must ensure that we provide aid in order that developing countries can invest in the capacity necessary to grow. [B04J]
The subject ‘the international community’ is general and does not specify any agent responsible for performing the act presented in the utterance but it is intended to involve all hearers’ responsibility in general for such a performance. In the ambassadorial research corpora patterns of must in the sense of general obligation are found with a higher frequency in the BAC than in the AAC, accounting for 71 and 50 instances, respectively (see Table 3).
4.3.3 With passive structures
Patterns of passivization are considered as MMs since they make the sense of obligation impose on no overt subjects. That is to say the meaning of must obligation is weakened when it is incorporated with passive structures because in this case we cannot see on what overt subject the speaker imposes obligation. In other words with the verb phrase including must in passive voice, the speaker intentionally addresses an unspecified active subject to avoid a direct impact of an obligation. As such, the sense of obligation may become weaker or more objective in that the speaker imposes such an obligation on some addressee(s) but not directly on hearers as in the following excerpts:
[9] In addition, Vietnam's national savings rate, at just over 20 percent in 1998, is among the lowest in East Asia and must be raised to fund much needed public investment. [A01B]

[10] First, we know that for any peace process to work, it must be nationally owned and led. [B03F]

We cannot see who is exactly responsible for raising Vietnam's national savings rate as in [9] or owning and leading the peace process as in [10]. These passivized patterns can be characterised as MMs in so far as the ambassadors avoid strong obligation directly imposed on hearers for the subtle diplomatic relation. That is to say instead of a direct imposition on hearers as you must, a passivized pattern indicates that someone else must. This can be seen as a compensation for the infrequency of ‘you must’ (with only 3 instances in the AAC and 2 in the BAC). In sum, instead of 2nd person subject you, general subjects, impersonal and passive structures are commonly used to mitigate the sense of must obligation. 
Table 3: Patterns of MMs with must obligation in the AAC and the BAC

	
	We must
	General subject + must
	Passivisation
	Total

	AAC
	18
	50
	12
	  80

	BAC
	70
	71
	25
	166

	Subtotal
	74
	121
	37
	246


Table 3 shows that the frequency of deontic must occurring in patterns of MMs collected in the BAC is the double of those in the AAC, 166 compared with 80 instances, respectively. It is also interesting to find that frequencies of individual patterns of MMs in the BAC are also higher than those in the AAC. 70 instances of we must are found in the BAC compared with only 18 instances in the AAC; 71 instances of deontic must incorporated with general subjects are found in the BAC compared with 50 instances in the AAC; and 25 compared with 12 instances of deontic must in passive structures found in the BAC and the AAC, respectively. These results of comparison are also in line with Algeo’s (2006) claim that deontic must is 1.7 times more frequently used in British English than in American English and that this deontic modal is more British characteristic.

5. Conclusion
In sum, hedging expressions, downtoners, impersonalization and passivization are typical patterns of MMs commonly used to minimise the strong impact of must obligation. These linguistic devices when combined with deontic must indicate the speaker’s tentativeness and caution in imposing an obligation on hearers or avoiding direct impact on the addressee.

Pragmatically, these MMs can be seen as face-saving devices used to preserve both the speaker and hearers’ face. That is to say with these MMs the speaker shows his intent that the imposition of obligation is objective and hearers may find it easy to accept such an obligation imposed on themselves. The statistical data of MMs collected from the research corpora also indicate that the AAC is characterized as being higher in MMs as hedges (see 4.1) while the BAC has more MMs as downtoners (see 4.2), impersonalization (see 4.3.1, 4.3.2) and passivization (see 4.3.3). As such, it can be argued that the AAs are more direct and personal, while the BAs are more indirect and reserved in using MMs to attenuate deontic must of strong obligation.
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(1) Face is something that can be maintained, lost and enhanced, thus interactants always want to maintain not only their face but also anybody else’s in communication (See Brown and Levinson’s (1987) politeness theory with ‘negative face’ and ‘positive face’).


(2) See Palmer (1986, 1990) for basic semantic dimensions of deontic, dynamic and epistemic modality


(3) Use � HYPERLINK "http://ucrel.lancs.ac.uk/llwizard.html" ��http://ucrel.lancs.ac.uk/llwizard.html� to calculate log-likelihood. (See also Dunning (1993) for probability obtain using the log-likelihood test of significance.)
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