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Abstract: The study was to compare and contrast type of hedges used by American and
Vietnamese celebrities in responses to questions in interviews. The data were collected from 96
online interviews with American and Vietnamese celebrities. The study was conducted mainly
with quantitative methods with the combination of some qualitative methods for explanation and
discussion. The findings showed that out of the five categories under investigation, “Quality
hedges” were most frequently-used with a rather high rate, while “Relevance hedges” took the
lowest position in frequency by both groups of celebrities. Also, hedges used in the American and
Vietnamese data were different from each other in the distribution of “Quantity hedges”, “Manner
hedges” and “Mixed hedges”.

Keywords: American celebrities (Acels), Vietnamese celebrities (Vcels), hedges on quality maxim
(QIHs), hedges on quantity maxim (QnHs), hedges on relevance maxim (ReHs), hedges on manner

maxim (MaHs), mixed hedges (MiHs).

1. Introduction

Hedging is supposed to be one of the most
effective means to achieve the communicative
purpose as well as to reduce the friction and
maintain harmony. Hedging is likely to be
frequently used by celebrities, whose all
communicative activities and behavior always
attract the attention and concern of the public. It
is for this reason that we decided to examine
semantic features of hedges used by American
and Vietnamese celebrities in responses to
questions in interviews with all their
characteristics as well as similarities and
differences. The paper starts with some
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theoretical background, followed by the
methodology of study and results of the study
before it ends up with the conclusion.

2. Theoretical background

The term “Hedge” goes back to the 1970s
with Lakoff [1], who first introduced the term
in his article, showing his concern about the
logical relationships of words and their
semantic aspects of hedging. Lakoff does not
consider context to be important for giving
hedges their meaning but sees hedges as
independent lexical items with the capacity to
make things “fuzzier” [2: 238]. In his article,
Zadeh [3] follows Lakoff by analyzing English
hedges from the point of view of semantics and
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logics, but he assumes that hedges vary in their
dependency on context. Later on, Lakoff's
pioneering ideas have been further developed
by a number of pragmaticians and discourse
analysts in a broader view on hedging. Hedging
is considered as not only a semantic
phenomenon but also a pragmatic one [4: 173],
and it is also realized from a social, pragmatic,
and discoursal point of view [5], [6], and [7].

Grice, cited in Yule [8], proposes four
conversational maxims of the cooperative
principle, namely “Quality”, “Quantity”,
“Relevance” and “Manner”. The maxim of
Quality says that speakers are expected to be
sincere, to be saying something that they
believe to correspond to reality. The Maxim of
Quantity mentions that speakers should not give
more or less information than it is required. The
Maxim of Relevance states that speakers are
assumed to be saying something that is relevant
to what has been mentioned before. The Maxim
of Manner requires that speakers should be
brief and orderly, and avoid obscurity and
ambiguity. However, to achieve a certain
communicative  purpose, sometimes the
cooperative principle should be flouted or
violated. In these situations, speakers tend to
use hedges to imply that they are fully aware of
the importance of the cooperative principle and
are trying to observe it.

3. Methodology
3.1. Research question

What are the similarities and differences in
types of hedges used by American celebrities
(ACels) and Vietnamese celebrities (VCels) in
their responses to questions in interviews?

3.2. Research methods

The study was a combination of
quantitative and qualitative methods for a
thorough analysis of the research topic.
Techniques of statistic, descriptive, analytic,
contrastive and synthetic analysis were also

applied in this research to make a detailed
description of hedging devices used in English
and Vietnamese as well as the similarities and
differences between the two languages.

3.3. Data collection

The data in the present study were selected
on the basis that they were all transcripts of
interviews with American and Vietnamese
celebrities. Celebrities chosen in this research
were related to three groups: high-ranking
politicians, businessmen, and well-known
artists. Accordingly, the quantity of data
included 48 interviews in each language that
were equally divided into three groups: 16
interviews with politicians, 16 interviews with
businessmen, and 16 interviews with artists. All
of the interviews were gathered from reliable
websites such as http://www.cnn.com,
http://www.foxnews.com,  http://www.bbc.co.uk,
http://vnexpress.net, http://www.nhandan.com.vn,
http://www.tienphong.vn, and so on. The author
then went on identifying all the types of hedges
used by interviewees as samples in the selected
interviews. Since the main concern of the study
was to examine the frequent types of linguistic
hedges, prosodic features, such as: the length of
pause, stress, intonation, and interruption were
not counted. In total, there were 2340 hedges
found in the data, in which 1807 hedges were
used by American interviewees and 533 hedges
by Vietnamese interviewees. For
confidentiality, names of the interviewees were
not included in the report.

3.4. Analytical framework

The analytical framework was based on
Brown and Levinson’s [9] classification of
hedges addressed to Grice’s four maxims, with
OnH?2 and MaH3 being supplemented strategies
suggested by Nguyén Quang [10]. However, in
the process of analyzing data, it was interesting
to discover that there were some cases of
merger, in which it was almost impossible to
determine exactly which maxim a hedge was
linked to. In other words, in these cases the
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hedge carried more than one meaning or it was
used with different purposes. To account for
these indeterminate instances, a supplementary
category of Mixed Hedges (MiHs) was
established, which included MiHI and MiH?2.
Consequently, the analytical framework was
conducted as follows:

a. Hedges on Quality Maxim (QI/Hs)

- Strategy QIHI: The speaker’s uncertainty
of the truth of his utterance

- Strategy Q/H2: The speaker’s emphasis on
his commitment to the truth of the utterance

- Strategy QI/H3: Disclamation of the
speaker’s assertion in informing the hearer

b. Hedges on Quantity Maxim (QnHs)

- Strategy OnH1: Giving notice that provided
information is not as much or not as precise
as might be expected

- Strategy OnH?2: Giving notice that provided

information is more informative than might be
expected

c. Hedges on Relevance Maxim (ReHs)

- Strategy ReHI: Preparatory condition for
not shocking the hearer when the speaker
changes the topic

- Strategy ReH2: The speaker’s uncertainty
of the relevance of the utterance

- Strategy ReH3: The speaker’s implicit
claim to being relevant by giving reasons for
the utterance

d. Hedges on Manner Maxim (MaHs)

- Strategy MaH1: Making communicative
intentions explicit

- Strategy MaH2: The speaker’s query
whether the hearer is following the speaker’s
discourse adequately

- Strategy MaH3: The speaker’s want to
ensure what the speaker hears from the hearer is
correct

e. Mixed Hedges (MiHs)
- Strategy MiH1: Quality-Quantity hedges
- Strategy MiH2: Quality-Manner hedges

4. Results and discussion

4.1. Overall similarities and differences in types
of hedges used by ACels and VCels

Table 1. Types of hedges used by ACels and VCels in descending order of frequency

ACels VCels
Tokens Rate per turn Percentage Tokens Rate per turn Percentage
QIHs 1352 1.57 74.8% QIHs 436 0.98 81.8%
MaHs 323 0.38 17.9% QOnHs 41 0.09 7.7%
QOnHs 81 0.09 4.5% MiHs 36 0.08 6.8%
MiHs 40 0.05 2.2% MaHs 13 0.03 2.4%
ReHs 11 0.01 0.6% ReHs 7 0.02 1.3%
Total 1807 2.1 100% Total 533 1.2 100%

* Similarities

As show in Table 1, hedging devices
emerged in both American and Vietnamese data
were realized in all the five types, namely QI/Hs,
OnHs, ReHs, MaHs, and MiHs. Another
noticeable similarity was that Q/Hs ranked at
the highest position in frequency and ReHs
were least commonly used in both groups.

Specially, QIHs — the most prominent type —
accounted for an extremely high contribution, at
74.8% for ACels and 81.8% for VCels.

* Differences

It can also be seen from Table 1 that ACels
used hedging devices more frequently than
VCels in the collected interviews, with 2.1
hedges per turn in the American data but only
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1.2 in the Vietnamese one. However, it was also
worthy noticing that although the frequency in
using hedges by ACels was approximately
twice higher than that by VCels, the rates of
using QnHs per turn were entirely the same
(0.09) and the rates of using ReHs per turn were
nearly identical in the two groups of celebrities,
hovering at 0.01 in the American data and 0.02
in the Vietnamese. Furthermore, as shown in
Table 1, setting QIHs and ReHs aside, the

position in distribution of the three remaining
types were quite distinguished between the
American and Vietnamese data. The
descending order in frequency of hedges used
by ACels was MaHs (17.9%), OnHs (4.5%) and
MiHs (2.2%), whereas the one by VCels was
OnHs (7.7%), MiHs (6.8%) and MaHs (2.4%)

4.2. Similarities and differences in QIHs used
by ACels and VCels

Table 2. QIHs used by ACels and VCels in descending order of frequency

ACels VCels
Tokens Percentage Tokens Percentage
QIH1 869 64.3% QIH1 276 63.3%
QIH?2 469 34.7% QIH?2 125 28.7%
QIH3 14 1% QIH3 35 8%
Total 1352 100% Total 436 100%

* Similarities

It is clearly shown in Table 2 that all the
three strategies were applied to form QIHs in
both sources of data. The second similar point
in using Q/Hs by ACels and VCels was that
QIHI was used most frequently, Q/H2 ranked
at the second position and Q/H3 occupied the
lowest rank. Furthermore, it was evidential that
the proportions of Q/HI in the two sources of
data were rather high and approximately
identical, with 64.3% for ACels and 63.3% for
VCels. With such initial results, it seemed that
celebrities were rather fond of employing
hedges to show their uncertainty about what
was uttered. It might be the case that they were
fully aware that the propositional content of
their utterance might be true or false and,
therefore, what was uttered was only their own
view. However, in certain situations, they
possibly also wanted to defend their standpoint
by emphasizing the commitment to the truth of
their utterances. That was perhaps the reason
why QIH2 was used relatively often. The low
contribution of QIH3 in both groups of data
also clearly indicated that in general, celebrities
rarely used hedges to disclaim the assumption
that the point of their assertion was to inform or

to invite the interviewers to assert the truth of
their utterances.

* Differences

The results pointed out that differences in
using Q/Hs by ACels and VCels were not really
considerable apart from the imbalance in
contribution of QIH3 in the two sources of data.
In spite of sharing the same lowest rank,
compared to the contribution of QIH3 in the
total of QIHs used by ACels, the frequency of
QIH3 used by VCels proved eight times higher.

Following are some examples, presented as
an illustration for the use of QIHs in both
sources of data

- QIHI

(1) The truth is more hopeful and probably
more complicated.

(2) Theo téi, hang Viét Nam can chii ¥
nhiéu hon vé su on dinh chat luong.

As can be seen in examples (1) and (2),
“probably” and “theo t6i” were employed as
QIHI. If the speakers only said that “The truth
is more hopeful and more complicated” or
“Hang Viét Nam can chii ¥ nhiéu hon vé su on
dinh chat lwong” and they did not know for
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sure if the truth was more complicated or if
Vietnamese goods had to be paid more attention
to on the stability of quality, they might have
violated the maxim of quality since they said
something that they did not know to be true or
false. Nevertheless, by adding “probably” and
“theo t61”, the speakers wanted to confirm that
they were well observing the conversational
maxim of quality and what was uttered was
only their own view.

- QIH2

(3) Obviously, the teachers have an
obligation.

(4) Téi tin co6 nhiing trién vong rat hira hen
doi v6i dau tw ciia Anh vao Viét Nam trong ndm
nay va trong nhiing nam to.

Celebrities were possibly aware that
creating a strong belief in the public was a
necessary and really crucial thing. Hence, in
certain situations they were fond of using
expressions emphasizing the commitment to the
truth of their utterances to show that they were
responsible for what was uttered as well as to

defend their standpoint. It was possibly the
reason for the occurrence of QIH2 “obviously”
and “t6i tin” in examples (3) and (4).

- QIH3

(5) Most Americans think there are already
universal background checks.

(6) Truoc gio ngwoi ta ludén néi toi bi
nguoi khdc chi phoi.

It was obvious that “most Americans think”
and “ngwoi ta luon noi” used in examples (5)
and (6) were Q/H?2. If the speakers had not used
these expressions and had only said that “there
are already universal background checks” or
“Trude gio 16i bi nguoi khdc chi phoi”, they
would have been thought to assert the truth of
the utterances. However, by adding “most
Americans think” and “nguoi ta luén noi”, the
speakers disclaimed what was uttered was their
standpoint.

4.3. Similarities and differences in QnHs used
by ACels and VCels

Table 3. OnHs used by ACels and VCels in descending order of frequency

ACels VCels

Tokens Percentage Tokens Percentage
OnHlI 65 80.2% OnHI 24 58.5%
QOnH?2 16 19.8% QOnH?2 17 41.5%
Total 81 100% Total 41 100%

* Similarities

As indicated in Table 3, OnHs used by
ACels and VCels were realized by two
strategies, of which OnHI was employed more
frequently. This was possibly because not only
ACels but also VCels preferred to give notice
that though they were aware of observing the
cooperative principle, the provided information
would not be as much or precise as might be
expected.

* Differences

Although OnHI was more prominent than
OnH?2 in both American and Vietnamese data,

there remained one main difference in the
frequency of these two strategies. In fact, the
distance in the distribution of the two strategies
used by ACels was rather large. To be more
specific, the frequency of OnH1 was four times
higher than QrnH2. Meanwhile, the contribution
of OnHI in the Vietnamese data was only 17%
higher than the share of OnH2. Probably, the
reason for ACels to use QOnH2 much less
frequently was somewhat linked to American
cultural features in communication. As widely
believed, Americans generally do not use many
redundancies like Vietnamese people and the
way of expressing their ideas is normally more
direct [10: 214].
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The use of OnHs by ACels and VCels is
exemplified by some following typical
examples:

- OnHI

(7) At some point it’s not what leaders say,
it’s the accumulation of sort of direction and
experiences, successes and failures.

(8) Piéu nay ciing ¢é phan...khong sai.

As mentioned in the beginning of the paper,
celebrities are in fact the focus of attention.
Accordingly, they must be always careful with
their utterances to create and preserve a good
image in the public. Understanding that the
information in their utterances might not be
comprehensively precise or adequate as
expected, they used QnHI such as “at some
point” and “co phdn” in examples (7) and (8)
to assert that the truth of the information was
believable just to some extent.

(9) Like I said, the type of day I love is just
like everybody else's.

(10) Nhuw dé dé cdip 6 trén, trong gan 4 nam
tro lgi day, chiing ta da dat duoc “03 giam” va
kiém ché dwoc ty 16 nhiém HIV...

In examples (9) and (10) “like I said” and
“nhw da dé cdp & trén” were resorted as QnH2.
The speakers well knew that in order to achieve
high effects in communication, they should not
say more than what was cooperatively
necessary. Obviously, the information in
examples (9) and (10) had been mentioned
before and the repetition aimed at a certain
purpose. Hence, the occurrence of the two
hedges “like I said” and “nhw da dé cdp ¢
trén” was a proof about the speakers’
awareness.

4.4. Similarities and differences in ReHs used
by ACel and VCel

- OnH?2
Table 4. ReHs used by ACels and VCels in descending order of frequency
ACels VCels
Tokens Percentage Tokens Percentage
ReH1 10 90.9% ReH3 4 57.1%
ReH?2 1 9.1% ReH1 3 42.9%
ReH3 0 0% ReH?2 0 0%
Total 11 100% Total 7 100%

* Similarities

The first similarity in ReHs used by ACels
and VCels was that all hedges of this type
found in the data were realized in only two
strategies even though, according to the theory,
they could be recognized in three. Furthermore,
ReH1 was the only one used by both ACels and
VCels. It seemed they both perceived hedges
should be used to give the notice that the topic
would be changed.

* Differences

It is illustrated from Table 4 that there were
no cases of ReH3 used by ACels, whereas the
strategy absent in the Vietnamese data was

ReH2. More clearly, it seemed that contrary to
VCels, ACels did not prove to be relevant by
giving reasons for their utterances but
sometimes tended to show that they were not
sure of whether their utterance was relevant
or not.

Another noticeable point was linked to the
difference in the distribution of the two
strategies in the data sources. In the American
data, it was discovered that most of ReHs were
created with ReHI, which appeared more
prominent, with an extremely high rate of
90.9%. In contrast, the distance in distribution
between the two strategies used by VCels was
not that large. ReH3, which proved to be the
more prominent one, accounted for only 57.1%.
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Some prime examples of ReHs are given
below for illustration.

- ReH1

(11) By the way, I can be proven wrong
here but think about it.

(12) Nhdn ddy téi ciing muén néi dén
chuyén duyét phim.

Changing the topic in conversations is
normally unavoidable. Nevertheless, sudden
changes surely make certain impositions on the
hearers’ face. Therefore, it was necessary for
the speakers to give notice that they were about
to change the topic and it was perhaps the
reason why “by the way” and “nhdn ddy” were
used as ReH1 in examples (11) and (12).

- ReH?2

(13) I'm not giving them a hard time,
but we’ve got to learn if you say, what have
you learned, we try to learn from people’s
successes...

It was clear that in example (13) “if you
say, what have you learned” was employed as a

ReH2. To explain for the appearance of this
hedge, it is supposed that the reason was related
to the interviewee’s uncertainty of the relevance
of his utterance. Accordingly, he used this
expression as a means to protect himself.

- ReH3

(14) Dé gidi thich kj vin dé nay, t6i xin
quay lai truée do mot ky tang gid tirc la ngay
17/7/2013, khi gid thé gi6i cé bién dong bdt
thuong...

ReH3 used in example (14) was “dé gidi
thich ky vdn dé nay”. If the speaker had only
said “t0i xin quay lai trudc do mot ky tang gid
nic la ngay 17/7/2013, khi gid thé giGi cé bién
ddéng bat thuong...”, his utterance could have
been considered not to be relevant to the
content of the conversation. However, by
giving the reason for the utterance “dé gidi
thich kj van dé nay”, his contribution proved to
be related to the purpose of exchange.

4.5. Similarities and differences in MaHs used
by ACels and VCels

Table 5. MaHs used by ACels and VCels in descending order of frequency

ACels VCels
Tokens Percentage Tokens Percentage
MaH1 317 98.1% MaH1 9 69.2%
MaH?2 6 1.9% MaH?2 2 15.4%
MaH3 0 0% MaH3 2 15.4%
Total 323 100% Total 13 100%

* Similarities

In general, MaHs used by ACels were
identical with those used by VCels in that
MaH]1 with the aim of making communicative
intentions explicit could be interpreted as the
most outstanding one.

* Differences

As shown in Table 5, compared to the
absence of MaH3 in the American data, VCels
employed all the three strategies to form MaHss,
with MaH2 and MaH3 sharing the same

frequency, at 15.4%. The use of MaHs by
ACels and VCels proved quite distinguished in
the proportion distance between the most
prominent strategy and the remainders. Both
ranking the first, MaHI used by ACels nearly
occupied the exclusive position since its
frequency took up to 98.1%, whereas the
contribution of MaHI used by VCels was
actually much lower, at 69.2%.

The use of MaHs is illustrated in the
following examples.

-MaH1
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(15) I mean, that’s just an amazingly short
term for a subscription service.

(16) Trén than thé t6i cé hon 30 vét thiong
va toi dwoc xép hang thuong binh logi hai.
Diéu dé cé nghia la 16i da mat hon 60% kha
nang...

The celebrities might have been aware that
in order to get effective communication they
would make their contribution clear, avoiding
ambiguity. It was the reason why “I mean” and
“diéu dé cé nghia la” appeared in examples
(15) and (16). By using the MaHI, their
utterances became more hedged.

- MaH?2

(17) So it wasn’t even about how many
takes was that, it was just like, let’s experiment,
you know what I mean?

(18) Ca i phong tra thi cé gi la khéng tot,
phdi khong chi?

As shown in examples (17) and (18), “you
know what I mean” and “phdi khéng chi” were

employed as MaH2. In these situations the
speakers wanted to ask whether the hearers
were following their discourse adequately or
whether the hearers understood what the
speakers said. By using these hedges in their
responses to questions in interviews, the
celebrities showed their concern for the feeling
of the others. Accordingly, they could make a
good impression in the public.

- MaH3

(19) Y anh muén néi téi mét hinh tirong...
co bdp chéng?

Understanding  the  importance  of
explicitness in utterances, the celebrity was
afraid what he uttered might be obscure and
ambiguous. Therefore, in example (19) he used
the expression “y anh muon néi toi...chang” as
an MaH3 with the aim of ensuring what he
heard from the hearer was correct.

4.6. Similarities and differences in MiHs used
by ACels and VCels

Table 6. MiHs used by ACels and VCels in descending order of frequency

ACels VCels
Tokens Percentage Tokens Percentage
MiHI 16 40% QIl-OnHs 10 27%
MiH2 24 60% Ql-MaHs 27 73%
Total 40 100% Total 37 100%

* Similarities

It was really surprising for the authors to
discover that all cases of merger in using
hedges by ACels and VCels were instances
indeterminate between QIHs and QnHs or
between Q/Hs and MaHs. Additionally, it was
worthy of noticing that in both groups, MiHs
assigned to Quality-Quantity (MiHI) was less
common than those linked to Quality-Manner
(MiH2).

* Differences

As shown in Table 6, the unique difference
in using MiHs of ACels and VCels was related

to the distance in the distribution of two
subtypes MiH! and MiH2. In the American
data, the frequency of MiHI was two thirds of
the contribution of MiHI. On the contrary, the
occurrence of MiH]I in the Vietnamese data was
just well under one third of those belonging to
MiH?2.

Typical examples of MiHs can be observed
in the following examples:

- MiH]

(20) As you may know, we're blocked in a
couple of countries.

(21) Nhuw chiing ta da biét, tai Hoi nghi

Cdp cao ASEAN 21 vira qua, Lanh dao ASEAN
da nhat tri...
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In examples (20) and (21) “as you may
know” and “nhur chiing ta da biét” appeared in
the role of MiHI. It was obvious that these
hedges were linked to both maxims of quality
and quantity. The appearance of the two hedges
could be explained that the speakers wanted to
invite the hearers to assert the truth of the
utterance with the aim of reducing their
responsibility for the propositional accuracy as
well as to show they knew for sure about the
fact that the given information had been
mentioned before and the repetition aimed at a
certain purpose.

- MiH2

(22) The fact is that it does impact.

(23) Va viéc “sén” hay khéng con phu
thuéc vao nguoi hdt. Thuec té la cé nhiéu nguoi
hdt nhac “sén” nhung van thdy khong “sén” va
nguoc lgi.

“The fact” and “thyc té la” in examples
(22) and (23) were employed as MiH2. There
was a perfect combination of quality maxim
and manner maxim in these hedges. By using
these expressions the celebrities emphasized
their commitment to the truth of the utterances
as well as made the utterances more clear and
explicit. Hence, what they uttered became more
persuasive.

5. Conclusion

To sum up, the hedging devices emerging in
both American and Vietnamese data were
classified into four primary types, namely
QOlHs, QOnHs, ReHs and MaHs, and a
supplementary type of MiHs containing all
cases of merger. Out of the five types, QIHs
were most commonly used and accounted for
an extremely high contribution and ReHs
ranked at the lowest position in frequency in
both groups. Generally, strategy 1 (QOnHlI,
QIHI ...) was employed by both groups of
ACels and VCels and in most types it emerged
as the most common one, apart from the group
of ReHs used by VCels. Another similarity was
related to the classification of MiHs when all

cases of merger in both groups of data were
instances indeterminate between QIHs and
OnHs or between QIHs and MaHs, in which
MiHs assigned to Quality-Manner (MiH2) were
more prominent. As regards the differences, the
hedges used by ACels and VCels also revealed
a large number of dissimilarities. The first
distinguishing point was the distribution of
OnHs, MaHs and MiHs. The descending order
in frequency of the hedges used by ACels is
MaHs, QnHs and MiHs, whereas the one by
VCels remained QOnHs, MiHs and MaHs.
Another noticeable difference was that in
general in the American data, the distance in the
distribution between the most frequent strategy
or type and the remainders was extremely large,
a part from the instances of Q/Hs and MiHs.
Meanwhile, the result found in the Vietnamese
data showed the contrary. In fact, the imbalance
in the distribution between the most prominent
strategy or type and the remainders generally
was relatively lower, excluding the instance of
MiHs. In addition, the most different and
noticeable point was that overall ACels used
hedging devices in interviews more frequently
than VCels.
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Cac ki€u rao don thuong duoc sir dung bdi cdc nhan vat
nodi tiéng My va Viét Nam

Nguyén Quang Ngoan, Nguyén Lé T Quyén

Khoa Ngoai ngit, Truong Dai hoc Quy Nhon,
170 An Duong Vuong, Quy Nhon, Binh Dinh, Viét Nam

Tém tét Nghién ciru nay nham muyc dich so sanh va d6i chiéu cac phuong thiic rao dén ma cac
nhan vat ndi tleng My va Viét Nam hay sir dung khi tra 101 phong van. Dit liéu nghién ciru dugc 13y tir
96 cudc phong van cdc nhan vat ndi tiéng My va Viét Nam tai tir Internet. Nghién ctru dugc thuc hién
chu yéu bang phuong phép dinh lugng dit phuong phdp dinh tinh ¢6 dugc sir dung hd trg cho phan
giai thich va ban luan. Két qua cho thay trong sé nim kiéu rao dén, cic phuong tién rao dén “Chat”
duogc diing nhidu nhét véi ti 16 khd cao con céc phuong tién rao dén “Hé” dwoc sir dung véi tan sudt
thap nhit. Ngoai ra, cdc phuong tién rao dén ma céc nhan vat ndi tleng M7 va Viét Nam hay st
dung con cho thdy sy khdc biét trong tan suat xuat hién cua phwong tién rao dén “Luong”,
“Thirc” va “Hon hop”.

Tuw khoa: Nhan vat ndi tiéng M7 (Acels), nhan vat ndi tiéng Viét Nam (Vcels) phuong tién rao dén
chét (QIHs), phuong tién rao dén luong (QnHs), phuong tién rao dén h¢ (ReHs), phuong ti€n rao don
thirc (MaHs), phuong tién rao don hon hop (MiHs)



