Modern Linguistics BIfRiE =27, 2023, 11(10), 4635-4643 Hans X
Published Online October 2023 in Hans. https://www.hanspub.org/journal/ml
https://doi.org/10.12677/ml.2023.1110622

ETERENRIBFHE T PIMIFNTNFICE
HIEE LA 35S

o, XRF
L8 Tk 230, e

ks H i, 20234F9H13H; FHAHEM: 20234F10A16H; KA H: 20234E10425H

=

FEEFHRREM A AR HRHE, SEA S UERBEHTEANRRKERE. E+0F5RIMFHLE
BRFREERS), REZESEIAFEEDETHNERETR, EERSZAERR. Hik, 43
PAZEERHR BT AN R, UAHylandSr AARICIERAME NEIBIESE, SRadGERRIIESIFE, WO
FAEFAAFCEERES . 2588 INFPERNAIRLIE S ARERRF, DREANTH
K ARERM R FFARR: 1) FIFENNAFCERER LEZRENRE—EIFE. 2) F5EF
NN ICERAE . TR AEE. IR, Bf BN EAR RS EFEZRE. 3) AT
FEMQE. XFEHE. ALHEMIEZNRLARE EFES . SRS RBHEB P ERF IR
FERAMNFICBERARZAE, PLURAE s M BEF S UARES.

XA

SEAIRLE, FEERHE, HShXTEE, TERE

A Corpus-Based Comparative Study of
Engagement Markers in English Debating
between Chinese and Foreign Debaters

Na Yang, Hongtao Liu

Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences, Beijing University of Technology, Beijing

Received: Sep. 13", 2023; accepted: Oct. 16", 2023; published: Oct. 25", 2023

Abstract

English Debate is a process in which two groups with different positions argue and persuade on a
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controversial debate topic. It tests the debaters’ comprehensive language expression ability to a
large extent and it is also an important means for advanced language learners to practice their
oral output. But there is a lack of research on it. Therefore, taking English debate as the object of
study, based on Hyland’s engagement markers model as the theoretical framework, and synthe-
sizing the linguistic features of English debate, this article compared and analyzed the use of en-
gagement markers by Chinese and foreign debaters. The study summarized the overall differences
and similarities of engagement markers used by Chinese and foreign debaters, as well as the dif-
ferences and similarities of each subcategory. Here are the findings. 1) There are differences and
similarities in the use of engagement markers between Chinese and foreign debaters. 2) The dif-
ferences exist in the expression of engagement markers as a whole, adjectival predicates, listener
mentions, rhetorical questions and words in appeals to shared knowledge. 3) The similarities ex-
ist in the expression of imperatives, obligation modals, real questions and multi-words in appeals
to shared knowledge. These findings will help Chinese debaters recognize the shortcomings of the
use of engagement markers at present, and further improve and enhance the interaction between
Chinese debaters and the audience in an effective and harmonious manner.
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1. 518

IAFRIE, EAEEERTE, RLIUEE 5EE . WilE S 2 RIF iR, ik
=R, BT S PR E ST, AATTRE 5 0 BB AN A B (0 %O K . AR Hyland
(2005) (AT 7T, SRALAGA ARRICTE AR 200 B8 AFRS 3R SEERRNEEATE . MH APRICTEAE
ZREREFET AR EEERRLK, ECATRIRIE, KRN MEH T DS, a2, Sairh
APRICTERT TR CHETE RIS, AfEt— P4 E

A SCAG U2 XA BRI G BT TCRIAhTE, W T SR TR SETE AL LR (8 /e ABRICIR IO
EAST Al SEERRE LSS, MEN—FRIEVIRYELLSE, BEPA ISR AR & e IR, T4k —
IS ARSI, AOARR G ELE, LA N B 5 3L W ) M AN AL — T3 T . AESEE AHE
gk, 52203 T8 2 3t 3% B o] K825 B 58 SR AR sl BAMORSE I & B S B RE 0 77 BHEIE T-5kD T
FHREE LA, Ak R AL A RER T BER AL TR S A TEEAT AR TS, DL e bk
WA R, SN B 0 B TR BRI EE AN RE . AT T A R MEAR EEB R AN A A BRI
WAL, BN € B AL, X P MR RIR A, R HAR OGS IR ZRad i, # )
AATAn R M ARNIR 75 3 Tt A, SEAF SR B 550, DR i) .

2. IANFRICIBREMR

AL, S AARICIEE T A ATCIE s . Hyland [1J38 1% AR FCEER L, KILEAR RS
WG B R R, R IR AR B S T B, I IE S 550K, Hyland [114 B3 0015 1
B AR SRS AbRICHE . AU E TR 4R, M/E&WETE3F R, DahikEE,
FEASCRIT AU M I SCRRERIE, A ORI, ITEERBEET TR ABIRN, e S E w7 AT
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B AY RENE T PR REni, HREXEZH.

FE AT TEEAIIE, KB 7T E AR Z TR AFRICTE 5 375 LUt 78, AR FARE S [2] [3] [4]
[5]v ANFEMARIR[6] [TIFIAFZERHB]-[12]. BeAh, i RER T LR EMA AN AbRC T [13] [14]
[15], AZEAEEREES GIREEEBER L. A, 7 S R ESARIESR P S 5hr0[16] [17].

FHEEZ R, 7R CEIGIESUR, /A AFRCIET AR . WIHEF AN $oRE, EEAE IR LK
3MT JEUF[18]. & EHUE K PH[19] [20]. W& X HH21] LA R AT B FRF AN [22] M 7. B n] DAAS
FHEEE LU BOE R EE A AN AT, B o [ AN A0 E BT 1) FHEAE R 1 LU BB R EE o DR A 5T
DL AN SERHE SN M, WA AFRICIE S PR A8 S ARR. $E0. AR TF, R4
PETF-5 W AHAT D37 LA HRAE B S5 6] o R 0 285 SR A 280 W b B R A B A A ARidiB A 2
Ak, VAR s AR e v T S A BB AT
3. MRt

A SLIEBE R AR IXA BRI SR 5, DA K22 A B i 28 (FLTRP) A H: 5K % A ik 1e A JF 3%
(WUDC)E N e, H @ Ahakie R E (LR 1) Hot FLTRP J2& A0 [ BT 1E R EE , 111 24,048
s WUDC NAMERFTFIERE, it 28,230 inl. PIANEREZ AN 52,278 1. fEIERIER G, AH
iz F BFSU Qualitative Coder 1.1, LA Hyland [1]f /4 AdRic BB NHESY, $2 IR R gmAg (L7 2), X
PIANE R 3 G SR 2, #3358 ARTE R SCAY, B TR 12 DL JR AR 1) R

1) FHMEHEIETF A AFRICE SR AR E R AT 4, A RRE?

2) FHMHRIE TN AFRICTE & T2 R MRHE R 4, B fFRIE?

Table 1. Corpus information

=1 OEMER

FLTRP WuDC
Ty iEES Ty e
2023 2301 2023 3230
2022 11,769 2022 13,268
2021 9978 2017 11,732
Total 24,048 Total 28,230
Table 2. Encoding table
2. MLk
eyt T35 Tt hh EP %5
M A 1ok S ) Ak FE /= 5
T DIT fsli s ELERAGE R U ) Add, allow, analyze

R4 D& it DOT HTER. KRB A LW iE A3 .  should, ought to, need to

“be + B + AER” 5%, AT be important to do, be critical to do,
SRAMCE R E B S OCE A ENE, e crucial to do

B — NRACIA LIF  WEARAMTEEIEERNAE . We, our, us

T2 1] E 1 DAT

Wr & AR LSP O EEBRRTH. You, your, yours
K By o .
A LIP RS ARIEE M s A One, ones, Someone, everyone

s AT DGR HIAE TN
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Continued
Ladies and gentleman, listener, lis-
e S AR Tm&”ﬁﬁ I H AT LU AR LAAMRAE  teners, audience, opening govern-
N ?Eﬁtﬁii LIR  fifgst, WEERFEHLmA T Y/FEMET  ment, OG, opening opposition, OO,

B A closing government, CG, closing
opposition, CO

LT ) 502 FE I 1 W W ok A 22 1, Fifst, why regulation as it stands
052 RLQ B S A T 2 7 M 3 1 A T fails? And therefore, you need a

e . universal form. Second, why that
i (e RESEVENE universal jurisdiction is justified?

el RTQ BRI R —Fg IR T, B What did we say? All these me-
2t e A, (ARG ERZ S, chanisms at the moment have failed.

iR ASW ik S E B A M s, COMmon, commonly, conventional,

= conventionall
= y

s . PR i 4 ] As we know, it is well known, it is
Tk AMW RS E R B R R, O e

4. ARSIMEERTL
41. '=F5’|‘¥1¥'L‘Q %Eﬂ)\h-laln ILAW{Em ﬁﬁE

(1) FLTRP F1 WUDC [ s 44 kR el

A H K2 LA FLTRP A1 WUDC 2 SHRICHLS RO, SR 7RSS SR 1L
E NS R ATE IS S U

B FLTRP ®mWUDC

59.66
111
6.03 4 66 686 4 38 5.97
= ]
CiR Wr & R P RN

Figure 1. Norm frequency of subcategories of engagement markers in FLTRP and WUDC
Bl 1. Y AN#RICIBFE FLTRP #1 WUDC R RIFRE L EFiZR

MIE L FRTLAE H, FLTRP A1 WUDC H#54 . $& 1 AR IL X = AN ARG 1280 bR kAL
B —BE. SR, MR SR R A ERER. WE 2 for, TREERT B TF
R —F R NGB AR R . [ERERR, BRI LN HAER R ES, HATL
NA, FLTRP #1 WUDC ##i8 28 h - Ff8 /e AbRic A 2, BAa Ttk
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e===FLTRP e=——WUDC

9.66

11.1
4.66 4.3 5.97
R Wr 5 FRIF # 1] HEHIR

Figure 2. Line graph of subcategories of engagement markers in FLTRP and WUDC
2. A ANFRITIBEE FLTRP 1 WUDC syt LSRR 2 8

(2) FLTRP 5 WUDC [f]s k% 5

KT FLTRP Al WUDC Z Al % 5, 4 3 45 U] 7 WUDC #1 FLTRP th 2 5hrid M 0L, &
FEBR A . ARAEIIEE . PRI p H . ArdEALAIER $2 4 1000 AMA] U ATZR THED . X B LL AN p
I VF R 4:(2013 4F) 2 H X BUSR LU TH T R 5.

Table 3. Significance tests for the subcategories of engagement markers in FLTRP and WUDC
3. /T NFRICIBTE FLTRP #1 WUDC iR &ML

AR gt e R kone VEESE Pl
R 145 6.03 132 4.66 455 0.033 * +
W FRIT 1435 59.66 934 33.00 203.89 0.000  *** +
B 165 6.86 124 4.38 14.41 0.000  *** +
EAE IR 267 11.10 169 5.97 41.04 0.000  *** +
Mt 2012 83.66 1359 48.02 255.78 0.000  *** +

MRS, MWERATLLRIL, MAFRICIELE FLTRP o HU IR 4 %075 = T WUDC. M JRIAHI R,
A ANARICTELE FLTRP 1 B 7 2012 %, 78 WUDC A B T 1359 IR bR ifEALATR 7E FLTRP 14 83.66,
£ WUDC 'y 48.02. iEidxftt WUDC #1 FLTRP K&, KA ANFRiCIE JE A 5E 15 Bk LRy
255.78. M4, it pE, FILAAEH FLTRP A1 WUDC 7E A AFRiCE E ] _EAEE SRR B B2 R (p <
0.001).

SRS, AWEPE LRI, M AFRICIELE FLTRP f L8R 1T 5 T WUDC. WJEIEHEE,
I AFFICIETE FLTRP H I T 2012 ¥k, 7 WUDC H Hi I 1 1359 IR brifEAL AR 7E FLTRP H )y 83.66,
£ WUDC 2k 48.02. iEilxftt WUDC F1 FLTRP K&, KA APRICIE R IBHR KT B SR EE A
255.78. Ih4h, @it p fE, FTLAEH FLTRP I WUDC 76/ AFRICE 8 A AR e JE 8 I B2 R (p <
0.001).

4.2, RIMIBRIEF N NARICER T 5 R ERHE

4.2.1. 8LIELE FLTRP F WUDC B B4
TR TEFR N B T2 R R B E 2 1 7 NP AT AT B el B e 1] TEAB T, $8405
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PRGOS WAFIRR T IEAE R RFHE W s AL . a2 R=ATFF0, 4l “a2iE”
(DITs).  “X%#hia” (DOTs)M “ILZFEIEIE" (DATs). =N FRAM A HIIT .

Table 4. Frequency and significance test of directives in FLTRP and WUDC
3 4. $54187E FLTRP 1 WUDC #hf# A RYSTIZR EL 4R B Z M0 T8

FLTRP wubDC

848 XTEABSA B P1H
IEYGETIE S R AR S % JEaaATA R %
DITs 52 2.16 2.58% 48 1.70 3.53% 1.47 0.225 +
DOTs 76 3.16 3.78% 78 2.76 5.74% 0.72 0397 +
DATs 17 0.71 0.84% 6 0.21 0.44% 7.42 0.006** +
Total 145 6.03 7.21% 132 4.66 9.71% 455 0.033*  +

£ Hyland 7£ 2001 “EHBEFEH, $RA1ER “FARXERREHNEZNIRESS5NTR”  (AERD
FF, EAEARRZEH IR EMR(FLTRP F o855 6.03 4>, WUDC F 45T 4.66 1N). Ith4h,
M 4R LLE Y, 7E FLTRP FI WUDC H, $8 415 1 E A FRFIE A7 /E — € 1) 2 57 (Log-Likelihood = 4.55,
p =0.033 < 0.01). FFl @& 7E LA B E I 5 T, 2 53R I H B i (Log-Likelihood = 7.42, p = 0.006
<0.01).

4.2.2. ITEFRIELE FLTRP 1 WUDC By Bl 45T
W B8 IR R B 2 ARIT, B2 Hyland T 2005 4E7E H 22 RS THIE 1E T I/ A bR B i 7 b 32
(), F&TE v h 2 BUE A IR R LRI AR B 5] B R & T, 85 RN “ 55— AFRMRIR 7 (LIFs).
“HE T NFRARE” (LSPs)RI “ANEARIA” (LIPS). TEARBFFLH, ARAZRHRA =TI A, AR A
PWRMIABS AL TR AT 454 Hyland XL FRIF 73 ARG TERIRF AT, B B3R = KW FRip
(7240, AW “ 3400 H MR 7 (LIRs), BIEAEIHARET . PPRMM RN L. #
5 JEIR T W EFRIELE FLTRP A1 WUDC %128 1) (14758 LL e I 2 P G 56

Table 5. Frequency and significance test of listeners mentions in FLTRP and WUDC
52 5. DTEFRIEZE FLTRP F1 WUDC =5 A B3R R EL BN B 2 44616

W} 2% FLTRP WuUDC PaE

el . . gL Pl

WE gt bRBE % R bktose ow BB

LIFs 301 12.52 14.96% 54 1.91 3.97% 231.94 0.000 **  +
LSPs 324 13.47 16.10% 539 19.05 39.66% 24.86 0.000 *** -
LIPs 9 0.37 0.45% 31 1.10 2.28% 9.48 0.002 xx -
LIRs 801 33.30 39.81% 310 10.95 22.81%  311.88 0.000  ***  +
Total 1435 59.66 71.32% 934 33.00 68.73%  203.89 0.000 Fkx +

B, ATUABEAE S, LIFs. LSPs. LIPs Al LIRs PUAN-FRAEMH L #ATERZE Z R . (LIFs XT4L
ASREL Ay 231.94, p<0.001; LSPs X HiBlsREL Ay 24.86, p<0.001; LIPs %i#cflskEL )y 9.48, p = 0.002;
LIRs X ¥flsR b4y 311.88, p =0.002).

AL, bRAEAL AR KT, LSPs Al LIPS T-354F FLTRP 1t I R AR T 76 WUDC H H S (49
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ANEET-F 13.47 /M1 0.37 A TiAE FLTRP AU 4355 A% T 19.05 AN 1.10 AN), xXFTRE 1 E 3T
FEFFRFE P ARG TS I LUANE R TR 2 LA

MNP ELFIok G, FLTRP A WUDC H &2 i & B4 52 30 AN (8] ()% A 72 FLTRP e, LIR,
LSP Al LIF I &5 Eu g 52K, LIP BT o5 EL 185 /N(LIR 15 39.81%, LSP (5 16.10%, LIF /5 14.96%, LIP (5 0.45%).
SR, {E WUDC 1, LSPs Al LIRs & FZ 1125, I i LAk (LSPs Fir o Lufsl 4y 39.66%, LIRS Jir
W EL Dy 22.81%) . T LIFS A1 LIPS () EGAZ) MIze e IS 3 /i 5 41251 (LSPs (512 3.97%, LIPS (¥ EL 4
N 2.28%).

4.2.3. R FLTRP 1 WUDC B F4HE

Hyland (2002)iA 42 1A (1 H (&R 518 2 50018, 51 SAATEAES B & EIGERHE T, 20
BT ST 16, SRIWT # SIE PRE —ER AR AR R I0)E,  HRB BE R UER T I o A T A T
KA, 7ol “HSER Y (RLQs)M! “BFREN &7 (RTQS).

LS ) R0 — o FE 9 1) W O R S Rk 77 3, O T AT = 0 A R R AR S I 5 — T
REMEMIRIE . BRI R —Ma IMRETT, BAEMEMNER, EAATEHESHER. FAUE
HHEE R, SEREERRKE, Vg —8E S mA SR & [23]. 52 R 7EFANE R I B AR(E R
W 6.

Table 6. Frequency and significance test of questions in FLTRP and WUDC
F 6. $Zi0)7E FLTRP F1 WUDC Hh{ F FOSRELL B M B & MRS

FLTRP WUDC o

351 \ P f
SR  RRMEEIE % BUSHIE kg o LA

RLQ 37 1.54 1.84% 24 0.85 1.77% 5.31 0.021 * +

RTQ 128 5.32 6.36% 100 3.53 7.36% 9.51 0.002 *x +

Total 165 6.86 8.20% 132 4.66 9.71% 14.41 0.000 Fhk +

H7 6 FTLAASH, $&IA7E FLTRP A1 WUDC PAME R FH (#8520 MO 5, B In) 8t i) 4
BLZTREE . X p BT CUE H, BRI B AR P AR EE R AR AN, TS & o] 8 ) 4
AAEAEZE S, FLL 0] RIS R ASAFAE 22 S (B S 1) R R 0 U BAR L A 5,31, p = 0.021 > 0.01; & n] i i)
XSRS 9.51, p=0.002 < 0.01).

BE, Wtk s, AT LURILSSNE R FAELL, o E BTG LI T
ZHIR A EE N . BAKE, £ FLTRP o, FSEn#E T HIL 1.54 ¥, TE WUDC Hr, FLSK ) @il 4F
T AL H I 0.85 K. & FEiH @AE FLTRP A1 WUDC i tH #5371 5.32 kT 3.53 IRITF- i Ja
BAVEFTLAURKIL, {E£ FLTRP #1 WUDC 1, ELSEIa[ 8T o5 Lu . AHEEZ T, BFREREE FLTRP A1
WUDC H AT 5 IR K. BRI RT L, AT IZE AR L 28 b o A ) T8 FAS BE 02

424, FZHMIAFE FLTRP 1 WUDC B0 FI4HE

FLE I — e B R W T A AR R AR T BB I A A B I bR T . 1277 ST T 1 R 1
FFAMEES, b E 25 3EEER P [23]. REFZEEE, LRGN “ iRk ” (ASW) R “ £
HZFIE” (AMW)FRIZEAL, % 7 o8 T FLTRP Al WUDC [R50 L5 SRFD S35 PER 3R . 28, MR8
WERLAEA p ERTE, A Hial Ik )48 FH A7 1E 225 22 5 O B BUSR L 40.15, p = 0.000 < 0.01). iR
WEHE Eon, 20 RIE I A T R 22 5 O B4R B 1.66, p =0.198 > 0.01).
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Table 7. Frequency and significance test of shared knowledge in FLTRP and WUDC
7. £ZHIAFE FLTRP #1 WUDC S B BUSRR L B Z MR TS

sz FLTRP wuDC it % iy
R g AR % JFaamma pefEfER % fass e

ASW 241 10.02 11.98% 148 5.23 10.89%  40.15 0.000 *** +
AMW 26 1.08 1.29% 21 0.74 155%  1.66  0.198 +
Total 267 11.10 13.27% 169 5.97 12.44%  41.04  0.000 +

SRIG, WAREATIR R, BATHE AT LR B3 2 35 R IA 76 FLTRP A 4 F A9 5 - F WUDC.
BHARRE, HiARIALE FLTRP f LA BT 10.02 IR, TifE WUDC H % T 5.23 k. %
T FIALE FLTRP FRET-1A B 1.08 ¥R, £ WUDC 4T 0.74 1%,

BT, BRI 2 R kAR L AR S 130, 7E FLTRP A1 WUDC H it 5 LU AR . B i) 35
JATE FLTRP A1 WUDC H43 51 15 11.98%F1 10.89%, % 1] & IATE FLTRP A1 WUDC H 43 1) 15 1.29%7F1 1.55%.
HAERRE, EXPATERES, ARG A T SR Rk 1 2 17 Rk

5. 45

SO M P AN AE SRS B A NSRS S, PRI T R F . B—, MR
I ANPRCE E A B2 PERT R — PR 20, AR AN AR ICIE A TERAIE . W B PRI
BT AL 2 RN B Ras EAFAEZE b =, AN TAE G . Sahial. HSL R UL A
WBWRIE LG 1. N THAES TR AFRCIE 7300, P E BTN RSE R . 0 T e %
SRR AFRCIE T3, o E BT Z A AN E BT 25, JCHAA R N AT H AR . H A H T A
JS2Z L FEAE P ARG, TR 24 38 A P A AARICTE fECR,  PRIERHETE 5 R IEVERM B3 1.

e HE

FE TR I XA (S5 2R 5 3% 5 MHE LR IR AR AR Al & 1O A A A BE 20U 70 Ab i 4L
B W— R 2021 4F 1 A~2023 4F 12 H; VUGB EMA N7 A A LS008 W — i R FE 8w it 7t
552k 2023 FE AL T KRS RS E A B R E 0 H «
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