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Abstract

The CEO’s letter is an important means to attract more investors and maximize the benefits. This
study selected Chinese and Western CEO’s letters as data to analyze the lexical, syntactic and dis-
coursal characteristics and compare the differences between the two self-built corpora. The study
found that 1) there were differences between Chinese and Western CEQ'’s letters in AWL, lexical
density and modality. The AWL of Corpus-CN is shorter than that of Corpus-SK, but the lexical den-
sity is larger. Compared with the Western, the Chinese CEOQ’s letters displayed an overuse of me-
dium modality and an underuse of high and low modality. 2) There were differences in ASL and
attributive clauses. The ASL of Corpus-CN was longer than that of Corpus-SK, but the number of at-
tributive clauses in Corpus-CN was less than that of Corpus-SK. 3) The text readability of Cor-
pus-CN was lower than that of Corpus-SK. The study has implications for writing Chinese CEO’s
letters, and improving the competition and attraction of Chinese corporate.
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1. 531§

B IEE DaMONIE 5 5. BEY. B2 2R, SR SGERN RS TR . BTk
WE AT T RZEL, BARENEANE, TR, REMEANERR(FZER A ER a5
AR AL {3 A 25) SRS T AR AT F0 R B BUBAR I H AL F Al R i 1k, s R e B
RN Z Ry BT E S RS ISR, A BURCRAE VS 5 RIA A 2 e, XXX
fOM RV, f5EA%1%, TERMEMRAIENT . P SCARRMA R 22 FBOCRER AR, &
BRFEWBHE . X R R ST SR B OCRe 1 P P87 BUBAME SCRRHERIBE AT . — 40 AR BUBE
B BEH SRR MV 2B RO, R AR 5 2. BRI IE R, R4/ F Sl
WE 2 HFSCE SR, REESBERE L, §ORRGORBEE, @ Rl 5 BAR KRR AU
WE @R, DL a5 Ak S ST IEUBR A E IR, 6 EE T PRI S AR )9k
R AR M SCARE, R FCILE 5 B8 5 SO L] .

2. H 33T BB

VI I T R R R, BT ASUR AR ELE EA R IT se ek, HE B OA BRI, R 2 EAb
S BUR ARG B S TR AT TR T I . G a8 e T A RS B 0L IR S BUR AR A5 vl ik
P (readability) 2 A1 fI5< &, WEFRFE[L] [2] [BIRBAELE IR KA H4E 0 v BB AR5 A st 58 w5 Still
H1 Smith [4T00 & 7S5 MV BURZRE 3R L B, $R i 80.7%BHEAUE NRI, K 7T7%HBUR AR
Bt 7T B RE 7 A B OB AR (S VA @ SRS, 1 Hooghiemstra [5]F1 Poole [6] & H
B R BUR ARG IES, Rergetsf i S, A TEEE IR T), MTEAL IR BRT
BORIE # (I 7E (authorial presence), 3L IH4GTAN I 4h J7 08 28 DA 3 8 AR A0 I 54T s X BUR AR
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13 I35+ 73 (move analysis), 21 Mobasher A1 Mohamad [7]#87E A& EL 70 A 2EA F 99 8 45 1 30Uk R A5 11
WAL AN B ARG ICIEER TS, 140 Hyland [8].

BE& 2T AR A R, Al T 227 AR TR, rh AT BB AR AE IR DG R AR R R g
SHER A B S SCBUR AR S A AR AV TR RIS m R Bt s G 0 AN 51 7o A 6 T BUR AR A A 583 L
AR AR . R[N R [LOIR BUR A A5 A /A, BHR[11], S A ZE [ 12]%F 8UR AR 15 1)
JCIHIER T, 4 N AR SBR[ 130 BB AR (S B B 70, DARERE B, Far R[4 B A A5
LIS FEVPAN (1 237 o

ZEERTiR, MAPHRAEE L AR S0 BUR ARG SCRFHE B R ERT T, S Z Bt a7 ik
BRGSO TL . JET bk, AHE TR AR A R RLEE 73 B B o i 5 ol S8 AR AS B SCARRFAE EAT X
LG AT HT -

3. ARt
3.1. #HIn)E

AHEFCE R N =AM A 1 WENCREE, a7 k3 2545 BIRTE = s BE A 25 3 i 2
DU ATRRRFAE, R TEAAEZER? 20 WNARTRRIA, T s S -5 (- 2 A0 BL R Ak i 2 I
IRRRAE, EEAAEZST? 3. WERIZIE, 705 4 BUBAR A5 L T8 R T 3 kAN 3 i) Jy i 2 3 e e
FRFIE, RTAFEZES?

32. IEREMMRIR

NTIRN T ARG 77 BEVR ARV S S BUR R AS I SCARRHE, A TR YR AR 2 2R IK(S & P Global
Platts) > #i (1) 2019 4743k 250 SRAEIR A A HEATES, BT R EA . difgd . B e ae AT EA
TVY S AN R PRUETE B AT BG4, B 75358 U P8 7 Be 44 Royal Dutch Shell plc. Exxon Mobil Corp-
Cheron Corp. Glencore Plc. Next Era Energy Inc TiZx A4 4k, iERR B S5 E B A9 i s
ARSCHE I 2016~2019 4F (Al AL 22 TR o SREX PDF Rt i 5, AU A R BB AR A5 38 7 i 4 Al
word #%20, T TR TE iR 5 PG Ao T A R T B A 2R 1 txt 4% 3.

AR Claws 4 fHERSEHTRIMEIRES, EH Ant Conc 3.5.8 fE AR . Giit#tt, XHafi. -
] ) VAT SRR EAT I AT o STAR AT MR 20 SR VX A1 51 = e 1) Readability Analyzer 1.0,
ARG U AR A W H . PEIAK. PR, FFREESCR G . R KPR .
AHFFE IS 2 B AT M 2 QT Readability, 1Z4K 14 AT 24 3538 + %) 132 /% (Flesch Reading Ease), 4l
730k £ 26 5 (Flesch-Kincaid Grade level), X% 45%(Gunning Fog Index)Z%i#i%. Flesch ] itk A =N:
READEASE = 206.835 — (1.015 x total words/total sentences) — (84.6 x total syllables/total words).

3.3. MEIEFRERFIBIE T4

SCAHFAEAR bR 22 S TE e AV A R, B2 2% FE D 2> Sm i m] BRI AN 52 B 2t . Allderson [15]
WA AR AR . AR AR AT Sk S AR B 2 UM R R A BRI SRR SR, oY R A M )ik
IR 73 AR R SCA T B RN AT AR, i, RV A, ARSI AR . TR
ROUAHE R Gy R R SCARFE, BH R 55, SYEFEIKP AR SR & . Flesch [16]521:
(1 9130 - 5 1 B W] T B SC R AN B L, (B R R R SOAUR 5y B . Kincaid [17]48 1 1 e UIE 444
K DA AR AR A2 S S5 7 B4 52 2 AR I IE R A e i i RS R SC =, TR (B
i, AR R R A B, B . TR SR BRI, VAL L P R AN R A T 2 5% 5
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RHEG L, WULE ST KR BASOA R . 8 b, AFFFNEIE. A3k, 10 = A2 B oA
FAEDRAR PR EAE A WIS A, AR, ARESH . ok E 5. SIEESUKTHIRE
FA.

3.4. AREF

SR FE R ARAE TR SO R, RPN TERLZE : Corpus CN (H Bl Ak U AR (5 18 RLHEE)
Al Corpus SK (#6757 4\ BUR A G WERLE) o SR 5 6B KRBT 2B B, IR A IR AT b B A g it
43#t. Corpus CN 7 #$ly 14,748, Corpus SK % 15,114 NF4F.

4. BRER
4.1 FCHHES

411 FCEHRE

AW FTxF TR 2 2% B 14 3 W AT 24030 K (AWL) FTRJIE %5 J3 (Lexical Density) 54> 7 T AT . IC K
FEERT DS SCAS A B A Rl e S AR B, KRR, AV, (Rl A5 SCARBON IR, 14
INSCART BRI AMEBE o O TRV FE RN &7, A PR Horp— N3k 2 Scott [18]4 H AIARHE
FKIFFEAFHL(STTR). 53— Fhil & 75722 Stubbs [19]32 1, FERNEE o B A S S b b SRl Fok v 50 1]
CEE . —ROA N, BB SOATRIR 41 shin. A MR DA AW 7T DL R Rl
S, O MR R E BT IR S R ESE, WANTERNE S AT S BT # A Readability
Analyzer 1.0, fHHBAERERCFRE . K55 TR RPRERTFIEAF L. R)5, B ARk i I 48
FIRES T A Claws 4 #HATRPEIR D, 55 F)FH Ant Conc KR ThRE, b & NERHZE B 944 37 (NN) SR (VV) -
TE251 (30) S @A (RR)ZATAE R e i, THEH SLiA) 5 aid (0 or b Bk L 1.

Table 1. The result of lexical complexity

F 1L OALEREER

PR R 6] BT FRAESRAFIEAT EE SR L]
Corpus-CN 5.50 14,748 2,391 17.06% 46.69%
Corpus-SK 5.60 15,114 2,284 16.08% 40.92%

WRIER 142K, PSR ARE KRV R R AR 2R . BARRE, EBURARE R TR K
/& 550, BT ABURAGEIEEEK, KT 0.100 Xt ESBUR R E/MH MR ER S, Wil
PR XFEC YT IR R AR ER AT AT LRI, b B BUBCZR A5 TR ARAC R, SCAATE A 2 e
AN TP T BUBRG - S0 5 A I B 2 LEFIRE P R BURARE 0SB R T 7. Hlt
AT DAHE BT i ] Al A 2> DR AR S I EUBCR B R 10AE 2 2 T80T ik

4.1.2. 1E#&ENA

MBS RQE, Yk v LA —> a8 00 35O R IAAS [FI RS B (A0, AT DU W 136 3 A7 AN [ R
FIFEINETE 4 . MR Halliday [20] 65 &SR . H IR =N EAR R BAIR, A LR
A9 must/will, should, would/can, could, may, might. #JFH Ant Conc Ik RIEBCThRE, XA
TERHE PR EERNESIAHATIR R, Gt K. 4R NE 2.

R¥E 2R 2 WAIARESg, T S BR A GRS RARBFELER . TEHEKAREMH
2 & A TG A, o S E S AR, BB KT 7007 BUR RS S E 1 A1 456 FH A,
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ARAEL 5 A5 B A v 234 BE 70 478 (can) S A AR 0 B 25 (IR T 0 7 o HUGHHERRT, D7 bl 32 38 72 A R BRI 25
JE S BRAE, X T AR AR 2 TUE SN, X L BE S R TRt B T o v R Al A 2 A R A A
REMUB - A — A A G &R, DARIE AR LA 28, Ay B ERIUE 2808 oGHE, S ICER IR
fi o XA PG VIESRA R R A SR . T A A R BLE CE A SuvE, el B AR,
Hh [ Al A A T R LA AR SRR A L

Table 2. The statistics of modal verbs

*® 2. 1B EhiRgit

i fE HE I fE

must will should would can could may might
Corpus-CN 0 55 1 5 8 1 1 0
Corpus-SK 20 63 5 8 22 4 1 2

4.2. RIFRAFESTHT

B FEH AN A PG 7 SO AR A (101 2 ) K A ) 5 ) (3 B OQ VA o 1R A RD)EAT B0V J2 T ) 3 T, i 7
J7 BUR ARG IV AERHIE S 22 o PRI KAR R RHE h f — AN A) P B R g . —
Mme, KNASERZMaREAM), GEEEZ, BEXKELAR, REEEE L. KI5 EEE XK
%M SAEbRME, FIIAKAE 15 ) 20 MERALIAE B0 R & . ADFFFH Readability Analyzer 43
BT Ge vk P AN TE R RSP 38 ) K (ASL) . £5 o, Corpus-CN FI5 1)K 26.9, RISFIRA
F) A E 26.9 A1 . AHXFEE, Corpus-SK ~F311)K 4 20.0, ik T Corpus-CN, HIUAT] 314 5 5 # i,
B R ARIAE BRI RCEE & .

SEE N A GETE F BT R OC R ARFI O R E A (1 AR ZE . % W5 F1d] 4 that, who, which, whom,
whose, when, where, why, #5458 H 12, @A TR, A=&5158E NS A RERNKRIA R
DL IRE AR . B PANERHE 258 Ant Cone ETIE R Guit, 1514 3 45

Table 3. The statistics of attributive clause

F* 3. EEBMNAIGT

that who which whom whose when where why B
Corpus-CN 7 2 19 0 0 0 7 0 35
Corpus-SK 85 15 52 0 0 1 15 0 168

SERKRIL, FEBURARE BN R BT, WA SRR GENAEEE S, EH
KA, SRR T a7 BURAR(E H#R DA whom, whose, when, why 51311
AT, W72 A% that, who, which K51 4] . W50 F — 5 W MERHE FH2E “that” , “who”
“which” 5| 5:E WNIIFAT R (WLAE 4), DUHE— DRI EfE R Rt BB ZER. H%k,
fEFFE Corpus-CN HIJEFF/DT Corpus-SK HITEHL R, €T WAIIIE AR AR T /5%, JedT iR BFh 2t
LT EE. B, 78 “who” 51 FHIEMNF, FEMEBURREMNRT “those” , MG A AEZ
FiE e “who” 515, % 4 BRHIA people, employees, parties 5. X759 P4 7 Al B 445 AL
P L S SR AR A5 FE N 2 FEAL .

DOI: 10.12677/ml.2020.85089 663 BURIE 2%


https://doi.org/10.12677/ml.2020.85089

Wi A5 £

Table 4. The collocation of That, Who, Which in two corpuses
4. FEEIEFENTSF that, who. which BI5EITIRIEED

that who which

. . . Agreement, development, mechanism, mod-
Perspectives, station, volunteering,

Corpus-CN those el, achievements, gas, topics, belief, practic-
system, problems, report .
es, fleet, alleviation, et al.
View, assets, elements, emissions, People, employees, those,  Workplace, programme, review, resolution,
Corpus-SK commodities, risks, priorities, cycle, parties, miners, report review team, report, policy, business, values, way,
communities, chains, technologies, et al. panel health, world, committee, company, et al.

4.3. TERFES

AT TN BB 2R A5 T R REAE 1 20 A BB T R mT i MR AT 3 R R SR T T A 5T B R R it e
33+ BT, SUVEES KRR S e B & X =/ MR R B T QT Readability T2 (% 5).
TEBREE S ¥H, FHEE S S RIEREALE, 3 WSSO 0E R B 2 2 O s 5 1 14
Bl 2 AR R R SCAR PR RS AN, I e T R AR O RN R . DR FE (Keyness) & 5
FEEMBET RS R E T U AT LT, A FUUT ¢ B BT (i e ) 32 8803, R Ant Conc 5k}
T H, %&J5 LA Corpus-CN A1 Corpus-SK 1 A%t 5 IS FRIERL A, 75 H 3 8RR R (L4 6).

MRPEE 5 MR, P E ARG IR 1 B & 11.61, (KT VSR ARG 27.84, B
B A b . FIAE, W EHUEESUK PR ZRECRE, EBURARE T ENELKT
AT, REIRE T T o AR e A SR ARAE B R RIS AS B B AR ] 5

Table 5. The result of readability
F 5. FERAILMER

I3t S EYVEEIRT HERE
Corpus-CN 11.61 18.32 22.62
Corpus-SK 27.84 14.55 18.88
Table 6. Keyword List (only the top 20)
6. ERIAIAFRIXTILAT 20 fi)
Vi Corpus-CN Keyness Corpus-SK Keyness
1 development +160.65 our +146.97
2 xb +155.35 to +71.73
3 China +103.29 that +70.44
4 and +91.07 sustainability +69.3
5 green +72.27 are +60.85
6 oil +54.61 this +59.78
7 cooperation +50.02 glencore +55.43
8 gas +47.59 shell +49.88
9 cnpc +45.85 chevron +44.33
10 shenhua +44.45 report +42.5
11 alleviation +41.67 we +41.68
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Continued
12 reform +41.67 emissions +40.64
13 poverty +39.13 is +36.76
14 social +38.72 do +34.63
15 rmb +34.72 hesc +33.24
16 sinopec +34.72 operations +32.08
17 high +34.55 how +29.09
18 th +34.22 change +28.89
19 win +31.95 climate +28.03
20 company +31.32 working +28.02

HAE 2 6 MG, P BURAR (5 (0 A A (AR 2 5% 7 BUR AR (5 38— AFRARIA our, we
5 BB E R RIS LA AL B, S5 eh BB AR R 2 5 TP BUR AR A 01 S o )
IR, TTROE L SIAR 56 5, FRRARBL T 57 ll A - A S SO SR IE AR B R AT S0,
AT MBI B E L Byl SOk, Cooperation 75 EEUR A5 h U B BL, BL T
5] oll DA S S0 o A AL 22 AR e I BUR AR A, I8 MBI & 15 L 2 AT e
e PEIER—ARRPER, R, At HR TR ET 2R, R RECE R,
ML RRTTR A Beo PEJ7 Al SO T REER R, HERCR, AR T2 e AE . DA
52 B o P 7 SCA B
5 B&

A TE LA U5 AV BUB R B BT T RL, B E T TR, SRAMEARL. Ak, IERE
T FRAE S 225 o B IL: (1) wh i o7 SR ARG AV 2 1 B AN R B SCACRAAE, o [ A MV BUBR (5
FR-F S /N T U 7, AP RV B, B e el R BER TR 7, L T R R AL,
WK T BSEAERE s 0T P T R R 1 S Bl ] (15 SR B B BUBUAR (S 2 A P EIE S, IR B
R E S S AURE RS S3 . (2) o7 BUB RS AR A9L 2 R B AS R A SCARRFAE A B BUBCAE (101
WK TIT7, SR, (EREEENRGE i, T ESRARGE R E N T 077, Ak
BRPERT . (3) VU BB AR AR R R DU AN R RS AL, o [ S5 2R A5 (i e TSR TP 7, 3
AFEAER % YA TE R ) 38 R R R B T R P A 2 TR T A R R L. AT Al
BUBARE AT A AVE R IR L 2R BRI S UK, BGIRNE AN G TR, SR iy OB RS AT ikt 4
MV R A BUBRAE I8 A R, CA R B R m B A RO A B, e R HERE L, ¥
RALFRIFAR, SRIRBEE o v B bolb B 25 FR I ANE AR R IR H IS 55, S SCBUBR 15
FEE UM B0TE 5 21, DB SR A Ak T 5 5 B 78 s Aol R e BN o0, AT SRR 51 9F:
BER B E I H

&E 3k
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