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Abstract 
As COVID-19 epidemic is rampant over the globe, a large amount of enter-
prises turn to the virtual team to sustain business operations. Among them, 
international enterprises’ business communication and management rely on 
global virtual teams (GVT) whose members are in different time zones and 
locations, with different nationalities, cultures and languages, who commu-
nicate, manage and operate through the Internet. Based on video conferences 
of a multinational IT company’s GVT, this study explores how GVT mem-
bers use metadiscourse strategies to bridge cultural differences, business Eng-
lish as lingua franca (BELF) proficiency gap and unstable internet traffic to 
achieve effective communication. The findings suggest that 1) metadiscourse 
use of GVT can be divided into three dimensions: relational metadiscourse, 
textual metadiscourse and BELF-facilitating metadiscourse; 2) to bridge cul-
tural differences, relational metadiscourses that realize the function of “nego-
tiating status distance” and “clarifying speaker’s standpoint” help moderate 
divide in cultural perceptions towards power distance and face management; 
3) to cope with BELF proficiency gap, BELF-facilitating metadiscourses of 
“repetition”, “self repair” and “co-construction of meaning” are the most 
commonly used and realize the function of enhancing intelligibility of BELF 
speakers’ utterance; 4) in response to the Internet-mediated communication 
barriers, textual metadiscourses of “turn-manipulator” manipulate the num-
ber and length of speech turn to ensure the coherence and accuracy of infor-
mation transmission. 
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1. Introduction 

As COVID-19 epidemic is rampant over the globe, a large amount of companies 
turn to virtual teams to sustain business operations. Among them, many MNCS 
adopt Global Virtual Teams (GVTs) to enable their employees from different 
countries and cultures to collaborate virtually at a distance to execute team 
projects. As the increasingly dominant organizational structure in many MNCs, 
Global Virtual Team refers to a team whose members are separated by time and 
space, and (more importantly) differ in national, cultural, and linguistic 
attributes, and whose functioning is heavily dependent on CMC (Zakaria, 2017). 
Each individual on a multinational team is inherently influenced by his cultural 
practices and norms, business English as lingua franca (BELF)’s proficiency, and 
his communicative performance is moderated by CMC resources. Such diversity 
of mentality and uneven attributes can add to a project’s worth (Barinaga, 2007), 
but it is also an obstacle to the team because it makes them hard to build trust 
and have to acclimate to differences in communication styles (Nurmi, 2011). 
Despite increasing studies on GVT’s management practices and issues (e.g., de-
cision making process, negotiation styles, leadership roles and characteristics, 
communication patterns, and trust), there is a dearth of research addressing the 
GVT’s discursive strategies in enhancing its efficacy of internal communication 
under the contextual influences of intercultural communication, use of BELF 
and virtual environment. 

Metadiscourse is an important language resource that endows the superficial 
language form with interpersonal functions (Crismore & Farnsworth, 1990; Hyl-
and, 2005). It plays a pivotal role not only in the textual organization but also in 
negotiating interpersonal relationship of the communicators. A tactful employ-
ment of metadiscourse in GVT internal communication can effectively improve 
the accuracy of GVT information transmission and establish the trust relation-
ship among members. This study aims to examine the representation and prag-
matic functions of metadiscourse in GVT business communication, and to ex-
plore how GVT members use metadiscourse strategies to bridge cultural differ-
ences, business English as lingua franca (BELF) proficiency differences and in-
ternet distance communication barriers to achieve effective communication.  

2. Conceptual Framework 
2.1. Three Dimensions of Contexts of GVT Internal  

Communication 

GVTs require company employees to work: 1) with people of varying levels of a 
common language (i.e., the language of the business interactions), 2) without 
physical contact among team members, and 3) at all hours of the 24-hour clock, 
including weekend days or nights depending on work schedules and times in 
other countries (e.g., Sunday is a workday in Israel and Monday in Australia is 
Sunday in the United States) (Glazer, Kożusznik, & Shargo, 2012). It brings three 
unique interwoven dimensions of contexts in GVT internal communication: 
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cultural context (members of different nationalities have different cultural back-
grounds), linguistic context (use BELF as the common communication lan-
guage), and spatial context (dispersed location contributes to a virtual commu-
nication mediated by internet). The integration of three dimensions of contexts 
helps shapes distinctive property of GVT internal communication.  

2.1.1. Cultural Context 
Communication is a process of encoding and decoding messages in ways that fit 
the communicator’s cultural norms, beliefs, values, and rules (Gudykunst, Mat-
sumoto et al., 1996). In order to effectively communicate, a person must be fa-
miliar with a culture’s norms, beliefs, values, and rules so as to avoid miscom-
munications (Fujimoto, Bahfen, Fermelis, & Härtel, 2007; Li, 1999; Triandis, 
1994). The diversity of GVT members’ culture can vitalize work performance 
but it can also be ineffective if they can’t synergize in terms of cultural practices 
and norms related to work ethics and practices (Nurmi, 2011). In GVT internal 
communication, how team members negotiate the relationship between indi-
viduals and the team is affected by the cultural synergy of collectivism vs. indi-
vidualism (Hofsted, 1980) whereas how they manage the relationship between 
the team leader and team members, meeting hosts and participants, the most in-
fluential stakeholders and other stakeholders attributes to the cultural synergy of 
high power distance vs. low power distance (Hofsted, 1980). As to dealing with 
conflicts of opinion, team members’ stand on either task-driven culture or rela-
tionship-driven culture (Hall, 1976) respectively leads to the inclination to con-
front with conflicts or avoid them. In terms of the communicative styles of GVT 
internal communication, whether team members resort to explicit or implicit 
utterances pertains to their adoption of low context or high-context culture 
(Hall, 1976).  

2.1.2. Linguistic Context 
Provided that members of GVTs must contend with time zone differences; 
communications that are not clear and concise could cause teams to be days be-
hind their work schedules, regular and concise communication that conveys 
precise information is very important in GVTs (Uflacker & Zeier, 2011). Never-
theless, GVT members who speak different mother tongues have to speak 
BELF-the language used by internationally operating business professionals to 
communicate with other (mostly) non-native speakers (Kankaanranta & Louhia-
la-Salminen, 2013). As foreign language barriers might play a role in creating 
pitfalls for GVTs, the uneven proficiency of BELF becomes an unescapable chal-
lenge for GTV communication, which exerts major impacts on communication 
manner, content and lexicogrammatical representation. García and Cañado 
(2011)’s study found significant differences between people with high BELF pro-
ficiency and with low BELF proficiency in terms of frequency of turn-taking, in-
terruption and interposing, and the willingness to communicate with native and 
non-native English speakers. In addition to communication manner, BELF pro-
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ficiency’s influence on content is reflected by information density, accuracy and 
coherence of utterance. The uneven BELF proficiency affects the correct use of 
vocabulary and grammatical rules (Tenzer et al., 2014) at the lexicogrammatical 
representation. As a pillar of contextual factors, BELF proficiency is determinant 
in GVT members’ comprehension and exchange of information.  

2.1.3. Spatial Context 
GVT business communication mainly relies on e-mail, video conference and 
other remote communication means. Limited by the untouchable virtual setting 
and the busy traffic load of IT communication, even video conference cannot 
display paralanguage information (gesture, expression, posture, etc.) of physical 
behaviors which traditional face-to-face team members rely upon to establish 
and sustain trust. Virtual team members are reliant upon different behaviors, 
unique to virtual settings, to assess trustworthiness and compensate for the lack 
of physically observed behaviors (Alsharo, Gregg, & Ramirez, 2017). Linguistic 
resource is the dominant clues for them to interpret the message exchanged and 
the most reliable means to negotiate interpersonal relationship. Spatial context 
affects the frequency of talks, the way in which team members communicate and 
the content they communicate. Prior research found that, in virtual team com-
munication, the virtual team via the communications link can hardly share extra 
talk beside work talk and where facilities were shared, technology controllers 
dominated cross-site talk (Anderson, McEwan, Bal, & Carletta, 2007). Compared 
with face-to-face meeting, the duration of GVT meeting is shortened and the 
time of each turn is prolonged. The cohesive devices used for turn-taking adopt 
a more formal style, and the speaker provides more information in each turn 
(o’conail, Whittaker, & Wilbur, 1993). Some other research also discovered that 
members’ talk in GVT meeting attaches greater importance to problem-solving 
(O’conail et al., 1993; Tang & Isaacs, 1993; Tang, Isaacs, & Rua, 1994), team 
members spent more time clarifying their contributions to the meeting (Olson, 
Olson, & Meader, 1995; Doherty Sneddon et al., 1997).  

2.2. Metadiscourse Taxonomy of GVT Internal Communication 

Traditionally, metadiscourse is defined as the commentary on a text made by its 
producer (Hyland & Jiang, 2018) and recognised as an important means of faci-
litating communication, supporting a writer’s position, and building a relation-
ship with an audience (Hyland, 2004). Over the past few decades, the impor-
tance of metadiscourse has been recognized in a few spoken registers (Guillem, 
2009; Luke & Gordon, 2016; Buttny, 2010). It’s notable that given that partici-
pants of ordinary conversations know each other well, intersubjective coopera-
tion and understanding are often taken for granted and thus it’s not prominent 
to use metadiscourse markers to explicitly highlight interaction, demand colla-
boration or present discourse (Zhang et al., 2017). In contrast, GVT internal 
communication underpinned by the contexts of intercultural communication, 
BELF as working language and virtual environment is mainly dependant on 
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tactful employment of metadiscourse to manage the organization of utterance so 
as to improve the accuracy of information exchanged and to project the com-
municator’s perspective, attitudes and actions to manage social relationships 
(Hyland & Jiang, 2018). To address unique characteristics of GVT’s three di-
mensions of contexts, this paper proposes to classify and investigate the meta-
discourse used in GVT business communication from three dimensions: rela-
tional metadiscourse, textual metadiscourse and BELF-facilitating metadis-
course. Under textual metadiscourse category, this research inherits Hyland 
(2005)’s metadiscourse classification of interactive resources and enriches the 
metadiscourse classification framework by proposing relational metadiscourse 
category and BELF-facilitating metadiscourse category, which targets at the in-
formation exchange and interpersonal relationship management of GVT’s in-
tercultural, virtual communication in BELF. 

2.2.1. Relational Metadiscourse  
Due to the virtual attributes, there was less intensive communication and inte-
raction in virtual teams (Blackburn et al., 2003). The scarcity of frequent and in-
tensive interactions between GVT members hinders the building of trust which 
is considered as a crucial factor in forming and maintaining cooperative rela-
tionships and effective teamwork (Anderson et al., 2007). Thus, GVT’s employ-
ment of metadiscourse resources predominantly purports to manage interper-
sonal relationship among virtual team members through negotiating status dis-
tance, creating common ground and managing face so as to build and maintain 
trust among GVT members. 

Most of the influential works that propose metadiscourse classification have 
centered on written genres (e.g. Kopple, 1985: p. 83; Mauranen, 1993a, 1993b; 
Hyland, 2005; Adel, 2006; Gillaerts & Van de Velde, 2010; Adel & Mauranen, 
2010; Kawase, 2015; Hyland & Jiang, 2016; Carrio-Pastor, 2016). Metadiscourse, 
though valuable from the perspective of understanding and organizing textual 
meaning and engaging readers to depict the author’s persuasion intention, re-
mains largely unexplored from an interactive viewpoint to study interpersonal 
interaction function of oral metadiscourse. The latter plays a fundamental role in 
establishing cooperative relationship in GVT. For example, Liu & Liu (2017) ar-
gue that metapragmatic expressions help achieve mutual understanding in BELF 
interactions through construct emergent common ground where shared know-
ledge can be activated and rapport can be created in the communicative process 
(Kecskes & Zhang, 2013: p. 340). Walkinshaw et al. (2019) discover that some 
metadiscourse markers play self-denigration functions to maintain or enhance 
relational rapport among speakers of BELF by managing face and to promote a 
sense of in-group solidarity among the participants through generating shared 
humour. 

2.2.2. Textual Metadiscourse 
Metadiscourse is conceived of in various ways. Highlighting the interpersonal 
meanings of metadiscourse, Hyland’s classification of interactive metadiscourse 
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and interactional metadiscourse is mostly acknowledged and applied in recog-
nizing and depicting metadiscourse. However, metadiscursively speaking, pre-
vious research has found general differences between speech and writing (e.g. 
Crystal, 2001: pp. 25-28): typically, speech is part of an interaction between the 
speaker and audience while writing is the work of the writer who is distant from 
the reader. A speaker uses more metadiscourse markers in dialogues than in 
monologues (Zhang, et al., 2017). Conventional taxonomy of metadiscourse (e.g. 
Hyland, 2005; Adel, 2006; Mauranen, 1993a, 19993b) mainly derives from study 
of written genres and monologue, may not be capable of describing the meta-
discourse profile of GVT where two-way communication is pervasive in com-
munication. Comparing with Hyland’s taxonomy, this research inherits Hyl-
and’s recognition of interactive metadiscourse (transitions, frame markers, en-
dophoric markers, evidentials, code glosses) and places them in the category of 
textual metadiscourse which helps the interlocutor to organize discourse and to 
guide the recipient through the text. Meanwhile, a new sub-type of metadis-
course marker “turn-manipulator” is proposed to this category, which serves the 
function of initiating, allocating, terminating turns of speech. It differs from 
“transition” metadiscourse marker in the feature of two-way communication 
where utterances of different sources rather than different clauses of the same 
source are linked and manipulated. This research integrates Hyland’s interac-
tional metadiscourse into relational metadiscourse introduced in previous sec-
tion, both of which share the function of establishing engagement and solidar-
ity with interlocutors.  

2.2.3. BELF-Facilitating Metadiscourse 
BELF refers to language used by internationally operating business professionals 
to communicate with other (mostly) non-native speakers (Kankaanranta & Lou-
hiala-Salminen, 2013). The proficiency of BELF is no more benchmarking to na-
tive speakers but rather to an effective business communicator no matter what 
his/her native tongue. The correctness of English in use is far less significant 
than getting the work done and creating rapport-no matter how limited the Eng-
lish proficiency of the users. However, such a competence, albeit modest on the 
surface level, implies a number of components. BELF speakers need to possess 
accommodation skills, listening skills, an ability to understand different “En-
glishes”, and overall, tolerance towards different communication styles. In es-
sence, BELF is very different from a “natural” language spoken with native 
speakers because it is highly situation-specific, dynamic, idiosyncratic and con-
sequently, inherently tolerant of different varieties. The dynamism entails that 
strategic skills, such as ability to ask for clarifications, make questions, repeat ut-
terances, and paraphrase (see Mauranen, 2006), all of which are mainly achieved 
through the use of metadiscourse.  

Firth (1996, 2009) found that “let it pass” and “make it normal” are the two 
principles observed by effective communicators in the ELF talk, assisted by a di-
verse employment of discursive devices of reference or repetition. Schegloff 
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(2007) emphasizes the function of repair in conversation and defines it as “ef-
forts to deal with trouble-sources or repairables-marked off as distinct within the 
ongoing talk”. Further, he discovers two types of repair-initiation techniques 
(self-initiated repair and other-initiated repair) and four types of repair se-
quences (Schegloff et al., 1977). Francis and Hunston (1992: p. 133) detect a 
prominent act of “reformulate” in BELF communication which functions “to 
acknowledge a preceding utterance or offer a revised version of it”. They posi-
tion it as a subcategory of repair, considering that repair covers a wide range of 
remedies of sequences in conversation, whereas to reformulate is specifically to 
rephrase or revise the term or phrases uttered in a previous turn. Based on 
Schegloff et al. (1977) analysis of repair, reformulation is classified as four 
types (Self-initiated self-reformulation, Self-initiated other reformulation, Oth-
er-initiated self-reformulation, Other-initiated other-reformulation) (Tsuchiya 
& Handford, 2014). 

Prior research are unanimous in the common use of metadiscourse to facilitate 
the intelligibility of BELF users’ utterances irrespective of whether the discursive 
devices that are recognized as metadiscourse by pragmatic academia are phrased 
as metadiscourse in their research works. In this study, we propose a catego-
ry—BELF-facilitating metadiscourse to accommodate all the metadiscourse which 
address difficulties in BELF processing, production and communication by 
non-native speakers of English in business settings. The recognition and discus-
sion of BELF-facilitating metadiscourse is conducive to further understanding of 
the metadiscourse features of Internet-mediated BELF communication. 

2.3. The Working Scheme of Three-Dimension Model of  
Metadiscourse Taxonomy in GVT Internal Communication 

Ayoko et al. (2002) found that 90% of respondents reported that at least 50% of 
conflict among members of diverse teams is due to cultural differences in work 
orientation and opinions regarding work processes and how people should inte-
ract, as well as language differences. This phenomenon is even more severe in 
GVT, given that GVT communication has three unique contextual attributes: 
team communication is among multiple cultures; using the non-native lan-
guage-BELF as work language; using Internet as communication media. They 
exert a profound influence on discourse production during GVT internal 
communication in which textual metadiscourse, relational metadiscourse, 
BELF-facilitating metadiscourse are tactfully employed to perform functions of 
text coherence, interpersonal relationship establishment and management and 
facilitation of communication in BELF. The ultimate communicative purposes 
that are achieved through the use of metadiscourse strategies are improving the 
accuracy of information transmitted in the team and building up trust among 
team members.  

As is demonstrated in Figure 1, the analytical framework of this study con-
sists of the analysis of contextual attributes, detection of metadiscourse strategies  
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Figure 1. The working scheme of three-dimension model of metadiscourse taxonomy. 

 
in relation to textual, relational, BELF-facilitating resources and the discussion 
on how the two communicative purposes are realized through metadiscourse 
strategies. This study identifies textual metadiscourse, relational metadiscourse 
and BELF-facilitating metadiscourse by tracing metadiscourse markers and ob-
serves how they realize functions of textual coherence, interpersonal relationship 
establishment and management, and facilitation of BELF communication. 

2.4. Summary  

This section builds up a three-dimension model of metadiscourse taxonomy in 
GVT internal communication which posits that the use of metadiscourse in 
GVT internal communication is highly subject to the influences of three con-
textual factors: multiple cultures, discrepant BELF proficiency, instable internet 
traffic. Therefore, metadiscourse taxonomy can be divided into three dimen-
sions, each corresponding to one contextual factor. Relational metadiscourse 
helps bridge cultural divides while textual metadiscourse focuses on accuracy 
information exchange. BELF-facilitating metadiscourse specializes in facilitating 
the communication of poor BELF speakers. Different from the dominant di-
chotomy between interactive metadiscourse and interactional metadiscourse, 
three dimension model of metadiscourse taxonomy considers the integrated 
impact of the contexts derived from three unique attributes of GVT internal 
communication. The following sections will give a more detailed elaboration on 
metadiscourse marker detection and its definition. 

3. Methodology  
3.1. Research Design 

This study is conducted through three stages. At stage one, based on Hyland 
(2005)’s enumeration of interactive and interactional metadiscourse markers, 
this study identifies metadiscourse in the meeting transcript. At stage two, the 
transcript is examined and annotated manually to add more discourse markers 
to Hyland’s framework. At stage three, this study sorts out all metadiscourse 
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markers recognized in stage one and stage two and classify them into groups. At 
last, this study proposes a three-dimension model of metadiscourse in GVT in-
ternal communication with clear definition and examples of each subgroup un-
der main dimensions. 

3.2. Data Collection and Analysis 

Data analysis adopts a deductive approach at the first stage and an inductive ap-
proach at the second stage. At stage one, this study uses Antconc3.2 to identify 
metadiscourse in the meeting transcript and code them for later observation. At 
stage two, the author and one PhD student of linguistics read the transcript and 
manually annotates additional discourse markers that haven’t be recognized in 
Hyland’s framework but facilitate GVT’s communication, supporting commu-
nicators’ position, and building interpersonal relationship among GVT members 
(Hyland, 2004). Prior literature review helps build up three categories of meta-
discouse used in GVT. According to the different functions metadiscourse 
markers performed in the meeting utterances, this study recognizes new meta-
discourse markers of relational resource, BELF-facilitating resource from the 
transcript and depicts the pragmatic functions metadiscourse performs in GVT 
communication to address the unique challenges brought by GVT internal 
communication to achieve effective communication. With the consent of the 
GVT team of a multinational IT company, internal meetings of GVT were rec-
orded. A mini-corpus is established based on the meeting data which comprised 
7 audio recorded meetings with circa 427 minutes of talk. The topics cover mar-
ket development, talent recruitment and knowledge sharing (2 meetings about 
market development, 3 about talent recruitment and 2 about information shar-
ing among GVT members). The recording of the meeting was transcribed ac-
cording to Jefferson’s (1978) transcription system. 

4. Metadiscourse Taxonomy and Pragmatic Functions of  
GVT Internal Communication 

4.1. Metadiscourse Taxonomy of GVT Internal Communication 

Based on literature review and corpus analysis, this study identifies 15 metadis-
course categories from three dimensions: textual metadiscourse, relational me-
tadiscourse, BELF-facilitating metadiscourse. The specific classification is as 
shown in Table 1. 

This research proposes three dimensions of metadiscourse according to dif-
ferent functions they play in addressing the difficulties derived from GVT inter-
nal communication circumstances. Textual dimension which deals with the co-
herence of text and the transition of speech turns includes 6 categories of meta-
discourse markers: transitions, frame markers, endophoric markers, evidentials, 
code glosses and turn-manipulator. The prior 4 categories are inherited from 
Hyland’s framework of interactive metadiscourse while the last one is proposed 
by this study which specializes in initiating, allocating, or terminating turns of  
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Table 1. Metadiscourse taxonomy of GVT internal communication. 

Textual metadiscourse Function Example 

transitions 
express relations between main 
clauses 

So, but, thus 

frame markers 
signal discourse acts, sequences 
or stages,  

Firstly, then, lastly 

endophoric markers 
refer the reader to information in 
other parts of the text 

Before, above, As what you just said 

evidentials 
refer to information from other 
texts 

According to, She said, Based on 

code glosses elaborate propositional meanings Namely, That’s to say, I mean 

turn-manipulator 
initiate, allocate, or terminate 
turns of speech 

I stop here,  
I’d like to hear XXX’s idea,  
That’s my thought. How about XXX? 

Relational metadiscourse Function Example 

stance marker clarify speaker’s standpoint 
I’m not..., just to ... 
But the point is that 
personally 

emotion marker express speaker’s emotions 
Come on!, Please! 
If I’m very frank to talk about 

status-negotiating marker 
negotiate status distance between 
interlocutors 

Correct me, if I summarize it in the 
wrong way. 
If there’s anything that you think we 
are missing... 
I’m not an expert but... 

common-ground- 
generating marker* 

help activate shared knowledge, 
experience between interlocutors 

You know when... 
You know we used to... 
I remembered we are all in the ... 

BELF-facilitating resource Function Example 

repetition (Lichtkoppler, 
2007) 

fill in broken expressions,  
sentences by repeating the prior 
words to enable fluent  
information flow 

in in.in.in.in one interesting sentence,  
to..to.be a..a manager 
a..a.for..the…for my team 

self-repair marker  
(Lichtkoppler, 2007) 

complement additional  
information to amend the  
previous interpretation 

I mean (not as code gloss) 
Here is the thing 
This is... I think 

clarification marker 
(Lichtkoppler, 2007) 

confirm information 
having this ... having that... 
This is what I mean 
I’m saying that 

reformation marker 
(Mauranen, 2006) 

signal the change of ways of  
information presentation 

Forget about that 
Ok, I’ll put it this way 

co-construction marker 
(Mauranen, 2006) 

cooperate with another party in 
explaining information 

Yeah, I’m with you. 
I got what she meant 
What she said was 

 
speech. Relational dimension focuses on management of interpersonal relation-
ship. It includes: stance marker, emotion marker, status-negotiating marker and 
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common-ground-generating marker. Stance marker denotes metadiscourse that 
clarifies speaker’s standpoint. Emotion marker refers to metadiscourse that ex-
presses speaker’s emotions. Status-negotiating marker is defined as metadis-
course that helps negotiate status distance between interlocutors. Com-
mon-ground-generating marker helps activate shared knowledge, experience 
between interlocutors. BELF-facilitating dimension concentrates on accommo-
dating all the metadiscourse which facilitate the information exchange in BELF 
processing, production and communication by non-native speakers of English in 
business settings. This study recognizes 5 categories of BELF-facilitating mark-
ers, based on prior research’s detection of similar discursive phenomena in their 
data. They are repetition, self-repair marker, clarification marker (Lichtkoppler, 
2007), reformation marker and co-construction marker (Mauranen, 2006). Re-
petition refers to metadiscourse that fill in broken expressions, sentences by re-
peating the prior words to enable fluent information flow. Self-repair marker 
means metadiscourse that provides complementary additional information to 
amend the previous interpretation. Clarification marker helps to confirm infor-
mation. Reformation marker refers to metadiscourse that signals the change of 
ways of information presentation. Co-construction marker refers to metadis-
course that cooperates with another party in explaining information. Each cate-
gory of metadiscourse serves a unique pragmatic function in GVT internal 
communication.  

4.2. Pragmatic Functions of GVT Internal Communication 

As for the presence of metadiscourse of GVT communication and its unique 
pragmatic functions, previous studies have found that metadiscourse is more 
common in more abstract and informative genres (academic papers, news re-
views, etc.) and mainly realize discourse elaboration function. And metadis-
course is seldom used in descriptive and concrete genres (novels and news re-
ports) and is only used to guide readers (Zhang et al., 2017). However, the re-
sults of this study show that GVT internal communication massively employs 
metadiscourse and its pragmatic functions go beyond explaining and organizing 
text. The interpersonal relationship negotiation and BELF-facilitating are the 
major functions GVT metadiscourse performs. This finding disagrees with the 
predominant perception that spoken genres which mainly perform interpersonal 
communication functions have less information density and adopt more infor-
mal styles than written genres, thus should adopt a limited number of metadis-
courses.  

Trust and knowledge sharing are considered the priority of a GVT’s commu-
nication. Mutual trust among team members should be cultivated through estab-
lishing their harmonious relationship in communication. And knowledge shar-
ing means frequent exchange of insights, attitudes, ideology, new information 
among team members. Due to the cultural differences, efficiency and accuracy of 
GVT knowledge sharing is severely affected by team member’s cultural and 
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ideological divide. The use of relational metadiscourse helps to mediate team 
members’ position, emotion and relative status by which their cultural and 
ideological cognition is reflected in the utterance, eventually plays a profound 
role in establishing a harmonious relationship through managing the conflict 
between individuals’ benefit and team’s benefits, different perceptions towards 
power distance and face (mianzi). According to the examination of data, GVT 
members tend to adapt themselves to the dominant culture when cultures col-
lide. The analysis of data suggests that relational metadiscourse plays a pivotal 
role in implementing strategy of adapting to the dominant culture of GVT. GVT 
members employ stance marker and status-negotiating marker to mediate prop-
er position, emotion and relative status of themselves and other colleagues in the 
team to establish a certain interpersonal relationship in conformity with the do-
minant cultural norms. 

GVT members’ proficiency of BELF is discrepant, which means GVT mem-
bers’ uneven performances in BELF processing, production and communication. 
This study discovers that BELF-facilitating metadiscourse is employed to bridge 
the gap and improve the intelligibility of different English varieties. The ac-
commodation of non-native speakers’ English is realized by BELF-facilitating 
metadiscourse such as clarification, repetition, co-construction, reformation and 
self-repair. To be specific, there are three strategic skills. The first skill is to re-
peat previous morphemes to pronounce an unfamiliar vocabulary correctly. E.g. 
“Yeah, I will dupli, dupli, e, duplicate this plan...”. The second skill is to clarify 
the information. Usually the metadiscourse marker is used to signal that this is a 
paraphrase. E.g. “This is what I mean”, “I’m saying that”. When the utterance 
cannot convey sufficient information due to BELF deficiency, interlocutors 
adopt self-repair metadiscourse to complement additional information, e.g. “I 
mean (not as code gloss)”, “Here is the thing”, “This is... I think”. When the idea 
is wrongly presented by the language, interlocutors adopt reformation metadis-
course to signal the change of ways of information presentation, e.g.: “Forget 
about that”. “Ok, I’ll put it this way”. When one person can’t express himself 
clearly, another party may assist him in explaining information by employing 
the metadiscourse of co-construction, e.g.: “Yeah, I’m with you.”, “I got what she 
meant”, “What she said was...”. Based on the examination of the mini-corpus of 
GVT meetings, this study discovers that to cope with the discrepant BELF profi-
ciency and to enhance intelligibility of BELF Speaker’s utterance, “repetition”, 
“self-repair” and “co-construction of meaning” are the major metadiscourse 
categories used in GVT internal communication. 

Due to the unstable internet traffic load, information transmission of GVT 
communication is occasionally delayed and the information flow of utterances is 
easily disturbed by immediate disconnection of internet signals. Thus, GVT 
communicators adopt textual metadiscourse more often than co-located team 
communicators to improve the cohesiveness of the utterance and guide the in-
formation recipient to better understand the information and its textual con-
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texts. Among all types of textual metadiscourse markers, turn-manipulator is ex-
tensively employed, given that turn exchange is more frequent in dialogues than 
monologues. Generally, the interlocutor is inclined to employ turn-manipulating 
metadiscourse to designate turn takers or claim the legitimacy of turn-taking 
behavior so that the chance of turn collision caused by unstable internet traffic 
can be avoided. Everyone in the team, geographically dispersed, reaches a con-
sensus in using metadiscourse to initiate, transfer or terminate his own speech so 
that others can easily follow the information flow within intact contexts by 
simply paying attention to the turn-manipulator in his speech. The proper use of 
turn-manipulator guarantees the wholeness of information exchanged among 
GVT members through busy internet traffic which is conducive to the accuracy 
of information transmission in GVT internal communication. 

4.3. Summary 

Based on literature review and discourse analysis of a mini corpus of video con-
ferences of a GVT in a multinational IT corporation, this study uses pragmatic 
analysis to explore how GVT members use metadiscourse strategies to bridge 
cultural differences, business English as lingua franca (BELF) proficiency gap 
and Internet-mediated communication barriers to achieve effective communica-
tion. This study discovers three dimensions of metadiscourse used in GVT in-
ternal communication: relational resources, textual resources and BELF-facilitating 
resources, proposes a novel framework to classify GVT metadiscourse. By prag-
matic analysis of the corpus, it is suggested that to bridge cultural differences, 
relational metadiscourse plays a pivotal role in implementing strategy of adapt-
ing to the dominant culture of GVT. GVT members employ stance marker and 
status-negotiating marker to mediate proper position, emotion and relative sta-
tus of themselves and other colleagues in the team to establish a certain inter-
personal relationship in conformity with the dominant cultural norms. To cope 
with BELF competence gap, BELF-facilitating metadisoucrse of “repetition”, 
“self repair” and “co-construction of meaning” are the most commonly used in 
GVT internal communication. In response to the Internet-mediated communica-
tion barriers, textual metadiscourses of “turn-manipulator” manipulate the fre-
quency and length of speech turn to ensure the coherence and accuracy of informa-
tion transmission. The interlocutor is inclined to employ turn-manipulating 
metadiscourse to designate turn takers or claim the legitimacy of turn-taking 
behavior so that the chance of turn collision caused by instable internet traffic 
can be avoided. 

5. Conclusion 

This study is a preliminary study based on a single case where only one MNC’s 
one GVT’s internal communication texts are examined. The three-dimensional 
framework of metadiscourse classification in GVT internal communication 
hasn’t been proved sophisticated due to the limited number of data at hand. 
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However, hopefully this seminal research may draw more attention from aca-
demia to the unique characteristics of metadiscourse usage in GVT context. And 
a series of follow-up research is yet to come so that the proposed GVT metadis-
course framework can be further verified by quantitative research with expanded 
corpus. Besides, the pragmatic functions of each metadiscourse marker in the 
GVT context are also worth in-depth investigating for some areas are still un-
known. For example, the criteria are still unclear about how to distinguish the 
use of “I mean” in the textual category of code glosses and BELF-facilitating cat-
egory of self-repair. Given that BELF-facilitating metadiscourse markers of repeti-
tion, self-repair, clarification and reformation’s pragmatic functions are achieved 
by one party’s involvement whereas co-construction is realized by other parties’ 
participation, does the number of participants’ involvement influence the effects 
metadiscourse takes in GVT internal communication? These are some of the 
questions future research can explore. 
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