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T INIAY
o BWMBEIRDIEM D - EH
o ERDE £}
o THEMDAT—YAE OS5 IE R

b. HIRDFEMAL -FEFE X (Chafe 1994; Gundel, et al 1993)
c. BRfo-kFXBLHE R HBDOHELEHE (Prince 1992)
d. 1t/E £ & (Erteschik-Shir 1997, 2007)
o BETIOREHI S
o Givon (1983)
o Prince (1992)
o F.2{b¥E 3k Centering Theory (Grosz, et al 1995)
o DO SHRDRA



[FIMABEICEDODS T B0
o XBENKRGELOYDIIUHEaE (IBIFH - FriFR, T £ 8, 12
L) e RLTNSD/ RIBEDDIN,

o TNLDRFERREHY DLV A (1, 38R, B B R L) PXT 7+
NAEVDNTNB)/ SEUDUB 19 D BB,

0 TNHLDERFEMR BENFF E DX H K TR FIINBNE I,
%%ﬁ& REE X T DB MRITHE & &y (SLTEEY) LEDON, BREEMB &0

o RIB|UVTVILH (BXT E.ZHLS E. B, £231) ., pEANNIZFH K TD
Lk \BHBDEIN,

o LDORIZTBWTEEBHMTORE g XLE VD HEINEIN,



o IRFTABIIBOWTXUIBBREA2ODOE Z 1265
(SATA ZZO#E Z1Z Vallduvi 1992: Ch.3 2%zFLWY)

o topic and comment (Gundel 1974; Dahl 1974; Kuno 1980;
Reinhart 19817:Y)

o topic and focus (Erteschik-Shir 1997, 2007)

o presupposition and focus (Rochemont 1986; Prince 1981;
Lambrecht 199473Y)

o theme and rheme (Firbas 1966; Halliday 196772%)

topic comment
presupposition focus
theme rheme

F 7k (assertion)=ESE & FE 5k (assertion) IZE #H12H5E o



NEY 7D ELLEE 2

o X ($izE#Y) M7 topic is what the sentence is about (Halliday
1967, Reinhart 198272 ; £ZHAWIE BIL B Z TRINBLTEE L
7 Hh5h (Halliday), aboutness (ZL53& 1 € & AT E 2,

o BRmuINEYY
& N XIKIZBNTIE IR BERRE 2 i B&W (Firbas 1966). #rigyas
1% #k (Lambrecht 1994)

< FREM - R HE M - salience (Givon 1983) HENR

< ki 2D E M (Keenan-Ochs & Schieffelin 1976) XITERE
DL
PRS00




a. Does he want mustard on his broccoli?

b. 1 don’t think so, thanks. Brown mustard he likes, but this yellow
stuff he doesn’t touch.
(Vallduvi 1992: 35)

XM 7= he, (&
brown mustard, this yellow stuff (¥t & %)

RILNE = he and/or mustard
“| don’t think so” IZER LMY 7% & F70W



What happened to your car? BYILI=D?
My car/It broke DOWN.

(La mia macchina) si € ROTTA.

(Ma voiture) elle est en PANNE.

(Kuruma wa) KOSYOO-sita. (E13) BELA,

a o oo

(2) 78 £ & 3 (argument-focus)
| heard your motorcycle broke down?

INAT DB ELI=>TREWETY,
My CAR broke down.
Si e rotta la mia MACCHINA./E la mia MACCHINA che si e rotta.
C’est ma VOITURE qui est en panne.
KURUMA ga kosyoosita. BEAEL,

a0 oo



What happened? YILI=D?
My CAR broke down.

Mi si e rotta (ROTTA) la MACCHINA.

J’'ai ma VOITURE qui est en PANNE.

KURUMA ga KOSYOO-sita. B EL-,

a o oo

o RFESX(DAREBIBNTHERBED &GWT 74D E g iEE 517,

e BARZEDHES, NI A |DfE BTIHTE B CUER) R 90305, T7H5
N3 =% a5, 1=K 5N, l

=ELZOMAAITEREE EOE & THI AN EdH A,



o BROAT—IRAFODSEEim—IFROFEMAL-FEES —
1B IR/ MT7—F— (The givenness hierarchy) (Gundel, et al. 1993)

| couldn’t sleep last night. A dog kept me awake.

type identifiable: a dog (you know what dogs are, but it doesn’t matter
which one I'm talking about)

< referential: this dog (i.e. some particular dog)

< uniquely identifiable: my neighbor’s dog (which you might or might not
know)

< familiar: that dog (you know the one)
< activated: this dog
<in focus: it



o BHROAEMALDEEIZLS MTF7—F— (Chafe 1994, *Dryer 1996)

RELITBNTHEATE X ZVEANINLY, ZO% EVHEXFOEZHO P THEMEILS
N5, 1% 7 XK Tt 20 e 3TAUT B AL R 529750, F8T 5t A LS
UL IR E AL AR 25,

Inactive < Semi-activated < Activated < Focus of attention*
full NP < > pronoun, (zero anaphora)

X 4 DO FIE SR S4F 7 =] ge D7 AL SN IE MO RIZFREN 5,

“‘John went to Bob’s party and parked next to a classic Ford Falcon.
He went inside and talked to Bob for more than an hour.

Bob told him that he recently got engaged.

He also said he bought *it (7?77 )/ the Falcon yesterday.”
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o BFHROFJEACOIEEIZLS MTT7—F— (Chafe 1994, *Dryer 1996)

Inactive < Semi-activated <|Activated < Focus of attention*

Gundel, et al (1993) X> Dryer (1996) (37& PEALINIF M 351288 5 1L, 45

Activated but not focus of attention < Focus of attention

BEDOFEEAEINAIF RS T ETHRE T, HEREF OB 2 I ZBWTZD P O%F
TDFEMICHEFOE ENENNLLIR E 3B, (cf. eye movement)

(RO LR S),
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o BFHROFJEACOIEEIZLS MTT7—F— (Chafe 1994, *Dryer 1996)

Inactive < Semi-activated|< Activated < Focus of attention*

Dryer (1996) I3 ¥ J&E WAL IN=1F RE2ODIAT 124 F5

(1) BTIZ3E AL IM=DN IR 5B AL I = 1E 3Rk
(recently activated but now semi-activated)

(2) BN R IFIRICI>THEEALITHA DIGN-1E TR
(accessible to activation)

“John came into the room with a woman we have never met. We
wondered where his wife was.”

t

R 318 I 2L 3k (inference oY1 2 )& AL 230 DTS
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o BHRORT—FRIZEOHH IR w—Prince (1992)—
HERDF < IBIFEIR DT SLZBE Ko« il‘:%ﬂ(l%ﬁ%%qﬂ»wD SFR)BL H -k B (SBAT
RE P LD FR) I BILADDIAT I 45 $5
a. hearer-old, discourse-old
REENRLTEEE S THISF AT TRSTNBEDLELF AU TOT D R%4T
RENSFI TR TIUNTESFH IR
b hearer-old, discourse-new
REED R TBEF B THIXF T TR>TOSEDLEEL F AU C TS, 1T
’%ﬁ\b?zl%ﬂjfhm TELUVME IR
c. hearer-new, discourse-new
REED AR L TAEE S THIXF OO WEDLELFHAIYSCTWT, RATREENSE
’31 SR IEDTILMF IR
d. hearer-new, discourse-old (Prince | ZXAUXZDIA 713 F & L)
REEDER L TEBEF B THISF A SN EDLEEL FAMSCTNEDY, T eksENS
I X BTN TESIF IR

M

13



o BFROAT—FRIZEDHBH I sw—Prince (1992)—

Hearer-new Hearer-old
Discourse- | ‘brand-new’ ‘unused’
new I’'m calling someone. I’'m calling President Obama.
‘hearer-inferrable’
| got on a bus and the driver
was drunk.
Discourse- ‘evoked’
old ‘ A BAUN ‘? I’'m calling President Obama

1

now. | figure he will be up.

!
RKEBIIIE NN

BEF 2 %500 (A I TVED) 1F R

14




BARZECIIFEFLELF IS EAULNMERICIIE B35 70T o &
a. Bz 0Ed/ ?TT [BERN £ B HERTIILNILY AT iR]
b. BRIANRELE (B PIL=R%0)

C. HHIAVY AN RIS (B PXA=%F%0)

A: XDI)BE P EIZL-5TE.
B: B9 E ST/*kl1/*(Lubhz]) #? (B B=BF & k%)

15



o BIROAT VAL OHS3 3 sm—Erteschik-Shir (1997, 2007)—

The Focus of a sentence S = the (intension of a) constituent c of S which
the speaker intends to direct the attention of his/her hearer(s) to, by
uttering S (Erteschik-Shir 1997: 11).

|.e. focus = assertion of a sentence, topic = presupposition

Wh-questioni 2t 54
a. What did the children do? The children ATE THE CANDY.
TOP FOC

b. What did the children eat? The children ate THE CANDY.
TOP FOC

c. Who ate the candy? THE CHILDREN ate the candy.
FOC TOP

16



%7 Ak lie-test (F FkassertionIf 2 DR EET AF) (Erteschik-Shir 1973)
Speaker A: John said that he knows Peter.

Speaker B: a. That's a lie, he didn't. focus = x said’
b. That's a lie, he doesn't. focus = ‘x knows Peter’

Speaker A: John was surprised that he knows Peter.

Speaker B: a. That's a lie, he wasn't. focus = x was surprised’
b. *That’s a lie, he doesn't. focus # ‘X knows Peter’

FEFBISELFADORZEDONBTEZOVZTIUNTIEWE 5 > ELFANHEF

17



xt ik & & = it B £ & subordinate focus (Erteschik-Shir 1997, 2007)

PR EZ XL, AT UK T HEZALGNT=TE " ZOEENLZREIIN-E ZTH), X &
HEOFHRBEE I BN V7T E S OWNTIUIERYES,

xF ey 7
a. IS NET,
b. IR FIAFATHNET,

A1: T HII?

B1: LEIRDNET,

A2: TN T YLDV R R 205 5D?
B2: JUAYR RIZWET,

18



(1) KERBE B ME D S (E ST ¥ e

(2) MBLOF B SETCAEST B INLE G
# S 3T, LFEDREZII T L 0sE O ER I TRy 7 (switch topic) &

German, Hungarian, Italian, Japanese, Korean, and American Sign
Language’z¥’) (Erteschik-Shir 2007),

19



e & magdid

DIFIRAB L Z T §ILNTES,

a. A person | know is famous.
b. A persong, [li,, know_]
c. |, know [a person];,.

top
T % 4 36 ‘a person’ MVE B THEDY, I NI THEDTI4F E | DA E )N
%, (b) DE S AE:EII(c)L R,

20



xt HE 7 oS
a. FIRHEI’NET,
b. RIIRFIAEATNET, [{aniz,., imooto}, l-WA,,

A1: T3 1T

B1: TXIkHNET,

A2: ZIT, ERT=D R A NS5 95D?

B2: JUAYR RITWET, [{anitye, imooto},,]-GAs.



o BET IO EWI 5 HT— Givon (1983)—

N7 ZITER 5 M D B W EDYEWNEDD BB, > NI DE itk « JE i Dt
E./jﬁ_

M7 DE NCHEFFIZBITAE A B R 2 28RS,

(1) Referential distance &7 #73E B

HEIET R R AT KB I BV THRIRICTE SN0 2 T TOFE B (GA % 8
DITERT),

(2) Referential persistence $& 893 #= 1%

HEHIET X R HME 7 KRB I TPNTIR R INAR TR IE B (Bn D) . HHWI, H5
— ED%F XIROE B (P ZIX108 DO F) T TSNS E,

22



(1) Referential distance Fe T B FE

B3 RN AT R EBIBOTHRARI I R SN-BF 2 FTOIE B (GA % &7
@iﬁfﬁj—)

(707 A=) —| (FBYD 2 EE ) DB Referential distance
1 BOFHNIBEESTOEL FAT 36 772L(20)
2 HBR [FOFTHETCNEER]

3 BRI HLTLEVELE 2

4 RXOHBDOFHNENIEIDHT 2

5 [EENSNVINDIZR DX

6 YTHAEKBWILE

7 (BOF) ROPzLIFRUINY 1

8 (i) RonUFtA 3

9 (BoF)EHRLEINY 2

10 (3) RoMWEEA 2



(1) Referential distance & 87 38 B
[ 70y 7 A—1)—] (33D %8 ) DB
B35 AN D 4 E 5 1 A P Dreferential distance 3%

rliJ (27 2’ 47 7, 1, 1, 1,2, 4, 1,2, 4’ 1,3, 4, 1’ 1’27 2, 17 3’ 2’ 3’
1,2,2,1,3,1,1)/30=2.2

(Y] (20, 2, 2, 20, 4, 20, 20, 20) / 8=13.5
vtoRR4= (1,3,2,2,2,2,1,4,1,4,1,3,2,3,2,2,1,3,2)/19=2.2

o DY TZI13% 35 AYldreferential distancen® KX, > My 7DiE f k)
&N, A X BV 5B AL MENMF R E 215,

o [ jx¥oRk 4 5= Tldreferential distanceh /X, > MWD TN G
W, M X B E AL B WF]RE %15,

o NIjxroaRLHzTEIIEL,

24



%, 28] 8) X0 LTI, e Ep Zreferential distanced 2=y N4 5/)Q

% g‘ﬁj )ﬂ7 ‘G‘i/J\ Jéj‘?%o

BOFN
e

i
fEl->TCWEL:

— 7 B X TIIRETES,

RDOHE BOFHE HIDHT
[EE NN ]DIZ R DX
YTEHIELLBWEL-

5(71:1%:'//7 B\, HEEEEY
ICXZRETHE 2 TX D4

) IR E AL ING,

[BDF ], b, T AYE M

1t

BXzBLTHEBOXE ZDD
LT TIIZ,
B, [ 2y,
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(2) Referential persistence & T8y ft 't

HHIET T ZWAR 77 BB I TBNTHE T SN itk 1538 B (B 030 [RP], H50E,
H5— E DR 77 XIKDOE B (F]Z1X1080 5 DB ) THa 3538 E [RPF].

(7057 Ab—1)—] (FEID 3 55 ) D EDF):RP, RPF #%:RP, RPF
1 BOFIRONIELES>TOELE 1 7 0 4
2 HER [ BOFHETCNBEFIC] A

3 EEIISIT LTI

4 ROBBOFHEIDHT

5 (BoOF)[BEH/INVIWDIZE DX —- —

6 (BOF)rTEL(BNELL- jr-;’;ﬂr“ ;;?‘ff’;)

7 (BOTF) ROPzLIRLTNY B,

8 () RonEeA

9 (BoF) BEHiRLATNY LR TIIHE

10 (3&) RonFEA S SRS LR

11 (BOF) ERULUBLIR Iy =TI RERT

26



SET—IOP] £ EITBIIB6OD X E - B #EEH RO I # (Shimojo 2005)

% Xj— %0)6/)@71'/ 5‘

a. YVaryHIibT KRB Br@z H7=, %, Bavzg

b. Va i )BT KR BkEZ R/, FHELEE-BevsE
c. (Yavid) )BT KB B@E%E Ri= Heg £ BuvsE

d. Var-@)i »T KR sr@EZz H7-, oy £ Bayss
e. 5T KERY BREZ R7=, Var {ld-4'- -0} RE X5 BovEE

2ADEHIIAA 77— o5, B304, &84, #7240 %
SRR EXAILT 137,909 8 055,

27



Table 4.24: The six encoding types in terms of RD (Shimojo 2005)

BEEER
RD o 4 = (LaX, 13, %) Ml OB [% ] [7%]
1 1736 53% 45 41% 92 29% 204 24% 13 11% 47 1%
2 558 17% 20 18% 34 11% 68 8% 10 9% 18 4%
3 252 8% 10 9% 22 7% 35 4% 7 6% 14 3%
4 150 5% 2 2% 6 2% 23 3% 3 3% 11 3%
) 91 3% 1 1% 10 3% 17 2% 2 2% 7 2%
6 59 2% 1 1% 4 1% 7 1% 0 2 5%
7 56 2% 2 2% 3 1% 10 1% 3 3% 5 1%
8 33 1% 2 2% 5 2% 4 5% 0 3 1%
9 28 1% 1 1% 2 1% 7 1% 2 2% 1 2%
10 22 1% 1 1% ) 2% 9 1% 1 1% 2 5%
11 18 1% 0 4 1% 2 2% 0 1 2%
12 17 1% 1 1% 2 1% 6 1% 0 1 2%
13 14 4% 1 1% 1 3% 6 1% 0 1 2%
14 9 3% 1 1% 2 1% 2 2% 0 2 5%
15 12 4% 0 4 1% 1 1% 0 1 2%
16 14 4% 0 3 1% 0 1 1% 1 2%
17 7 2% 1 1% 0 2 2% 1 1% 0
18 7 2% 0 0 1 1% 0 1 2%
19 8 2% 0 1 3% 2 2% 2 2% 0
20 102 3% 2 2% 28 9% 77 9% 8 7% 27 6%

NPM 76 2% 19 17% 87 28% 369 43% 62 54% 281 66%
Total 3269 100% 110 100% 315 100% 852 100% 115 100% 426 100%
Mean RD 3.5 6.2 9.8 12.3 14.4 16.1



Table 4.25: The six encoding types in terms of RD 1-10 and 11-NPM (Shimojo 1995)

BREZR
RD toR&:z:E (Fof,id hy) IEq Yop) (%] (7%
1-10 2985 91% 85 77% 183 58% 384 45% 41 36% 110 26%
11-NPM 284 9% 25 23% 132 42% 468 55% 74 64% 316 74%
Total 3269 100% 110 100% 315 100% 852 100% 115 100% 426 100%

\

RD <10 RD > 10

29



Table 5.5: The six encoding types in terms of RP-f (Shimojo 2005)

R E
33
23
28

RP-f
0

©Co~NOOOTP,, WON -~

10
Total
Mean RP-f

‘o 4 = (%]
550 17% 24 21%
492 15% 29 25%
464 14% 11 10%
435 13% 11 10%
328 10% 11 10%
316 10% 6 5%
236 7% 12 10%
206 6% 3 3%
132 4% 2 2%
76 2% 5 4%
34 1% 1 1%
3269 100% 115 100%
3.2 2.8
\ )
I
NS

77
45
53
36
20
38
15
19
4
3
)
315

3]

2.7

24%
14%
17%
1%
6%
12%
5%
6%
1%
1%
2%
100%

113
79
74
47
37
25
24
12
9
S
1
426

[ ]

2.3

27%
19%
17%
1%
9%
6%
6%
3%
2%
1%
2%
100%

1

OO =~ WO N OO,

0

1.9

30%
21%
25%

5%
8%
2%
5%
3%
1%

100%

nedwdzy/
294 35%
172 20%
118 14%
92 1%
70 8%
44 5%
27 3%
21 2%
6 1%
7 1%
1 1%
852 100%
1.9

NS
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Table 5.12: The six encoding types in terms of RP (Shimojo 2005)

RP [%] M YoRr 4 (A% Yog)HE % B
0 36 35% 81 32% 629 40% 135 36% 361 50% 46 59%
1 16 15% 42 16% 261 17% 91 24% 177 25% 20 26%
2 11 M% 26 10% 189 12% 47 12% 75 10% 7 9%
3 10 10% 31 12% 144 9% 33 9% 45 6% 1 1%
4 4 4% 22 9% 94 6% 20 5% 23 3% 2 3%
5 3 3% 12 5% 64 4% 9 2% 12 2% 1 1%
6 4 4% 10 4% 44 3% 17 4% 13 2% 1 1%
7 0 10 4% 29 2% 7 2% 4 1% 0
8 4 4% 6 2% 32 2% 7 2% 3 4% 0
9 3 3% 3 1% 23 1% 4 1% 1 1% 0
10 13 13% 14 5% 62 4% 10 3% 3 4% 0
Total 104 100% 257 100% 1571 100% 380 100% 717 100% 78 100%
Mean RP 3.0 2.6 2.1 2.0 1.1 0.7
\ ] | J
| |
NS NS
1% 7 X Bk TDOE fie M

-

#miy {[%Z], N1} > (Yo, 28 > FoubjzH > 2 E [JFE

31




N3 ¥FuBh = OfFE BTNy 7D 5 X DR 388 E

e BRI ZBITATIE | v PaBh s o e g

xt Lk &y {F ZFDA &zt
b 7 ay xt b Xt Fb By RO
3] 176  (52) | 101  (.30) | 59  (.18) | 336 (1.00)
Yup) 41  (.04) | 44  (.05) | 844 (.91) | 929 (1.00)

I 5 eyt e O] (Bl —3E F 0 3 7§54 BBE % b eyIZIRoT)
B608 i#9:i#), HDIIE LR 42
B609 <I)LaistE4g

5 e R RS OF] (AT DR g K Rs)

AS2
B53
B54

IH-@ FE—EHEVTLN Tyt—-0
BT IBAN —& Y47 LT

(S) (O) HLT

32




o SFEIIBIIB6ODEEE BeVE R ADHE (Shimojo 2005)

PR AEEY X 4 5% F SRR A

o 4= AT XK THE HALSIART I, D18 77 XARTOR e 1t (5F
PEAR)

(3 T ] FEAT XK THE AL SITNVRNMF IR, 2 D1R 77 XA TDE fie
M (G PEAR)

Iy e B ARD RO <18 77 XK TR etk (F& PEAL)

Yop)sE FE & FE B AR DROT <48 7 XARTD IR Fe ik (JE 7B PEAL)

REZR & 77 SUAKIZHIT5IF 2 e 1t (FF & PEAL)

(£35- Baysd)

33




o 2FIIBIIB6ODEEE BeVE R ADOLLE (Shimojo 2005)

HMOE RN (IR T XIRIZBIISZ e DR &)

BB X 4 ZZ FHsm ey i ae
Yo £ &
(73] - %]
> 1% 7 XAKRTOE M- F ZLIFR
%]
ndwi:y/ ]
> 127 XAKRCOIEE et - & B TLUVMEIR
BERE

(£35- BayEd)

34




RKEET YD BEY P AT—BEFo - REaXBE & - R i (Prince 1992)—

HARBrz EBIBIT5E BILO 8 4547 (Lee & Shimojo 2013)
BZ(M1991):vlaictlbsiEE E1~3=,

F—y
(1) BABRIEE(1989) 3 HERE |
Bl —E TR GORAE LR (5319304 A TOLE)
(2) 12a7DFRUESNVCH AR - BREZEFEFZ ATV WEBIEX S 5E
105 DEFEE, 51204 o

35



VE XAE BRI AE 742
Brown & Yule (1983)i 2 %<

o RIOVITOEZBEIXZFEN, £
YL TL DD AN =Y 45912
8T

o $fE A B diEXTIIHSD,
N B x=HHEE I ha—)L 352
YT S BEM O EELPIKT
5o




D EET—S

Table 1: & (£ (b) TZOB A (WILALBEFEL~3E, :193)
Bl —Bp i CO e 8

) (£78) (78] (£43)
[ /2 (£ 78) 49 1
(topic-topic match) (mismatch)
171,/ 4] (£48) 25 18
(mismatch) (nom.-nom. match)
HARZBLEHEZD

Th
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Table 8: Prince (1992) I2L5 W :R—H A& 3% (Total: 93)

(%] (F4%) 3] (F78) Total
>k Jo ek 15 (.94) 1 (.06) 16 (1.00)
BE %o - ok B 0 12 (1.00) 12 (1.00)
BE %o« BE B 4 (.06) 61 (.94) 65 (1.00)

Table 9: Prince (1992) I2J5 N :R—# [E % (Total: 93)

5,/ 4] (£1%) 7 /2| (£ 88) Total
ok Fo ek 14 (.88) 2 (.13) 16 (1.00)
BE 5o+ 5k 1 9 (.82) 2 (.18) 11 (1.00)
B %0 « BE A 21 (.32) 45 (.68) 66 (1.00)

o BEEOEHR D NI RFmDFHRS 0

 REOEES (24, BEOKES 5, EHOVTNHHE A .



Table 10: B EHZ BB HOFMERZE RN/ —FK

BL %o« BE 1 BL %a - BR 1
177,/ 4] (£48) 7 /2] (E78)
FHLOIEY/ =R THE N 19 5
Bl —IE/—F N TR e Xt % 2 40

«  EETE/—RXIT “a group of Events and States in sequence that are
bound together by a unifying theme” (Smith 2003:8), or “a coherent
sequence of sentences of a discourse, linguistically marked for
beginning and/or end, and further defined in terms of some kind of
‘thematic unity’— for instance, in terms of identical participants, time,
location or global event or action” (van Dijk 1981:177).

o FEEZETIL, 5’tﬁ REFIIBWCEETY—ISN=F5 o 2 TEFHLLTE/—FR
THEZEANTIGSICERY—I—DMERINS, [7,/1]> REDOY—7—
(zt /——W\meﬂi 155 H0)

o BARZBTUIBFIE/ PSR, BBt 213N Ty—r3n
50
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/) —RD )

(B)VLANLBBEE 2:23-24 (B EER)

Enu ansikil-ey yeyswunim-i milpath sailo cinakasil ttay ceycatul-i
hamkkey

one Sabbath-on Jesus-NOM field in  pass by when disciples-
NOM together

ka-myense milisak-ul calla mekessta.

‘One Sabbath day, when Jesus was passing through the grainfields, his
disciples (NOM) walked with him, picking up and eating some heads of
grain.’

(6) VL AL5EHF E 2:23-24 (BH R:ER)
HHRE BITAT AT Z WmEITHINBL, B T=bII3B 3005 & DL LL807-,

40



(2) WBAEXT —%

Table 2: FZBHEAXDEE

H A5 7% [E 35
e 120 (.69) 86 (.53)
45 19 (.11) 63 (.39)
raR 4 3 35 (.20) 13 (.08)
= 1 (.01) 1 (.01)
5t 175 (1.00) 163 (1.00)

« BABLUBITCEEZTIEBR—I—DFERNZ W,
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(2) WBAEXT—Y
Table 4: TR & H AW ENEZDEZER X (pictures 2-12)

E | EHE
¥ [ 55 50 46
H ARz 76 3

- BEZTL ZEANRIELIE T RICER YR LIMERALTNS,

42



2) WEEXT—¥
Table 5: FZFH PILBFE R ARDER (B LDFE1LDL)—BH REE

e A B C D E F G H | J Total
E# 3 (17) 2 (15) 3 (14) 3 (13) 2 (13) 3 (12) 1 (08) 1 (08) 1 (.06) O 19 (1)

8 12 (67) 8 (.62) 17 (77) 11 (48) 11 (73) 21 (81) 9 (.69) 6 (50) 11 (.69) 14 (.82) 120 (.69)

toRk 3 (17) 3 (23) 2 (09) 9 (39) 2 (13) 2 (08) 3 (23) 5 (42) 3 (19) 3 (18) 35 (.20

CoBy 1 (.06) 1 (01)

Total 18 (1.00) 13 (1.00) 22 (1.00) 23 (1.00) 15 (1.00) 26 (1.00) 13 (1.00) 12 (1.00) 16 (1.00) 17 (1.00) 175 (1.00)

« BABTIINIXAYEAZITZ NIIOERD?Z W,
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(2) WBAEXT —%

Table 6:

% A B C
% 12 (.86) 12 (80) 7
8| 2 (14) 2 (13) 10
voR 1 (07)
Yup)

Total 14 (1.00) 15 (1.00) 17 (1.00) 17 (1.00) 15

(.41)

D

7 (41)

(59) 10 (.59)

6

6

2

1

E F G

(40) 6 (.33) 5 (.29)

(40) 12 (67) 12 (.71)
(.13)

(.07)

(1.00) 18 (1.00) 17

H

3 (19)

9 (.56)

4 (.25)

BEINILEZHADER (FRDFEIXDAL) —#H EE

| J Total
(17) 3 (14) 63  (.39)
(50) 17 (77) 86  (.53)
(33) 2 (09) 13  (.08)
1 (01)
(1.00)

(1.00) 16 (1.00) 12 (1.00) 22 (1.00) 163

« BEZTL EIRERADOSZVEEISCEREADZVWERITEAEZNE I

s
« THEAZE? O

HKeELE/—RFOR YIAEEFITL->TELS,
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o RETIDOREE HH—+ L{L3Em Centering Theory (Grosz, et al
1995)—

REEITHBITEEE D F .2 (center of attention) DY K Hl) (transition) 45 R
Ti (coherence) D18 & FA (A% &k T3,

B ARZ~NOR A (EaRrX & F DRk B R DT 783t £ T0-5TE-)

Kameyama (1985). lida (1998). Yamura-Takei (2005), Yamura-Takei &
Fujiwara (2007) 2¥
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HEEPORE UL, wimEstry— CHU), 340bs UlleIns L [ma Y
Zl\(//\(/')%éa%@‘b/ﬁ—-@ﬂ%@) BIU R AEEEY— Cb(U), 374H5 Cf D
PCIHAEDRZDL Y —ITH-S>TCNBR £ (B RETIOREIER) . 1'H5,

CfaIoF L7 DHNMNAIZENXEDOR GADE £ 5% et ¥y— CPU) ¥ §5,

Cfoo¥7 (7/f’\—/7 NEWIE RZFZOE S0 TW)

TR > F£EG) > MEBEWE(D) > BEEBWE(R) > 20t
(Walker, Iida & Cote 2004)

MEZDIEAEELLY— Cb(Ui) 13 1R DR ZDR @3t y— Cf(Ui-1) D)
b, CI 70F 7 TR B MUDF ZNDED
(7=7ZLCH(Ui) 7' Ui-1 12HF UGS, Ch(Ui) 13720, (B]) 3t5ED B 3ERY)
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e CbOEBRIZUIRDEODIAT N5,

Cb(Ui)=Cb(Ui-1) | Cb(Ui) # Cb(Ui-1)
Bl AmEE Y— | #HILWVRAE s y—

Cb(Ui) = CP(Ui) CONTINUE SMOOTH-SHIFT
BA\ELL Y= ME s —
Uit1 T y—0 e ¥ A5

Cb(Ui) # CP(Ui) RETAIN ROUGH-SHIFT
%A S Y — MR St F— T
Ui+1 Tt =058 T B35

Cf 7' Ui-1 iIZHF &L NULL

o EENEFFIZ continue > retain > smooth-shift > rough-shift > null
BREN B €
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EEORL GEEOE S, I Y—) DEY

RN R (CENTER) O

BORI P LIMEATOFT. —=INULL| %£@FRELOXBERILLDD
|
hﬁfi%ﬂﬂ%ﬂ*ﬂf?o ~~| CONTINUE (CON) ## ﬁTT%nEb\bOD"ﬂi‘mEPIL,\

NS, ;J:U—tathhﬁr—_’f{crtuafa“k _IRETAIN RET) 5 %‘gxtﬁ,’%ﬁg&%ﬁgfﬁﬁ_ié
: T3Ea I

: - L) — 3 om — [
T, IJ (SIS INE DT o 7 SHIFT (SHIFT) #47 | | #1 L LFID

=T 'J—!atEL‘--?«X =Td. T T CONTINUE (CON) &

1) i
haH. AT IOMBELTWELEZ. NULL

EOBNIAT H# (2011) 1253
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Ok W

HORIZNHD [NULL] TATHNET
p2I2 [CON] Esh BLRH T
s, ) —lireE [RET] #ITChFET

TH. Ml oOEY 2 —% [SHIFT] B vdEd  Uxl)—

vz!)—IZ [CON] BW§LTY

Cb {CP, Cf1, Cf2...}
{F2, R}
YA {he, Bt BIRE )
YA {TzV)— M}
{r2, 22—}
vrl)— {vz!)—}
1
B Ar@EEI— || st y—
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LI HDF IEDF] &

o EFEB(DHANIZREALEE) AR SI-CNTIFTOR ESY DO RAa—T7%

NN

TRXTOEZEBNREICREDZE R E 52 R THITIILNDT, F3EBF T2,
B XIZBIBEEDO RO, BLUIDE X NDFEED F LD E DR
NEZY TR IRIEE X B PTEN R 5280 TS,

Givon (1983) DF %> # EDIE T LA B EE PO DXIHBH%
REDR R BD, KB,

AL > B POR UL INBEEOPR . (REEDK B) 1Y
DINABE BN By BTE.
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o POALIEREE -5 HTH

B R B EAE XIcBIIaEaR 4 =K 3] (Shimojo, to appear)

F—y
(1) gﬁgwﬁézzﬁdu CH ARZEREGZEZ 11402V =EE X (g T —Y

(2) 5% Fa??7l/4’7——)<rl:/7*ﬂ (BT —DR )2 R THEBEFC2HL N
X
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o  H.MLIEIREE ST 4 ATH

Table 2: CbOH X - BHIAT F

EHI17 toR 4 = ”ij (781 % % 1 Y >t
NULL 20 (.13) 98 (.63) 38(.24) 156 (1.00)
CON 478 (.62) 273 (.36) 14 (.02) 765 (1.00)
RET 70 (.17) 262 (.62) 90 (.21) 422 (1.00)
SHIFT 258 (.50) 224 (.43) 37 (.07) 519 (1.00)
=T 826 (.44) 857 (.46) 179 (.10) 1862 (1.00)

e ChbCEEDTL)OEAIITOR L FLNIINVEFBIIZH W,
o 3DDEBBIATHIDLLER
CONTINUE ror4s:E > i
RETAIN N3 > o4
SHIFT Yo 4, M)

52



Bl —t> 5—0fk 5k (Bl — X R028h B2, $1LO X OLER B 2)

(12)  a. ZIX[SHIFT] FFREIEHLIE-T
b. @ [CON] L\ T5,

c. RII [NULL] T #p%FreHT
d. @ [CON] & T T,

e. ®RII [CON] T4 AT TEal) & o= HUAEHE LT =,



Table 4: Inter/intra-sentential persisting subject center in CONTINUE

Bl — X DEATELEIC £ 35 FITXEREILE:E
raR 4 362 (.93) 105 (.42)
N3 26 (.07) 148 (.58)
Total 388 (1.00) 253 (1.00)

X2 (1) = 205.145, p < .001

Table 5: Inter/intra-sentential persisting subject center in SHIFT

Fl—XD%iTHY R £ ST XYFIC £ 28
rar 4 285 (.96) 43 (.46)
N3] 12 (.04) 50 (.54)
Total 297 (1.00) 93 (1.00)

X2(1) = 127.272, p < .001
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¢« CONTINUE & SHIFTOWSNDG E&H, Bl — X DHEATELREIL £330
RAEF TZIFERZEN S W, THITFEIF DO FE2 13 T2I535 4, [T ORa—
ZIISLRARITHIDEDT, B2 CEEBZZVRTUIT B AR,

¢ CONTINUE & SHIFTOWT DG &H, 18D F BTt L HFe NI o
ALV, NI DOF ST F LR E L) — e R TIH SN S W ()
LA, A, B R 35 PT, 72Y) (T. van Dijk 1981),

(12) a. ZII[SHIFT] FFEIZEALIEST
b. @ [CON] L T4,
c. RIZ [NULL] Fr#pzgrsHT
d. @ [CON] & TATCU T,
---- episodic boundary ----
e. ®II [CON] T4 A TEal) & o= LIS HELT=,
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Yo —DZ % (Bl — X RD280 B, HANNIFHLWXDLE B)

(13)  a. Ev/—O@mBIIRET] £U(R F2LTHELEN
b. Ev 7 —Id [CON] AR A1 B >TUENELI
[S &R 2 B8]
C. TBYEL Y —D& #13 [NULL] 1REY - EL,
d. EY7—Ii3 [CON] RERU ELTLENELE,
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Table 6: New subject center in CONTINUE
Bl — X DATERIL L5 E3E

€oR 4 5 (.15)
M3 28 (.85)
Total 33 (1.00)

Table 7: New subject center in RETAIN
Bl — X DEATEEELLERE

raR 4 16 (.25)
M3 49 (.75)
Total 65 (1.00)

X2(1) = 7.927, p < .01

EAT XY RLDELE
5 (.06)

72 (.94)
77 (1.00)

FAT X ERLEEE
19 (.10)
175 (.90)
194 (1.00)

Y



Table 6: New subject center in SHIFT

Bl — X DFTAT R R05EEE FATXERTLSERE
FOR 4 3 33 (.43) 36 (.21)
IEY 44 (.57) 135 (.79)
Total 77 (1.00) 171 (1.00)

X2(1) = 11.507, p < .001
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WTNDOBFIATTH, Bl — X N TOELI—DR 2R IVE, LWV DLIEE B T
DZRDOFDFEENZ W, T V—D R RII X EF-NTITIB EN S
LY,

L H—D R IBITAE L L Y— 23N OfE BN S W, J/Lli HLVEREE
o /——b’wﬁzﬁi) XEFEWTITONEZXIEH 1R T5 (=720, kEE/—R
DI AT TLELEL I—D R BB DN,
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T AL SR Tz 2 T B DI

HATHF T2k 55 (CONTINUE) OB B Y70 aR 4 HDiE Bl (A3
CINTEED, B TDEDON LR 4 S OfFE LG DN TOSHITTIIRN,
oA FOFERABEI’GODIIE — XN TE IR T 535 S TH,
T —DRIEXRNFE L) —ROBIT 05535 &1, 1L 2 Tkt | DB IS YA
THo>TEHNIIAMEHONBILD S W,

ThbHb, T =Lt IY—Dv—7—, HHNIF LR FE T/ — kD7 —7—
YLTDOA R (marked) B X, EOR 4 [N LAFTHE B SN S & AT
(unmarked/default) # s\,
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T¥H

R#ABEIARDL X ANIUL, XA RITRDEED CUA R DRI BT 5
DHED) 15, ek EDE A=l IRH5ED (F RBYLSREET —5ID 5 T
S BITED) TTHRAA,

(F DB MABE RO R IFERDIDOTIIN) BN A% B o505,
B EDE®wET —FIHTUIHDEDTIIU, ZDT —F DR AITEL-HE R, T &
DU, AT 77 B e E 558 B0'H5,

Bl — 5 B CHREDV YU INIISTRLSE X E (B RAEEL X RO 12)
B ETE MDD, 5 EIr IV TOBRESR RN ZDEE— ML TIBLIIR
SURR

TEMTLRILG 6, HFIvVILOM—1EH TS E N EDHLIEE D
A= £,

SH DR

BNLT —8 5 HIEICISB RO M ARATIIENSD,
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