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SHBICLBAI 22— a OEERREOVDEDR., BROEBETH 5.
HBEMELADEE, FLFIL, SVEVWHNEZRBIXRINDPRTL, L
MO BEMNTIEZ DD DERIALEKT S, ;hiftxbéntﬁmﬁhﬁ
ZOHORMZEZREZ T, BROOBRKMSTAEDLDEI R Z, BEOD

TEERERBOTNSBRL LD ETEHOTH S, ZOLIRBRIT. BRI
FoNd 2550, AEOHHE TRE<ERETIITbNTNEZ LDIF
HWEBENICL N, SNV ENELL BhoTWRWI EZ2H>THAZD
ZHEARIKE OV, HPCEMINTERAOBERICRR L EizKD<
EVIRBRIT, HLBDPRBENETROTVNBIITTH S,

HEANBRZEETHIOIC, EOXIBRBEBLEDLD BHBEDOXZREIRT 50
EVWSIE, ThbBERD/N——I % (Chafe 1976:28) [T 5 &
3. XOBREZOEINE VI EIEOMBEEBEEET S, MEFITELT
BHODIENERORFNEFIT, T TIRAHRERL D TWAEREREZ TH
BEWMEDOTIMABENIDHDATHAI. HEREZRITERNOHERER
THEREAEVWIRFINL DB BV TEDLBEOXDOHONZTHHEE
bhah, ZOZ&id. XOBEPAMOBAOEARICX > THIKEZIT S
DTHBEZYE>TND,

LML, FO—HT, XOEEIZIIARBORA®EHENRERIZE Shii
WEREMNRZRLS &L TOMEPRAN - BHENEFK TEHAOMNNZNWERE
P OHKNS B - EbEETH B, HRASHEOEBIEL Z0LS2NDH
DERNEMIINSADIBNTREINTBD., TOBEREHRZIESTOR




BHE TRV, INETRADNTELRIEOHED, W< DbHLERDS
B0H5UMMETICEBLEBDIBLENTVNEDS, TOEMREHDLIID
2HTH5,

EBIEDOHFEICIIRE DT T, EFBIEOMIELFEBIEOHTEL NS =D
DRNDD 5, HAFBIEOWE ST, EEHFOEFNRIEIEICK > THFOF
BOEALERADBDOT, FiE - BHEE - B OEIEEZEEICLZSOVE
BOPSVOSEREDEBNELASNTWVS (Greenberg 1966) . RrEiEIE
DR EIE, EAEBIEI 5B LUEIEDZD T, H 55 EOHBRERDES
NERINZERZFEHALELD ETEHDT, ZLREHNSEOERZITI
DTHBH, BRI B E BB SGEHACEREZ RO LD WS BERIC
XAZABNTVWBHEENEL N, ZOREEIEOMEICIT, SHITROZDODRELS
NGB 5%, OEDRIERTENEEITH OS2 R DI ER S 115 SCEHAI
EHLMILED ETHHD, HOVOEDIIH B5EORS 2 HEDOXNEET
HIFEERD - RANREHEZHONMNILED ETEHBDOTH S, ITNHDD
D7 Tu—Fid, ABORHOEHCHENRERICHREINRVWERL
FHERELUTOHEZHERLED ET55E, EWELTOABOHKIZE
B2 RELTOAEZRRLELD ETAULETHDEED &0
T&ES, SBEOBRY - SGEZAIEICE B 35303 & HBAEN - 3B R A
HIZERTAUFESVHRITHONESS,

AT, DRIz D B OBRER) - 38 FmMIRII5CN - 2 3E B ST %
BB, MEREREETIILZ2EANET S, UTRIOMEZRU 5L
B ERNRFEEZMEH TP T, BETIAETHRZHENL TS Z &L
V2

1 HE®REAER
1. 1 F—<&b—v

TTRBNZES I, MEFCABOOBRVEED S D M EITIHROETRD
HEBREL DRDSTL B, TOMCRDSERLEONITF VY%L
CoEd s I—JERERTH S, 77— FHRODEL. BREECH®
DBIAIa=r—3 a VEEERBEEEbOE L THOMERRAL &> & i
LiAicd B, | S




AMOII 227 — Y a Mg, T IR B VL BRITH 2 2 BRI
HBEIERTEH T, BRI > TEBLTIH<. TOBICAWSNSEBHIZ
i, CORBICKZFETHIHAEENEETHRVLELEH S, 77 —N
ARBAIar—2aORBACHEESETSHhE2II 27— a  iEh
(communicative dynamism)& ), TOHDORESKZ LT, X&2F—
(theme) & L — < (theme)lZ R 5> U 7= (Firbas 1964), F—< &L, AF 7 A bR
FEUFEHEFOLFARN SETTRERER. TabbABREETES T,
XOHTOAI 2=l —a VHEENRERBEN, ZRICHLT, 32—
PalHENPBR EVWESEL - ERYL, FITRBEFCHEICELS
REFLOWERNEEIND ELE, IBIZ, T EL—TDEBLHICHE
S 72 WH IR IIB T (transition) & 4 11T S 7z,

ZDEXIT, F—< - L—YORSEEROFHIHDORS E13% < DFAX
9%, LML, BEHRET—7., FHEREL—NFE—DOHDERD 5NN
BRabd 5. AR FHREMRTEEEELSDOHFVELIBLI MEVSFERE
LTWBEER THFBHROFNREN| EVo kR E2EITHALD. TOXD
(B IEAOFEEICR> TWHEET, TOBKRTIRIBBEHRTH BN, F—
RTCTRESV—FZBRTE2HDOTH D, ZOXDIRBARHIWOAD=DITII,
FATURTHMN SN TV BENEI N EWSHIE EIFFIC, F—< &L —< DR
DODOHTHREREL TOEREREONEINEVWSIUEOE X DLEND S
DT % (Danet 1974:111), LA LOFERN S BH/NB LI, XDAI al—
Va BRI ST - L= EWVWSHEERIET. FEEMEERNEND
%ﬁﬁ:“&fm&m%hmmﬁﬁéﬁﬁbfméo%LT\é%t:@%%
EEHIILTOEDR, T THROEZ Z2ZITHNEHEE-BR, F—
X LR EFBBPDICHEDRZSELOBMEZBEL TNBEEVND K TH S,
TOEOHETREY Y - T4 —HA, HBBDWENEY Y « AXD 2 EDOH
EBRHVWENEZENHBIN, INHIET—T - L—EERIC, HBWNITKEL
REECEZ>THVWLN, RiILZBVTVWS, ZOMEICEALTIITIN
DERLZOEDIIBNDE, ST LE MR LWESZRATVNE DTSR
S 7z (Lambrecht 1994:117ff) . .

ST, TI-JHROBE L EEERLEEIL. RRICH > TRENICHERE
HNDEXDIZMNT, T—REV—IVHLIEFNNERLTVEENIEHTH S,
Tabb, HBENEIEFIEHEZFIABOLIBRFTHEEND TR, EETLS




TEHRIENVBRHRENTVEIHFEREDSHOHEICS, TIN5 —TIA
EWSELFIAPIIH) « BERREEIEE U TR 5N, iR - MR —<
MET—=INEVIFEMRTHERTROERICAS NS EROFBIETHS L
DTH5,

1. 2 HIREAER

—J TI—TEROEGERE S EBREREHOLDLE LT, MERNEE
FoBEREBRBEOBMET BRI LN, ERSGEORNERDHFEDH
THESL L TW5 (Chomsky 1971, F&1111979, Prince 1986 72 &), 7= & Z X, KD
AV Who broke the window?” EWS BBIZEZ 5D ELTHWLNEZHEEZ
EATHLD,

(1) John broke the window.

Z DI, X broke the window.’ & W D it (presupposition X 7= lopen
proposition) &Johnd&WH R (focus) EMBIRBEZBEZ LN, ZOHE,
i LRI X=Tohn' EW S MEZHT L WEHRE L TIBEATWD 2 &Ik 5DITT
HB, TIxOB IDMNGZOFER « [HIFHREV IR, XORTMEARIC
BRINGMELNNVOEMELTRDLENDS, TOXNEDEREHERET
BEMIZE T, NOBRERIIFBRISHIND HHH & IRERICTH D B
KEAENBDTHS. |
ZOMHTEEROR, HROEES NS HETHS. Tabs, XOF
DBHBERVEEFITE>TENLETMMEDOD S BEREBEATHBEIN, E0D
ZET, (HDOX T X=John’ &V S MENBEBHEFIEALVANETH S
DM, “Tohn® DA THERIIIZSEMEEEED T LItk s, DD,
FBEREND DR, XOBEROFTHRHERMEDOE VL, BHEHREND D
BENLADED, EEVWHA B ZENTES, XOH TOMM /S EERimE
WIHCHEHEETH DD, ATV ONHEOH - A2 TFHREER
(relational sense)| IZX DR TH D &EAFT TV 5 (Gundel 1988),

1. 3 BERREBEIHELL
BlLEDR R A EIRBIC, B BEBOEARICHT 5 EROBLORIEE




DB SHER - (BEROMEERA LD £T 53185 H 5(Chafe 1976,
Prince 198172 &), Z DM BIIERABROBHRREBICE CERANTH S0, &
IRz THEIRER] I8 LT, THEREE R (referential sence)] 12K % X5
EIEEN TV % (Gundel 1988).

FrA 7E3FELUENRET S ENL. BHEFORHOHEELOREBZEIE
BB EICHDBET B (Chafe 1987:25), A ab—a YOHEIZBNWTRL
NERMICEDTBIT 201}, BAOLTHREBRICESNS, ABOLOHIZ
BRERBEOHFRCERNREEE L TEZLSNTVEN, ENSIIEITEEL
INRBICH BT TIdR, BHERE L TAEERBRRETA by 73N
T3, HEIRENRINEZEERZIZFOI BO I —HOBERMNEEILIN
TEHREBICEDONDEEDHIT. TNETREROIMHICESRLINTH
BROAREER S DANEBELT, RURBCHRENEDTH S, £k, H
LZEHMMNEE L INZEER, TNEFMUATIV BT S OFHRBIFEN
FMZEIN, BIEERDRETEREINDI LIRS, ZOLIREEENRE
WL, FEERBRIDBPRVAETHEFIBRREITS ZENTESDT
H3,

FrA 7REBEREVOIEEE, [HEORATHEFORERIC LTS
EELTFICLoTEAOND A EHET S, TRICH U THERESIE. T8
DOFEFZEL > THEFOEZRDOHPICH ULSBALTWAEELFENEZS D
D] DT ETHB(Chafe 1976:30), Z L TENS O B FEIZ 5 R 72 B 55
REEIZ B B BWALE DV 55 D TH 5 (Chafe 1987).

FYS AL, ELFORETIEETFORMNORES [E 3N 2 BEN
(assumed familiarity)] &£, SEBRNICEEL KT TRk A REMEOFLME
Z/5 88 U 7= (Prince 1981), TDHHEIZEL B &, XIRPHEIZEL > TY TII#HKE
EFIOPITHEE S N ER@Eevoked) &, BIEFERA SRV, HloTidnsd
DT REE T TIVNIZEA LTSRS 20 ET L WiEHi(new) 23 BIZ H
D, TN5 OISR EGTE D S #sh v L/ B (inferable) B DT 5 N5 D
TH5, ZOXIBHEEEORLDIZ. HEBEOGHERIHZ T EEH - RNEdH
DFENHTFELTENTL 5,

(2) I got on a bus yesterday and the driver was drunk.
ZOHID TN EHENCHAD THASNSFLWERT, HEFILDHE




ARBEFAE TERNWDXAEEASANSNTNS, LW TENS
NEERF] OEDIE. NAEWIFEOYNHEENITEAZINZZ LT TH
WMATREE R TWABERIZ, EEFANHNLGNEDTH S,

FrA 7Y AL > THREENZABOERREESHERER EOBR
i, LOHIOXD ICAFHOE - REEZRITHRC, 48 - 45 - Yo
BREODBRZROHIEEREREARSD, EBIEOBEICHEVWEDD 2T
W3, RERS, AIar—aliEbBHBIEDOR. H-CBEIN
LEMET TR N B ERE DT 572D DM EFOEENRH DI
B THEINZHETHEEZZAENEN, TOEDITIIRAITHEE L
TVHDONLEELIZK VWHDAEHFEL THIERN SHEHRA] LS HENAN
BOYERBRNESS EEZLNBNSTH 2,

a5, TEER) SFHEERA] EWIHENIEERN/REEIEORE -3
HHENBZON, EnSE, BTULBESITIRARN., LA, TNERBKHIT T
B 5 HIEHRAN] EWS ONEBENBEIETHSETIHIZADHEIDTHS
(Givén 1983, 1988,1995 72 &), £ T, ROFHIZBW TIIBEEE N /2EEIHD
TR E WS BEEZEAEIEOEMREOEDVIZBVTHEB Z LIZLEEN,

2 WBEOBRBELEBEOREM
2. 1 FEEOEMOMEEE
FRVFIABORAOHKITER MMb S EEOREO—DIZ, ERRMNIE
% O JF B (pragmatic principle of linear order) %25 1F T\ % (Givén 1995:55£F.),
(3) &R )IETE O IR B (pragmatic principle of linear order)
a. KVEEZ, HE5VERKREIRBHRIIFBFI OO OMEICB M N
SEMNRD 5,
b. MELIZ< W, H5VIETFRILIZ WERIIZESI OWD OMBICH
PNBEERD S,
Q) DEET, FBENABHASHBICRONIEEEEENVWSI ZETH BN, BIE
DL <EHH SN THEIMEOHEITOBRIND L L TROL D Iafl 2817
T b ) 5 (<]

(4) a. John milked the goat. (H137)




b. He milks the cow, but the goathe wouldn’t milk. C#ttLE) ~Ew 27)
c.It’s the goat that John milked. (LD R)

d. The goat, John milked it. (Z5¥:%)

e. What did John milk? (%ERFAEERIS0)

(4e) IIBERFRRSLTH 50Y, HFEOHA, BEOESZRIREFIIEHK
KB, £z, (@by~@d)D THREIIL (BB WidH) OFHICENM N TS,
INSEXRPCHEN S TFRLICK L, BEFIRESTHRELIZSWERTH
%5, ZOLDIZ, HEFOEHROHIIIFEREZ LIZ WPHIARTRERE#IZa
2a b —2a OLTRALBET A LEOHL2EERERTH 5550N%
VW, TOEYH., FARIIC) DFEEZGB2) O TFTMNOFREELTNEDTS I E
HARETH D L RTNS, (3a) DFEMEIT, TRADHEDRH (principle of
communicative task urgency (Givén 1988:275))1 . [EEIEEROEM (first things
first principle (Gundel 1988:229))] 72 & EIFITNTNAD, ZHEF—< - L—
RRHLTL—< - F—<ONE, &3 VIIAHEE - FERICH L THER - 0
BROIENBRIEETHREBETH D EF>TLN,

FARVRZOFEHEEZ, ABOEFHBRETEWRFEEELUTRRLTNELS T
HBEN, BT ULBTRTOEER—RICEETIEEZOTII AN, RT3
EHFEOHIOBHES. BEOEBIEEZRE>EAEZOEIEOFAEINDTHD,
Z DFENENEFEDREDEIEHOG AT HZEUTHHOLFB AN, T IV
ZTORZHFEL T, XEEWSE SR - HENZMEY 7 EORRIC
FIBARAGRD D B Z LI HBHICRD 5NB D, ZNLUADBRITOVTHEE
HREIERRETSDIERIARTRERIEOLDICEDNS] RT3 Myhill
1992:209),

2. 2 BMICX5HEEOFRRE

IEIDEHER, FRZOLICINTOEHICH TIELRATTFBZIT
&3 ET20TIIRL, SBROEARNLFEIRIC L > TEARWIZEEIEOE MmN
BEoTWAZERELEL LD &9 % (Myhill 1992: 164ff), I EILIZE 3B
EBHEEDOFIEICEB L CEFR2EMLL, &1 T EXDOREMBICHBT S
BEROEHCDOEAEVEDOBED D ZFANRT, ROXDREMEND S EHET
WA(E _E: 209),




(5) a. BRYZE L BIFAOFEIEN B MR ETE O E (Ute, Papago/s &), KEEN
TOEVENEVWLFS (EEREOESVMEFEEOERVN
EWAFEA) 3EFEOR. S EMEWAFDREERORICK S
M2 5.,

b.EWVOEIETEEL LTV S OBIEICESEBEENT 718,
Tzotzil 72 &) b, EEFIEERROBEMZERT,

c.BWS VORBEOSHEDHE k5. 77 A, PEERL) .
FEERHED by ZIISCHIZKR S, VS OFIEEENICLMED
57, TDHED SIIAELFANEN,

d.BEWVOZEIET, SVEIEZESZENLZNVWEFE V-7 5,
ARA VEBIEE) b Eite EIZIERUERIZRTY,

e. VWS OVEROHE (HFHIRL) . MILSLHEO FEY ZIEX
SHIZR D, HEAAFADIEBFOERICHKD.

FROPIBRTNS THHE LIZ < < FRIFEEEDEW BRI DRIDITHKS |
EWS AR, FROSIN—TDGa) EGb) I LHZNUETT. TSNS
BB OFICAEL I BFEOFEOBERIULMAETRESBRNVNDOTH S,
FRODEE LU -ERROZIESOREIVRTELFRHETH S Z LIZDNT,
eI, FROOFAERT AV AL T4 TV DEB/BPEENT S1HEE N
IRBEDOEBICRE> T D TR EHHL TN S,

I BV EFRRICEBGRANIR DB BB R EIEORE L OBRFRZ®mEZDH D
A > Z BT 5 1B (Herring 1990), AU > 713385 & B3 & ORI BEIRI
EZEHL., SVERBLVSEETRINEY I ET+— NI ADIEENRIZ> TS
ERNR, SVEEBREIMEYY - 74— HADNE, VSEBITI+—HAX - hEY
7 DECEFH S NS EOEREWETEIET S, NU T ONREITEREE E8E
DONERERZEEIZLEZDDT, FEBEELEBFAOMBEMRRZEEICILZIEND
bOLIIRIZH>TNS, LML, IEINOHBIIBITS(G) EGb) REBELD
VSEWSFEEZEDRPTVERETHD, N TNV SERBIHELET N —
FEER> TWBTREERD S, Eiz. (50)~(5e) DYV — TS Visliz &
DRTVNEBTHEINE, NV FTOSVEBIEOIN—-TLERDD S, Tk
HH, NYSTOHME, SENDOFREBBLZDEZATHLTHED
TH5,

LD &Sz, EXFIEOED LERBVBEBIEOFEE S, 720 0RE




OFHBEZRTZENHLENMIEINTWVWS, AR TIIZOHBEDIEL & ZHEND .
720, MEMRECSEREZELZLZZDT 2D DIIRNA, ULiZRREN

Z &, SOEMREEIEOHA LB ARNEBIEOFRE OB D 2KHT5HE
BRFHOZEX T NEHRFNRRTHY, FRISIZLZOEFHEORER
EHEDSHTELUEERHLARTNERSBRVWHETH D EEZL D, TOLED
26, BEAGRHR LN R RE L IE S BERT T IR E . T OREBE/R S

AR ER OERNBANZTNTIR S5m0, UTREOL D BRSOk
FAURNS, BEOFBIZONDSHEZEHETSHILITLZN,

3 AEEOHEEEEORM
3. 1 FEYIHEEFEEM

X DOWREROBEFNIL, LT XIRCRESE ORI K > TEEZZT ST
T, BEORBEOBRICEI > THEEZZITITNVWS, Wji}i“/kw(@ DN
BZO5NTNBEEIZ, FRUTEWNTTa)) (Tb) OXRFERELSN-LT 3B,

(@M%%%@%@@wﬁ%%ﬁiﬁm\%ﬂ9%¥$TKT&T%TL
7zo

(7) a. DIEB IR KHEBREDE N TIrhbiz,
b.LEBH 2T o DR KFERDE—NBTH 5,

(7a) L) DEBLHDOX S, [RRFEOE —ANABNLESHEZTT> /I &)
EELTVBEEVNIHTIEREDOAZN, LML, EB5RENENICES
T, BEAFORBIC, DAEEVECHTREERD S, (Ta) DBEA. KITH
< DIRFEZHESCEEZEICDOWTOENE RS AREEN, T OMDFIEEMSE K
DEVEIICEDNS, —H(7b) DHAE. BRAKREOE—ARIFEEELT
BISNBAREHE DI, HESHECEBEENREIN S REELOFVLOT
BRWERS M, MEOHERED TEENZEDTH BN, FRIETX
IRFE W T2 < BESTRA DG E VWS BELEH T, KDEBNICXOTOH
BERMEREICE 5T 5N 2 HET B HIE 2K L 72(Givén 1983, 1988 7%
E) TIZT, UF. BEECFROOTZ2EEDDIIEIILEN,

FRAT, XPOHZEROBEROED. FER - (BHEREHME T5RHE
RIsIREEE U THMIN TS ZEZ2HHIL ., FHER - [BEMITESERITOR
NBHOT, HERERZVEIHDELTEBITRETHZELT. ThEY




:ﬂﬂmmmmj&mﬁﬂ@%%@bt@mmwmx%bf\I@#T@&é
BEROME Y 7T, TOERER—DHERARDODMINE 2 §itE O SRO H
THNS I EILK- T, BB - BIERICHIETES LTS, TOLEEIAW
5N5 DX, ERTDOIXIRT DR —fERM 5 £ T OFERfE(referential distance: RD)&
DT85 D7 #E(potential interference: PI), BX X, Bk OkEE TRI—farR%
LROAEFL T 5B E (topic percistence: TP)E WD ZDDHEETH 5, ZNHDOB
DRD &PL ST RD 5 OTFRIOTIRERZRE TS5 HD T, LR, 5 OER
PR ROBER &V o FZRATES) BENRY, —FOTP 3R mHRiEICH
F5PEYIOEREERHZHAETSHOT, HEEVWIRAEHICHETLIHD
T® 5 (Givén 1989), LA LDO=DDHEEDMIC, HKERELWI RERBAD F
By 7235 T E w2 (topic quotient)] EWSHEMES, BIT R TV I
Ko TRBENTWS A (Thompson 1990), TN 5 OWFENBIEL T B DI,
HEOHTOXEEPORENSHEHROBRICEERED D 2HoTNB &
WS Z Lz, FHBIICREL, HENSFEIHEOFEZERTEHIETHS.

FEBIRCRE L CRAOREOFRAENREBIN LDV TiH2. 1
%TTTKﬁ&kﬁ\C@ﬁ@&%ﬁvﬁﬁ&@ﬁb@M\W@iﬁEVFUV
7 AW X2 TEIIN TV B(Givén 1988: 20).

@ aRXZE > aRXrb- l\tjﬁ > FEYZ-OAZE > FEYY
(FohEvy ) (Eoax>rh)

XOER MYy PR EN, BIRBICRBEINBWEAETH S, Z0LI R

MEY ZIITFRMEENEL . SELE2AVWE THHOITETARET, 2
D= My ZHERBD TEVERRINS, —F, BROERIINEY 22T
AHRVIBEINTVBRETHS. b¥DOE PV IV ERVETEVNS DI, &
DR R OTFH RN TR ZDICERSRT ZBENE LD TH DD
5., ZOHED My ZHIMBHHIENES A5, DEVE KBV TIR. £
DEBIITCHS>TREY IV OED Ny VHAMEL RS, My IR E
HOTETNE Ny ZREBINSHN, ThE D bETFIERIC, 512
BLABIICHEIIMET D END T EIZRSE, DFD, FHOZ DD THRE Y
DX H B DR, My TN TR REDICENEEET D 2 ENRA
OREER ORI EREBBDTH B EFHAIND, TRDBER)ITRUZEEIE
12 TELBRAMEEEETUETS] SV BEAOBEOREICMH>TRED
THB, T, EHOYO Ry ZIBLTIE, FRLICWERICIIL DX




ERYAX (FOHZTFRLRTWERICIRL DN YL L) O
DHETHENBENIRWFEDFEHEES—HLTWEERLETNS,
@ DY by ZANERICEEHNZODTHINEDINIE. I EINHIBRT
WBKDIZHERD D, M, ThEYIZ—aAZ b BO MY Z#EIE

m

OREYIXZDENEND ZEIZDONTIHR DRTEBDTH S, LML, Tk

EyZ—aA2 b BOXORNHTIE Y ZOFRI A2~ & D bR
BNy 2 HEEELTWBIITTH S, I5REBOLD I NEy 7 DA
MUIRKWEETIE. FEYIZHEODELDTEWREY ZBEHEICEDEWND
ZEH, TYBEBOBRKELTHEINZTHSS,

ULLRNS, BUEOXSHMERSZME ENST, ABORAER 25
TEEH R & OBE THEIEOREZFHL LS ET5XRVORBZDD
DOREE > TWBERFARWES S, SOENREIEORANS, XEEhEE
ARHBBERENDI VL Db OERRERINND B HTHRES T BHBIED
FEM, ¥R OBEBT S5 BN FETEENICHLMNIEINEEEZ DD
BREEN, AMORMESNESERRNEOBDD EHLNCTEEDOEE
REHONERNCE S THEALNAEZ LIIHNTH D, T5IT, BESkEd
B REREMOKEO P TOEEEH ORIEN, BIHOEPICEE 8
ERIFLTWAZEZHONILIZEVI HIZDONWTD, KELRBENH S E
E5TENTES,

3. 2 RWARXEHFELE

HBIETHRVBGEORFEDOEEE L THEAIND LEREDHEBEEZR NS
Z &3, Z<DOEFTHE TN TS (Givon 1983:25), FIZITROILHFEE 5
NizEE, TNLUBROKRETIIEERERZ DN TELNSIONEELES S,
(9) a. Round the bend came the train.
b. What came round the bend was the train.

EOX TR, BEETDH 5 'the train' %Yﬂikfg@}éﬁ'é EREH-T, 20HE
REMEFITRSHBOT2HRNMEC TS, ZL T, TNUITK> TEHED
HETTOEROUBICHH ZEENERINTOEZDOTH S, RFEOTOE
RZRFICHM T TRRT 5 LO XS 723003, #R X (presentative sentence) &
IEENTVD, AVOUIE, RO ORMERESR, [HEOKTPBROR

e AL AVE]




RICBWTHEE IR B2DI1IC. XOFO—DOERITH U THRHI OB 2 L&
T HHEAE] SHE L T3 D (Hetzron 1975:374), AR X &, DX I 7R
BREZDIRVICREITHEBEZR XD ETH 5,

FRVICENE, BRXOFMEL, VSEEBETIESV, SVEETIRVSD
JEIZ/ B E 0D, DED, BEOEIEERERSMBEIRBIMNTZEZWERZ
BEIZEZEVNSTETHS. HEFREL TVB D LRI S ZES T
WERRTDZIERLVEEFOERZIEDTINRVELDIDITTH S,
USRI OHAE, FERAFFDOS A TEERKREZ 5O 53R W LIEX
REWIEHEMBIZBHZIREZEICELST, TOERZV>EIMHE
FICHISEDT, BHEFOEHREBORICEHEADIELIENTEHDTH S,
AR, ZDEIIT, HHBERZHUDMBRZBEISES Z &ITX > THER
BEEREELTVWEDOTHBN, ZOEOBENINYDOIZK>T BREH)
(presentative movement)| EFFEN T3,

EZATHBPLPHAFEDL DRSS VERDEHE, BRIV S OREIHICIES
bﬁ?@éﬁ\:hu itﬁﬁwﬁﬁ&“’&mﬁﬁﬁﬁm< B DBEE

BOMEWERE, TORBIHEDOLVWNBIIBHIEZODTHEEE
HZEBTES, Thbb, TR, MBACESERIISCRICERT S
EVWSEIEOFEEIMBNTNEDTH S, ZOFREEZITIHRIC EEDE
BORE] EMATBLZERRLEY., ZOFERIE, X0EROEBELT B8
HIBBERIIRERGEELTRRS ) LW EEEOEIROEFERIZET S
DTHBE)N1994), 7I—TZEROBET S [HEBD SHFHBEHRN &0
BIEOEFEHDZES. LI XXRCEHEN SR TE 3B % LT 3URITGE WX
BB 2-00RBTHEIENS, DI ZNHEEEEDOFEIEDEED
THIZHABEDTS ZENTES, TROEEEEOEBEOFREIL, B3 E
DFE & [AEER) SHBEHRADOFEHRENVIZODOFEBENSR2EHDTH 5,

3. 3 BATHHBEIRERE
INETIRRTERZENS, BIEOFEMEL TIT, Pt dBbRO=D%
EIDBIENTES,

(10) 1. |B1EERMD & FHEBADEE - - [HIEH 2~

]—% M DBIED R
2. B OXEDOER - B EE 2R




3. RBOBEDFHE -+ BEEMERZ SCEN

ZDTENSBENBLDIZ, BIEOKFEIX, CHEEKEEDL I RERN
HHBENEVNIBEEEI MDD TS, DESHEFNRERTD, BE,
5 OFECERLEORMICEIL T, MHAICROBERIMUOTS QBRI
NRTEDLDTHERFYUERT ZEMREINTVS, AIAEY-IIRIICH
5B EERTIE, SCROBERNMR D ERICEERI N, JHOERITENITR
<HDTH S Z EHHSNT TN T BJarvella 1979),
XHHESCRDALEZ D < B10) IRINZEEIZ, BEWICFERLSWEILT S
ZEBHBIN, BETBEBD RN, FIZIEKRD1a) E(11b) D FERES
DFIENEIZ> TWBH 01T, RROFEOFEEITHED . [HIFHRD 5 FriEH~
DOFEBIZRESI MDEWVIZE > THELEINEZHDTH S,

(A1) a. —fEDOINEBN S KOFER LD, BREZ2FE Lz, IO

KNRERZE -7z,
b. —fEQRERN S KOFER LR, BRZE2ELE. BRRIZAEZZ
DAWBEE > 7,

KETHRNEELEZEWSBRNEGZ 5N, TFOKEQRRIIMH,)
EVIBWREFHIC LD, EHOTHARARIETH S, THIHTBEX
TH5 R ZOFRER] 13, ZORETREERERTHY., ThERAS
ZERBRAORETH S, (11a) IIR20MEOEEIH-> T, BEFOERN
THEHEEIERZW TRRZOFRBE] BEHIZBRRIENTNWS, FIUTH L,
A1) DES I, AR S FRBAOEBIHE > T, TTIHEF 0P TELE
ftahTnsd EBbns TRR] MNXEIKBRRENTNEDTH 5,
ZDEDIT, BROHEDFE L HEHRI ST HEBANOEBIIHAT 50N
EETH DN, HERRERICHIZAW SN RD(122) DX D RIGEIE, M
FOBEDNTEH 5N 5 (Gundel 1988).
(12)a. FDE VAR, RIZT>TE/IKHEBS ETB1FE, E<ZER
WHES ORKREEBR>TWS,

b. 5 DEVAR, HKIAT>TE/RBABI ETHTE, E<RKE
WHDIIE MIHEES ZEFEERSTWAS,

(122) D TE MZHKRD | TEDRTIICH S £/ ITHED ] EXNENBARER




LTHD, EBIIUREBRVEEEEZRD, TORKTHERIEICRS5NT
WBHEFABDTH B, FRHTHEITXIRD SHLGE I N THICTT > TRNZ Y
2BIETION] EVISHVWIIEZSEERBRTHD., ENEHITIRN
52 LIE3RRADHEDFEBIZHBMU O TNDEEEADDTH 5.
UERTEREXDIR. 23224 —2a 2RI AMORBROE I
HREZT S EIERFEOTNHEAL D5, XOBER. TOEEICHEN
28 < OEFBIZBARINERSEBNWDOTH B0, TN OEFZFERHICE
T ZEDTERVWEEBDRBN, TOXIRBREE, FAPRELIN TN
BIFoN500, £ETNEZRETHIERIIMBZONEN S ZHE, HD50WIE
e, XECEARNRIFAEW S BRI L NIV TOEBE O 245 TR
T LD RBANB L NIVOEE DT EXFIL I B50N0, RIILIBELELE
DEDBEEREZ 5NBOMEVSZHERE, SOBRETIIEZ 5NN
B < OBENERINTVS,

4 IV

DLk, BREEBNREIEMRICBNWTHEES R EERSES B LU 2N5,
HITMERZEB L CTER, £ E L TOARMOHERR I HFIRLFR A I AT
WE LIS TS ERBEITICHANDLHEIEOMERL. EHEFEOMEZBA
TAHOEHIIHET 2L BWIEREOEEETFRIES, LML, Fo=
THR R B X 3 IZ(Downing 1995), FRHAIBIZ HMCEIE DT SN TWBIET 7
' DIZMEBIEFEICL o TREY LABWEEND 5 D3 nEhon, £k, B

Ko CEBENELT 5 DIERERON, BERWICTNTOSEEREBLS S
HEEND DHED 0N, BREDHBIZBRLEI KABAVWHEZEATHARD,

ZH LI EE R TNIR S RNE S S, BINEIIMENSE QLT
IRFRLIR Z B ICREA BT T < T, BEGRNRILBOHEERRL T Z
ETHB, TOEKRTY, ¥y U= & X—J > (Downing and Noonan1995) ®
KO AR EHBFICBIDAEANSEOLRDORAIIE <FTMMET S I ENT
x5,
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1. Introduction

A basic assumption of discourse analysis is that linguistic structure reflects the
function that it performs (Chafe 1987, Cowan 1995, Givén 1995). In fact, when
we observe the utterances we use in our daily communication, we find that many
linguisfic phenomena can not be explained in terms of linguistic arbitrariness.
For example, there are cases where different syntactic structures share the same
cognitive meaning. In order to explain this phenomenon, we need to assume that
these syntactic constructions are motivated to make our communication more
efficient. Underlying this explanation is the assumption that language is the
pfroduct of human beings and is very likely to be constrained by our cognitive
competence. According to Cowan (1995:30), ‘processing proceeds smoothly
when sentences are structured in such a way that they maximize the “ease of
recall” and minimize the “degree of effort” involved in relating in-coming
information to the already comprehended text’. Thus, discourse analysts assume
that structures are likely to be designed to be used in the most effective way to
satisfy our motivations.

Our communication motivations, however, are not necessarily harmonious
and sometimes conflict with each other. For example, when we convey some
information to a hearer, it may appear natural to convey more urgent information
before less urgent information. Similarly, we would expect that the hearer would
also want to hear this newsworthy information without any boring preliminaries.
This suggests that there is a communication motivation to state the most urgent
information first. However, if we convey the most urgent information without
any preliminaries, it is very likely that the hearer will have difficulty understanding




what we are trying to get across. This suggests that there is another communication
motivation to state shared information first, and then proceed to give new
information. Thus, the communication motivation, ‘Urgent Information First’
and ‘Shared Information First’ compete with one another and the speaker must
chose to give priority to one and sacrifice the other . ‘

In this paper, I examine different types of copular sentences in written
Japanese discourse in data collected from Japanese written texts, including essays,
advertisement copies and short squibs in magazines. I discuss the functions and
choice for copular sentences with different word orders in term of the competing

motivations such as discussed above.

2. Copular Sentences

Copular sentences have been classified into two types: specificational and

predicational (Kanbayashi 1984, Nishiyama 1985, Declerck 1988). Specificational

copular sentences specify a value for a variable, as exemplified in (1).

(1) Hannin wa Taroo da.
The criminal is Taro.

The speaker of this sentence is specifying who the criminal is. In doing so, she
or he presupposes that there is a person X who is the criminal and asserts that this
X is TARO. In other words, this sentence specifies the value TARO for the

" variable X who is the criminal.

In contrast, instead of specifying a value for a variable, predicational
sentences are used to predicate the properties of the referent of the subject noun
phrase as in (2a) and (2b).

(2)a.Taroo wa itazurakko da.
Taro is a naughty boy.

b.Taroo wa gakusee da.

Taro is a student.

(2a) predicates a characteristic, and (2b) the status of TAROO. Because the
referent of the subject noun TAROO has been specified to these sentences, these
sentences are used not for the specification but for the predication of the subject




noun phrase TAROO. _

Another major difference between specificational and predicational sentences ‘v
is that the order of the subject noun phrase and the predicate noun phrase can be
reversed in specificational sentence, but not in a predicational sentence, as shown
in (3) and (4), respectively.

(3)a.Hannin wa Taroo da.

Taro is the criminal. (As for the criminal, it is Taro.)

b.Taroo ga hannin da.

Taro is the criminal. (It is Taro who is the criminal..)

(4)a.Taroo wa gakusee da.
Taro is a student. (As for Taro, he is a student.)

b.*Gakusee ga Taroo da.
*A student is Taro. (It is a student who is Taro.)

The order of the subject noun phrase and the predicate noun phrase in (3a) can
be reversed to become TAROO GA HANNIN DA. ‘(It is) Taro (who) is the
criminal’ as is shown in (3b)!Y However, the sentence that results from reversing
the order in (4a) is the awkward sentence in (4b) *GAKUSEE GA TAROO DA .
‘(It is) a student (who) is Taro’.

The fact that the two sentences in (3a) and (3b) can be an answer to the same
question HANNIN WA DARE? or DARE GA HANNIN? ‘Who is the criminal?’
indicates that both sentences have the same presupposition ‘there is a person X
who is the criminal’ and make the same assertion ‘The person X is TARO’.
Consequently we consider the information structure of these two constructions to
be the same. The noun phrase TAROO, the information that the speaker wants to
convey most to the hearer is the most informative part, i.e., the focus of these
sentences. '

In summary, there are two types of copular sentences, specificational and
predicational, and specificational sentences in J apanese— can be further classified
into two types: the A wa B da ‘(As for) A, (it) is B’ construction as in (3a), where
the focus is given at the end of the sentence, and the reversed B ga A da ‘(Itis) B

(who) is A’ construction as in (3b), where the focus is given at the beginning of




the sentence. I will refer to the specificational A wa B da construction as a
‘Postposed Focus Sentence’, and the reversed B ga A da construction as a ‘Preposed
Focus Sentence’. The information flow of a Postposed Focus Sentence A wa B
da concurs with the communication motivation ‘Shared Information First’, because
the speaker begins with information that she or he considers to be presupposed to
the hearer, and then adds what is presumably unpresupposed information. In the
Preposed Focus Sentence B ga A da, on the other hand, the information flow
concurs with the communication motivation ‘Urgent Information First’, because
the focus B is highlighted by being placed at the beginning of a sentence, i.e., the

most salient position in the sentence.

3. Presentational Copular Sentences

In the previous section, I described the differences between specificational and
predicational copular sentences and examined the information structure of the
two types of specificational sentences: Postposed Focus and Preposed Focus
Sentences. In this section, I examine another type of specificational copular
sentences which has the same syntactic structure as the Preposed Focus Sentence
B ga A da, but the order of the subject noun phrase and the predicate noun phrase

can not be changed to the corresponding A wa B da counterpart.

(5)a.Kono ketsuron o hikidasu no ni Kepuraa wa ichi-nenkan kakarimashita.
Kooshite kono dai-ni no kasetsu mo mukachi na mono to shite kemuri
no yoo ni kiesarimashita. Shikashi Kepuraa wa ki o torinaoshi, moo

- ichi-do denaoshimasu. Soshite dai-san no kasetsu ga daen deshita.

It took one year for Kepler to come to this conclusion. Thus, this
second hypothesis disappeared like smoke as worthless thing. However,
Kepler pulled himself together and started all over again. And the third

hypothesis was an ellipse.

b.*Soshite daen wa dai-san no kasetsu deshita.
*And as for an ellipse it was the third hypothesis.

(6)a.Mori no doobutsu-tachi ga tsugitsugi ni sugata o arawashimashita.
Soshite saigo ni dete kita no ga nan to ookina kuma datta no desu.




Animals in the woods appeared one after another. And
surprisingly, it’s that the one which appeared last was a big bear.

b.*Soshite nan to kuma wa saigo ni dete kita no desu.

*And surprisingly, it’s that as for a big bear, it was the one which

appeared last.

Amano (1995) noted that copular sentences like those in (5) and (6) have a
focus on the postposed position, and she named these sentences ‘Postposed Focus

Sentences’. According to her analysis, the underlined sentence in (6a) should
have the presupposition ‘there is an X which appeared last,” and the assertion ‘X
is a big bear’. If this is the case, there would be no distinction between the
information structures of the underlined sentence in (6a) and the same sentence
with the particle WA instead of the particle GA as shown in (7).

(7) Soshite saigo ni dete kita no WA nanto ookina kuma datta no desu.

There are two problems with Amano’s explanation: (1)How can sentences such
as (6a) A ga B da and (7) A wa B da with different particles have the same
information structure and same word order? (2) If A ga B da and A wa B da
sentences have the same information structure, why can they be interchangeable

in the some contexts as in (6), but not in others such as in (8) below?

(8)a.Naze Amerika ni ‘Gan Sentaa’ o to omowareru kata no tame ni, watashi
to Amerika to gan to no kankee o hanasasete itadakitai. Watashi to

Amerika o musubitsuketa no wa chichi de aru.

For the people who wonders why (I established) a ‘Cancer Center’ in
America, I would like to be allowed to talk about the connection between
me, America, and cancer. The one who connected me and America was

my father.

b.*Watashi to America o musubitsuketa no ga chichi de aru.

*(It was) the one who connected me and America (who) was my father.

As a solution of these problems I should suggest that there are two distinct
functions for the postposed elements in sentences such as (6a) A ga B da and (7)

A wa B da. I name these two functions the Presentative Function and the Focal




Function, respectively. )

In a Postposed Focus Sentences the postposed element has the; Focal
Function because the referent is in the focal position and fills an information gap
between the speaker and the hearer. In (7), the focus referent OOKINA KUMA ‘a
big bear’ can be stressed as in (7°a), but the presupposed referent SAIGO NI
DETE KITA NO ‘the one that appeared last’ can not be stressed as shown in
(7’b).

(7")a.Soshite saigo ni dete kita no wa OOKINA KUMA datta no desu.
b.*Soshite SAIGO NI DETE KITA NO wa ookina kuma datta no desu.

In contrast, we can put stress on the preposed element in (6a) SAIGO NI DETE
KITA NO as in (6’a) but the postposed element OOKINA KUMA can not be
stressed as shown in (6’b). - ‘

(6")a.Soshite SAIGO NI DETE KITA NO ga ookina kuma datta no desu.
b.*Soshite saigo ni detekita no ga OOKINA KUMA datta no desu.

Based on the above, I conclude that the function of (6a) differs from the Focal
Function of (7) and that the copular sentence in (6a) has what Hetzron (1975:
374) refers to as the ‘presentative function’, i.e., it functions to call ‘special
attention to one element of the sentence for recall in the subsequent discourse or
situation’. Therefore I will refer to the copular sentence type such as that in (6a)
as a ‘Presentative Sentence’. Sentence in (6a) has the same syntactic structure as
the Preposed Focus Sentence B ga A da and has a function somewhat similar to
the Postposed Focus Sentence A wa B da. However its primary function is to
actualize what Hetzron refers to as ‘presentative movement’, i.e., it functions to
place the element which needs to be recalled later in the discourse in the sentence
final or later than usual position. As indicated in Table 1 below, the persistencem
of a postposed referent is remarkably high in Presentative Sentences A ga B da as
compared with Preposed Focus Sentences B ga A da, and relatively high as
compared with Postposed Focus Sentences A wa B da. This indicates that the
information flow of Presentative Sentences concurs with ‘Persistent Information

Last’ principle.




Table 1: Persistence of the Postposed Referent after being mentioned in a copular sentence

No. of copular sentences  No. of copular sentences whose postposed
in corpus referent persist into the next discourse (%)

Postposed Focus 283 203 (71.7%
A tvggB da ( )

Preposed Focus 133 34 (25.6%)
BgaAda

Presentative 83 70 (84.3%)
AgaBda

I have demonstrated that specificational copular sentences in Japanese can be

divided into the three types given in (9).

(9)a. Postposed Focus Sentence: A wa B da -------- ‘Shared Information First’
Saigo ni dete kita no wa ookina kuma datta. |
(As for) the one which appeared last (it) was a big bear.

b. Preposed Focus Sentence: B ga A da--------- ‘Urgent Information First’
Taroo ga gakusee da.
It is Taro who is a student.

c. Presentative Sentence: A ga B da----------- ‘Persistent Information Last’
Saigo ni detekita no ga ookina kuma datta.
The one which appeared last was a big bear.

The speaker’s choice among the three types of copular sentences is strongly
influenced by the word order. The principles that dominate the word order are

summarized in (10).

(10)a. Shared Information First: State presupposed information before

unpresupposed information.

b. Urgent Information First: State urgent information as soon as

possible.

c. Persistent Information Last: State persistent information as close as
possible to the subsequent discourse where the referent will be

mentioned again.
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Notes

This paper was presented at the Tenth National Conference of Japanese Studies
Association of Australia on 7 July, 1997. I wish to thank Polly Szatrowski for
reading and commenting helpfully on an earlier draft of this paper.

1. In reversing the order of the subject noun phrase and predicate noun phrase in
(32) it is necessary to change the particle WAin (3a) to GA in (3b). The particle
WA in (3a) indicates the topic of the sentence while the particle GA in (3b)
indicates the subject of the copular DA. This change in particles is necessary in
order that the same information is presupposed and asserted in both (3a) and
(3b). In both sentences HANNIN ‘the criminal’ is presupposed and TAROO is
asserted. The topic marker WA is used in (32) to indicate that HANNIN ‘the
criminal’ is presupposed, but WA cannot be used in (3b) because TAROO is
asserted rather than presupposed. The use of (3b) with the topic marker WA
instead of GA, TAROO WA HANNIN DA. ‘(As for) Taro, (he) is the criminal’
in answer to the question HANNIN WA DARE? or DARE GA HANNIN? ‘Who
is the criminal?’ would sound quite awkward.

2. A referent is persistent if it continues to be referred to in the discourse after it

is mentioned in one of the copular sentence types analyzed in this study.
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