1)
L2

L2

(2)

3
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(L2)

L1

(L1)

L2



“the”

“a/an”

“the”

“a/an”

“the”

2008

“the”

“the”

“a/an”

Chaudron and Parker

[IP2] [13
a” @

“the”

-02 -

“a/an”

“the”

ER]

4‘a/an7’
1
64a/an’ﬂ
1990
“the”
(Ctheﬂ’
Chaudron and Parker
1 “a/an”
Langacker,



2004

Lca/an” “the”

Givon 1
“the sun”
Givon 1 “the”

Givon

Givon, 1998 (1) (2)

(1) My boy missed school today, he was late for the bus.

(2) She went into a restaurant and asked the waiter for the menu.

Givéon (1)  “the bus” “school”

“school”

-03 -

Hopper, 1998

Givéon(1998)

“the Gods”
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“the menu” “a restaurant”
“waiter” “menu”
64a/an’,
1
Chafe 1987, 1993

(active concepts)

(2) “the waiter”

restaurant

“the”

(inactive concept)

(semi-active concepts)

Chafe

information flow

Chafe, 1987

Givon

I, you, here, there

“a/an” “the”
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Givon 1998

1998

1978



Givon 1998

Chafe 1987, 1993

L2
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DB1

43
22 2

612 474

(P=0.08, F=1.8)

63 t=2.00;

4.2

€X.

63
L2

€X.

- 06 -

43

682

t=2.00;

DB

644

22

21

t=2.08



L2

5.1
1
1
11
1,
22
5 (23%)
4 (18%)
3 (14%)
2 (9%)
1 (5%)
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2
Li & Thompson, 1976

43

6 (14%)

5 (12%)

4 (9%)

2 (5%)

1 (2%)

KR-80
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JP-10

(Li & Thompson, 1976)

2004

43

40%)

17 (
11 (26%)
10 (23%)

4 (9%)

3 (7%)

2 (5%)

1 (2%)
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12 30
L2
1
5 6

;

(CN-078)
CN-072
JP-14
3 4
1~2
43 11 26%
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2004

8
CN-074
8
3 3
Presyntactic discourse
4
1976

-101 -

2004

Givon(1979, 1995, 1998)

Li & Thompson,



22

4 (18%)

3 (14%)

2 (9%)

1 (5%)

22 7 32%

(2000)

“subject” “subject” “topic”

US-5
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L2

CN-080

L2

Chafe(1987, 1993)
L2
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(semi-active)

L2

L2
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Givon, 1998;

2007
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1973

L2
L2

L2

L2

XECS
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