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BRISBNT, BAFRTF 7 A PABICOWTO—HE M 2003 21
Bt dHo 77 AMHET AU, 727 A FAONEY—TIHEERD XIS,
{8 & DD RFY 22 B4R (coherence relations) {28 o THRUHT 6TV 5 (Knott &
Sanders 1998), HEEPDOLMBRRIC—EIEE b2 570012, BATFR, HEF
T2 A MEE 274 BRI D BT TIh O DOMMREIBIRL, HiHiEE
BRI BIRTV T 72 { T % & %\ (Connor 1996; van Dijk & Kintsch 1983),

77 2 MM OBRENHD ¥ 4 7, BATFIERPITR O OMHKEE
BTA370LR2onTRIL 2REND S, £BRTIE, FFDF2 A MU
HoORBBBRDS b, BRPEMIZEWTIFICTE 28I % J 72 Cauvsal B
ML YT, TOBFEPBB7OLALYIZ2VWTELD, €515, 2)
Causal R %2 HiR T 2 oo A ) OFER, EhoHHT 7 R FHICHR
XNBEESVDRNIZ L T, BEA EFL (=English as a Foreign Language [#}
EHEE LTORE] ) EFEOLELTRA PO Causal HEDBIBA LD L 5 2l
BEZI20»2BEEIL-THLOIIZTAILXHMET .

1. 79 X Feh ORI

1.1. Rhetorical Structure Theory (=& 1} 24D D H A
FO2APPOBETAZXLWOLANIZROND BHEMNFHEE HRELLZ

Rhetorical Structure Theory ( BLF RST) tX, Mann & Thompson (1988) (& - Ti#

MEhie RSTIZE A7 27 A MBEOBRMEE, [727 A b ORRERIZ S »

DR, b7 2 A MRICEETIRYGHAME LS, TAGIREAFICHR

MISRERTWS] EnIBSICET(DIDTH S,
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Table 1: nucleus & satellite DHIR AL DI KL X 1 5 BMEMR OB Hitk)?

Relation Name

Nucleus

Satellite

Concession situation affirmed by author |situation which is apparently inconsistent but
also affirmed by author
Condition action or situation whose conditioning situation
occurrence results from the
Elaboration basic information additional information
Enablement an action information intended to aid the reader in
performing an action
Motivation an action information intended to increase the reader's
desire to perform the action
Non-volitional || a situation another situation which causes that one, but not
Cause by anyone’s deliberate action
Non-volitional || a situation another situation which is caused by that one,
Result but not by anyone's deliberate action
Purpose an intended situation the intent behind the situation
Solutionheed a situation or method a question, request, problem, or other expressed

supporting full or partial

need

Volitional Cause

a situation

another situation which causes that one, by
someone’s deliberate action

Volitional Result

a situation

another situation which is caused by that one,
by someone’s deliberate action

COHEGFICET L, —AHRDH 272 2 MIPHMOEHZIED nucleus &
PERMMTEREE ) satellite £V 2 D OHR BRI I FH N2 BEM R FEH
MICHLEDED, — MDAy FI— 2L LTOMBEYRTEELOATY
%o PIZIX, “Evidence” DIWEPIFRIZH 5 claim & evidence &\ B+ 3 2
DORRBLLD LRI TH, claim BUFED evidence & ) 77 A Mok - Tk
HTHHLWIH DS, TOMENERT 22012 chaim DEBF% “nucleus”,
evidence DEBST % “satellite” &£ 3 ¥ 5o nucleus & satellite DIz iE, [£H &
PTG 5 —HOFEREI L 2 5], TTsatellite IIMBOAEICI &
ATTHBZAT, nucleus Z M E MR B L 77 X FOBEREREO L DA S L
1LY 2 1 EDOKEAH S, ZDX I RST it nucleus & satellite I2 3B S h 2
MEEROMICH4 L RENFEOY 4 7 BEMLTARNISHRELTVS
(Table 1)o i & DHEREIALAST 7 X FiCBN B IBUE SIS T b 125w as,
WHWEHD Y 4 72k o T, LYMBFEOBVHFEIELIMEhTV
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(Mann & Thompson 1988; "1H - ¥F 54 2001),

kDL iz, RST I, Wit ¥DF 7 A MHELMAL % nucleus & satellite (25}
L, TNOOMICHEFENEXHAMPFHEERONIL TN LIRELT
FI R POSEMREERPTILD0TH S, 727 A MiEZREET HAHI
HRILSH-HRNOZh o 0R%StE, BRCBTHAFONTHRBETOL
ZERFTHLDIMCHEILRTERVWEL DY HESINET, 1T
75 7 KROEMCFN T TOXNRE A% BEMKR T A5 LR
BHORET R 2 AT, BEA EFL £ EOELFHMRI BT 2 HRMHT
BB L BT & 72 (Ikeda 1999; 2 2008), i HORKEHS S, HAAEFL
ZWBIE T, EXHFAPIcHBOFMOBHRCERMERZ CZIERTHS
LitBMERTHDL—FT, 72X Mhok )RR HEIZED 5 BENE
2R MM ROIRRIEETHL R YW LML o7

FAARAEFLEYEQOEIHEMICBVT, RANRDOS [ 7i2LoT
nucleus & satellite D MBIAFEOHERA LD & H IR 2 0% WA LW (I
M 2000) b & %o #ED 5, BMGTFENR (temporal), BRBIER (causal), Bk
B4R (reversed) {22\ Tid satellite — nucleus & v 5 BUFAGEHIER S 595,
BAE{LIER (example) 122V T nucleus — satellite DMUF A — R\ THoAZ
AW SR o7 LT, temporal R reversed R B2 HBLIRR O F
A5, {BOBEMWEE Y L RBEMHREIDHBWITDRALILIZONWT, &
o DBRAMFROIEBHAROBRSHMICHBHES MY AThPTni L
2, WHFORAEIC & o TH D B (unmarked) ZFOBHRMFKRTH ST
WEAIB XN TV 5, SO HITRST 2 BM 7O L ABRICIEMT S &I
X oT, ¥ A F® nucleus % 7= 13 satellite & 75 & 2 B BAL A & O BT
PR A RS A2MAEIS, FhOIRBUMIOhIBUIFEERT S LAY, B
LdREB7 s A MIEE S OEFL BRSOV THITMETSH S 2 LR
T35,

1.2, AR » & A 7RO DL Y
52 A b D RFBIR (coherence relations) DITIR 7 12 -+ R % RAIMBA N &
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HBL X 5 &3 5B9E (Sanders et al. 1992; Sanders et al. 1993) 1233V >C, 310
O EEBIFRIL Basic Operation, Source of Coherence, Polarity, Order of Segments
EV g 4 DOBAKEEEES (cognitive primitives) I2ETWTUTORAD L 5
IZagEhTwa,

BRI DORERO S EE

a) Last week it rained a lot in Scotland, because there was low pressure over Ireland.
(BMATY bV FTREFE{ oo BEROGTANT ¥ FEZIC
EREMRH o eh 6 75,)
Basic Operation = Causal, Source of Coherence = Semantic
Polarity = Positive, Order = Non-Basic

b) Last week it rained in Scotland. The weather was bad in the Netherlands as well.
(EBAIY b7 Y FCRENRS 2. 5 ¥ THRANEI o 220)
Basic Operation = Additive, Source of Coherence = Semantic,
Polarity = Positive

c) Last week, the weather was bad in Scotland, whereas in the Netherlands the sun was

shining,

GEEAT Y b I ¥ FCRRANER o720 FRE ST T ¥ ¥ TlEARA
BoTwic)
Basic Operation = Additive, Source of Coherence = Semantic,
Polarity = Negative

d) Tim must love that Belgian beer. The crate in the hall is already half empty.
(74 DRERVF—E—ADFE BV LV, F—VOKRMITY S 52
I oTnd,)
Basic Operation = Causal, Source of Coherence = Pragmatic,

Polarity = Positive, Order = Basic

Basic Operation Ti, £ TOHHMDBEIFRA Causal F 721X Additive VW Fhh
1248 E LB, Source of Coherence Tt 4 T ORI O R AAIEO PRI
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42 b O TdHNIL Semantic 1=, F 7= illocutionary force |23 5 b D TH N
Pragmatic® IZ 3 B8 5o

Polarity T3, Basic Operation I3V T 2 DOWHAED T ERHUFV b D
7t & 13 Positive, 12D HIAD 5 1 DOHIHMOEE (negation) & RKTHFWVD
D7z 61T Negative TH 5,

Order of Segments I Causal DA ISEAShARITH Y, £ITT 2 1M#H
(antecedent) 257 7 A FPRITHBENEL ) b EISB<Hh TR Basic order,
#Bizk< 6 Tvhid Non-Basic order L AR &b, Zh 6 DHAEDEI
roT, ¥27 A MRHOBZENEN 12O 5 4 FICFB IS N5 (Table 2)o

Table.2: Overview of the Taxonomy and Prototypical Relations (Sanders et al. 1992)

Basic Source of
Operation  Coherence Order Polarity Class Relation

Causal Semantic Basic Positive 1 Causc-consequence
Causal Semantic Basic Negative 2 Contrastive causc-consequence
Causal Semantic Nonbasic Positive 3. Consequence-cause
Causal Semantic Nonbasic Negative 4. Contrastive consequence-cause
Causal Pragmatic  Basic Positive Sa. Argument-claim

5b. Instrument-goal

Sc. Condition-consequence
Causal Pragmatic  Basic Negative 6. Contrastive argument-claim
Causal Pragmatic  Nonbasic Positive 7a. . Claim-argument

7b. " Goal-instrument

Te. Consequence-condition
Causal Pragmatic  Nonbasic Negative 8. Contrastive claim-argument
Additive Semantic - Positive 9. List
Additive Semantic - Negative 10a. Exception

10b. Opposition
Additive Pragmatic - Positive 11. Enumeration
Additive Pragmatic - Negative 12. Concession

MBS 1.1 TEH L7 RST (T (IR T, REMRO S 1 712k o THH
FHHER T 2 nucleus & satellite DMBUTIZ I3 H 2 BEOBIFEIR G (M
H 2000)0 = nucleus & satellite O IHBUTIIL, BAMERRESD 5 H Causal B
HBOAILTIZE 2 Order of Segments ISHIET 5o T 72, Causal MEFEHEY
% nucleus 1% ‘result’ DIXE, satellite I3 ‘cause’ DRSS ERR D LHTE
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Bo S HDI LA 5, Causal BIRIZEV THAFAC satellite — nucleus DB
Wiz —icHERT L) TR, BETIE, BEAFIR Causal MRDOILIRIC
BT cause — result & V) FAHETHBOO LN 2T FFHT2EVSH
Lithed, SO LI, cause — result DO LD RPRORZ 2B L iih
SIS DTHY, ZORHBRDLMN)IZH-> THHEAET 2 2 LABAR
FIZ o TRAMATIPECI E 2 O BFIT o200 Lk,

% 51, Causal FIRAGEAFIZE > T—HRMLHEHTH 5 cause — result TD
LB EE, —BNRER & 12H D result — cause TOLRAMBHWEI, HAFE
BENLGDBNELIELSBRTBD2E5 9 d 2, Causal BIRERET 5144
OO DFENSRE 572010, TORBMRICEOM L X iz@nHrd:
LAILidvdlis S d, & 5IZ Basic operation D L XIVT, BRHIZEA
FAT 7 A MEHIICFET 5 LN T 2 BEMNEKEO S 4 7I2WL T, Causal
Rt & Additive RO VTP IZE B BREZ 2 WD2ES ) b KT, =
NOEDRUITIWT, ARMORER ANWHRORINIE L LOBBREIND Ahl
NHHL 5,

2. 79 X FERIC BT B Causal BIRDIRIE
2.1. Causal R & AE LS

RAanieir oA BRTOBRMRIBR YO LR IIBVWT, BAFR, B
#3557 7 A FMii#k% Basic Operation, Source of Coherence, Polarity, Order of
Segments & Vo ZZBAIMERBZICH S LAbELAS, TOMORBENEFED
YA TEBET B, AFOERLLIEEDH B, T4 Basic Operation 12X 3
RENZEREL T7 2 A MM o BERM B Causal BIER F 221X Additive BIFRIC
K& %, Causal BfiL Problem-Solution % Claim-Argument, Additive [{4%ix
List %> Example, Contrast %2 &0 & ) RAEMLHSMOMFRIZE S TRES S
N, MBELDIX, 62 HHIEOBEBFHEA Causal B4R 2213 Additive
WEBEOWFRI BT HENSI L TH D,

CHET, 7R MPOWMEMBED LS LBRBENBR TR, BRIZEN
THBATFHWBMIED LS LERWO LD 2B T 52012MT52LD
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HEDPT, Causal IFRIIRBNFROERLHTFIY -, LTRDLATEL
(Graesser et al. 1994; Mandler & Johnson 1977; Rumelhart 1975; Sanders et al. 1992;
Sanders et al. 1993; Trabasso et al. 1984; Trabasso & van den Broek 1985; Noordman
& Vonk 1998).

Z Nt causality DBEESAE S ICAMORAMEHRTH Y, RLZIZMELL
HiK U (events) % 4FSE D causes D consequences T 5 & HIBFL & 5 &3 584
MBI DH S Lo A ERIZE 5T, AlloAIRMEEIZIT % Causal WEROE
N EFENTE LD THSH Miller & Johnson-Laird 1976).

¥, HAFRMCMT ABESEBEMNIRL, ThSOHOBREZHEISH
HEEBESRA712BVWT, ZOFBRIOVTHAFLBEAARE O OHBRE LM
FRBEZIBLAL O WERE % LB L 7- B %8 (Simons 1993; Vonk &
Noordman 1992) 75 iX, BEAMERE b ORREOH HEAMBE b bk vwHR
HED D Causal RIS L o THREEXWRITERBLZERLTWAI LA
6, BES% Causal IARIC & o THUMHT 2 2D IZMM 4 2 mask @A LB T
b, ZTOBRATMEMEOPEE BT Causal BFEARA T 0L RI2H1) 2N
OMFBTHIIRKBENE T LB I Nz, FHIEIS, DAL R
#b Causal IRICE o TR R BMRTI & ) L RADZBBEI RN S CEML
TS EXHLMIZERT, SOl Ens, BA7OLRZEWTEFH#
1S Causal AR 2R L THML L S LT 2L SH L L 2RI HLE
2o,

KBOBHTILRAENT, BT L 2200XOHA 2o KM
(reading timé) P AHMFRO Y 4 S THEL WD H 5. Singer et al. (1992)
13 2 D DILAH Additive BIRD 1 D TH LB %2 HD (temporal sequence) T
HUMHTONRZHEL DD, Cusal R TO LA BHEDHIF2HFEB OO
reading time A3V Z & X S A2 L 7. F 7= Sanders & Noordman (1998) i, Id
— target sentence % Causal BI4R F 7212 Additive BIRIZ & - THRITXIRE #UH
=727 A OBMREBEZITo720 TOXRY, Causal BIFRCRAT R & U
V7= target sentence D A%, Additive AR CRITXR L FUH VL DL Y D
reading time A3 A > 720 & SIZHH D verification task LEE S X 7125V TDH
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Causal RIF T OHF MBI TWA-Z LH 6, Causal BIRD F A Additive B4R L b
DRBENZHENAL, LR FLEEhZLEREN:, ChODOERD
95, Causal BIROAEAH - DIX, BAFABEET 285012 23" Cavsal
RN L CTHEB LD S HENS S 2 & %, T 7 Causal BMEM L D BT
2N DD, Causal WHESREBOMMEEOPE 2R T L 2 X#/H4 2
DTREVWIEEZONS,

2.2, Causal BfRDIBR O+ X
2.2.1. Causal FfRO¥HER

BERPICHET NN D L) RRBWBRIZ L > TRV TVW 200 %
BATHLOITORIARE LT, GEHEROULRVTHREEST 2
‘integration’ & XA Y ¥ WEF VDL RNV TITb N 2B ‘inference’ 2 3,
integration I3 EAFOMMERICHS LEDELEZ L2, 72 A bhoiEs
WU B Y OFHP Y BRTHRICES TRIIE R U 28 TH
5o TLT, BAPICBERAEL TV A XDESPLHE%, Causal BRICIR-
THRITALRPOBRSLHEL H AT 5 pattern-matching process D) % i+
SWREL ELTSEH  #hbh Tv % (Albrecht & Myers, 1995; Kintsch, 1988;
McKoon, Gerrig, & Greene, 1996; Myers & O’Brien, 1998), —J5 inference I, $1%
IX Causal IR Z KT FHI ) DRV EL LI, BAFOEFMBISEINT
RN Causal BItR % RIBE 5 L+ 5B TH b, problem solver & L THHA
FORWEHMAL THMEBAFHIRBMNIIF 7 A FBEMI2 7oL L
BT ABITB W TMH & 1T v 5 (Graesser, Singer, & Trabasso, 1994;
Trabasso, Secco, & van den Broek, 1984; van den Broek, 1990),

C @ inference & Causal IR 2B 3 2 Hifloo R h D FmEizBL T,
Graesser et al. (1994) i 7 iifi 32 o B ## v 1 8 & F 13 ‘inference about causes and
goals’ 4T o 7=2%, ‘inference about consequences’ (FE< HI9DHEDR) 247 %
Mool ) RERRREHE LT 5, ‘inference about causes and goals’ (#531
DHEER) 13 result — cause T2 %A Causal WARIZB W THAFEN result 2 3%3
XEBEAIIHC cause IR T BT L THY, ‘inference about consequences’ i
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cause — result T2 %2 At 5 Causal RIS 351 T cause DBEH A result RS 2
¥ TH Do cause DIEIL result & B LF 27 X b h Do 3R HE (event) % Causal
MR TCRPRFTL2 S Lo TRUISIT) SEATE D, LA L result DS
12, cause 7S F I Eh 3 — B LWHEOMN (plot) DMICD, BWEMICFR S h
LA EAET DA, BWAERZHL VBB TH L HICHH
112 on-line CHONED - D TREVHEHBENTVS, LI OER
P SH &M o 2 DI, result — cause T2 7% A5 Causal BIFRTi cause D
BRI LI o THEMBEEN S /28, cause ~ result T2 L A5
Causal B4R L 0 LIRIBLBVWE WIS . TH B, S Nid nucleus & satellite TH
AT 2 A MIEOBREEISH SIS hi: [BEAFEN Causal BIFRDIE
BIsBWT, THEREMMETHNICED cause — result & W) KK THIFOO %
NODEFHTE] L) GEnELFIET 5. 724 Graesser et al. (1994) D
inference DHRTHV S N=LBRA T 7 X MZBWT, result X Y b cause D
BOFNLVBENTHY, IVFULEVIDOTHo7e ZL EHIREE-
TwWb, inference MIRICBIFZ NGO THRREBHAT L2004, F
U5 S A FEREED cause & result % & e Causal IR EHVE I LIZE ST,
AT cause — result & result = cause DV FRAUBRL R TV OD ZHIEL
TV BENDHLDTIRBEWVESLH D

2.2.2. coherence markers D]

ShETE ORI, 72 R MIBWOOR) #WRL, BAFENT
A PHORBEMFHEINERT 27200 [REHE EOFHRDIY | e ERER
%40 7 ¥ O coherence markers DBRIC RIZTHBISBEELBTTE L,

coherence markers % &t 3L O FA 2D 2 (reading time) AL A2 &
A & BERE O on-line L7 % {3204 % R L 7 Harberlandt (1982) %, Bk D
probe task B HBRM~OREHI L Y HIEHRTHL I LEWLMILL
Millis & Just (1994) % ¥ DR N H 5 —H T, BRIATo727 7 2 PHEOR
£ & BHRAD off-line DI % I~ 798 T coherence markers DA RYEIZD
WTHET 2 BEMRSh 3, #Z1E Meyer et al. (1980) Ti3 coherence markers
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PEENDT 7 R FEEROBBHBREL VHIEL SN ARBTHo 7= L
5 AN S N72AY, Britton et al. (1982) % Meyer (1975) Gl coherence markers A%5%
BRiIHE S h A HHORMIZIZ D LA S h o,

Causal [ #% % % ¥ coherence markers D B~ D B L M- Bt
Sanders & Noordman (2000) 2% %, 1 & 13 ¥ 3° Causal B4#&(Z/& 3 5 problem-
solution & Additive BI4RICIK T 2 list DBRBMB 5 4 7TOBMERB L L =
%, HHOMEMBE L verification task, DL TIZIBV T problem-solution N
FRER T2 s, BEMFBOS 4 712> THISAEOE S HRL 2
SLEWHOLOMIIILA TD—HT, wFhoy 4 7OHBIED, coherence
markers BEENDT 7 A P EFBAVEHEITRENE Y ED o 22 L5 S HR
? on-line WEDRAERI R & Bl L7zAt, BEoME~NOEBIIB AL 5
Too SOREEM S, coherence markers DIEEIZT 2 X b IR D on-line ELIC 35
WTDOARLGND DT, ZORBIBHICKRBIHhLZ LI/ LLATY
b,

3.HE
3.1. AEZAEM

CNETERLTELLEWTR, [HERAEFLENEORIERIZEY
T, 77 A ¥ Causal WFERDIRIBA?, cause — result # result — cause & V2o
MO0 ) OFMEOBR, FThHEF IR P REHEEICERT
coherence markers D FEIZL o T, LD L) REBERI 20 2BHLH,ICT
A2IL] XBMLELT, UTOLI ZMEET-70

3.2 AFERE

1) 7 7:Z + 10 Causal W% % HR 3 2 WD D % Y O F yth H* cause —
result % result — cause D X 5 ICRE W&, BMiEHORLZ S5 HAA EFL %
®HIZ X % Causal IRDIBIBEEII R 2 5 M

2) 77 R 1@ Causal [44% % FRHEE 1125 T coherence markers D& IZ & -
T, GREHDRYE 2 HAN EFL £FED TN & OIWBEIZR 2 2D



EFL %M 317 2 Causal Cohérence Relations DBIRIZ DT

3.3. AEMH
BTF®D 320 Part »HR %5, Causal IROICBICKIZHTLBHT AL %
{ERE L 720 [Appendix]
Part1: 57X bEX
(&E N5 Cavsal R EHEE T 2R RO LN Y oKL Th 6 & 2E
3% £ 123 ¥ coherence markers DHEDH TENEFIRL S L D)
S FRRNELEORTHRENIELDT, #3X - BROEWCHEEE LR  SiAEE
BUNRNOELF 7 A b 2D (Text 1, Text2) (82007 SEBES 1 M, 2007 F
BESS 2 M) 2 SR EMEEMA) FRAEL, ThEFNICEETNS 32D Causal
BIC2WVT, UTD 4205 —Ya Y THEBELETo 7
A) Causal IR 2 HER ¥ 5 8OO 2 ATY A% cause — result TH D,
#2 coherence markers |2 & o THRENRTWAHH D
B) Causal B4R 2 H %3 5 DD & AT % cause — result T 575,
FNhZFWRT S coherence markers DRV H D
C) Causal BI4R 2R3 5 DD Lo A Y A% result — cause TH Y,
7 coherence markers {2 & > THRENA TS 1D
D) Causal B % HEk 3 5 0D %2 At Y A¢ result — cause TH D,
2N %HWRT B coherence markers 0)&.“ bd
12072 A Mhd) 32D Causal FIROBEHELIZETHRLE -V avElL,
BRI Text LD A, B, C, D, BLUText2®D A, B, C, D&W) 80DF
TAPEXEER Lz F7ALOHSHELFAIUTOM) THd., (KFEH
SHHEXELONREHT TH S, coherence markers % 1 ¥ ) v 7 TiEL,
cause DM THEMHLTHE L)

[Text 1A])

Now, a team of scientists at Imperial College London has accidentally discovered such
a methed. The team, led by Professor Russel Cowburn, was trying to create
microchips that could be aﬁached to documents. These chips did not store any

information, but each one had a unique pattern that could be identified by a laser
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scanner. Because such_chips are difficult to manufacture, the scientists thought
that people would be unlikely to try and copy them.

[Text 1B)

... These chips did not store any information, but each one had a unique pattern that
could be identified by a laser scanner. Such chips are difficult to manufacture. The
Scientists thought that people would be unlikely to try and copy them.

[Text 1C)
... These chips did not store any information, but each one had a unique pattern that

could be identified by a laser scanner. The scientists thought that people would be
unlikely to try and copy such chips, because they are difficult to manufacture,

[Text 1D]
... These chips did not store any information, but each one had a unique pattern that
could be identified by a laser scanner. The scientist thought that beople would be
unlikely to try and copy such chips. They are difficult to manufacture.

Part 2 : Text 1 & Text 2 24DATIREE * 5 5 ZHERINCHAY

(Text 1, Text2 FNFHIZWL T 3M$D)
2727 A MIEINSD Causal IEROIRBER BT 25412, 727 X ek
NEERIE L L BYEREE LR T 5280 5 - DIZER,

Part 3: Text1& Text2 IC& % h 3 Causal BAfROIBIZE % 1] 5 SEHRINA 4RI
(Text 1, Text2 ZHREFRIZHLT 3MFD)

xR L L7 Causal BFIFRD result I2DWT, #Dcause £ LTF 27 X P AT

o 228 b D 4 DOBIRBEDT» & EBM. Causal FIFH O cause 7

5, B0 result TBITEIZBRMERLEL SN, SHEOWMETIE, 722

FHICHGE S v B R TE (=result) D cause % B IC L ORISR L 2 % 1)
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AL LIz, Thid, Causal MEROHREHRD S B, RSTIZBWTFZ A b
ORI TN E FT nucleus & L THEE NS result 221 Tid e, MR
T satellite & L THBE NS cause bEFFHICIBIBE N A L) MR E
BTl dTH 5,

BBz Text 1 £ Text2 DA, B, C, DO NX—=Va YHREPLEVWESILE
A8, Text1, Text | DNAEMRM, Text | @ Causal BIFHRFZM], Text2, Text
2 DNEEMRIEM, Text 2 @ Causal FIFREMONIE THAGDELER, 128
" EOF A MEFFER LA B Text (Part 1) & FONERFRERM (Pant 2) 27—
R=F12, F7=% Text D Causal BIFREEM (Part 3) I3 EN7ET % 1 <— JIZEI)
L, GHBRABCHELOEEZRLAKRKLESDELERT X MEFIIES
R=TTHo7

3.4. BEFE

AVKFE 1 EL 68 B FENRE L, 20084ES BISEML A L v YV TOEIC
@ Reading Section D5 R % &2, FAFMRDIIC LOIEE 33 &, THIEF 35BS
e SHICFEGSH, BROBEDN—RE L TERMHOTERT X F 24l
Lo HBOBEEZ UL, ERLE 2HKOF R MEFEHHFCRF L,
5 A FEIEANTLS, BREEICT R MRS, WOR—VEZEABLZD, HRH
HDETHOR—JICHATRWT W L E2IR L. ER—VOMERN
X, % Text & FONEMBERMOR—IH 124, Causal [REMDOR— T
SHTCHolo

35 HHFE

7 A b AEEGE, PIBREMRARNM, Causal BAREM TR FRIER 1 S LTRA
L, Text 1 DNEFFIM, Text | O Causal MRIEM, Text 2 DNEHEMBIM,
Text 2 @ Causal BRI LT3 ABATH o /oo FHTICBEL T, Text1 & Text
2 ONBARBUMOVTRLIHN0HTH Y BRORBEIHERE N HNEE T
Besh L 7-gE o, B M L EABE TRREVWILL I AL L7
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3.6. %R
3.6.1. 2&a9AR
Table 3: TOEIC Reading Section 34

n. Mean SD

LALBE 31 243.7 27.3

F Bt 31 174.3 26.5

(t=10.6, p<.0l)
Table 4: 72 A b ¥ 4 7RIBMAR (N)
FOAMVYAT Text | Text 2 Text | + Text 2
A 8 9 17
B
LR 3 d 1
C 8 8 16
D 7 8 15
A 8 7 15
e B 7 8 15
Fhrer C 7 8 15
D 9 8 17
A 16 16 32
B 15 14 29
LALE + T o} 15 16 31
D 16 16 32
Table 5: BESUIEE 3 (%)
NTE causal relation 3%

Text 1 Text 2 Text 1 Text 2

M2 M3 my{wz)mafm|[mzayms|{molmz]ms
LAIEF) 839 | 904 | 87.1 | 80.7 | 83.9 | 61.3 [ 452 | 54.9 | 48.4 [ 549 | 549 | 678
FRLBF| 80.7 | 67.8 | 74.2 | 77.5 | 58.1 | 452 | 259 [ 388 [ 484 | 549 | 51.7 | 613

% 32 1226 129 | 32 {258 160 | 193|161 | 00| 00| 32| 65

Table 5 &9, 77 A b5 4 7IZWlb 63 LRSS LU FRBLATES
EERBT AL, ARTRRMNE Causal IEEMOLTORE T, Text1 &
Text2WHFh b LEBEDO I Eh ot SHIE LB L THEO TOEC
Reading Section D1} 512360 BRSO (1=10.6, p<.01) (Table 3) % &
VitEmTabnEEZ LIS,
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Table 6: WABRBMOF 2 A ¥ 4 7HESE %)

Text Text 1 Text 2 )
Type | mg1 | W2 | M3 | CEE | M1 | M2 { M3 | TS
A 87.5 | 100.0 62.5 83.3 77.8 88.9 66.7 77.8 80.6
L B 75.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 91.7 | 100.0 834 50.0 77.8 84.7
C 87.5 75.0 | 100.0 87.5 75.0 75.0 50.0 66.7 77.1
D 85.8 85.8 85.8 85.8 75.0 87.5 75.0 79.2 82.5
A 75.0 37.5 62.5 58.3 85.8 429 57.2 62.0 60.2
Flre B 100.0 71.5 858 85.8 | 100.0 50.0 50.0 66.7 76.2
C 85.8 71.5 57.2 71.5 87.5 62.5 375 62.5 67.0
D 66.7 88.9 88.9 81.5 375 75.0 375 50.0 65.8
A 12.5 62.5 0.0 25.0 -8.0 46.0 9.5 15.8 204
* B -25.0 28.5 14.2 59 0.0 334 0.0 1.1 8.5
C 1.7 3.5 42.8 16.0 | -12.5 12.5 12.5 42 10.1
D 19.1 -3.1 -3.1 43 3715 12.5 37.5 29.2 16.7

Table 7: causal relation D F 2 X b ¥ 4 7HIEE¥ (%)

Text Text 1 Text 2 T
Type | W1 | M2 M3 | g | My | M2 | M3 | Y
A 75.0 62.5 50.0 62.5 778 88.9 77.8 81.5 72.0
Fm B 62.5 25.0 50.0 45.8 16.7 334 50.0 334 39.6
C 12.5 87.5 62.5 54.2 75.0 62.5 87.5 75.0 64.6
D 28.6 429 28.6 334 375 25.0 50.0 375 354
A 37.5 50.0 50.0 45.8 571.2 57.2 71.5 62.0 53.9
Fiam B 57.2 28.6 42,9 42,9 37.5 37.5 50.0 41.7 423
C 0.0 42.9 71.5 38.1 87.5 62.5 75.0 75.0 56.6
D 11.2 334 334 26.0 37.5 50.0 50.0 459 36.0
A 37.5 12.5 0.0 16.7 20.6 317 6.3 19.6 18.1
® B 53 -3.6 7.1 29 | -20.8 -4.1 0.0 -8.3 -2.7
C 12.5 44.6 -9.0 163 | -12.5 0.0 12.5 0.0 8.0
D 174 9.5 -4.8 74 00| -25.0 0.0 -8.3 0.5

36.2. 77X b1 TRER

A, B, C, DDFZ A4 7RIS Text 1 & Text 2 @ Causal MR DIEF
BAEAKLDE, BHHHEELE T A®G%) > C(60.6%) > B(@41.0%) >D
(35.7%), LEIBETIX A (72.0%) > C (64.6%) > B (39.6%) > D (35.4%), TFHLEF
T C (56.6%) > A (53.9%) > B (42.3%) > D (36.0%) DI ®» o720 2% D
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LB, THE, BNEELEOLTTTIZA M54 7 A, COEXEHNB,
DOIEFELY bR, W LR CBH (=26, p<015) BLUBREE L
{60 C-BIM] (t=2.9, p<.01) DEGEHOIC D AR TH oo FZAIF4TALC
v 3 b coherence markers 12 & o T Causal liEMHRENAL LD TH B, =
DREEERTHE, ThHORRIZ, BIFICHBIA T coherence markers % F2EL
L7zZ &k Y, Causal fROIBIBAIBRES WAL 2B ITELELZ NS,
TS5 EOMETIIHMAMIEMN LB Shieh o 2oht, AR, THE,
BEHEERETTIA PS4 TBOLFDD LD HIEFRIMRL, EBFLHHN
EEEURTHCLIY L ADEERNEP o0 THAFF 47 ALBIECausal
BIRORIBD D LAY HE cause — result DHAT, C & D i result — cause DJAT
HBo ORI, HHKYE (event) DRFIM LD LD iIZ#v, X h BARLEM
DHNIZTE ) cause — result D Causal WHDIBBDH A, Tho 2WRT S
coherence markers DATRICHD LT B THo LT L RRTLERTE B,

3.6.3. HAIER

BEBUC Causal IMREZMID T XA+ 7 4 THIEEREATHAZ L, LIUBOIE
EEDPOTHROEFEEZFIVAEN, Text1 Tl A (16.7%), B (2.9%), C
(16.0%), D (74%), Text2 T % A (19.5%), B(-8.3%), C (0.0%), D (-8.3%),
Text 1 & Text 2 DEHIL A (18.1%), B (-2.7%), C (8.0%), D (-0.5%) TH - 720
ENISBULEDHEDIE Text 1DALC, Text2 DA, BEU Text 1 & 2 DL
DATHY, WFh L LUBOEERDIZ) e F27A VT4 T AN,
Causal MR ONHL D 2 AT H HTEANIZ H R % cause — result DIHT, >
coherence markers {2 & o TR ER TV 3 Z L 76 Causal IROIBBIIR LA
BTHHLEFHMENAL YL T THB, ZDOFRIE, L{rBEH, coherence
markers ¥ T A MMMOO LY MBHRLZLOTHY, roENbEHT
coherence markers MF TN ASSICENR G2 X D HEIRICINR L, DHEMICHE
HBRICEBTELCLERELTWRDTIIRWVES S Dy

—7%, Text2® D & BRFEHD D & B Tid, Causal WREMOTEZEREND
THATRHEIPEMBL Y S THHOBIFEL, Text IlOD & BTH LML

_56_
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THEOEEROEINEL EoTVHI LIZbEHIND, T7AM547
B & D i Causal 4% % %3 coherence markers & F N WVF 7 A b TH D, &
AT, F2RXMERBIIRNTTF 27 A M2 REXSAFRBREICHELL
#, Causal IR OMEICELTRF 7 A MR EHRAET LR TEL
Mol. Shit, AFREOBWA, 727 A PO Causal IRIHAFOFHED
77 R MEOLHRGICEMRBL L TEDL I CEBRERTVEDELD
ZEiHolehSTdhbo coherence markers Da\VT 7 A FEFALEHEIS, £
DF 7 X MABO—B LIRS ERMET 501037 7 A M E BRI
HUMRT 2 HBHIDETH S, L0 LD BHREBEPIITI ML, Bitkos
AV YIB L BAENOBADHMIC Lo TREZ LEZ LTS, £l
FET D coherence markers D72V F 7 R b B & D OFRICBNT, LdE e TE
@ Causal BIRODILIBEIICH T DL EINSholch, THROKHLD XL
BLESEWH 720 ThEDI LD, Causal BFROHEIEAT coherence markers (2
Lo TRIES R VWA, ZONRIBAFOHET 5 LRSI KBE NS
M EDPREAFOTADHBISHB SN LTEELZEHTE200 Ltk
2RELED [Text 2D &£ BREHOD & B Tid, Causal EHFRM OIS
ERbIPTROLFLEMBL ) S THROFNEIo72] W HIFHRICKE
SEBLAERE LT, Text2 2 D0 Causal BRI T LB OIEEENT
PMELDLIFE L BroAI B TONE, $F Text2DM 1 I2BWT, 7
AV 47 BEBAP EABOEEEN167% L BOM LY 22 DESL,
POTHBLD D 208% Ehol, T Text2 DB 2IBWT, F7AMFA
7D EBANREMBOESSENTHELD S 25.0% Eh o7 Text2 M 112B
WTH, 66.7% DRENBE 2BRL T2 Ld 5, BEEIEE L7 Causal
BI4R D cause DX % #T ‘anew approach’ DHER R LT -LtEZHhH
b0 SR EMABILSTONERBEMICSVWTTHREL) DRVWEEERZE
RSEPOOFRCR LR THo e T2 Text 2 M 21220 TH, 50.0%
OFEDVBE a (fio T ise B a IIWBFISB SN TN T 7 AL
HBORBCRTILOTIELL, 727 X FDF—<TdH5 ‘the Boreal Forest
Conservation Framework’ DX HH 2R L TWwAB I &H 6T 7 X D7 vl
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CEILGETHS, BREEEIR, HRE L7 result DB IZBET 5 cause D
HLBEMI LD THo7zo LA L Text 2 iZ coherence relations % & F %V 7z,
coherence relations = & > TER#ET 5 B S Causal IR L HIR T L 2R S
RBELEREY, LR LY KRE L~ 7 Ol L~V T Causal BIHEH]
LTS ER2ERTHREM»D LAk,

4, &t

ABFJETIL, 1) coherence markers DHE, I X U°2) Causal W E MRS 51
DDA Y DHIAEDBD 2 DDA S, HFEHIORE S AAA EFL
FREROFMIZBIT 5 Causal BROIBEH LD L 5 IR L 29 2WEL 1.

EORR, 1) X2V TRBEREDLHBMOO L) DM ST,
coherence markers I & - T Causal F{fRATIR & W A: 3412 Causal BI4REEM O IE
BRPHEISH D o722 L 25, coherence markers ASBEBE IS BEA T IR %
L, Causal IWFRDIBEAREL 22 EAWHONICE o220 F42) OHiflino %
MY DHEEICHL THE, SRHOICHELZRBShLd 57225, coherence
markers DA MDD 63, cause — result & V5 HIRLIFIMLTEIZHES Causal
BIERD F A result — cause TOLHMB DL D H & BB TV,

BEFATES DB Z & B Causal BYFRDIBIRIZIE, LALEEE FHLEEICIZIDEIML
fitENER SRz FDOWBT, coherence relations ¥ S, O DLAH D
TiFHEAT cause — result D7 7 R b % BiA S LALBED Causal BRI O IF 45
HTUEL ) LBFEICR o7z, OIS, LHIBEZ coherence markers ¢
77X MRHOMGRLZIEET2-00F/ ) L), LA bigo-o 2
PYDBEHRLZDDOTHIGHEIZ, Th 6 ZHEICHA L T Causal FEORIBY
BOLC LR TE D, LA LRIBRIZ, coherence markers D WF2 X k@
BRATIE, WMAFORADHMIZL>TF 27 R MO RFME L IRIBS 2
LBDIZED L) RIEBIITOII22RE D, T LIBBLAREBEHREY K
B2 0MRBOMEORL2TRELE L

77 A POREIRIBEAT ) 220104, —HMEDODH 2 LMBRROMBEHRT K
Thdo FHRTHL MR o725 512, coherence markers DT E R MDD
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Y OFIHEIZ L T, BRFICBITST 2 X MERINOSEBEOREI
BLZIBIEHNG, FHFHERICV(OPOTRREH L ZEHNTEL, 7,
coherence relations D ¥ 4 7R, TN b % F 7 A b R LITH T coherence
markers IZDWTHHRMICIREL, ThOo AT 25M e TIRMLEES
SETHho EHICHMAMICHA LY A7 2R T 5% L LT, coherence
markers D% WF 2 X FHFRIZBEWTH, BAOHMIZIE L CGEY 2 OMER
EHRTEDL LS ICHIMT 2 LB LD S, FICEFLBNT CR, BEE7F2 A b
HFHORMMNBL, KBLIIRL L R0EL 2Bl L EOSRISER YR
3 ELEXOND, SHAKIIE) S EFL SRHENEEX 2RI, BF
BT IAMBBRICBITLEBRMFOIE DL, EFL 5ifF TR 5 17 coherence
markers DATERL MDD LAY HFOKEE R 559 ) »OBREHD & B
RETHENRMTH S,

AR 20 SEERHERF S HeMlilh &35 B2 (B) (REH T 20720148) T B
RAEBEEEOETHRIIB WV TESFEWIB LRI RITTRhH & fEHA~
DI WRAEE HEE) DBREZIILLOTH S,

p=3

£

1. DERICIE, 72 R MEESTEEY ISR L2 NEdESR), 727 X boXMIBLY
MMORANETH D GEIZHRL, TROEMNLICHTHTTHEEEETA Y F7 -
THGER T Tarii2es], 261288 E LAXolin LTtk {, #RO—HE Bl
MICHIP LM B E Y 3al—Ya kLT APV - BFN] EDL
~NNHH D (Gamham 1985; Johnson-Laird 1983)e CHHD ) HF 7 A FERIIE W THM
BRIz - 22 OB S AL B A 200 TRHEEXR] & AP VEFV] OULA
VTCHD,

2. RSTId, HETHHLWRILL (i) 277 A MIGHLBEROFENERA L LN T
Hotw, 72 A MHEEPFT 5 8% b discourse markers % cohesive devices % & % 1R
5 Xk MRoOWLEA S 7 7 R Fo—-THER AT SR L REMERE ShTwh,
3. hup://www.sfu.ca/rst/Olintro/intro.html

4. RSTIZL A2 EBRHOSEIL, 2V ¥a— 5t 2 TIHAARRICLENTESLNT
HY, EFLBRICBWTHAFIIEROOLLTRIEIFEL &L EX LML, L L,
RST % BMRATRIZILD AN 5 B451E nucleus & satellite 12 & > THYIS N D5 2 R M
OMWBRDIFRUZH Y, SHhoZBRAFVEMMIIEDEICRBTE00EW LMD
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Appendix © HEMR ()
(Text | (FFRAFFATA) #XCNAETH N
Paper ID

Thanks to modem technology, there are now a number of ways of checking people’s identitics,
such as recording their fingerprints or their DNA. But paper documents like passports and driver’s
licenses also need to be-checked. Techniques such us using special inks have been developed for doing
this, but they tend to be troublesome and expensive. For this reason, there is a growing need for an
easier way of finding out whether documents are genuine or fake.

Now, a team of scientists at Imperial College London has accidentally discovered such a method.
The team, led by Professor Russel Cowburn, was trying to create microchips that could be attached 1o
documents. These chips did not storc any information, but each one had a unique pattern that could be
identified by a laser scanner. Because such chips are difficult to make, the scientists thought that
people would be unlikely to try and copy them.

The scicntists scanned the chips after attaching them to blank pieces of paper. But when they are
were doing this, one of the chips came off its piece of paper, and the machine scanned the blank paper
instead. The result was unexpected. When the machine scanned the blank paper, it found that it had a
pattem that was just as clear as those found on the microchips. In fact, this pattern had been there even
before the microchip was attached. Indeed, every picce of paper has ils own pattern that is just as
unique as a human fingerprint. Because of this, by keeping a record of these pattems, it is possible to
tell whether a document is genuine or not without relying on a special chip.

What is more, the scientists proved that this “fingerprint” tends to remain no matter what happens
1o the paper. In tests, they heated pieces of paper to high temperatures, wrote all over them in ink, and
even put them into water, but the scanner was still able to identify them. In the case of paper
documents, it seems that the answer to the problem of identification was always right there in front of
our eyes.

1. What is increasingly necessary today?
1 A more efficient method of checking people’s DNA.
2 A more economical technique for developing special inks.
3 A more convenient method of testing whether a document is real,
4 A more reliable paper document than a passport or a driver's license.

2. What was Professor Cowburn’s team trying to do?
| Change the unique patterns on microchips with a laser scanner.
2 Make a microchip that would allow documents to be identified.
3 Put information about the owners of documents onto a microchip.
4 Create a new type of microchip that would be easy to make.

3. The tests carried out by the scientists showed that
1 heat can be used to remove fingerprints from paper.
2 paper documents can be identified without being scanned.
3 pieces of paper can be identified even afler being damaged.
4 putting documents in water makes them easier to scan.
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(Text2 (F% R b 247 B) BLTAHFEREN)
Protecting Canada’s Forests

The boreal forests® of northern Canada are one of the largest arcas of undeveloped nature left in
the world. Covering 6 million square kilometers, the forests are home to a rich variety of wildlife, as
well as to many small communities of native Canadians. The forests are also, however, extremely rich
in natural resources such as oil, gas, and timber. As in other parts of the world, citizens of Canada are
divided between those who want to preserve this precious natural ccosystem and those who believe
that its resources should be used.

In 2003, the Canadian govemment came up with a plan called the Boreal Forest Conservation
Framework. This plan takes a new approach to protecting the forests. The plan has gained the support
of many groups who do not usually agree with each other — native Canadians, environmental
organizations, local governments, and large energy companies. Rather than suggesting that certain
areas be protected and the rest left to development, it aims to preserve the forest system as a whole,
while allowing development to take place in certain areas within it.

The plan is based on the work of scientists who have been studying how to protect natural
habitats. According to these scientists, ecological systems of limited areas of nature cannot survive
when they are cut off from the surrounding arca, and simply protecting such arcas rarely works, Under
the new plan, about 50 percent of the boreal forests will be protected from all development, Limited
development will be allowed in other areas, but cnough forest will be preserved to keep all the
protected areas connected. Scientists believe that this will allow the forest system as a whole to remain
healthy. .
The Canadian govemnment has realized the economic importance of keeping the forests healthy. It
has developed this plan. According to one study, the role of the forests in cleaning water, absorbing
carbon dioxide, and producing birds that eat harmful insects is probably worth more than double the
total value of their natural resources. Some environmental groups worry that the plan may not work,
but if it does, it is likely to become a new model for combining conservation and economic
development.

*boreal forest © b5t AE B '

1. In Canada,
1 the last undeveloped areas of nature in the werld can be found.
2 much of the rich variety of wildlifc is in danger of extinction.
3 small native communities are choosing to rcturn to the boreal forests.
4 people have different opinions about what to do with the boreal forests.

2. The Canadian government’s new plan
1 means that more trees will have 1o be planted in certain areas.
2 allows development as long as it does not damage the forest system.
3 is opposed by both native Canadians and large energy companies.
4 leaves the preservation of the forests to local governments.

3. What is one idea that the plan includes?
1 Making sure that the protected areas remain connected 1o one another.
2 Paying special attention to companies that develop the boreal forests.
3 Finding more economical ways to use the forests® natural resources.
4 Asking scientists to find out how limited areas can survive alone.
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{Causal BIfRIEM (Text 1))

1. There is a growing need for an easier way of finding out whether decuments are genuine or fake,
because
a. development of techniques to identify people’s identifications have not been successful yet.
b. techniques which have developed to check paper documents so far are inconvenient.
c. special inks to record people’s fingerprints or their DNA have been developed.
d. passports and driver’s licenses are not suitable for checking people’s identities.

2. Professor Cowburn’s team was trying to create microchips that could be attached to documents.
The scientists thought that people would be unlikely to try and copy them, because
a. it is not easy to manufacture such chips.
b. they had to be attached to blank paper.
c. these chips did not store any information.
d. only a laser scanner can identify a unique pattern of each microchip.

3. By keeping a record of a pattern which a piece of paper has, it is possible to tell whether a
document is genuine or not without relying on a special chip. This is because
a. microchips can easily come off pieces of paper which they are attached to.
b. a laser scanner cannot always identify the patterns of microchips.
¢. each piece of paper has a pattemn which is just as clear as those found on the microchips.
d. the pattern which each piece of paper has is just as unique as a human fingerprint.

{Causal IYFRIEM (Text 2))

1. In 2003, the Canadian government came up with a plan called the Boreal Forest Conservation
Framework. This plan has gained the support of many groups who do not usually agree with each
other — native Canadians, environmental organizations, local governments, and large energy
companies. The reason for this is that

a. the plan takes an approach in which certain areas are protected and the rest is left to
development.

b. these groups agree on sharing the natural resources in the forest among themselves.

¢. the plan takes a new approach of preserving the forest system as a whole.

d. the plan never allows development to take place in certain areas within the forest.

2. According to these scientists, simply protecting limited areas of nature rarely works, because
a. the aim of this plan is to allow the forest system as a whole to remain healthy.
b. the protected areas should be kept connected to the surrounding area to protect natural
ecosystem.
c. more than 50 percent of the forests need to be protected to preserve their ecological systems.
d. the developments to use the forests™ natural resources will be allowed in other areas.

3. The reason the Canadian government has developed the Boreal Forest Conservation Framework
is that
a. the forests are one of the largest areas of undeveloped nature left in the world.
b. the forests are extremely rich in natural resources.
¢. a variety of wildlife and small communities of native Canadians live in the forests.
d. keeping the forests healthy has economic importance.



