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3.2 . o ( cata—
( N phora) (1 mean)
N ) ( you know)
32 o
o 32
“ v . NA-BB
. ( Noun Anaphora)
o ( the boy NA-BB on the bicycle)
32 49 o
. 32 30
(20 12 .
) 98
128 98 20
48606 0.95.
20646
8402 ( 13443 1.6 4.
) 4.1 NIt T EREFEF T HREEA
12903 FiE 2 Sk AFE 0y 5 A BT
6655 . 128 32 96
BFSU Qualitative Coder 32 32
: N 6165 o
( ). « Swales( 1990)
T &
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(n=32) (n=32) (n=32)
% % %
207 8.46 a 177 13.70 a 175 13.86
465 19.00 a 341 26.39 a 274 21.71
1332 54.43 ab 562 43.50 a 438 34.71b
443 18.11 b 212 16.41 375 29.72b
2447 1292 1262
a (p < .001)
b. (p < .001)
1 o 22
(2447 )
28
( three boys)
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Nakahama 2009)
Kang 2004)
( Gullberg 2006)

(p<.001)
(p<.05) .
('scarf) . ( apron) ; (43.50%) (54.43%)
clothes (34.71%)
aprone °
1 4.2 vEEEFEFIEEEEAEEFEDET
AR A E S B A A H & &
o Hendriks
(2003) 10
7
2:
A2 FTHEEEFIFEEEADIRF T AN @I AERE ALY LG5 AT
T T T
A 18.56 -3.15" 58.27 4.17%%* 17.10 -.07
B 26. 63 -3.15" 44.34 4.17% % 19.32 -.07
A 14.20 -5 12%** 61.40 3.38% % 20.01 2.79"
B 29.92 -5.12%** 49.40 3.38%** 13.42 2.79°
A 25.78 1.64 47.55 2.47" 18. 68 .46
B 31.57 1.64 35.96 2.47" 16. 86 .46
T
A B
"p<.05 *Fp<.0l ***p<.001
2
(t=-3.15 p< (p < .001) .
. 05) (t=-5.12 p<.001) , 2
N o (p <
.001) (p < .05) o
“ " ( Clancy
1992) o (t -.70 p > .05)( 3)




he/she,

A}

he

him

he him

%3 HEAFRTEHEEBFIEAREPASIEAYG LIEAGIRENET Y LR

(n=32) (n=32) T
10.95 12.41 14.43 14.41 -1.04 62
2 6. 65 7.79 8.84 16.00 -.70 44
3 3.77 7.13 19.22 27.28 -3.1" 35
24.09 19.70 56.92 26.00 -5.70%* 62
" p<.05 *Fp<.001
4.3 A3t E P EREFI L HBEO LS B
A F 6 ATk
(13
”( Chafe 1985:105) 4.
A4 PEREFZIH oL HBEFASIEARG L
=32 =32
(n ) (n ) T ~31)
14.27 2.91 16.13 2.88 -3.71%%
26.78 9.39 24.05 7.62 1.60
42.82 9.32 42.42 7.90 .27
16.13 7.34 17.40 6.52 -1.16
T p<.05 *Fp<.001
5.
o Arnold Griffin o

(2007)
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Abstract: Narrative texts were collected from 32 Chinese
EFL learners and 32 American and British native English
speakers to examine the person reference in Chinese EFL
learners” spoken English narrative. The results showed that
Chinese EFL learners were more likely to use nominal a—
naphora which leads to the so-called over-explicitness in
the case of person reference. The main/secondary character
and episode complexity were the main correlates to the o—
ver-explicitness when exploring the seven characters and
the five story moves. The comparison between Chinese
EFL learners” spoken and written English however exhibi—
ted no improvement concerning over-explicitness in Chi—
nese EFL learners” written narrative even though more
planning was allowed. The over-explicitness problem can
be accounted for in terms of: 1) EFL learners” problem with
general pattern of person reference in English; 2) attention
management for referring to multiple characters in narrative
production of multi-episode stories; and 3) the limited capa—
bility in English pronominal and zero anaphora.

Key Words: spoken narrative; person-referring expres—
sions; nominal anaphora over-explicitness; cognitive de—
velopment; narrative strategy



