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1. [FC®IC

AFalE Ranger (2018) (LA, AELEWET) Ziantd 5 Z & Z HMUE 9%, Discourse Markers : An
Enunciative Approach & BT 5 AREITEA D bRBE I D & 912 G 186 & DWW eEE
O [FREEIE (discourse markers)| I[ZBIT 2M%EETH S, Z 2TV o FEEEEGER] &3 20 HAd
BrDT T AERET HEREFMEE D 1 N TH % Antoine Culioli (1924-2018) & HILMIFHEE L
e EEHEER Ch D, AFEDOHBD 1 DITIIFEEEm & JGEEISHRT 2 2 & BT 6Ty
D05 (pv)y ZORIFIHFESEFMAESOIEEIHIO 1 > Ths [FFEFIZEIT D French Theory
DEH LHEETHLZATH DS

Flo, AFENRT—~ & T25 THEEER 13RI O ON TREBICERENGE > TWDHEiE
WD R ENZ DY, Ll 20 [EGEHTES] &) BALIZOW TR, ZOEFROMAEICE L
THED RO HIGE L M FIEL TV D IR0 2T, KR E LT < OFSEEREN R ST
Wo, T LERIICENWTIE, HOREDT 7 —F 7KL L 72 &2 i 8D D Tl
2, LAV ONDT Fr—FnbiiEETo TN ZERFHTHL EEZXBND, TD
Lo BERESTEAD L. &V DOTREFAEHIZEICIB N T 7o —F BT 2am a2 KT 2
EMTERY, ZORICELT, AFT 1 EBXO2 BT, RiHERIZET 2 — 72 B-E DR
REY7RFER & ARFEDRM L TV D RN OFLR 23  IC R 2> TRV . 77 e —FIZlT
LiEma EHAE L TWDZENIDPNAD, AEORBKIILLTOLEBY TH D,

1 Introduction

2 The Theory of Enunciative and Predicative Operations

3 Anyway : Configuration by Target Domain

4 Indeed and in fact : The Role of Subjunctive Positioning

5 Yet and steel : A Transcategorial Approach to Discourse Phenomena
6 Discourse Marker Uses of like : From the Occurrence to the Type

7 I think : Further Variations in Subjective Endorsement

8 General Conclusion

VHIARTEENT, =V HOBNELESN TN DHEAITT T Ranger (2018) 72503 HTH 5,

2 Z OMEEIT TRGER THEYEFLGE (Theory of Enunciative and Predicative Operations, B&#: TEPO)) & & FFEN
L0, AR TTIEEERINC [FEEEHR] LWV O REALENT 5,

3 FEE S REAFSE S HP https:/linguistique.web.fc2.com/ Hef&RE H 2022/12/02

& EERROWIIRBLIC AU CTIHEAED | 45 £ 002 01372 Hansen (1998), Schourup (1999), Dostie (20
04), Blakemore (2006), Fischer (2006), ¥AIZHMR (2015) @ Appendix IZERNBEITR D,
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AREBOREN MR E LTI, FPERINRERD 2 EE TITbhZ0b, 3 BELUREOSEIZ
B TEBIOREE I BT Dk 7O TV D, FEICBITH5LlicBW X, £nEno
U B 2 AT O RERIGE 22 L ZFNCIES < BRI Zigim B S b, SEORIE
(ZIT S FEERR O AT I IV CHREICTIE & 72 2 BERI e S R ST b,

AFRIEL Z D Ranger (2018) (Z2W T, 2 DOBLENG D@t 2179, £7 2. 1ZBWT, L0 b
T2 FAE LV BT 70N O EHERMIEOFED 1 > Th D [ZHEEME (multifunctionality)] (2D
TR 2, ©9< 3. IZBW T, RO KEEFHER ORI W TR IET DA% 22L& 0 H
F5, ek, AR CIHENOMRTFHEZRO IR EIC OV TEmEIT) 22 L0 b, T LAKGHE
WS BT o iR s A . AEABUTERY LIF 5 2 L2 BT 5, FIoARRITR A
DI HATH T 2 A EIX LS,

2. REEEWICH &EDOCHEEERD [SHEE) (BT HER

RS DWFFEIC BN X Z OO ADNFFD [ZHGEME ] O W sfiEE 725, 22T
=9 e LITHEICE X 5 1 SOBADPEROREEZF>Tns Z Ea2fEd, f
ZATLLT O anyway @ 2 DOPFILE S B b ikGHiE#k & L THRIN, ZTNENERL HIEEL R
LTS LR ESILTWND (p.8), SWX A2 1X, (la)iX eventhough & i TH Y | (1b)i
in any case & %\ atleast & Al TH 5 & 725 (idem),

@) a. Maybe he would feel better if he had something. He put a forkful in his mouth. It was
cold. He ate it anyway. (idem)
b. “I think a course of electroconvulsive therapy is what young Byrne needs.” “The mental
hospital ?” Sister Cooney looked concerned. “Yes, but don’t tell him that — not for the

moment, anyway.” (idem)

2O LTCiREEIERR O ZHEREME L WO KB A S FE X D & EO X D IC U CakGaIEmORE - Bk
DFLREAT O DLW D FEPREZED H 5 2 TELDHZ L L&D, ZORICOWVTARER,
ZREREMEIC DWW TEB LT BRI, T[AZ 38 (homonymous) | [£3% (polysemy) ] [ Hi# (monosemy)]
EWVI3ODRENRHDZ LEEBHELTND (pdd), TL T, 2D BEHIHKRE 2 Oz
WTHEHIBZ2 B E820MT o T D, HEHIOFEMZ £ & OO RIIE T T TRV, 2O
TlEQa), HEFMITOWTIIRb)D L H 12, ZENEIUT 3 SOHLHENZET BT\ b, EF IS
IZZENENDOGEDNDFRAICHHOE X ZEN TV D, ZEmICBT 236 OfmmaIZ >V TiE, 7'm

S JCICHLRE CEMNIIZ R ERERR OBF7E E-CHE A B IAFAE LT D, B2 1E Cullioli (1985) Drfi#sdk % At
HIZE &8, HaR LTV 5 Culioli (1995) X°, HIUVEZREHEEMIZ & & O & Fals L 72 Bouscaren et al. (1992)
SN D, FERICHEER OB A 50 5 BRI2I1E Groussier (2000) 1 & DRI XN B EIT/ D, £T-AET
I% Culioli, Paillard 25> 7 7 > AFEFENEN D OB AN TR CTHERINTEY . ZORLREFHHEROMFT &
I RCAREOAMEZ @ T\ D, F 72 HARGE ST CIIB X H I (1978, 1980), A (1994), 7 > 7 A, JL -
27 4 w7 (2003), FElEH (2010), XN (2013), FHE (2015) ENREHHHEZ D 9 A TBEITR D,
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NA Tiaa EO L) RARR O T T — xR e LR [RI U L 5 2B T, ket o
B CHERESND A X SiENR T 2 ) —OimC#lM T2 2 EBNBER ST D (p4s),

—J7, HFEmIZBET 5 Gi) O R TS B L L B2 BEROBRICOWTHEH OB RA Y TH
NTWD (p51-52), £ LT, EHITIEDLOFMIZHWT S WROKFIDRER TH 5126030
DO B E UROBIRIEDNZ & A EBIRIRBEER O X RIT/2 > TV WD & AR LT
W5 (p.53)%

2) a. (i) to abstract away from contextually situated meanings in the same way as
monosemy-based approaches; (ii) to provide a metaphorical model for the
relatedness of different meanings, and only ad hoc mechanisms for derivation one
meaning in preference to another; (iii) to superimpose a model inspired from work
in cognitive psychology on the prototypicality of extralinguistic entities to
constructed metalinguistic categories, instead of questioning the relevance of
these categories themselves. (p.48-49)

b. (i) too abstract to be useful; (ii) cognitively implausible; (iii) unsatisfactory in

accounting for language variation, diachronic, geographical or individual. (p.52)

29 LIeBEORICEFR IFHFIRICBIH2E®R L a7 7 2 FOBRIEICEAL T FD LS
IR TN D, BIHBNIRARD X 9122 OHEGRICB W TEFICHETEE H R0 - SUROFTLE b %

ZEICHEBPENINTNDT, LT ARETIIZ 9 LR & 9 MBEO TG D =k -
HREDRIEN B R IN TN D

(3) In the TEPO there is on principle no such thing as an unsituated utterance. An utterance by
definition implies an utterance-object E and an utterance-event ¢, with its situational parameters
(subjective, spatio-temporal and textual). The lexical items that compose an utterance are also
situated axiomatically within the situated utterance. This methodological position means that it is
impossible to consider an utterance, a linguistic item or indeed a meaning without contextual or

situational determination. (p.53)

TR ERTIEED X H R DZHEREMEA TRV D Z LT D Dh, T DRITD
W, BEEARBES L 72D D7)Y Schematic form (fr. forme schématique, Eﬁ%ﬁ, LR FS &) T

®  For both — and whether the mechanisms engaged are based on cognitive or pragmatic principles — the role of the

context in utterance interpretation is crucial. Despite this methodological imperative, however, the relationship between
meaning and context rarely forms the object of explicit theorisation.

T 2O LI bR Z [REHGR] O—FRft e LTI #EmbHETE 508, 2 9 LRl s8 M
DPLRIZIFIHEIZ 22 5 A E# bb, RRETIXINU LOFEMREIT AWV, FariimZ 5 im0 — itk &
LTHRTHLEITE0 i) DEDALTLLEIANETHLNIEINLRETH D,
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HoHE, ZZTIEZOBERZMRET H720IZ, FHEEBER O b EWRLRIZ OV TELE LT
Franckel (2002) OLLFOFLRE Y EiF 5, L TFOBIHNERRS L 512, FEeFHmicB T 2525H 5
BRDFE—MEITEWREE LA 2572 a L OPICET 5 4R OEEN L > TERSND
LOLELZLRATNG, ZLT, FS LV HMEAIE THAOF M (Videntité d'une unité)] %%
FTHOTHS (ibidem, p.12),

@) FLAY ARG T & D B O Rl — MR & DO IR 72 B IRIZ L - TTiIE72R<, (2D
%M#)ﬁ%éhfné%ﬁi@%%%ﬁﬁbfwé%y&?ﬁyay@¢?\:@%
MRRIZ L TV LEFEDEENCL > TERESIND LN LD TH D,

L’hypothése centrale [...] est que I’identité d’une unité se définit non par quelque sens de base,
mais par le role spécifique qu’elle joue dans les interactions constitutives du sens des énoncés dans

lesquels elle est mise en jeu. (ibidem, p.9)

ZL T, ZOBEEHERTABRIERTRETH L0, ZOBEEDOA ST N 2 DOHRFED
DRV NS TS ENHI R ThHDH, 22 TEHIZK > TR I Paillard (1998, p.18) 725D 5|
MZEY BT %, Zo5HANERT DX 910, FS EWOPHHLN ORI X HDHETa T

Mz LTI (schema) % U CEIE i 57215 T, B (form) & L TCEDIFEE 2
TIANNORZTFTEDENIA L ETIT 4 TREFREFES DL LTELIBND Z EIZ 5,
L7ziio T, ZOADTPRTDILFS EWIBMEDA 257 7T 4 TMETHY . ZOM&
13 TFHAARAER 72 RERME O TP C OFBRED BRI IR Z EFR T 2 D (JHEE 2015,p.140) TH 5,

(5) The invariant is defined as a schematic form. This name highlights the complex interaction
between the word and the context: on the one hand, the word structures the context in as much as

it corresponds to a schema, on the other, as a form, it receives its substance from the context®. (p.58)

ZITHETRETHLDIE, LT 1 DOBNREREZNEL L) LT DHEN—ZD

8 JEEEFLEIE LIE LiZ Emile Benveniste & OFWEOS X 245 &SN b, £ LT, ZDFS OE&IZHOWT
EET HERITIZLLT O Benveniste (1948) 12 K DLl BABE I/ 5,

2 OOBHOIEIENBA L CHIEET 256, 2O OERBIEIRR UELFF>Z 1L TEn
A9, LT, f#HEMIZ, 1 SOE—FRUITEID Y THNZ B> -8B OMEIZ 1 >D3tE
LB 2R -2 0o ovny, Sy, L THB TIER, LIELIEESEATWS
I OMEZ R EEA2HE 5,

quand deux formations vivantes fonctionnent en concurrence, elles ne sauraient avoir la méme valeur ; et,
corrélativement : des fonctions différentes dévolues a une méme forme doivent avoir une base commune. Il

incombe aux linguistes de retrouver ces valeurs, généralement peu apparentes et souvent trés cachées.
(ibidem, p.6)

® L’invariant est défini comme une forme schématique, cette dénomination soulignant 1’interaction complexe entre le
mot et le contexte : d’un c6té le mot structure le contexte en tant qu’il correspond a un schéma, de 1’autre, en tant que
forme il recoit sa substance du contexte. (Paillard 1998, p.18)
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BEHR & FS XN—2ADBEWKGTLRDENTH D, FEENF O L OIT, 7o LNICHEEHRRITHEE A
—ADT TR —FIZENE L 2NN, TORFGIZIE MALEZX (caveat)] T HENH
% (p45), FSIZZ ZE TOEGmMNOREIND L OIZ [FEOEM (sens du mot)] TH722TFUL
ZDWF2\ZHE T D TRFEAER (valeurs singuliéres)] T% 720 (Franckel 2002, p.12), $H< £ TE
BRHEEEIC T 52T 7 A e B DEOMICH D ARZZ R BRERHZ 9 L3500 FS @D
ERTHD, £ LT, FSITERD - $ERMZREWRDIN B % & - Tilik Sh72vy, Ranger (p.61)
1L FS % [#1EN)72 5 58 (operational blueprint)] T 5 E 48 L TV D28, 72 LIMNIFEEED FS &

ZHIUCHEES FEBREOFLIRIZIB VTR, Hx DEWREZHEET HERIZWDIE FS Lo [EREHA]
[ZHID ED XD BREBAEPTOID D0 E W) HREEL->TWD, DFE D NI H S 1 B
1 ODFS ZAEHLTWD L WH BT T, Z0#HREHERICED DL 2 LIIR o b A
Thd,

TIEEMEIZED X S IZBAD FS ITFLR SN TV D D0y, 3 HLEOKE TIE FS iDL
DNDRIR L T2 DREEER O 2 7 ER E B2 HNTWD, ZZTIE—flE LT, 3 EBCTHbh
% anyway DM & —HEY _EIF 5, 9 anyway @ FS1L(6)D L H IZFiiR ST\ 5, Z otk
MHRBEND DX, Z O FS 355D DX anyway D55 £ WAIERFE U CHEE T 2 8(E2T
ThY, BROZEHRIZIZO FS IZTFERAENTHRNEWNWS 2L ThHD, £L T, TR

B D p*=° q IXHAED THHEE T (operands)] #27 (p.103), ZD FSFA > 7+ —~< /LIl E
WHELZ UL Tp 2B TH p*(p LIS B TH qicED] &) Z xR Tn5, LT, 2D
FS # K=Yt T UKD X 51272 5,

(6) The marker anyway, in a construction of the general form p* anyway g marks an operation
whereby an end-point g (often, but not always, a conclusion) is determined indifferently relative to
more than one possible path of access: p (which normally leads to g) or, something else, other-

than-p, noted p*. (p.102)

p
\q
P*””///////' (p-104 [ZHEVWATR A HIERR)

TIEZD FS b ED LS ITHx IfMEDER SN D Z LIZRD D0 2 2 TIEFIRDIZDHIT
anyway 2 FFH 9 5 [FEA (concessive)] OAMifE L [ETIE (corrective)] OAMfEIZE H 35, F9H1
FOBNILLFD(Ta)y Th D, ZOFITIX, 7ol EHETE 5 & L2720, MITRA TiT-o
TLELLEVIFEPTLBIN TS, ZOFNCEBIT D qlE TEXRS (itflvoff)] THY . p*
X TRMFMS 22T 720 (Tnot hurt if)] T D (p.106), @ THIUL qIIEE [EoT L H LT
DA SO EIX (some intention to harm) | (ZH725 p DFEFE L TEL S EEZHND (idem),
L. ZZTEpLTH p*O2F D nonpHTH qIZ7e EVELS ZENRERINTVS (idem),
ZOEIIZLT, p &nonp(p*) IZL-T, MITHIL s WFHIUTH L] &V EROMIED A

95



INTWD, —F., (TO)DOBNIETIEOMEEZ /R LT\ 5, Z @ anyway |Z atleast &\ 9 ERH TSN
Bz 52 LNTED (p110), ZZTO qIEBRHIOLTHOLDOLENTHWAINETHS (idem), D
Of#Le LT, 22Tl p & LT or ARIONERRINT, OBHIZZ D p IZEHEND crass
comments & #]1E L TV D DAY p*?D crass assumptions TH D, Z 2 TD p & p*OBERITVDOIE THr
EORLD BT (downtoning)| & 7R3 Z ENTE, AETIIZ ) LK p*iE p— (F AT R) &L
WENTWD (p.110-111), ZOFITiE p MEEITH D & A2 Zd, FHEDOZOIZ p— BN EA I
TWNWHEEDLRDIENTED,

) a. We stare at each other for quite a bit — me and this pigeon. [...] It looks so sad there,
all cold and lonely, that I hold my hand out to stroke it, but it flies off. I wasn’t going to
hurt it or nothing — I was just going to stroke it, but it flew off anyway. (p.105)
b. I usually don’t mention the fact that I once trained as a social worker. It’s another thing

people tend to make crass comments about, or crass assumptions anyway. (p.109)

DX IITAETIT FS EWOWRICHEASNWT, bDERESROA 2T 7T 4 7 72B%%
B L7 CERERIEGR O ZSHEREME DS MG STV D,

3. BYEEHOLRN S RHEEIN S5 — B RICET 2E

ATEE CIEAREIC BT DGR O LRI B W THE T 2 R L TWD FS LW H &I
DWTHR LTz, AR TS RFFERO WO Cilin ST 2 kAR ISR ZE % ISE U 5
M ERE L 2O 5,

3.1 a—/NRFRAE L FS imDEHE

F9°. BHNTED BT OIIARFIECRIT 5 a— 2O FEE VI RETH D, Ko
— R ZADHEHNREAEENEICB N THMATH D Z LIFE I ETHRVN, FITHRHICE 225
BHLHDIFT TEDLITLTa— " AzEHT 50 EWOMETH S, Ranger (p.78) M HEHT
% &9 ITHEFEREERIL corpus-driven & FEATX AR TlEew, LovL, 32— "R MR LW o
FTH2eV, EER FEEEEEROVSHAN G 7 T o AGEO MG Z i U 5 Paillard et al. (2012) <°
Paillard (2021) TIE7 7V AFEOEZZSE I — /XA THD Frantext DNEA I TWD, 29 L7
MFFEIRILIZ BN T, REICBWTHREEI CTH 5 DI, 22— X ZAFHE D HF A7 5 7 2 BRI
B FS IZBT DaimlC i L TV D RTH D,

Bz 1%, indeed 3 X WNin fact 4 H 4 ECIEL, Z D 2 DOFELIEA R 02 RISV TR
HENZ, 2= RAPAERNNENTND, AETIIHE S HH0EAE 2 >OHEHRE (p & q TiL
END) BRSO DIERERZFFO L L B2 TV DN, R L LT, indeed (X [[AE (identification) |
DR ZE~—27 T 25DIZ% LT, infact 1% [F(l (differentiation)] DEEfREZ~—27 325 LfEH L C
W5 (p.145), FEHIZB U TZDZ L Z2FIRT 572513, HlIE, (8a)TiX 48/t (reinforcement) ]
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DOAfE% indeed I1ZEF> & LD (p.146-147), Z Z TIEAT p (2% LT indeed LA D q 1 p IZ[A]
ESNIZHIZTp Ofb LY 7 —2arThd pré LTRSS (idem), ZD X HIZLT
ik, SWZE [E0o0 ) | OfEAER SN TWD, £72, @b)D infactiL =2 7
A N DI (contrast or refutation)] DflfEZFFSE I D (p.150-151), ZOHFITILiF- =
D & in fact ORATZIC T8 - FEBLF & BN TV DA, ERIZIZTTICRIT AL TVD
EWVWIHIBEDORSINABND, ZZTidin fact (ZX Y p & qIEELOBIRIZED L, FERMIZ p
WL Tqldnonp &ELTEDESTVD (idem),

®) a. The success did not come because Mr Major mastered technique. Indeed, his technical
electioneering skills remained rather weak. (p.146)
b. While this might seem rash or unreal to some, it is in fact already an accepted idea,

supported by such prophetic figures as John Muir, Fraser Darling and Percy Unna. (p.150)

ZDkH7 TRkl & TEAk) &) 2 DOIEROEME LoEWE 5F 2 T, BRIz O
THETT % & BURIROW RN O LD 5, BIEROLERNICH DHkEZMA T 5 & indeed
IE nor, or & W0 T2 BINZEDVZ R EL & [F] Uk KB A FIET 5~ — 1 —X° 2 DORBLZ [F]
CHEIRICE S ~—H—TdH 5 and & BFMEZFODITK LT, in fact I% whereas, whether, but &\
272 2 DORIOBMEN 2R T~ — I — L BRMEFSOZ LR LIRS TVND
(p.158-159), £V, ZNENOKAD FS LHERERNTHINT 5~ — I — D3 &k & ke L0
ZEN T ARAFAENOLHI LN o TN D,

ZOEDIZLT, FSICBET Difim & = — S AFREIIAEIC BV TR i biiTng, %
FIL 8 EOFEFMIZBNTOD L ST TS, 727 DFISCOINE L WD BO AR 5T FS O
BERDTZDIZ A= RAZFERRANIE T 2 & W O BEE, ALERTIETHLEEZBND, 22
L., 2= 2ADFHAZOLORAEOEANTIH RS, HLETHEO L - A ¥ SFElbE v
RO AEICIBNTa—SARNEA SN TND L ARTRETHD, 20X ) ICHEBYTH
% LRRFICER E PEARF LWMEER BB CTa— A2 HVWDL ZENHETH DL EEZBN
Do

(9) The key point in the current approach is that the collocations and colligations of corpus queries
are seen not merely as descriptive facts about a marker but as additional clues in the elaboration of
its schematic form. [...] I am convinced that such a perspective opens new horizons both for

enunciative linguistics and for corpus-based approaches to language. (p.309)

3.2 FEEHIR & MEIRHTROER
PRIZHRY BT 2 5m R RESRAITIE & ARG TR O & W O Th D, kel TV < D
DIERDMAEGDEIC L > THOOND T LRDH D, 9 WV ollplia b HOIER 2 e 556
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(AR AR T 2 MEBI U T 28Ga A 1T O 2 & O SisiillcH= 2 AENGU VAT
T CONTFTREIZ 22 D,

ARETHH ZILETEITEY EiF72 indeed / in fact Z4% 9 4 FD 455 2B W T Z OFMEMNEY |
FHTWD, 455 Tk NEEEM (speculative)] EWOEHLEZ (p.168) Db & TiEdH D03,
HOREFE LCOMEEZ LV HIF 572/ T, deed & fact &\ 9 FEFEIZBIT 2 5ok & iR G
FEOFRIZAE O T 5,

7 deed (2B L TiE, LAFOHBID X 5 72 thought 35 X O words & ORIEAER SNTWD, £
LT, EHTIZOFNCAHABID K D RN TRHED S FEIT~ (from project to enactment)] &> 9
BT 252 T05 (p.169), DY, BECSIECI T HIBTER2FHE ) BRI 72 FATITR &
NDHEVIRNNZ D LEEABNCEWTIRAB SN TS, 20 X9 REHEST 7 H(100)D & 5
7RikEAE Rk & L C O indeed DL (2 Z TIFIRILOAMAE) (TIEET D L. Tp 6 pt~) WS [H
ENHEAD WG TRHRENBEIT~] SV O EWATHTHD Z LR TE D (ddem), &
56 DOYETHEMTT TITHIFEOFITIEBERIAFE L TN D ERRT 2 LR TE D,

(10) a. People may become violent in thought if not in deed. (idem)
b. This unity must be solidly established in deed and not only in words. (idem)
c¢. Most managers have not viewed these new areas of investment with great enthusiasm.

Indeed, few funds have been launched. (idem)

—J5 T fact (IZ DWW TIE, LLFD X 91T fiction & DXFLANER STV 5D, Z D fact & fiction D
KINLIFFRERH T D LWV 2D (p.170), Z DXL T fiction DI fact ~& B DEBHIEFENEIEL
TWEDIFTIERLS, HLETIO 2 2OBEITHZPNTHHEL TV D, TDZ &I, in fact 2
et D LB N TRE A~ —27 LTWeZ & AT TH D,

(11) They depicted them — both in fact and in fiction — as priestly sages of the type the East

was expected to produce. (idem)

DX D ITARETITRGEER AR L CO D EBRERICE L T OB AT 2 LT, kiR
FHEIZ DWW TRIE STV FS ZaBatmll b L Cilgm 21T 9 2 & O FREMED RIR STV
%, KOFEMECERT 2O THIUL, FEEOMRm & KSR OMER AT OO 5 Z L1344
ROOND, F7z, Z9 LIWIEOEB A TR D i TGS BT 2m A et 2 L CThb A
MChirLBExLND, IHIT, Hikme LT, &2HEERIZOVWT FS 2l e L TRRE
THBRC, YT AL L TV DREROFHEICERE T 521X 1 2OV N E LTHETHD
LNz B,

0 =5 LB W TRIRENOIX T 7 > AFEORTE AR R FEGk 2 4% © Rossari (1997) <° Paillard
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4. BHYIC

AFEIE Ranger (2018) Z#aami7s [ZEEREME L FS 3 (21 & &7 [RAEHERRIFZEICR T 5
a—/R A (3.1)) [RESAITE & BEEIERATTE (3.2)] LWV D 3 DDA BEwRE L2, 2. 12k
WTIEBES D58 6 D5 H BTV, FSEmICP L TBEREIT 72,

AEFHFROIZOL RO TRBICEL DO TH Y, 77 a—F O REFEOHEIC LD
TR KGRI B LD H D b DIZHEN D NEMIHETH D, 7o LIIAENEHT 2365
R I TR FREERRITE 2A0 b RSV EIRO T 7o —F Tlddh b, LiL, DEIR - ZEIRE W
9 ERYRXNATIEN D R E OGN D Z LI A1T 5 ETIXEHINTH L NERH D, H F
TETVIH A 2B HIEOFTREMEZ B2 9 2 T, FHADOXEE - Ll Z1T 5 2 & M2 50
WTCTHHEZEZADND, £, iR E W OMMOLT TV —L UL, (EHZEHDT T AD
RIEFREMEZ G C) £ EIEREDOZWIIIE SR A4 5 701X, PEOBEE LT 7'r—F
P TIEATSTHY | < ORI HIEN D ORFFE ATV, FiC <>, ik, Wt

Saatdete) &L DORFEEAT O T E MR, TO XD IR <fh> L DOXFEOG R T 5 Z &
W, REREEDL S 2 REeBRE L L THIFFTX 5,

BE R

FHI (1978) : [T NI —RF2VAVOE 75 IT7 70 AFEFM52]12, pp.87-97.

HHI (1980) : [F=2UAVO S FERGR - 8 [ 77 AGEFME]14, pp.92-101.

FARZELS (1994) 1 [T Y —XF2UAY D3GR 1 [7 70 AFELIFFE 128, pp.61-66.

(g (2015) @ [REREE YRR ICE 3 20 AARAFR IR Bt I DWW T T 46 B AMERE K A ERE il 2 ]
48, pp.135-143.

ZN, AL—3X (2013) - [HAR Bl IL TR, BKREL

SEABEZ, JIESIE—BR, MR (2010) : [7 70 AGEAAMam JBRI 5 HRR AL

TYIA, AN =R, AT 47, Er—)b (2003): [HARSEEFOMME 52 B B2, Mg, =
e+t
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