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he purpose of this paper is to propose a cognitive-linguistic model of interpreter’s

notes and note-taking. Interpreter’s notes are a reflection of his/her understanding of
the target text. As such, their notes as a whole -- however at random they seem on the
surface -- must have a certain systematicy with some underlying structure. This structure
may or may not be overt in the forms of linguistic and/or ideogramic cues, but is
nevertheless considered to exist beneath the surface if and iff the notes are based on the
interpreter’s sound understanding of the target text. This paper tries to identify this
“structure” in cognitive-linguistic terms in an attempt to construct a theory of
interpreter’s notes and note-taking. First, we examine the notion of "mental represen-
tation" of a given text to define what exactly is meant when we say we understand
something. We then introduce the Predicate-Argument Schema proposed by Kintsch
(1998) as a most promising model of text comprehension. The P-A Schema in its original
form, however, is not quite applicable as a theoretical model of note-taking. We, therefore,
propose a revised model, which we call the "Thematic P-A Schema,” and show how useful
this model is in analysing interpreter’s notes as an externalized approximation of the
mental representation of his/her understanding of the target text.
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SL

5)

Sacks (1967)
Sacks
0 27 80 46 160

a. He sent a letter about it to Galileo, the great Italian scientist.
- Yes:

b. Galileo, the great Italian scientist, sent him a letter about it.
- No:

c. A letter about it was sent to Galileo, the great Italian scientist.
- No:

d. He sent Galileo, the great Italian scientist, a letter about it.

- No:
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3.1
Halliday (1994)

Fillmore 1968

S P M GIF
where
S= Sentence ( ); P = Proposition ( ); M = Modality ( )

G/F = Grammatical/Formal elements

<
> < >
7) (1989)
G/F  Fillmore (1968)
—_— “+PAST”
/I+NEGII II+PLII I
(P)
Pred. (Arg.1, ... Arg.n)
where
Pred.= Predicate ( ); Arg.= Argument ( )
f ap a P f
f
(predicate) a p
(argument)
8) a < >
a P < > a
Y Halliday (participant)
1a 1b
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1a 1b
Farticipant Farticipant 1 Paricipant 2
a ———bop a’ a B
State of Being. Process, Change Relationship, Interaction
1
a = she, f = beautiful a = she, a’ = nurse, f = become*PAST
1a
+PAST

. <BE beautiful (she)> < ( ) >
. She is beautiful.
. <become*PAST (she, nurse)> < *PAST - ( . ) >
. She became a nurse.

a = Taro, B = apple*SING, f = eat+PAST a = Taro, B = book*PEF y = desk

+DEF, f = put+PAST 1b
+SING +DEF
° <eat+PAST (HanakO’ app|e+SING)> +PAST ( , )>
. Hanako ate an apple.
. <put*PAST (Taro, book*DPEF, ON (desk*PEF)> < ( )>
. Taro put the book on the desk.
(Propositional Modality: PRMP) (Interpersonal Modality: IPMD)
(Textual Modality: TXMP) 3
PRMD [PMD



TXMD

<pP> <P>
(PRMD) <pP>
IPMD) 9)
S=P+M +G/F P = Pred. (Arg.1, ...Arg.n)
2
S
P
S=P+M+G/F
M (=IP"®) P = Pred (Arg.1, ...Arg.n)
Arg.1l Arg.2
[+suB] [+oB]]
Pred.
Predicate = “ *PAST” (, Two-place Predicate = 2 )
Argument 1 =" ” Argument 2 =" "
Modality = “ ” (- Propositional Modality = )
Grammatical/Formal Elements = “[+SUB], [+OBJ], [+PAST]”
1
[<P>+ M + G/F]
[< +PAST ( , )> 110
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<Pred. (Arg.1, Arg.2,...Arg.n)>
<eat (Hanako, apple)> <give (Hanako, Taro, book)>

apple  Hanako  eat

Hanako
apple <give (Hanako, Taro, book)>
book give

(case)

< ( , )>
(=AGENT) (=OBJECT)
(case role)
< >
eat <eat (AGENT: SUB-NP, OBJECT: OBJ-NP)> give

<give (AGENT: SUB-NP, PATIENT: OBJ1-NP; OBJECT: OBJ2-NP)>

< ( — ,
— )> < ( - , 1— )
2— )>
(entity)
(relation)



< >
[Hanako] [apple]
(D
)
EAT
[+PAST]
Arg.‘1/ \A‘rg.Z
AGENT (Who) OBJECT (What) Semantic categories (Case roles)
| | |
Sub-NP Obj-NP , ‘
Syntactic and part-of-speech categories
| |
Hanako apple
Lexical item insertion
A 4 v \ 4
Hanako eat™™°T peT apple*S'N®
Grammatical & phonetic processing
Hanako ate an apple. Final-state sentence production

4

Syntactic processing
/\ <eat (Sub-NP, Obj-NP)>

1 1
[ACTOR] - P P
v | N | | \4 | <eat (Hanako, Apple)>
T T
<eat (AGENT, OBJECT)>
| ved | NP | -[oBJECT]
‘ A > S _ NPVP
VP - V (NP)
Hanako ate an apple NP - (DET)N
Semantic processing e e
3
< > < >
< > < > < >
< > < > <
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[Hanako] [apple] 2 [eat]
eat <eat (Arg.1=AGENT: SUB-NP, Arg.2=

OBJECT. OBJ-NP)>

4 Tree
Apple eats Hanako.
(s (NP Hanako (vp eat (NP (DET an (N apple)))))).
NP

(1)
(2)
2
1 (Host 2002)
Primary Roles 1
Secondary Roles 2
(circumstances)
<S=P+M+G/F> <P=Pred. (Arg.1, ...Arg.n)>

Arg.

10



(Major Case Roles)

7 | Agent one who performs an action
% Patient receiver of an action
E Object that which is acted upon by the Agent
% | Experiencer one who is emotionally/psychologically affected

Beneficiary for whom action is carried out
¥ | Instrument means of doing an action
§ Goal destination of desired end point
E: Temporal when action is carried out
3 | Locative where action is carried out
3 Path way of motion

Source origination, starting point

Manner way of doing

Extent how far completed

Reason motivation for action
< >

< > <
>
4.
<
(extended discourse)
4.1 "P-A Schema”
(St Sm 5
>
TEXT “(Pred.+Arg.t ny”

Pred. Arg. TEXT

11
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..................... TEXT {

..................... |||] (Sl (F’l n(Pred. +Arg.l n))+ Ml n, G/Fl n)
.......... ng +(82)
L

..................... +(s")
.................... }
G/F
G/F < >
S P
Pred. Arg. M
Kintsch (1998) 1 2
6
1 (8Y “The snow was deep on the mountain.” <deep (snow)>
“on the mountain” <deep
(snow)> 2
<deep (snow)>
Kintsch (1998) <deep (snow, ON-
mountain)>
2 (S?) “The skiers were lost.” (P2); “So they dug a snow cave.” (P3);
“Which provided them shelter.” (P4) 3 pz =

<lost (skiers)>; P3 = <so: dig (they, snow_cave>; P4 = <provide (which, them, shelter>
P2 <lost (skiers)>
P
<lost (skiers, ON-mountain)>
ps “they” P2 "skiers” P+ ”which” “them”

P3 ”snow_cave” they = skiers” 5

12



SO "A, so B.”
<so (A, B)>
p2 ps _— ps3 P4 _—
(Textual Modality: TXMD)

1 The Snow Mountain Story

The snow was deep on the mountain. The skiers were lost, so they dug

a snow cave, which provided them shelter. (Kintsch 1998)

1
6 Predicate-Argument Schema
TEXT {
51—PL: (DEEP (snow))
‘ l—D}.'—mc-untam
/S*—P2  (LOST (skiers)) ;
50 * L ON-mountain
\\51—}1'-‘5: (DUG (they, snow_cave))
51—P+ (PROVIDE (which, them, shelter))
}
2 Kintsch (1998) (The Frog
Story) 11
18 7 12
TEXT { } (S)
1
P2 DRY (P) “P” P.  “pool” Ps FIND (F,
home) “E” Pl “two_frogs” Pt

2
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2 The Frog Story

Two frogs dwelt in the same pool of water. The pool dried up in the summer heat.

The frogs decided to find a new home, and left the pool of water. The two frogs began

their search for another pool of water. As they traveled along, they reached a well. It

was very deep. The first frog said the well would provide them with shelter and food.

So he wanted to enter the well. The second frog wanted to think about the well as a

new home. So he replied: "Suppose the well's bottom is not a good home." The first

frog said, "How will we get out of the deep well in that case?"

(Kintsch 1998)

7 Predicate-Argument Schema

P DWELT itwo_frogs, pool)
P DRY (P) IN-Same
L oF-water
IN-summer_heat
p3 FIND (F, home)
L new
DECIDE
p# LEAVE [F, P)
P®  SEARCH (F. P)
L— another
BEGIN
pé REACH (F, well)

as-travel
P DEEP (W)
I—ver[-.r
o P PROVIDE (W, shelter_and_food)
S0 L— gAY (First F)
. p®  ENTER (F. W)
L wanT (FF)
/ PO THINK (SF, W as HL
new
80 — WANT (Second F)
NPT NO GOOD (bottom, H)
L orw
L SUPPOSE?
P2 HOW_GET OUT? (F. W)
e
— SAY (FF)
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(event)
P-A Pred.- Arg.1 n
P-A
(NT)
"Thematic P-A Schema”
4.2 “Thematic P-A Schema”
”Thematic P-A Schema” N
—_— (Theme (Pred. (Arg.l n))) 3 —
Argl n
(Arg.™EME (Pred. (Arg.(1 n)-1)))
Pred.
1
(Arg.THEME)
1) NT
(TXMD)
(Theme) Halliday
clause-initial position
P
(Rheme) (Halliday

1985, 1994)
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Thematic P-A Schema
NT

8 Thematic P-A Schema

Theme | Rheme
SNOW BE (deep)
L OMN-mountain
SKIERS | BE (lost)
L ON-mountain
S50
THEY-..| dug f_sm_:rw_cs_ve)
1ﬂ'&"I—I[!CH provide (them, shelter)
9a 2

Thematic P-A Schema

"on the mountain"

2

"skiers"

<snow (be deep)>

"lost"

16

"snow"

7

SO

4

"(was) deep"
2
P2 P3



SO

(<A, so B>)

“they dug a snow cave, which provided them shelter.”

“they” ”“dug a snow cave” ”dg snw cave”
12) “which “ “them” 2
”shelter”
“provide” -
provide ” A become B”
IIA N BII
13)
9a
Thematic P-A Schema 9b
14)
9a 9b NT
ST | THEME RHEME
snw deep mtn SUBJECT | VERB | OBJECT
skrs lost P snw | deep | mtn
> dg snw cave E> p2 skrs lost mtn
J ps | > |skrs dg snw cave
shlter pa snw cave | -- U (PrOVIDE)
shlter
9b 9a Theme, Rheme Subject, Verb,
Object ST
(Super Theme) NT

ST

17
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Subject, Verb, Object

Object

"Object and/or Misc.”

10 “Frog Story” (Kintsch 1998)  Thematic P-A Schema
7 Standard P-A
Schema (thematic progression)
Pt "Two frogs” P1
“pool (of water)” p2
“two frogs (TF) “ P4 P9
P10 “well” “well”
p4 “new home” p7 “another pool (of water)” po
P11 "1st frog” "1st frog”
“well” "2nd frog” P17
Thematic P-A Schema
Standard P-A Schema
11 10 10
10
Thematic P-A Schema
be
2> to
N w)

“y uer

NG
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10 “Frog Story” (Kintsch 1998) Thematic P-A Schema
ST Theme Rheme
p1 TWO FROG S (dwell, pool)
|:IN-SB.FI’IE
OF-water
p2 POOL (dry)
IN-summer_heat
p3 TFG (decide, P#%)
p+ TFG I_(find, new_home)
ps TFG (leave, PODL)
s TFG (begin, P7)
p7 TFG (search, another P)
AS — Pp¢ TFG {travel)
L ps TFG L (reach, well)
p10 WELL (BE very_deep)
pn 1stF (say, P12)
P2 WELL (wD-prodive, shelter_and food)
S50
— p13 1stF (want, P14)
P14 | qstF L (enter. w)
p1s | 2dF (want)
’7 T (think, W)
SO As-new_home
. p16 Pl o (reply)
suppose (W-bottom (BE no_good home))?
P17 1=t F (say)
I_how (get-out, deep W7
|_|F-N.G.H
116 70
60%

19
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11 “Frog Story” 10
ST THEME RHEME
SUBJECT VERB OBJ. AND/OR MiscC.
two frgs > Pool w
-- dry smr heat
-- decide
N/
find nw home
-- leave P
-- begin
N/
srch anthr_P
AS  -- travel
-- reach Well
w > deep!!
1stF say
N/
(W) wd prvd shelter and food
SO 1IstF enter W
2nd F want
N/
W) » nw home
so - reply
-- N/
suppose W-btm noG.H?
1st F say
N/
then how get-out deep-W ?
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15)

< >
< >
>
12 (Schematic Model of Interpreter’s Notes)
Note-taking Template
ST THEME1 RHEMELl [ ]
ST THEME2 RHEME2 [ ]

[

16
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>
12
5.3
TL
SL
TL
TL
SL NT
SL SL

TL

Alexieva (1993)
principle of max. efficiency)

information load)

NT 2

SL TL
TL
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13 SL

(subvocal rehearsal)

17)
(DPN) 2

DPN
DPN

13 18)

SR | o pmim ] 35y | | 800N Phase

AFOERRR

O REH A Long-term Memory
o
T EEEThiE LTM
C1 oy — g ST Working Mermory |_
i i | [F % FHECTE]
A —t e P - | ESeiEe)
FRTE f}yw | e
[LE— FiO1#E]
First Phase

THERIAb~—2 I« DR
MIEIRNIE (& Sk LTF TEhes
B~ i BEBa o -2
g MiEEE s B
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NT
NT
NT Rozan (1958)
Rozan NT
SL
NT
DPN
[ ] 2005 9 23 6
(SOMEYA Yasumasa) University of Waterloo
(Canada)
ESP (2000
(2005 Email: someya@cl.aoyama.ac.jp
1) Alexieva (1993), Mackintosh (1985),

Taylor (1989), Allioni (1989)

Alexieve
2) Kintsch (1998: 69-73)
3) Gile (1995)

Alexieva
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4)

5)

Gernsbacher (1985)
(information about its exact surface form becomes less available)

(picture stories)

(surface
structure) Gernsbacher
"Processing Shift Hypothesis"
Fraser (1996) " assume that sentence

meaning, the information encoded by linguistic expressions, can be divided up into
two separate and distinct parts. On the one hand, a sentence typically encodes a pro-
position, perhaps complex, which represents a state of the world which the speaker
wishes to bring to the addressee's attention. This aspect of a sentence meaning is
generally referred to as the propositional content (or content meaning) of the
sentence. On the other hand, there is everything else.” Fraser “everything
else” "Pragmatic Markers”

(potential communicative

intentions)

You are hungry. | am wondering
if you are hungry. hungry I am
surprised (that you are hungry.)

1957
1930)

(entity) (state

of being) (relation)
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9)

10)

(entity)
4
(Subject) (Predicate)
(Rheme)
[« osTC > ]
1
Sentence Frame 1 = [<P> ] - [I wonder if <P>]

P = <eatPAST (AGENT: NP = Hanako=, OBJECT: NP = apple)>
1
Final-State Sentence = “I wonder if Hanako ate an apple.”

or
Sentence Frame 2 = [<P> ] - [Do <P>?]
P = <eat*PAST (AGENT: NP= Hanako, OBJECT: NP = apple)>

1
Insert and Move = Do+PAST <Hanako eat® an apple>?

1l

Final-State Sentence = “Did Hanako eat an apple?”

26
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11) (unmarked theme)
(marked theme)
12) 9a

(e.g. August=AUG, Figure=FIG, especially=ESP, etc.)
(e.g. station=STN, attention=ATTN, assistant=
ASST, etc.) (e.g. as soon as
possible = ASAP, for your information=FY], letter of credit = LC, etc.)
(e.g. you=U, your=UR, are=R, easy=EZ, for=4, etc.)

1998: 245-246 Rozan (1958) committee,
community, communication
’,Comtee,,/ /Icomtylll //Comtion//
13) ”skrs”
14) NT (note-taking template)
15) + x100 (information
density)
355
50
1993-2004 4
16)
3
17) Gathercole and Baddeley (1993: 204-205)
(2001: 71)
2
2

(2002: 22-26)
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18) ST Working Memory
STWM
LTM

LT™M
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