42 4
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0.

( Seleskovitch 1976; Gile 1995; Ruiz et al. 2008; Hvelplund 2011; Balling et al. 2014; Schaeffer et al. 2016) -
( sequential view) ( vertical view)

( Balling et al. 2014: 234)

( parallel view) ( horizontal view)
: ( Balling et al. 2014:
234) o Hvelplund (2011) ( processing type) 3
( source text processing) . ( target text processing) ( parallel

processing) o ( hybrid view)
; ( Hvelplund 2011: 61;
2019: 88) -

( Balling et al. 2014)
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leskovitch 1976) ~

[

( Zheng & Xiang 2014)
translators)
1.
Ruiz et al. (2008: 490)

( Ruiz et al. 2008: 491)

( )

Balling et al. (2014)

» Seleskovitch (1976)

( word translation entropy) ( Schaeffer et al. 2016) ~
( Schaeffer et al. 2016)

( Se-

( Ruiz et al. 2008) ~ ( Ruiz et al. 2008)

- ( novice

( linguistic form)

“ ”

Macizo & Bajo (2006)
( )
o Ruiz et al. (2008) « Carl & Dragsted (2012) «

Seleskovitch ( 1976)

N

Ruiz et al. (2008: 498)

“ - " ( code-to-code) o
o Ruiz et al. (2008) « Hvelplund (2011) « Carl & Dragsted (2012) . Balling et al.
(2014) Schaeffer et al. (2016: 183) (early eye

movement measures)

" ( first pass gaze duration)

& Johnson 1980) °

113

” “«

( first fixation duration .

“ ” ( total reading time)

( co-activation of two linguistic systems) o

7 ( Anderson 1964: 53: . 2011: 422) ( Lakoff

Schiffner & Shuttleworth (2013: 98)

( product-oriented)
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. ( process—
oriented) Martikainen (2007) + Tirkkonen-Condit ( 2002)
Jensen (2005) Sjgrup (2013) « Schmaltz (2015) « Koglin (2015)
- o Sjgrup (2013)
( ) ( )

( facilitate textual coherence)
o Sjgrup (2013) “ i
to yield benefits) ( Noveck er al. 2000: 118; 2018: 107) »

Sjgrup (2013)

( the potential

o ( Schaeffer
et al. 2016) ~ ( Seleskovitch 1976) ~ ( Schaeffer et al. 2016) ~ ( Ruiz et al.
2008) ~ ( Ruiz et al. 2008)

[

22
( literal expression)

( Sjgrup 2013)

? 1)
?2) ?
( )
( )
?
2.
2.1
: TobiiTX 300 ( 300Hz)
: Translog 11 o 23
1280* 1024 60 ~ 65 o
16 .5 &

2.2

22 o

o 22 ~24
7 (SD=0.5) , 1.0
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2.3
(15~18 (-
85%) ( <l1) (<1).
o 151 3

3 3 o

2.4

. Translog
2.5 -
Hvelplund
(2011) o Hvelplund
(2011) 3 ( attention unit)
( source text attention unit) . ( target text attention unit)
( parallel attention unit) ; N
1. ( Hvelplund 2011: 116; 2019: 89)
( Categories of micro AUs) ( Categories of macro AUs)
( ST Gaze) ( STAU)
+ ( No Gaze+Typing)
+ ( Gaze Off+Typing)
+ ( TT Gaze+Typing) (TTAU)
(TT Gaze)
+ ( ST Gaze+Typing) ( Parallel AU)
( No Data) ate
( Gaze Off) ( No Data)

Hvelplund (2011)



e 146 * 2019

; ( total attentional duration) . ( attention unit duration)
( pupil dilation) . Hvelplund (2011: 220) 3
N o 3
Jakobsen & Jensen (2008) ( attention unit count)
o (‘area of interest) o
o 4

o

Schaeffer et al. (2016: 183)

70
( Rayner 1998) ;
( Jackobsen & Jensen 2008) o

( single fixation)

( 2013: 591)
o 4 o
3.
- SPSS ( generalised
linear model) o 3
o 2 (
) o

2 0. 05

0. 000 ( 3 ), 0. 021;
0. 009.
0. 021, 0. 000,
0. 076
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95% Wald
B
Wald df
0. 296 1.072 —-1. 805 2.398 0.076 1 0.782
1 0. 159 0.122 -0. 080 0.397 1. 691 1 0.193
2 0. 121 0.110 -0. 094 0.337 1.218 1 0.270
3 0. 000 — — — — — —
) -0.024 0. 066 -0. 154 0. 106 0. 130 1 0.719
0.333 0.117 0. 103 0. 563 8. 067 1 0. 005
0.280 0.032 0.224 0.350
0.721 0.771 -0.789 2.232 0. 875 1 0. 349
1 0. 144 0. 088 -0.028 0.317 2.678 1 0.102
2 0. 137 0.078 -0.017 0.290 3.048 1 0. 081
3 0. 000 — — — — — —
) -0.015 0.048 -0. 109 0.079 0. 099 1 0.753
0.218 0. 084 0. 054 0.382 6. 790 1 0. 009
0. 138 0.016 0.110 0.174
1. 460 0.328 0. 817 2.102 19. 803 1 0. 000
1 0. 188 0.041 0. 108 0. 267 21.417 1 0. 000
2 0. 081 0. 035 0.013 0. 150 5.365 1 0.021
3 0. 000 — — — — — —
) 0. 236 0. 038 0.163 0.310 39. 569 1 0. 000
0.011 0. 020 -0.029 0.051 0. 290 1 0. 590
0.268 0.010 0.249 0.288
3.187 0. 281 2. 636 3.738 128. 484 1 0. 000
1 0. 062 0.035 -0. 007 0. 130 3. 144 1 0.076
2 -0. 082 0. 030 -0. 141 -0.023 7.465 1 0. 006
3 0. 000 — — — — — —
) -0. 056 0.032 -0.119 0. 007 3. 004 1 0. 083
-0.016 0.018 -0. 050 0.018 0. 836 1 0. 361
0. 197 0. 007 0.183 0.212
N ( N (
). .
> >

o

Hvelplund (2011: 220)
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Schaeffer et al. (2016)

o ( literal translation hypothe—
sis) : o
( literal default rendering) o Tirkkonen-Condit ( 2005: 407-408)

o (
) "o Schaeffer et al. (2016) ( semantic

and structural crossdinguistic priming)

( an interim representation)

”

o ( Schaeffer et al. 2016: 199) o

Tirkkonen-Condit (2005) < Schaeffer et al. (2016)

. ( )

o Sjgrup ( 2013)
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10

11

Hvelplund (2011)

( Carl & Dragested 2012: 129; 2017: 81) o
« »
1)
. 2)
. 3)
o 4)
* o
. . 2017 (6): 76-81.
J. 2018 (2): 102-109.
— J. 2019 (4): 88-
92.
) J . 2011
(3): 422-436.
J. 2013 (4): 589-
605.
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