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F B2 GG AT IR OB Z o b H I B
AR, BEEOEVIEKGEMEEY ) -V
DIFEDPARR]RTH 5. L L, BIFOMKEMNEEY
Ve N TDHNL w DEH A R R AL VOB
PHTHEIEEVEEW. K ey FTIE, FRC
@%i%?mﬁ®uﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁt%’#6®ﬂ%ﬁ

BRRBHIZ, ZDDDHGEMRFREY V-2
0)%%% Hig3. AR TIE, GENIA a2 — 822X
BEINTV B EZEYSmMCEE 1,999 RT3 2%
KIS 7LV -y -2 7 )T = av s
0t 20FME X UCBRENETETWE 7T —XIH
DL WEHERICOWT, BIFEOa— X e gL &

HatHd 5.

1 BRCEN

—HMDH 2 XETE, XEOMBESR HiPX)
IR, BERRY, FEmECINI S, ST
WEHHEACER 2 BREEI 2 R Ly o 2R RiE S
EHZER L TWa. #aEMEIE, XEOMME
R DOREARMEICE DK XLEOMEN LR RILTH 5.
FRICAIIFE TR 5 AaH KRGS [1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6] 13,
Elementary Discourse Units (EDUs) & FE X4 5 fiiL X
NDTFANARY (J—F) DBDHFRDZT &k
FBRICE S VWTXEZ 77 7iE e LTRHT
5. REKEBEOMZK 13RS, MW
T, FRHOMHAIFHEKFEICB Y2 B
‘[\J%B), KHIO# R T (Hﬂug) WS L L, REN
ESREA (Elaboration Cause-Result &) 1ZFH I T2 T D
= - WEHERL, B2OLFADITNUfFEHAY
/7tbfﬁéﬂ5

H B AT S 7 Ea G 130 B (7, 2, 8, 9, 10,
1], CESFE (12, 13], HRIDE [14, 15], BAfRHH
Hi[16] 72 kR4 72 HAS BN CTHERATH 5 2
EHBHBNT WS, EfE R TR B EE NS T
MOBAFEITIE, ANFTHESNLHGEEMEY Y — N
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SARS-CoV-2 genetic identification is based on
viral RNA extraction prior to RT-qPCR assay,

however recent studies support the elimination
of the extraction step.

Herein, we assessed the RNA extraction necessity,
by comparing RT-qPCR efficacy in several direct
approaches vs. the gold standard RNA extraction,

in detection of SARS-CoV-2 from laboratory
samples as well as clinical Oro-nasopharyngeal ...

Our findings show advantage for the extraction
Findings

procedure
. ( however a direct no-buffer approach might be an
Comparison )
alternative,

since it identified up to 70% of positive clinial
Cause-Result | specimens.

1 EEEWERCEE NS 57

Ran RIS D B

VIR T — 2B XUOFHEH T — & & L TARAIR
THs. LorL, BEFO#HGEMEY V-V 7 0H
ARXBEIORAL T B2 DAL v DE 72X
SWVEEN, Bl 20X, REEREMNT O TR D L <
FWBSATWS RST-DT 2 — % & [17] 121 385 S0
DFEHE LY ) T—Yary3hTELT, B
DICH A X7, SciDTB 22— % Z [18] 12X H

IR BB 7 %@ﬂ%mﬁgakﬂ?5 e T
m#?/T_/a/éhfméﬁ DI X - TEE
e O BERERITKE B 5729, SciDTB T
AR U 72T > R 7 202 & B B O Fm B 5 1xt
THMFEEFIREMETLTLES. £, &Y
oYz Z bO—ERE LTEH SIE COVID-19 12 BEE
T3 EZEYFRCEE 300 I LT AF TGS
HAFMEE Z 5 L, COVID-19 Discourse Dependency
Treebank (COVID19-DTB) [19] & L TRBAL 72238, #
DY A RFXERLENEL, TR L TV L
BWRD 5.

AFvY =2 bOHMNX, BEEWFETEDRY
W0P3 B EREEE NI S X N2 DICH OWFLBAFE
WCERZ, SRETHEDa— IR TRIRE
TRREEIRTERGE Y V) — NV 7 R R, B, BT
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52 THb. BEEYWERLIERZDHTEZ L
WV O ORERH B, —DIF, LD XEIZ
SNS 7' u ZEDXE X D b i I TR T
H5HIEPHRINTED, KEHEDOMIETR Y
LTEFELV. 7, WRAREZEVERID»OH
7288 i U TRRIL T 2 ER ARG O
FFIIH R BOBETH Y, BEFEY iR
T RICHRTREEIRNTI S AT AR T AL OR
IRV,

AFETIE, GENIA 22— %2 [20] IR E T W
AR E 1,999 i U CkasikiFiiE 2 53
57D DM OWTHAT 5. BERIICIE, %66
WEHED 7LV —LV—2 7 ) T—Yary 7otk
ZDEH, BARDY Y — v 21z ES  FREHEHIC
DWTCEtHHS 5.

2 HEEEKEFWEDTIL—LT—Y

2.1 EDU9EI)L—)L

RIAI 2/ bD7 ) T—>arTlE, £TmX
% & % Elementary Discourse Unit (EDU) & FE{Z4L 2 i
(clause) L RILDTF A AR VIZHETZ LA
D HiE® 5. & EDU I3EHE L 7 BEEY 2 572 5 T
BY, EDUBICA == v STV, H3TFX
b R8> %3 EDU OFEMEZ 7 5 h 8 5 »I, FiZ
FFa REE) WCH DO WTHIKTT 5. 72721, “in spite
of? R “dueto” BEDT 4 RA—AX =D —%ffS
ANZOWTIX, LD EDU ¥ LTRED 5. RN
2, UTD XS k7 —RATIREDU 5EI%2/T5 V.
FH, AT
i TS S N A1 E
7 EME S (participle clause)

THIY) TSR] DED to AEF, “in order to” &,
so that i
BIFAREI D THiER + B

6. Hanl 2 REEHIT 5 {705, to AER, [HlER

+ B4 )

7. BAGRHEI
8. [AIF&D that Hfi
9. B % & e HEATEEET (correlative subordinators)
10. T4 RAa—R3—Hh—%fES5H)

S

9]

D B —X0FNCDOWTIEME D AR — IKEWET % 25,
NELTWETARIA Y+ 7 /T —>ayy—)L)TH
5 Z 2 MTED: https://norikinishida.github.io/tools/
discdep/Biomed-DTB-annotation-guideline.pdf
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FICIFABBE WS HEIRDVE T, &7

Elab E\ab/ Elab.

Add

BISNZT DEF T, Add

BEFRDFETT, - B Se R
TEFLRODMRTT.

TEFREETY.
TEFEHAGFE TS,
BEERERIHTT,

Add Elab.
Elab. Add

Elab. Add
(a) flcE TN SN NN

(b) HEEMEAFIEE, L& TId% M.

® 2 Elaboration ¥ Addition IZ & % KEEHAIFREIE DHI.

Carlson 5 (2001) D~ = = 7L [17] i, KT
Y2 FTHBUTOISI BT —ATE ML
EDU 38D, HiffioREZ L THATD,
N DRIFNIELE S 555 1E EDU | L 72w,

1. B D EFE - HAVEE - fiaE=°, A& O HAGRE

& L T DHi (clausal subject, clausal object, clausal

complement)

(1) [Making computers smaller often means

sacrificing memory.]

(2) [He is interested in climbing Everest.]
2. RO - B R GRIANESO), SHBREIR Y

(3) [Itis sleep deprivation that exacerbates health

problems.]

2.2 FXEAEMKIFRAR

R7vy 7 b T, #EGEBEBRE 13277 R2h T
54 RXF 5. KaratBRy 7 ZDOEHERLXIET B
TAARIA—=RAR = —DfZR 1 IZHES. ZH
1%, SciDTB %° RST-DT, Penn Discourse Treebank [21],
IS0 24617-8 [22] e ¥ "R b X IT, HBEDT /7 — =3
EERBLTY ) T—Yary#to—BE»REL
72 XD EE L 7.

Root i X 2B D#GHAFMEIE TIX, Root BIfRD
TR EHSR EERREATICOVWTEAR L TW
52 EDU IR S. TbE, fRXEEDRIPTHRD
FUDHY72 EDU TH 5.

Elaboration & Addition Elaboration ¥ Addition (&
RO RN THEDSWKEEFRETHD, Zhd
DEWVIZZ DD EDU BB R BRI H 2 0, F
M BERICH 200 TH B, =2 LD EDU 2
- 2 - R150 - FAIOBRICH 2551E, —OHi
@ EDU 22 5E% D EDU IZIEEICEHR L TWL 2k
WkoTF o4 Vel T 5. 2 Z Elaboration &
Addition % W72 % 7R3
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R1 AT SRATHRAT 2HEBRE ZOEK, KRERWRT 4 Ra -3 —F—.
Ran PR FEUS REWRT 4 Ra—R=—T—
0. Root WHEDHIY, BP0 EENAE

1. Elaboration

AL, BN, E#&

2. Addition ?7]37][[, 56’3\7111, %\WU, [F1%1) also, as well as, moreover, furthermore,
besides, in addition, next, then

3. Comparison iﬁgﬁ‘ﬁ, %5, ?TJLH:, e but, however, although, yet, despite, whereas,
instead of, alternatively, on the other hand

4. Cause-Result JRIK, BHE, SR because, so, therefore, thus, due to,
consequently, as a result, leading to

5. Condition %ﬁ:, IRE if, as long as, unless, when

6. Temporal R s K when, before, after, while

7. Enablement B s AJRE{L in order to, for ...ing, so as to, so that,
which enables to, which allows to

8. Manner-Means T, T, FEEI>av by, using

9. Background HEEr ay

10.  Findings

EBERE v ay, fmtray

11.  Textual-Organization

EME g, REEL, %2

12.  Same-Unit IHEL 7288 EDU OfE S

BHARSERFR £+ d Comparison 72> & Manner-
Means F CIXBEFE a2 — 212 BT 2 KGR D EFHE
CIXEFRTD 5.

<Y OKEER®R  Background ¥ Findings X3 2 L
RECTH b, WX EEICBT 2R Y R L FFuAs
R AT 2R (> a v) BEEURT 2
DO 7R HROHEERE T5. LdoT,
INHDY T AP—DDam X E 5P THEEEHE T
% Z I3 EAI7R .

Textual-Organization t Same-Unit Textual-
Organization {Z X 4 ML X VEZFELRT DD
HDTH%. Same-Unit & EDU DHDIAAIZ K 5T
SHEL CIRERLIC o T L E 52 EDU 245683 %
7eDITHWS.

2.3 HBNBHGERFRE

EEEVFRDOMXEB IR O RV, FHEHMK
EREEIIE 7 2 & I LAY e N O H ) 28 &
5., BN YXESETEIREZLSDITOHER
(Background), (2) H I (Objectives), (3) Fik, FERELET
(Methods), (4) #&5R, &%, #5i® (Results, Discussion,
Conclusions) Z & A TW5. EE @wWXESH T
NS DHHEIZI IR LU (e.g, “Background:”,
“Results:”) ZEITTWAMX D BMEZFET 5.

REBOWMIEETIE, LELOIEFR®ED ICHE%
FHHLTWS., Z051EX 3 D X 5 REkEE ARG
5. ¥z, THRTEDROD, EREYER
ORI TGS X o THRE I N ESER Z
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Addiion)
ROOT i HIY (i3 %) Fik1 Fik2 FhER AR 2
E3 guRif 1
m
m
[ \ \ Adiiion Adiion
ROOT Hi HIY (FEORR) Fik1 Fik2 R AR 2

B4 HEIf5] 1 (b)

DY DEHN G EE) OFLIRERE LTHE
X MNERZZFOHMRERICOVWTEHEARLTY
B2ZenBHB. ZDXIRGER, REEKEHEX
K5DXHI1Tk5.
3 7/Tr—>ary7AtR

EEAEY R E S OBifRE X SRRSO
7 )T a VIZFENENEE R EIHIGE & e
FRT 270, BEEDOEVY Y =NV 7 EBIERT
270237 ) F—ay at R TRBINEIC
A, KTz bTIE, ¥F7 /75— ard
ARIAVET IO ETEL 7 /)T —>ary—
LB L 722, AY — L SciDTB D E#H 5 [18]
W2y —2d e itEZITo 7.

A7z b TR, 7/7—Yaryratx%

2) https://norikinishida.github.io/tools/discdep
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HI5 AR O 1 AR DA 2

B 5 LA 2

bl

HIROEHK

ROOT i

) ER 724X, QBT =4 X, Q)ILKET =4
AD 3 BECTT . #ER T 24 XTI, 77—
a VEERYUETTFICOWT—EDERNELD
510 N\DT—=H =1L THA 74 &2BL,
GENIA 2 —RNZAHNSE I VXA LYY Y U 7
N7z 20 FDOFXLE BTN LT I0 N\DT ==&
BiokoTr/7—>ary®iTo/z. #L T, FH
WK BHGEIKTENE R BT — X e L, &V —h—
@ Labeled Attachment Score (LAS) Z&FE L, LAS
BV EN 5 BEE L. A7 =24 X8B3 LAS
X 31.28%7%° 5 79.89% & B E NIEFITKE L, Efi
5 ZH DI LAS 1X 75.20%TH - 7=.

RDEHT = 4 XTlE, GENIA 2 SH72185 v &
LY TV T LI 20TH LT, Bi7 =4 X T
BRI INT SHDT—H—EFEHICL->THET /
FT—arvEi{Tol. EBO7 ) T—avIZAb
B, BEER Y /77— a vy — T3 EY
EHRT 27087 —h— e RiEElTWV», 4 F
TAVRY =NV L CHEEE R To 7. F7z,
AR 7 x4 X Tl& Google Form ¥ Google Spreadsheet %
FAWTY = —DREESELRE L, FH5 5 &l
WTFARADy>aryTED XL BEEEC
23777 a HREERE L TEY—H—D
77T —a YEERO LAS ¥ BN E hKYEE R
72T EFTRT 2 A AZEVIR L. K724 XD
FER R LAS 138213 1 ER L, 5 %D LAS
$ 7628 12 FHR L.

REBEDOILR 7 = 4 XTIX, BH7 24 X0RHEE
VT LIV —h—EFEHZITL->T, GENIALS F
VELY T TEINTHERICNT AT ) T —
avETol. K72 A XTI, &£V —Hh—I13*
NENER LML EERBIIH LT /7= a Yy
2115, 7/ 57— a y—HRDFHEIZOVWTIE,
FEHICEL o TIRTOMEEEET /) 7 —>2>F
5ZETITOTETH 5.

4 #EHEER

AREITX, 1ERHP DY 1) —N2 7 (GENIA-DTB)
DI TE R % BIF O MRGEIRIFRE Y V — N> 7
T®H 5 SciDTB [18] L Lt T 5. A0y =2/ T
FIRIEHLR 7 = 4 AT D729, BT LB
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GENIA-DTB* SciDTB

Avg number of EDUs / doc 17.6 14.0
Avg dependency distance 2.6 2.5
Avg Root position 4.6 4.0

g2 ASaY =l THEFD GENIA-DTB ¥ SciDTB
OFEHER. 7 ARV R 73ISR LETH S BRT.

0
5 EEN GENIA-DTB
& 04 = SciDTB
&
o
2.
503
o
o
A
]
0.2
o
c
2
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o1
a
; 19 1.0:000_ 1
o0 | § [ em— | | — ||
< k4 o o o 2 o Z ® = 2 o
T & 0% 0% 0% 0% o33 o% o3 %o
S, = ) ® % o = El @ P o ®
S, ) N P % X % B S, @, = <
% z E 5 2 T 3 oz 3 o ® 2%
> P < £l 3, > -
= )
)

E6 FKEHRIFRD A D LLEL.

724 RETDT —XENGUITHEHEHRE KD 5.
#2755, GENIA OFFXE S DI S 23 SciDTB D
MYEBEEIDDIEWVHAIDZ Z bbb, Lk
L, sanKFREGROR S Bl FoR O 01
WOWTIE a2 — SR TIIFF L L, #KEEKFEER
DEIRPXEFERICHELIMELZNZ LD S. £
7z, RootEDU O F, TRLEIMXEEHTHRDH0
)72 EDU D{ii & % GENIA-DTB Tl b3 02tk
WAE T BHEARD 2 bbb, RKiEEROD
Az OWTiX, X625, GENIA-DTB Tl Addition
¥ Same-Unit DEE D SciDTB X Hh 2 W2 &b
b, INSDFER,P S, EXEYERYERIZ,
HASHEUHRCET LD D EL, HoHEDAAI
XM OER RS, XD EMNRERDE
M2 ehbhrd. DI rid, BEEYES
B2 S RIC LGRS Y V) — N> 7 RS
52ZLDEEEZTELTVS.

5 SEROFHE

SIE, TR = 4 X &5l & EfTwv, REE L
HEHIRTOEE 1,99 07 2 57— a YINERH
f69. £7-, COVIDI9-DIB 24 [HD7 /) F—3 1
VIV =LV —2IHbETEH L, GENIA-DTB
YRERIICHET A Z L RETHLTWS.
ARHFFEIZ ISPS Bl & 21K17815 OB % 213 7=~
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