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( )

“conditions change results continue” and the lexical semantics is consistent
with the textual semantics. When the continuative time adverb appears in the
background clause two discourse types are formed a discourse structure of
“condition continuation result change” or “condition continuation result
continuation or corresponding change” the lexical semantic is suppressed and
the resulted discourse expresses positive expected information and anti-expected
information.
Key words: yiran ( ) /ygiu ( ) /rengran ( ) /rengjiu ( )
durative meaning; counter-expectation meaning; textual meaning

A Reanalysis of the Transitivity of Sentences with Nong( ) --oeoceoeeeeeee

............................................................ Zhong Xiaoyong ( 84)

Abstract: Based on a large number of natural corpora data the paper
comprehensively explores the ten transitivity parameters of sentences with nong
() and reveals that such sentences are mid-ransitive. The analysis shows
that the type of the compliments or the genre of the texts has a significant
impact on transitivity properties of the sentence nong( ). The paper also
proposes the Transitivity Hypothesis from the discourse and statistical aspects
and tests it with the transitivity difference between sentences with nong( )
and sentence with gao( ) ; furthermore the paper differentiates the co-
variation of parameters between two-sentence patterns and one-sentence
patterns.
Key words: sentences with nong( ) ; sentences with gao( ) ; transitivity
parameters; transitivity hypothesis

A Study on the Relationship Between Ruhe ( ) and Heru ( ) in

ANCIENt CRIMESE -+« v rrrrrernrrmmrmernrereeeenainens Wen Xiaomeng ( 100)
Abstract: In ancient Chinese ruhe ( ) and heru ( ) can be
interchanged in the situation of asking characteristics soliciting opinions
asking for methods inquiring reasons or expressing a rhetorical question. Ruhe
( ) is an omitted form of ru X he (X )7 which is a adverhial-
centred structure. Heru ( ) is mainly derived from the meaning of “looks

like what” which is an objectverb structure. Different sources lead to



