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A Morphological Study of the Spatiality in Chinese and the Temporality in English by WANG Wen-bin
& YU Shan-zhi p. 1

This article discusses the trait of spatiality in Chinese characters and that of temporality in English words. The
spatiality in Chinese characters presents itself in the discreteness and two dimensional constraits of lexemes which is
isomorphic with the chunkiness discreteness and reversibility of Chinese syntactic structures. And the temporality in
English words as shown by the linear constraint in English letters or morphemes is an implicit representation of time
relations in contrast with that in a tense phrase.

A Contrastive Study of Logos in Chinese and English Doctoral Dissertation Acknowledgements by LIU
Xin-fang & WANG Yun p. 27

Doctoral dissertation acknowledgements as a rhetorical genre play an important role in the construction of
academic identity and social identity of their writers. Aided by the UAM corpus tool we investigated the means and
order of logos in identity construction in Chinese and English doctoral dissertation acknowledgements. The results show
that professional and social identities are widely used in the logical appeals of these acknowledgements with higher
frequency of professional identities than social identities. Chinese acknowledgements employ more professional
identities but focus on fewer types. The social identities of the immediate family are favored by Chinese scholars but
less frequently used than in English. The professional identities in both acknowledgements are arranged in the order
from high to low while the social identities have a U-shaped distribution. This paper is of great significance for the
choice and arrangement of identities in academic writing.

An Overview of the Military Discourse Studies in China and Abroad by LIANG Xiao-bo ZENG Guang
& TAN Juding p. 36

This study aided by the biblio-metrical software Cite-space introduces a brief definition of military discourse
(MD) and explores the major research fields of interest to the military discourse studies ( MDS) in China and
overseas including the research developmental timeline the major disciplines involved and the key words indicating
key areas of research in MDS. Drawing on a collection of works research articles and reports it further surveys the
major areas of interest in the different MDS research domains domestically and overseas and points out the great
differences between the two. This study will facilitate the understanding of the status—quo as well as the differences
and similarities between domestic and foreign military discourse studies.

On Chinese Sluicing: A Discussion with Fu Yu by ZHANG Zhi—yi & NI Chuan-bin p. 45

Fu's study made attempts to define Chinese sluicing as omission after move and consider shi shenme and shi shui
structures as pseudo-sluices with pro. The linguistic investigation and theoretical reexamination conducted by the
present study shows that Fus arguments violate Chinese syntactic truth and the designation of the pseudo-sluices with
pro is not in accordance with the syntactic features of pro. The Chinese argument sluicing derives itself from omission
after focus question of indefinite NP while the non—argument from omission after inserting focus question. shi shenme

and shi shui structures are sluicing and only the focus marker shi in shi shenme cannot be deleted since the referential



