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and color to it. By employing this approach, the multimodal stylistic features and the meaning realizations
of the two covers, the inter-semiotic relations of the covers and the integration of the covers and the
content of the novel are comparatively studied. The results show that the cover of the 2008 version can
more appropriately convey the deep experiential meaning and interpersonal meaning of the novel to readers

and fulfill its function.

On the Assessment Framework for Chinese College Students’ Multiliteracies in Foreign Languages, by LIU
Rui & ZHANG Delu, p. 26

The assessment of learners is an important part of classroom teaching. On the basis of the research on
multiliteracies assessment, the goal of fostering qualified Chinese foreign language personnel and the
components of muliliteracies, this article proposes an assessment framework for Chinese college students’
multiliteracies in foreign languages. The assessment of multiliteracies in foreign languages can be done by
designing tasks concerned, observing students’ performances and adopting multiple assessment methods in

a particular context.

A Cognitive Pragmatic Approach to Referential Ambiguity in Advertisements: A Case Study of Car Ads, by
SHEN Xingchen & CHEN Xinren, p. 33

This study adopts a pragma-cognitive approach to referential ambiguity as found in car advertisements.
Drawing on Blending Theory (BT) and Relevance Theory (RT), we establish a pragma-cognitive analytical
framework for utterance interpretation in communicative context. Within the framework, we depict the
procedure of advertisement interpretation as follows: first, the audience of the advertisements construct
two input spaces, namely “car” space and “person/car-owner” space, based on the ostensive stimulus (i. e.
the language of the advertisements), the immediate context, and related cognitive models stored in long-
term memory; then, they will map the content in the input spaces onto the blended space, namely “person-
car” space; as a result, they finally acquire a set of weak implicatures and poetic effects intended by the
advertisers to help to achieve their communicative goal, that is, to persuade the audience to buy a
particular brand of car. We also find that car advertisers choose to emphasize different features depending
on the car type, and the identity and need of the potential customers in order to achieve different poetic
effects. The study indicates the explanatory power of the pragma-cognitive framework we build for the
interpretation of utterances in context and supports the adequate operability and compatibility of

integrating RT and BT.

Diachronic Changes of Discourse and Identity Construction: A Historical Sociopragmatic Perspective, by
WANG Xueyu, p. 39

Historical socio-pragmatic scholars emphasize the following relation between discourse, interlocutors’
identities and historical socio-context: interlocutors’ identities are constructed discursively, and both
identity construction and discursive strategies are constrained by historical socio-context and changes with
the contextual development. Based on such a view, the present study attempts to conduct a diachronic
analysis of advertisers’ identity construction from the 1980s to the 2000s, focusing on the diachronic
changes of identity types and discursive strategies. Besides, the paper illustrates the context sensitivity of
identity construction through the analysis of the influence of social cultures and values on identity

construction.

Socio-psychological Mechanism Underlying Misleading Vague Language in Advertisements: A Critical Pragmatic
Analysis, by QIAN Yonghong, p. 44
Previous studies of advertisements revealed the potentially misleading or deceptive effect of vague

language used in advertisements, but failed to explore the socio-psychological mechanism behind the use of



