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Analyzing Warnings on Cigarette Packages p.63. Zhang Liping Sun Shengnan & Zhou Xian
To investigate the impact of the semiotic meanings of texts images on the integrative mean—
ing construction of multimodal product warnings this paper conducts a case study on two types of
warnings on cigarette packages from the perspective of Bakhtin’s Dialogism. It analyzes how they
differ in style when reporting the official voice “smoking harms your health” and then discusses
their dialogical orientations thereof. It is found that with the interaction and coherence achieved be—
tween images texts and colors speakers of the new type express more dialogical orientations than
those of the traditional type but the multiplicity of warnings in expression has failed to cover up
their implicit enclosedness in meaning. For better persuasive effects this study suggests that multi—
modal product warnings be constructed in an opener and more heteroglossic context.
Key Words: warnings; textimage; multimodal; Bakhtin; dialogism

A Multimodal Discourse Analysis of Stage Narratives: Evidence from the Use of Stage Lan—
guage in an English Recitation Contest p.70. Chen Songjing

Stage narratives which involve the synergy of many verbal and non-verbal narrative modes
fall within the field of multimodal discourse analysis. However their use in English teaching and
theoretical research has been under-investigated. Within the framework of systemic{unctional ap—
proach to multimodal discourse analysis ( SF-MDA) this study analyzes the use of stage lan—
guage in an English recitation contest aiming to explore how narrative modes are identified and
how they function in stage narratives as well as how intermodal relationships influence the
meaning making of stage narratives. Results indicated that there were seven narrative modes com—
monly used on stage organized as primary and secondary ones. They synergized with one anoth—
er in complementary or non-complementary relationships. Understanding how narrative modes
function and synergize on stage can inform students of the use of stage language more effectively
so as to improve their comprehensive language proficiency as well as enhance their competence
in multiliteracies.
Key Words: stage narratives; multimodal discourse analysis; intermodal relationship; multilitera—
cies

Some Typological Features of English and Chinese Ditransitive Construction p. 79. Cheng
Zuyan & Liu Wenhong

This research takes a crossinguistic typological perspective and analyzes a relatively large
quantity of data drawn from two corpora to study the typological features of English and Chinese
ditransitive construction such as animacy reference direction of construction meaning and word
order. The results reveal that a hierarchical sequence is found in these four dimensions. As to a—
gent recipientand source there is a tendency to be “animate” ( animate > inanimate the hierar—
chy can be further sequenced i. e. man > lifeless thing > animal) . As to reference the general
tendency is to be “definite” ( definite > indefinite) while the patient tends to be “indefinite”
( definite > indefinite) and the direction tends to be right Unidirectional ( Right > Left) > Bi-
directional . In terms of word order the sequence formed is NP1 V NP2 NP3 ( NP1 V NP2 NP3
> NP1 V NP3 NP2) . A further analysis indicates that the change of cognitive perspective leads
to the violation of animacy hierarchy. The principle of information transmission determines the
sequence of the reference hierarchy and the cognitive processing influences the direction of con—
struction meaning. And finally word order is affected by iconicity principle. The study not only
provides some further evidences of typological features such as animacy reference and word or—
der shared by English and Chinese language but also reveals the dimensional uniqueness of dit—
ransitive construction.
Key Words: ditransitive construction; animacy; reference; direction of construction meaning word
order

A Large-scale Corpus-based Study of English Vocabulary Repeat Rate p.87. Zhao Xiaodong
& Feng Zhiwei
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