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Multimodal discourse has become increasingly relevant in language
education. Although conventional texts continue to dominate English as a
Foreign Language (EFL) instruction, interest in multimodal forms of
communication has grown in recent years. This study systematises the
features and functions of multimodal texts and evaluates their pedagogical
relevance for language learning. The research combines theoretical analysis
with an empirical investigation involving bachelor’s students from non-
linguistic majors and English language teachers. Data was collected through a
pedagogical experiment, classroom observation, and questionnaire surveys.
The study analyses how multimodal texts contribute to the development of
students’ language and communicative competence and identifies potential
difficulties students may encounter when working with multimodal materials.
The findings suggest that multimodal discourse may support the
development of language proficiency, communicative competence, and
learner motivation in EFL instruction. At the same time, certain challenges
related to the interpretation of multiple semiotic resources were identified.
Based on these results, the study proposes a structured instructional
sequence for working with multimodal texts in the language classroom. The
results indicate that multimodal discourse represents a potentially valuable
resource for foreign language teaching and may contribute to the
development of more effective pedagogical practices in diverse educational
settings.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The requirements of the times and the rapid expan-
sion of digital technology have brought about significant
changes in business and education. Foreign language in-
struction is no exception in this regard (Akhmadullin,
2023; Carrié-Pastor, 2022; Dmitrenko & Osiyanova et al.,
2024), as it is expected to support the development of
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professional competencies required of modern specialists in
the labour market. Language education therefore faces the
task of identifying pedagogical strategies and innovations
that can improve language proficiency and communicative
competence. These developments help young profession-
als communicate effectively with people from diverse cul-
tural backgrounds and participate in international business
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collaboration (Diem, 2025; Galskova et al., 2025; Osiyan-
ova et al., 2024;) and may also enhance graduates’ employ-
ability and broaden their access to job opportunities both
locally and internationally.

Furthermore, both educators and employers note that
changes in students’ interpersonal communication styles
require new tools to prepare them for future careers
(Peredy et al., 2024; Zierock et al., 2025). Contemporary
communication practices, strongly influenced by
computer-mediated interaction, multicultural environ-
ments, and changing value systems (Peredy et al., 2024;
Yelenevskaya & Protassova, 2021), are also connected to
young people’s early integration into the digital world.
This influences how they perceive and process informa-
tion and is associated with changes in behavioural
patterns, language norms, and the ways in which ideas are
formulated and interpreted. As the boundary between off-
line and online communication in educational and profes-
sional settings becomes increasingly blurred, social plat-
forms have developed into important spaces for sharing
news, ideas, and opinions in both personal and professional
contexts (Kharkovskaya et al., 2022; Malyuga et al.,
2019); for cultural transmission and the circulation of val-
ues (Malyuga et al., 2019; Snezhko, 2025); and for devel-
oping skills relevant to academic and professional commu-
nication (Galskova et al., 2025; Osiyanova et al., 2024).

Processing information in digital environments re-
quires the ability to filter content quickly. In this regard,
language economy and visibility become increasingly im-
portant (Malyuga et al., 2019; Snezhko, 2025). Younger
generations tend to favour visual content; today’s students
often prefer to look rather than read. In everyday commu-
nication, visuals (photos, videos, infographics, memes,
emojis, stickers, etc.) are often perceived as clearer and
more convenient than lengthy verbal explanations, as
they allow the message to be grasped instantly. In many
cases, images replace text.

These communication trends among young people
cannot be ignored in the learning process. Communication
practices modelled in English classes should reflect natural
patterns of interpersonal interaction. Language teachers
therefore need to identify new ways of creating conditions
that support the achievement of learning objectives. Mul-
timodal discourse offers valuable possibilities in this
regard, since in many educational settings, including
second language classrooms, academic discourse is inher-
ently multimodal. Multimodality refers to the use of di-
verse semiotic resources (verbal and non-verbal modes
such as language, images, sounds, and gestures) within a
communicative act to convey information (Carrié-Pastor,
2022; Sukhova et al., 2021). Considering the ways in
which contemporary students perceive and process in-
formation, the non-verbal modes of multimodal discourse
represent a promising tool for language education, as they
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contribute to richer academic discourse, increase students’
engagement and interest in learning, and can support im-
proved learning outcomes.

Although not a fully innovative pedagogical concept
or tool, multimodal discourse has attracted increasing at-
tention from English language teachers. It complements
formal methods of English instruction by introducing visu-
ally engaging forms of communication. Academic mul-
timodal discourse is typically represented by extended
texts combining several semiotic resources and described
as multimodal, hybrid, polycode, or creolised texts. Their
didactic potential can support the development of students’
language and communication skills.

Multimodality has become an increasingly important
concept in contemporary communication and language
education. As multimodal texts are widely encountered in
everyday life, students are expected to interpret and pro-
duce messages that combine linguistic and visual elements.
This development raises questions about how multimodal
forms of communication can be effectively incorporated
into language education and what role they may play in
supporting students’ communicative development. These
considerations provide the basis for the present study,
which examines the pedagogical potential of multimodal
discourse in EFL instruction.

Hence, the study pursues two main objectives. First, it
aims to describe the linguistic characteristics of multimodal
discourse by analysing how different semiotic resources
contribute to meaning making and which multimodal
techniques are used to achieve communicative goals.
Second, it seeks to specify the methodological functions of
multimodal discourse and to evaluate its effectiveness in
EFL instruction. To achieve these aims, the study ad-
dresses the following tasks: (i) to conceptualise multimodal
discourse as a system of interacting semiotic resources; (ii)
to analyse meaning-making processes arising from the in-
tegration of linguistic and visual elements; (iii) to examine
the pragmatic functions of multimodal discourse in aca-
demic communication; (iv) to assess the communicative
competences that multimodal texts can support in EFL in-
struction; and (v) to analyse the pedagogical functions of
multimodal texts and the factors influencing students” and
teachers’ preferences for their use in academic activities.

To examine the role of multimodal discourse in educa-
tional communication, the present study employs a ped-
agogical experiment (observation) and a survey conducted
among bachelor’s degree students and teachers who use
multimodal texts in the learning process. The research in-
tends to ascertain whether text multimodality can contrib-
ute to improvements in students’ English proficiency, sup-
port the development of communicative competences, and
enhance learning motivation. At the same time, the study
also considers potential limitations associated with the use
of multimodal discourse in English language education.

Training, Language L’llh{ CLL/[LH‘C 115
S g
& S &


https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0
https://doi.org/10.22363/2521-442X-2026-10-1-114-125
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0

Training, Language and Culture
guag

rudn.tlcjournal.org
&

Volume 10 Issue 1, 2026, pp. 114-125

2. METHODOLOGY

2.1. Research design

The study is grounded in communication theory,
which treats the communicative act as a multimodal pro-
cess. In this perspective, communication reflects reality
through interconnected verbal and non-verbal sign sys-
tems. Multiple channels of information transmission inter-
act with one another, and meaning is distributed across lin-
guistic, visual, auditory, and gestural resources. The study
therefore adopts a multimodal perspective to examine how
these modes combine in meaning-making processes. In ad-
dition, a communicative-pragmatic perspective is applied
to analyse language and text as multimodal systems and to
examine the semantic and pragmatic effects produced
through the interaction of different modes.

The methodological design combines several analytic-
al procedures. Multimodal discourse analysis, multimodal
interaction analysis, and content analysis are used to ex-
amine multimodal discourse, its linguistic features, its in-
ternal organisation, and the processes through which
meaning is constructed. This analytical framework enables
the decomposition of multimodal texts into their verbal
and visual components while also allowing the analysis of
how these components function together within a commu-
nicative whole.

To investigate the pedagogical role of multimodal dis-
course in EFL instruction, the study employs: (i) qualitat-
ive and quantitative methods for data collection and
sampling; (ii) general scientific procedures of analysis and
synthesis, description, and generalisation; as well as (iii)

Table 1
Student participants by major and year of study

YEAR OF MAJORS AND NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS
Trade and Commerce

First year 9

Second year 7

Third year 10

Fourth year 8

Total 34

Additional data for the present study was collected
through questionnaire surveys administered to both stu-
dents and teachers. The survey was completed anonym-
ously via an online platform and was organised in several
stages.

The questionnaire included both closed-ended items
requiring yes/no responses and open-ended questions in-
viting explanations and comments.
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empirical methods that model situations of intercultural
and business communication in English language classes
through the application of multimodal discourse.

2.2. Pedagogical procedure design

To examine the proposed hypothesis concerning the
effectiveness of multimodal discourse in language educa-
tion, the study employed an observational pedagogical ex-
periment. The experiment was organised as classroom ob-
servation focusing on students’ engagement in activities
involving multimodal discourse and their learning out-
comes. This design was selected to observe the use of mul-
timodal materials under natural classroom conditions
rather than in a controlled experimental setting. For this
reason, the study did not include separate experimental
and control groups. Instead, students’ activity, motivation,
and performance were analysed by comparing their work
with multimodal texts and with traditional instructional
materials.

The experiment was conducted during the 2024—
2025 academic year at MGIMO University. The parti-
cipants included 65 undergraduate students majoring in
Trade and Commerce and Ecology and Nature Manage-
ment (see Table 1) who were studying English as a foreign
language. Their English proficiency levels corresponded to
intermediate and upper-intermediate. In addition, 15 in-
structors participated in the study.

The procedure involved observing students’ class-
room work with multimodal texts and analysing indicators
of engagement and learning outcomes.

Ecology and Nature Management Total
10 19
8 15
8 18
5 13
31 65

Stage 1 aimed to evaluate students’ familiarity with
multimodal texts, their defining characteristics, and stu-
dents’ experience of working with extended texts. At this
stage, the questionnaire included the following questions:
(i) Do you know what a multimodal text is? (if) Can you
provide a definition or explain the specific characteristics
of a multimodal text? (iii) Do you know the differences
between a regular (traditional) text and a multimodal text?
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(iv) Have you ever encountered a multimodal text in any
academic discipline? If so, was the experience successful?
(v) Have you encountered multimodal texts in English
classes? If yes, what types of information did they present?
(vi) Do you think multimodal texts have advantages over
regular texts? Why or why not?

Stage 2 focused on analysing students’ perceptions of
the benefits of multimodal discourse and assessing their
experience of working with such texts. Students were
asked to respond to the following questions: (i) What ad-
vantages do you think multimodal texts have over tradi-
tional texts? (ii) How can learning through multimodal
texts benefit your understanding of academic material?
(iii) Do multimodal texts increase your interest in learning
English and your engagement in classroom activities? (iv)
What skills or abilities do you think multimodal texts can
develop more effectively in English classes than traditional
texts? Why? (v) What limitations, if any, do multimodal
texts have compared with regular texts? (vi) What diffi-
culties do you encounter when working with multimodal
texts? (vii) Into which stages do you usually divide your
work with a multimodal text? (viii) Are you able to create
a multimodal text? If so, what challenges do you usually
face?

Stage 3 examined students’ preferences regarding the
type of text used as a source of information and the content
typically presented in multimodal texts. The questionnaire
included the following questions: (i) As a source of inform-
ation, do you prefer paper-based or digital texts? Please ex-
plain your choice. (ii) In your learning experience, would
you prefer to work with multimodal texts or traditional
texts? Why? (iii) What types of information or learning
material do you think are best presented through mul-
timodal texts? (iv) Do you generally prefer working with
multimodal texts under the teacher’s guidance or inde-
pendently?

The teachers were asked similar questions, though
these focused primarily on the didactic and methodological
potential of multimodal discourse.

Both paper-based and digital texts were used in the
study. The multimodal texts selected varied in the relative
prominence of their components, meaning that in some
cases visual elements predominated while in others lin-
guistic elements were more central. The content of the
multimodal texts covered topics from general English for
junior students and business-related themes for senior stu-
dents.

The texts were selected so that they corresponded
with the organisational, motivational, communicative, and
content-related objectives of the lessons, ensuring that
they supported rather than distracted from the instruction-
al tasks. In addition, the texts were intended to supple-
ment lesson materials with additional informational and
value-oriented content.
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The texts were used for presenting new material, or-
ganising discussion, and checking students’ comprehen-
sion. At later stages of the experiment, the tasks became
more complex and required students to produce their own
multimodal texts based on the content of conventional
written texts.

2.3. Analytical procedure

The expected outcomes of the use of multimodal dis-
course in English learning were evaluated in terms of stu-
dents’ learning activity, engagement, and performance.
Student performance was assessed according to the follow-
ing criteria: (i) students’ readiness and willingness to re-
spond to the teacher’s questions about the text; (ii) parti-
cipation in teacher-led, pair, or group discussions on the
topic or issue under consideration; (iii) appropriate use of
active vocabulary and grammatical structures, including
the number of grammatical, lexical, and stylistic errors;
(iv) the expression of personal opinions, attitudes, or com-
ments; (v) the quality of oral and written texts produced
by students; and (vi) the quality of multimodal texts pro-
duced by students, including the appropriate use of verbal
and visual communicative modes.

The selected methodology and the nature of the ped-
agogical process allow for a detailed analysis of the role of
multimodal discourse in language learning, while also es-
tablishing certain limitations for the interpretation of the
results. Several methodological limitations should there-
fore be acknowledged.

First, there were no specific instruments for measur-
ing indicators such as engagement and motivation. As a
result, the analysis relied primarily on teacher observa-
tions and evaluations, which introduces a degree of sub-
jectivity into the interpretation of the data. Although these
observations were informed by theoretical principles of
linguistic and pedagogical research and by the results of
the classroom experiment, some degree of evaluative
judgement remains inevitable.

Second, the quantitative scope and time frame of the
study impose certain constraints. The analysis of the use of
multimodal discourse in English instruction is sufficient to
identify its key characteristics and observed effects within
the stated conditions and time period, but it does not claim
to provide an exhaustive and all-embracing evaluation of
its effectiveness.

Third, the content of instructional materials also
presents limitations. Not all academic topics can be effect-
ively addressed through multimodal discourse, and not all
types of information can easily be transformed into mul-
timodal texts produced by students.

These limitations do not diminish the value of the
findings but rather define the boundaries within which the
results should be interpreted and indicate possible direc-
tions for future research.
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3. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

3.1. Multimodality and the multimodal nature of
communication

The term multimodality, introduced by Kress and Van
Leeuwen (2001), is now widely used in contemporary re-
search. A substantial body of scholarship examines mul-
timodality across different disciplines, including linguistics
(Kress & Van Leeuwen, 2001; Sanchez-Stockhammer,
2012), education (Diem, 2025; Sihombing et al., 2022), so-
ciology and cultural studies (Kress, 2009; Snezhko, 2025),
and psychology (Demuth, 2022).

In line with linguistic research on multimodality
(Kress, 2009; Carrié-Pastor, 2022; Sihombing et al.,
2022), it can be understood as a system of verbal and non-
verbal sign resources and the principles governing their in-
teraction within a communicative act. In this perspective,
communication is realised through a combination of textu-
al, visual, auditory, and gestural modes that together con-
tribute to the construction of meaning. Because these dif-
ferent modes — including written text, images, video,
sound, and bodily expression — are used simultaneously,
recipients must engage multiple perceptual channels to in-
terpret the intended message (Kress, 2009; Ledin &
Machin, 2020).

Human communication therefore relies on a variety
of semiotic resources rather than a single sign system. Al-
though linguistic expression often occupies a central role,
communication cannot be reduced to language alone. In-
stead, meaning is constructed through the interaction of
several communicative modes (Carrié-Pastor, 2022; Kress,
2009). Within this perspective, it is customary to distin-
guish between verbal and non-verbal communicative re-
sources. Verbal resources refer to linguistic codes realised
in written or spoken language. Non-verbal resources in-
clude visual, auditory, paralinguistic, and extra-linguistic
elements.

Visual and auditory modes encompass such elements
as images, graphic design, page layout, colour, sound,
video, and other audiovisual materials. Paralinguistic fea-
tures include vocal characteristics such as tempo, timbre,
tone, and intonation. Extra-linguistic resources involve
bodily expressions such as gestures, posture, facial expres-
sions, and eye contact. The combination of these elements
forms a system in which different modes may complement
one another or modify the interpretation of other compon-
ents within the communicative act.

The development of digital technologies has further
expanded the role of multimodal communication. The
widespread use of video, voice messages, graphic symbols,
and other visual elements (such as emoticons and stickers)
has contributed to the emergence of new communicative
practices. Such forms of multimodal communication are
now widely observed not only in everyday interaction but
also in educational and professional environments. As a
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result, extended multimodal texts and discourse have be-
come increasingly common in contemporary communica-
tion.

3.2. Meaning construction in multimodal discourse

Multimodal discourse represents a complex semiotic
system in which different symbolic resources interact to
construct meaning in communication (Diem, 2025; Jewitt,
2017). Discourse may be viewed as an open, holistic sys-
tem capable of self-organisation through dynamic trans-
formation, with nonlinearity considered one of its defining
properties (Ponomarenko et al., 2020; Van Dijk, 2015).
This can also be applied to multimodal discourse as mean-
ings are formed by discursive components (in this case,
verbal and non-verbal resources) and interpreted in the
process of discourse development, when the discourse
switches between different modes. As Baldry and Thibault
(2006) maintain, although all resources combined and in-
tegrated within the certain discourse are separate modes of
meaning-making, they form a synergistic whole which
cannot be reduced to or explained in terms of the mere sum
of its separate parts. Many linguists also emphasise this in
their works. Thus, Kress (2009) suggests that modes do
not exist in isolation but always in conjunction with
others. Ledin and Machin (2020) term it a ‘composition’
that possesses an overarching wholeness, with the con-
stituent parts interrelated in various ways. Diverse mul-
timodal techniques are not simply juxtaposed but strategic-
ally connected with one another effectively conveying the
intended meanings. Interplay between the components of
multimodal discourse reinforces the communication effect
and potentially amplify their influence on the recipient
(Bateman, 2014; Sukhova et al., 2021).

Multimodal discourse in language education may also
be treated as specialised discourse, given that language in-
struction in higher education is commonly linked to stu-
dents’ disciplinary fields. In this respect, discourse reflects
general, academic, and professional domains of knowledge
and practice (Galskova et al., 2025). Specialised discourse
is typically characterised by a specific communicative situ-
ation, a clearly defined thematic focus, the use of special-
ised terminology, and the professional community within
which communication occurs. According to Galskova et al.
(2025), there is also ‘a range of factors that affect communica-
tion, such as the setting, type of event, the psychological atmo-
sphere within the community, relationships among its members,
and their professional interests and perspectives’ (Galskova et
al., 2025, p. 61).

Facing a real challenge to find a proper balance
between conventional and cutting-edge methodological
tools, educators search for new ways of text design and
text production. The present study suggests that the use of
multimodal texts in language education represents a prom-
ising direction for pedagogical development in this respect.
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3.3. Core features of a multimodal text

A multimodal text is an extended text that combines
several semiotic resources. In pedagogical traditions, re-
lated terms such as polycode, hybrid, and creolised text are
also used (Novospasskaya & Zou, 2021; Platonova et al.,
2015; Sanchez-Stockhammer, 2012). In the present study,
the term multimodal text is preferred, with particular atten-
tion given to texts integrating verbal and visual compon-
ents. The verbal mode represents the linguistic component
of the text. The visual mode includes images, photographs,
tables, diagrams, page layout, typography, colour, and, in
digital multimodal texts, video and film clips.

In general, both components contribute to the con-
struction and interpretation of meaning. However, the re-
lationship between verbal and visual elements may vary.
In many cases, the verbal component predominates, and
the removal of visual elements does not substantially affect
the core informational content of the text. In such cases,
visuals primarily serve an illustrative or attention-direct-
ing function, drawing the reader’s attention and providing
contextual framing for the message.

In other cases, the visual component is essential for
the interpretation of the text. Removing the image may
compromise the integrity of the message and lead to in-
complete or incorrect interpretation. In such instances,
visual elements may summarise key information, repres-
ent relationships between concepts, or extend the informa-
tion presented verbally. This type of relationship is com-
mon in charts, diagrams, and concept maps. In the present
study, this latter type of multimodal text predominated.

Building on classifications proposed in previous re-
search (Carrié-Pastor, 2022; Danielsson & Selander, 2021;
Unsworth, 2006), the analysis distinguishes several types

Table 2
Core features of multimodal discourse in language instruction

LINGUISTIC FEATURES

Participants F1 F2 F3
Students (n=65) 46 63 57
Teachers (n=15) 13 10 8
Total score per point 59 73 65
Total percentage per point 73.75 91.25 81.2

Different communicative modes (textual, graphical,
and paralinguistic) complement one another and contrib-
ute to the construction of meaning. Their combined use
encourages students to engage with both explicit and im-
plicit aspects of message formation. From a pedagogical
perspective, multimodal discourse may increase learner

Victoria L. Malakhova

of relationships between verbal and visual components: (i)
parallel correlation, where the meaning conveyed visually
corresponds directly to the meaning expressed verbally;
(i) cross correlation, where verbal and visual elements par-
tially overlap in their semantic and pragmatic
contribution; (iii) oppositive correlation, where the visual
component contradicts the verbal message, often produ-
cing humour or prompting critical interpretation; (iv) inter-
pretive correlation, where the relationship between the two
modes is indirect or associative and requires the reader to
infer the connection between them; and (v) complementary
correlation, where one component supports or elaborates
the meaning conveyed by the other.

A multimodal text should therefore be interpreted as a
unified whole in which different modes contribute jointly
to the construction of meaning.

4.STUDY RESULTS

The results of the study indicate that EFL instruction
can benefit from the use of multimodal texts. Their poten-
tial lies in their dual nature, as multimodal discourse func-
tions simultaneously as a linguistic and a pedagogical phe-
nomenon. Based on the analysis of the questionnaire data,
several core features of multimodal texts were identified
from both linguistic and didactic perspectives. These fea-
tures include: F1 combined modes of information presenta-
tion; F2 message focusing; F3 concise presentation of in-
formation; F4 attention attraction; F5 achievement of mul-
tiple communicative goals; F6 diversity of learning materi-
als; F7 reduction of tension in the learning process; F8
comprehension checking; and F9 entertainment. Table 2
presents the distribution of responses provided by students
and teachers regarding these features.

DIDACTIC FEATURES

F4 F5 F6 F7 F8 F9
60 17 54 62 58 63
15 12 15 12 15 12
75 29 69 74 73 75
93.75 36.25 86.25 92.5 91.25 93.75

engagement and motivation. It can also support classroom
interaction and facilitate learning outcomes. In addition,
multimodal texts contribute to the development of a range
of student abilities, skills, and competences. Table 3 sum-
marises the main abilities and competences that multimod-
al texts were observed to support in the learning process.
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Table 3

Student abilities and competences supported by multimodal texts
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LANGUAGE COMPETENCES COGNITIVE ACTIVITIES MULTIMODAL LITERACY

(i) activation of active and passive vocabulary and grammar (i) critical and analytical thinking (i) comprehension skills

(i) development of oral and written communication skills (ii) diverse forms of thought expression (i) contextual inference

(iii) expansion of linguistic and professional knowledge (i) visual perception (iii) interpretive strategies
(iv) imagination (iv) information summarisation
(v) creativity

The experiment revealed observable changes in stu-
dents’ ability to search for relevant information, filter and
synthesise it, evaluate evidence, identify examples and ar-
guments, draw conclusions from texts and visual materials,
and express and justify their opinions. The results also
support the assumption that the non-verbal component of
a multimodal text — in this study primarily the visual ele-
ment — can stimulate reflection and discussion when com-
bined with the linguistic component of the text. Students
were more willing to engage in the introductory stage of
discussions when a topic or text was presented through
multimodal materials.

The observations further suggest that students did not
passively receive information but actively constructed
knowledge through interaction with the learning materials
and with their peers. This process appeared to support col-
laboration and group interaction, as students participated

Table 4

more readily in classroom discussions and collaborative
activities. Multimodal academic materials therefore con-
tributed to the creation of a more engaging learning envir-
onment.

The questionnaire results indicate that most students
and teachers expressed positive attitudes toward the use of
multimodal discourse in language education. Students re-
ported that multimodal materials help reduce the mono-
tony associated with traditional instructional formats and
support their learning process. Many students also noted
that multimodal texts were beneficial for both foreign lan-
guage learning and the study of their academic disciplines.
Some respondents emphasised the usefulness of such ma-
terials for independent learning and self-directed study.
Teachers similarly pointed to the potential of multimodal
texts to support the development of a range of student
competences.

Preferences for multimodal discourse in foreign language instruction

PARTICIPANTS

MULTIMODAL TEXTS USAGE

First-year students (n=19) 83%
Second-year students (n=15) 67%
Third-year students (n=18) 54%
Fourth-year students (n=13) 78%
Teachers (n=15) 75%

The results of the experiment suggest that students
developed substantial experience in working with mul-
timodal texts in English classes, which may also be applic-
able in their future professional activities.

Overall, the findings indicate that multimodal dis-
course in EFL instruction may: (i) bring classroom commu-
nication closer to authentic academic and professional in-
teraction; (ii) support a more individualised learning pro-
cess; (iii) facilitate multiple forms of monitoring students’
progress and learning outcomes; (iv) encourage student
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self-assessment and self-regulation of knowledge and
skills; (v) increase learner engagement and motivation; (vi)
introduce elements of creativity and interest into language
learning; and (vii) support the adaptation of teaching prac-
tices to the demands of contemporary digital communica-
tion.

The results suggest that multimodal discourse repres-
ents a valuable didactic resource for language education
and may contribute to enriching students’ learning experi-
ences.
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5. DISCUSSION

Having examined the main characteristics and func-
tions of multimodal texts, the study conceptualises them in
terms of three interrelated aspects: linguistic, instructional,
and educational. The three aspects are closely interconnec-
ted and mutually dependent, forming a coherent structure.
Analysis of the model components indicates the active in-
tegration of the linguistic features of multimodal discourse
into EFL instruction.

Table 5

Victoria L. Malakhova

In many cases, multimodal discourse serves as a valu-
able resource for creating a more engaging academic learn-
ing environment. The findings suggest that the use of mul-
timodal discourse in English learning may increase student
engagement and support more effective learning outcomes.
To examine students’ interest in the learning process,
levels of classroom engagement and learning performance
were compared when students worked with traditional
texts and with multimodal texts.

Students’ motivation and performance in English learning through multimodal discourse

PARTICIPANTS

First-year students (n=19)
Second-year students (n=15)
Third-year students (n=18)
Fourth-year students (n=13)

Total

The findings indicate that the use of multimodal dis-
course is associated with increased student engagement
and learning activity in English classes. A comparison of
motivation levels across different years of study showed
that the highest level of motivation was observed among
first-year students (35%), while the lowest was recorded
among third-year students (10%). Second- and fourth-year
students demonstrated comparable levels of motivation
(25% and 30%, respectively). When explaining their in-
terest, junior students most frequently referred to the en-
tertaining character of multimodal materials and the re-
duced cognitive strain involved in processing information.
Senior students, in contrast, emphasised the development
of multimodal literacy and the ability to present informa-
tion in a concise and structured form.

Classroom observations also indicated that visual ele-
ments may facilitate and strengthen the comprehension of
textual messages, a view supported by approximately 75%
of the teachers surveyed. In addition, 70% of students and
83% of teachers reported that pictorial components func-
tion in combination with textual content to reinforce the
intended message. The questionnaire results further
showed that most students (approximately 71%) expressed
positive attitudes toward the use of multimodal discourse
in language education.

These perceptions appear to be related to several func-
tions performed by multimodal texts. First, visual ele-
ments illustrate and complement the verbal component
(informative and illustrative functions), which may sup-
port rapid comprehension of the text and allow readers to

MOTIVATION (%)

82

65

52

78

69.25

PERFORMANCE (%)
72
80
75
87

78.5

anticipate the topic before engaging with the written con-
tent (introductory function). Second, pictorial components
attract attention (attention-directing function) and intro-
duce variety into conventional text-based activities (en-
tertainment function). Third, images can convey informa-
tion implicitly, enabling interpretation of meanings not
directly stated the verbal content (descriptive function).
Fourth, visual elements may evoke emotional responses
and contribute to students’” aesthetic perception of the ma-
terial (expressive and aesthetic functions). Finally, the in-
tegration of verbal and visual components creates a richer
communicative situation and may encourage collaborative
interaction among students (communicative function).

However, some students (approximately 20%) repor-
ted several difficulties when working with multimodal
texts. These students indicated that they sometimes ex-
perienced confusion when information was presented
through multiple semiotic resources. Approximately 8% of
respondents specifically mentioned inconsistencies
between verbal and visual components, the unclear func-
tion of certain visual elements, or situations in which
graphical elements appeared to hinder rather than support
comprehension of the multimodal text, including its verbal
component. Some students also noted that visual symbols
could distract their attention and make it more difficult to
concentrate on the core learning material. Several re-
spondents emphasised that the visual component should be
unambiguous and clearly related to the textual content.
Others considered the verbal component to be more im-
portant than the visual elements.
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According to the observations, such difficulties were
more frequently reported by students with an intermediate
level of English proficiency. One possible explanation is
that these students may be more accustomed to conven-
tional instructional formats and may have less experience
in interpreting multimodal materials. Limited background
knowledge or developing analytical skills may therefore
contribute to uncertainty when learners are confronted
with multiple semiotic systems simultaneously.

The questionnaire results also indicate that most Eng-
lish teachers (75%) recognise the value of multimodal dis-
course in language education. This suggests a growing in-
terest among instructors in developing new teaching tech-
niques and in addressing the limitations of traditional
single-mode instructional practices. Nevertheless, a minor-
ity of teachers (approximately 25%) did not consider mul-
timodal discourse to be significantly beneficial in their
teaching practice.

Application of multimodal texts in English language
instruction appears to support the development of several
learner competences. Observations from the study indicate
improvements in the following areas: (i) language profi-
ciency, including greater accuracy and fluency in the target
language, as well as communicative competence, under-
stood as the ability to recognise situational requirements
and audience expectations and to respond to different rhet-
orical conventions; (ii) practical language skills related to
working with information presented in different genres
and formats; (iii) multimodal literacy, including the ability
to interpret and integrate information conveyed through
different semiotic modes; (iv) cognitive activity, including
analytical and critical thinking, imagination, and
creativity, together with the development of sociocultural
knowledge; (v) the production of both multimodal and con-
ventional texts; and (vi) the expansion of general and pro-
fessionally relevant knowledge.

Working with extended multimodal texts also ap-
pears to broaden students’ interpretive experience through
exposure to multiple perspectives and representational
formats. Such materials encourage students to consider
how different communicative modes function together in
conveying meaning and how verbal and visual resources
complement one another. In this respect, multimodal texts
contribute to the development of multimodal literacy, as
they encourage students to analyse relationships between
visual and verbal elements and to apply these principles in
their own text production (for example, reports, Power-
Point presentations, web pages, posters, charts, or concept
maps). Students gradually acquire skills related to mul-
timodal text design, including the selection of appropriate
semiotic resources in accordance with their communicative
potential, their functional role in the text, and the expecta-
tions of the intended audience (Danielsson & Selander,
2021).
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The development of communicative competence also
prepares students to function more effectively in real com-
municative situations, as it encourages the use of different
communicative modes depending on audience and
purpose. These abilities may also support students’ future
professional activity, as multimodal communication is in-
creasingly used in a wide range of professional contexts.

In addition, visual elements often reflect cultural fea-
tures and contemporary social trends associated with the
target language. In this way, they may convey cultural
norms and values characteristic of English-speaking com-
munities. Exposure to such materials may contribute to the
development of students’ intercultural awareness and in-
fluence their communicative and social behaviour
(Snezhko, 2025; Xiong et al., 2022).

Classroom work with multimodal texts can be organ-
ised in various ways. The present study proposes an in-
structional sequence for working with multimodal texts in
English language teaching that consists of several stages.
This step-by-step organisation of activities supports the
gradual interpretation of meaning during reading and dis-
cussion and contributes to both comprehension of the text
and the development of students’ multimodal literacy.

Stage 1. Preparatory (lead-in) phase. This stage intro-
duces the topic or issue and focuses on the interpretation of
the visual component of the text. Two directions of activ-
ity are possible at this stage. First, the teacher may intro-
duce the topic through preliminary discussion by asking
questions such as: What do you know about ...? Have you ever
encountered ...? Can you explain what ... is? A picture, image,
photograph, or short video may then be presented to sup-
port and extend responses. Description and interpretation
of the visual element serve as a link between the initial
discussion and the subsequent work with the text.

Alternatively, the activity may begin with the
presentation of a visual element without revealing the title
or slogan of the text. Students may be asked questions such
as: What issue do you think this image illustrates? What aspect
of the topic does the image emphasise? Why do you think these
visual elements were chosen? What emotions does the image
evoke? After this discussion, the title or accompanying slo-
gan can be introduced so that students can compare their
interpretations with the intended message.

From a pedagogical perspective, this stage stimulates
critical and analytical thinking and activates vocabulary
and grammatical structures learned in previous lessons. It
also allows the teacher to identify gaps in students’ know-
ledge that may require further clarification. In addition,
the activity engages students’ personal experience, back-
ground knowledge, and sociocultural awareness, including
knowledge related to their future professional fields.

Stage 2. Text comprehension phase. At this stage, stu-
dents work with the verbal component of the multimodal
text. They read it, identify its main idea and message, and
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discuss the key points. Students also analyse how the
verbal and visual elements interact in conveying meaning.
This stage reinforces the active vocabulary and grammat-
ical structures associated with the unit or section.

Stage 3. Comparative analysis phase. During this stage,
students analyse the information presented in the text by
distinguishing between familiar and new facts, identifying
relevant and interesting information, and considering how
the material may relate to their academic specialisations.
This stage contributes to the expansion of students’ know-
ledge. Students also compare the verbal and visual com-
ponents of the text. They consider whether both modes
convey the same meaning or whether the visual element
expands or modifies the information presented verbally. In
addition, they analyse the effect created by the visual com-
ponent (for example, whether it introduces humour or em-
phasises the seriousness of the issue) and discuss which
component — verbal or visual — most effectively supports
comprehension of the text’s central idea.

Stage 4. Creative production phase. In the final stage,
students present the text they have studied. This can be
carried out during the lesson or assigned as independent
work. A variety of formats may be used, including oral re-
telling, written summaries, presentations, concept or mind
maps, diagrams, and charts. Activities may also include
monologues, dialogues, group discussions, or role-play
tasks. This stage develops students’ ability to produce co-
herent oral and written texts, including multimodal texts.
[t also strengthens oral and written communication skills
and promotes students’ ability to interpret communicative
situations from a rhetorical perspective.

Although the proposed instructional sequence is relat-
ively extensive, not all stages are required for every text.
Depending on the learning objectives and the content of
the material, the teacher may focus on selected stages or
even a single stage of the procedure.

6. CONCLUSION

Although conventional texts remain widely used in
English language teaching, interest in multimodal dis-
course has increased in recent years. A growing number of
educators view extended texts as a useful resource in lan-
guage learning. Multimodal discourse may offer several ad-
vantages for EFL instruction compared with conventional

Victoria L. Malakhova

text-based materials. At the same time, the use of mul-
timodal resources may present certain practical challenges
for teachers and learners.

Multimodal discourse involves multiple semiotic re-
sources — such as language, images, sounds, and gestures —
which jointly contribute to meaning construction and in-
formation transmission. This mode of communication dif-
fers from more traditional text-based forms of expression.
The present study focused primarily on multimodal texts
that combine verbal and visual elements.

The study examined multimodal discourse from the
perspectives of linguistics, communication theory, and for-
eign language pedagogy. It described the characteristics of
multimodal discourse and multimodal texts, identified
their potential advantages in teaching English to students
of non-linguistic majors, and systematised the key student
competences associated with the use of multimodal materi-
als. The findings suggest that multimodal texts may con-
tribute to the development of language and communication
competence, multimodal literacy, and certain cognitive
abilities. They may also support the expansion of students’
general and professional knowledge and encourage learner
motivation and autonomy.

One possible explanation for these effects is that mul-
timodal texts often approximate real-life communication
and professional environments. They frequently incorpor-
ate authentic materials and reflect contemporary social,
cultural, and professional practices. In addition, distribut-
ing information across different semiotic modes may facil-
itate comprehension of complex material. The study also
proposed an instructional sequence for working with mul-
timodal texts in the EFL classroom.

The theoretical contribution of the study lies in the
systematisation of the features and functions of multimod-
al texts, which contributes to ongoing research on mul-
timodality in linguistics. The practical relevance of the
study concerns the potential application of multimodal
texts in foreign language teaching, as the findings may in-
form the use of multimodal techniques in EFL instruction.

Contemporary communication — both offline and on-
line — combines multiple semiotic resources, including
textual, visual, and audio elements. As a result, extended
texts integrating several modes within a single communic-
ative structure are becoming increasingly common. This
development poses challenges both for traditional dis-
course analysis and for language education. In linguistic
analysis, exclusive attention to verbal language may over-
look significant aspects of meaning construction. In lan-
guage teaching, these changes encourage the search for ef-
fective pedagogical strategies that account for multimodal
forms of communication. For this reason, multimodal dis-
course represents a relevant area of interest for language
education, particularly in the context of expanding digital
and online learning environments.
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