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Abstract: 

This study explores how the synergistic relations of multimodal symbolic resources construct classroom discourse. 

To this end, we combine two perspectives—multimodal interaction analysis and systemic functional linguistics to 

divide modal integration into two dimensions, meaning and representation, based on which we construct a new 

intersemiotic analytical framework to explore how different symbolic modes combine to provide meaning in the 

Chinese as a foreign language classroom. The findings show that teachers in such courses focus more on the 

visualization process of thinking and that coordinating rich symbolic resources exercises students' Chinese thinking 

skills and learning initiatives. At the same time, we demonstrate that combining these two research perspectives can 

strongly contribute to the development of multimodal interaction analysis in teaching and learning, providing 

practical implications for improving the quality of teaching. Furthermore, the analytical framework proposed in this 

paper can be applied to more types of teaching practices in the future, offering a valuable reference for multimodal 

applications of classroom discourse. 

Keywords: classroom discourse, modal integration, multimodal interaction analysis, systemic functional linguistics. 

课堂话语中的联际现象：系统功能语言学与多模态交互分析的双重视角 

摘要： 

本研究探讨多模态符号资源的协同关系如何构建课堂话语。为此，我们结合多模态交互分析和系统功能语

言学两个视角，将模态整合分为意义和表征两个维度，在此基础上构建新的符号间分析框架，探讨不同符

号模式如何结合起来提供意义。 汉语作为外语课堂。研究结果表明，此类课程的教师更注重思维的形象化

过程，搭配丰富的符号资源锻炼了学生的语文思维能力和学习主动性。同时，我们证明，结合这两种研究
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视角可以极大地促进教学中多模态交互分析的发展，为提高教学质量提供实际意义。此外，本文提出的分

析框架可以应用于未来更多类型的教学实践，为课堂话语的多模态应用提供有价值的参考。 
 

关键词：课堂话语、模态整合、多模态交互分析、系统功能语言学。 

 

1. Introduction 
With the development and use of educational 

technology resources, classroom teaching gradually 

shifts from a traditional pedagogical model to a 

typically multimodal experience with a complex 

discursive pattern. Although language was previously 

seen as the primary resource in teaching and learning, 

from a multimodal perspective, meaning is constructed 

by combining various symbolic resources (Jewitt et al., 

2016, p. 2). After that, it becomes essential to 

investigate how the modalities interplay. Collaborative 

relations have been the focus of research in studying 

interrelations between multimodalities. The reason for 

this is that multimodal discourse analysis studies are 

subjective (Zhanzi & Danyun, 2012), and collaborative 

relations can, to a certain extent, reflect the 

psychological assumptions of the designer, who, on the 

one hand, chooses the necessary modalities and, on the 

other hand, organizes them in an orderly manner to 

form a modal combination as a whole in order to 

accomplish the communicative task most effectively 

(Kress, 2010). Therefore, it is essential to explore the 

interaction of different symbolic resources in expressing 

meaning to accurately decode complex multimodal 

discourse. In past studies of classroom discourse, 

analysts have focused on the linguistic model of 

teacher-student interaction (Walsh, 2006). With the 

intervention of a multimodal perspective, scholars have 

applied it to teaching and learning. They discovered that 

language cannot explain the meaning of information 

made up of various modalities. Language and literacy 

are partial carriers of meaning (Kress, 2003, p. 35). 

O'Halloran (2007, p. 79) further noted that the study of 

linguistic discourse has theoretical constraints and tends 

to oversimplify and misrepresent the true nature of 

teaching practice. In recent years, multimodal 

classroom teaching has received attention from 

researchers and been applied to discuss the construction 

of teaching discourse in different lesson types. With the 

gradual advancement of research, the synergistic 

relationship between symbols has been discussed by 

scholars, such as the interplay between gestures and 

language modalities (Lim, 2019, 2021), classroom 

power relations embodied under the integration of 

symbolic resources (Komarawan, 2019), and the 

construction of the meaning of multiple symbolic 

resources in children's classroom discourse (Taylor, 

2014). Different symbolic resources in the classroom 

environment carry a rich semantic potential (Halliday & 

Matthiessen, 1999). Moreover, the teacher's design and 

integration of these symbolic resources directly 

influence the impact on teaching effectiveness and 

objectives. However, there are still some issues with the 

existing articles on intersemiotic relations. First, it 

ignores flexible modality change in different teaching 

stages and fails to provide targeted guidance for 

dynamic classroom teaching. Second, the theoretical 

perspective of modal synergy is single and does not 

form a systematic theoretical framework, leading to a 

less in-depth analysis. Finally, the researchers' analysis 

is only focused on internal teaching activities, ignoring 

the influence of the social environment on the modal 

organization. This study adopts a dual perspective based 

on systemic functional theory (Halliday, 1994) and 

multimodal interaction theory (Norris, 2004), 

concentrating on the interactive changes made by 

teachers in spoken language, image, gestures, and new 

modalities, systematically analyzing the interaction of 

symbolic resources in terms of structure and meaning, 

and building an analytical framework for multimodal 

interaction in classroom discourse on this basis. 

Teaching practice is dynamic.        

The purpose of this article is to study teachers' use of 

modalities in different teaching stages through the 

integration of these two research perspectives, to 

explore the discursive meaning of modalities in 

different relationships, and to present the reader with 

the complete process of constructing modal symbols. 

Through the analysis and interpretation of teachers' use 

of symbols, this study can identify problems in teaching 

and provide valuable references for teachers to 

coordinate multimodal resources and optimize the 

efficiency of the teaching classroom. 

 

2. Literature Review 
The study of modal collaboration in classroom 

discourse will be approached from two perspectives: the 

object of the study of modality and the content of the 

study of modal collaboration. The former focuses on the 

categories and characteristics of modality that analysts 

emphasize in discourse in the classroom. The latter 

concentrates on the modal synergy research scope and 

analysis methods.  
In terms of objects of study, most previous research 

on classroom discourse has concentrated on spoken and 

written language in the classroom (Nystrand, 2006). 

With the continued development and use of educational 

technology resources, Unsworth and Cleirigh (2009) 

contend that “it is now widely accepted that literacy and 

literacy pedagogy is no longer confined to the domain 

of language.” This understanding has “important 

epistemological and research methodological 

implications” (Jewitt, 2008, p. 245). Gradually, 

multimodal research on teaching in classrooms has 

emerged in the past few years (O'Halloran, 2007; 

Greiffenhagen, 2008). According to the multimodal 
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perspective, language frequently coordinates with other 

symbolic resources to form meaning and does not 

always dominate (Kress & Van Leeuwen, 2006). This 

point makes up for the fact that classroom studies have 

previously focused on language. Based on the above 

empirical understanding, scholars have adopted a 

multimodal viewpoint to create richer symbolic 

resources and meanings for classroom discourse. 

Examples include gesture, gaze, and classroom space 

(Lim, 2019, 2021). 
In terms of modal collaboration, multimodal studies 

of classroom discourse focus on “how different types of 

symbols are combined into an integrated, multimodal 

whole” (Jewitt et al., 2016, p. 2). Therefore, exploring 

the interplay (synergistic relations) of different 

symbolic resources in meaning is the focus of research 

on the classroom discourse. For this goal, academics 

have offered scientific analysis methods (Jewitt, 2013; 

Taylor, 2014; Takahashi & Yu, 2016). Among these, 

the most significant analytical approaches focus on the 

following categories: Royce (1998) proposes a 

theoretical framework of 'intersemiotic 

complementarity,' emphasizing the integration of 

meaning between images and language. Lemke (1998) 

suggests that the superposition of meaning in discourse 

occurs inter-semiotically. Martinec and Salway (2005) 

build on Kress and van Leeuwen's (2006) visual 

grammar by using logical semantics (Halliday, 1994) to 

construct image-text relations. O'Halloran's (2003) 

theory of symbolic metaphor argues that semantic 

reconstruals of meaning are produced by inter-symbolic 

transformations, where the semantics of a functional 

component is changed when that component is 

reinterpreted through other symbols. Among the above 

analytical approaches, scholars have expanded the 

scope of the synergetic study of modality to involve 

various aspects such as semantic space, integration, and 

constituent interface. The theoretical basis of most of 

these analytical approaches comes from systemic 

functional linguistics (Halliday, 1994), which extends 

the linguistic potential to the meaning potential of non-

linguistic symbols and focuses on the semantic level to 

explain the construction of meaning in multimodal 

discourse. On this basis, analysts apply relevant theories 

to classroom teaching and learning, with discussions 

focusing on how relations within symbolic resources 

are constructed to achieve specific discursive meanings. 

These meanings include students' ability to learn 

(Pinnow, 2011), teachers' power of discourse 

(Komarawan, 2019), and reading and writing skills 

(Karatza, 2020). In summary, the relationship between 

linguistic and image symbolic resources has been the 

most discussed topic in previous studies. With the use 

of multimodal information in classroom teaching, 

intersemiosis has become the focus and trend of 

classroom discourse research, providing valuable 

guidance for teaching practice and widening the field of 

exploration in discourse construction. However, there 

are still the following gaps in the relevant investigation: 

First, there is a lack of exploration of the dynamic 

nature of modality, ignoring the flexibility of modality 

to change through different stages of teaching and 

learning. To a certain extent, this fails to provide 

targeted guidance for dynamic and interactive 

classroom teaching. Second, in analyzing modal 

integration, most scholars follow the perspective of 

systemic function theory and focus on the level of 

semantics. In symbolic systems, discourse meaning 

promotes the choice of modality and is reflected by 

modal forms (Zhang & Hu, 2019). This implies that 

modal forms are the primary way of achieving meaning, 

and the lack of form-level analysis can lead to an 

incomplete symbol system. Finally, the reasons for 

modal integration are not sufficiently explored. The 

interaction of symbolic systems does not arise 

spontaneously but is controlled and constrained by 

certain conditions (Kress, 2010). The lack of 

exploration by analysts of the needs and motivations of 

teachers' choice of modality does not fundamentally 

offer practical recommendations for teaching practice.     
Therefore, this paper will focus on the interactive 

changes of spoken language, images, actions, and new 

modalities in classroom discourse and combine the 

systemic functional linguistics (Halliday, 1994) and 

multimodal interaction analytical approaches (Norris, 

2004) to construct a new analytical framework for 

multimodal interaction, which is needed not only to 

reflect the motivational factors of modal integration but 

also to explore the integration relations at two systemic 

levels: form and semantics. It is intended to 

guide teachers using multimodal symbolic resources to 

design effective classroom instruction. 

 

3. Research Methods 
 

3.1. Data Description 
In recent years, Chinese as a Foreign Language 

(CFL) teachers have been in greater demand worldwide, 

and there has been a continuous rise in the number of 

studies on CFL teaching and learning, which has placed 

higher requirements on the quality and standard of 

teachers' teaching (Tsung & Cruickshank, 2011). 

Unlike other traditional courses, the inflow of 

international Chinese learners has led to linguistically 

diverse classrooms, which poses a significant challenge 

to the single-language teaching model, which requires 

teachers to change their traditional teaching strategies to 

achieve cross-language teaching more flexibly and 

effectively (Yang, 2019). This study provides an 

example of a comprehensive and excellent model lesson 

in teaching CFL. In this case, the teacher uses rich 

pictures, objects, slides, and animations as teaching aids 

and ultimately achieves the teaching purpose through 

the cooperative application of symbolic resources, 

which can serve as a typical model in multimodal 

classroom discourse. 
In teaching CFL, the language points (vocabulary 

and grammar) are both the focus and the difficulty of 

classroom teaching. Teachers must ensure that students 

master the course's vocabulary and grammar to use 
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them flexibly in scenario practice. Because of this, 

teachers need to design many activities to complete the 

teaching task at this stage, and then they need a wide 

variety of different modalities to achieve this (Zhanzi & 

Danyun, 2012). Therefore, this study takes this teaching 

stage as the object of analysis, focusing on spoken 

language, images, gestures, additional modalities, and 

how the modalities interact during each activity step. 

 

3.2. Methodology 
 

3.2.1. Intersemiotic Analytical Framework 
Halliday's (1994) systemic functional linguistics 

mainly initiated massive research on multimodality, in 

which the context of culture and situational contexts are 

essential concepts that provide systematic theoretical 

support for the analytical approach to multimodal 

discourse. Multimodal interaction analysis (Norris, 

2004, 2011) builds on mediated discourse analysis 

(Scollon, 1998, 2001), which uses the activity as the 

unit of analysis and provides a scientific approach to 

deconstructing the complexity of multimodal 

interactions. These two theories are 'social functional 

perspectives' (Bateman, 2011) on MDA and have much 

in common. From the perspective of modal integration, 

these two theoretical methods demonstrate a significant 

complementarity and provide a thoroughly analytical 

approach to explain modal synergies. This view is 

expressed in two aspects: In terms of synergistic 

motivation, any communicative activity is facilitated by 

a specific situational context and cultural context 

(Zhang & Hu, 2019). Differences in context, 

communicative purpose, and interest inevitably produce 

different types and content of activities and, 

consequently, different discursive meanings, further 

influencing the modality choice (Bateman et al., 2017). 

It can be seen that modal collaboration is a complex 

operational process rather than a simple selection and 

combination procedure. From the external cultural 

context to the internal discourse meaning, all produce 

different levels of constraints on modal integration. SFL 

goes beyond the internal of the discourse to explore the 

social environment and symbolic features from an 

external perspective, which provides a broad analytical 

view of the dynamics of modal integration. In terms of 

a synergistic approach, multimodal interaction analysis 

(Norris, 2004, 2011) focuses on the internal discourse, 

taking the specific human activity as the unit of analysis 

and exploring the issue of the structural configuration of 

multimodality in the activity and the rules for using 

various modalities (Jewitt et al., 2016), which focuses 

on the structural features and interactive changes of the 

symbols. In addition to reflecting the various 

modalities' formal collocations, there is a need to point 

out that the meaning created is integrative and 

synergistic (Matthiessen, 2009, p. 12). At the level of 

semantics, we can use the logic-semantic relations of 

SFL, which have the advantage of having the projection 

system needed to account for projected meanings in 

visual symbolic resources, providing analysis of the 

integration of modality in semantics. Because these two 

analytical approaches are complementary, it is possible 

to investigate how modalities interact in terms of formal 

and semantic symbol systems and modal changes at 

different stages. This study combines the above two 

analytical approaches and proposes a new framework 

for multimodal interaction, as shown in Figure 1. This 

framework not only constructs the motivation of modal 

collaboration from an external perspective but also 

focuses on the internal discourse, dividing modality into 

two dimensions of meaning and representation and 

discussing the synergistic relations between semantics 

and the form of modality at different stages 

individually. It provides a complete analytical path for 

how discourse achieves multimodality through modal 

integration. 

 
Figure 1. Intersemiotic analytical framework 

 

4. A Multimodal Synergistic Analysis of 

Classroom Discourse in CFL 
 

4.1. Context of Culture 
In multimodal discourse analysis, it is not necessary 

to describe the complete socio-cultural system of the 

context but only the discourse, knowledge, and identity 

associated with the event, as well as the corresponding 

social space, action system, and multimodal constitutive 

conditions (Zhang & Hu, 2019). CFL is mainly 

manifested as classroom-based teaching, in which the 

teacher stands at the front of the room, and the students 

sit in their assigned places and complete the teaching 

content according to the classroom activities organized 

by the teacher. The overall goal of the course is to 

improve students' basic Chinese language skills 

(listening, speaking, writing, and reading) and to 

acquire some general knowledge of Chinese culture. 

Genre, as an embodiment of ideology, is a potential 

action system of behavioral potential (Halliday, 1978) 

expressed in purposeful, structured activities (Martin, 
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1992). The teaching case selected for this paper is an 

integrated elementary Chinese class that aims to 

develop students' initial listening, speaking, reading, 

and writing skills to meet the basic communicative 

needs of daily life, study, and ordinary situations (Jing, 

2016). The teaching time of the case was 46 minutes, 

and the lesson included six genre structure components, 

each of which had different microlearning objectives, as 

shown in Table 1. Each of these six genre elements 

comprised a variety of higher-level actions, and each 

higher-level action contained a variety of subsidiary 

activity stages, which together formed the complete 

classroom teaching model. 

 
Table 1. Genre structure components in CFL 

Teaching phase Micro-learning 

objectives 

Teaching 

time 

Introduction Guide students into the 

class 

00:09 (9 s) 

Review Consolidate basic 

knowledge and prepare 

for learning new ones 

00:10—01:49 

(1 min 39 s) 

Language Point 

Teaching 

Learn vocabulary and 

grammar and acquire 

keywords and 

expressions 

01:50—22:50 

(21 min) 

Text 

Interpretation 

Understand the content 

of the text and master 

the usage of vocabulary 

in the scene 

22:51—45:00 

(22 min 9 s) 

Classroom 

Summary 

Review class content 

and reinforce the 

learning points 

45:01—45:42 

(41 s) 

The Assignment 

of Coursework 

Clarify the learning 

tasks after class 

45:43—46:44 

(1 min 1 s) 

 

4.2. Context of Situation 

Situational context is a specific manifestation of 

cultural context and includes three variables: field (the 

social activity involved in the discourse), tenor (the 

social role relationship between the communicative 

parties), and mode (the medium and channel of 

communication) (Halliday, 1978). The teaching case 

studied in this paper can be described as follows. The 

teaching topic "Does this red dress look good?," 

through the discussion of the color of the dress, 

improves the student's proficiency in the topic of the 

clothes-buying scenario, especially in listening and 

speaking skills. The communicators are the teacher and 

the students. The teacher is the organizer and 

knowledge provider of this activity; the students have 

studied Chinese for less than a year and have a low 

introductory level. The communication method is face-

to-face verbal communication, including spoken 

language, gestures, physical objects, images and 

animations provided by the PowerPoint equipment, 

with a combination of audio-visual sensory 

communication between the participants. 

 

4.3. Interactive Discourse 

This study will focus on the phase of language point 

teaching, which consists of five sub-higher-level 

actions, under which there are different sub-secondary 

higher-level actions, and these specific activity steps 

often appear to be embedded in each other or a cyclical 

relation. 

In the introduction phase, which aims to guide the 

students to the start of the new lesson between 01:50 

and 02:04, there are two sub-secondary actions: 

questions and answers, which are embedded in each 

other and consist of a continuous chain of lower-level 

activities: spoken language, images, and gestures. The 

structural configuration is characterized by the 

dominance of the image and spoken language 

modalities, which ensure the transmission of 

information content and the subordination of the 

gestural modality. In terms of modal density, spoken 

language is a high-intensity modality in which the 

teacher immediately asks questions when instructed by 

the image, and the students respond to the questions. In 

logical-semantic relations, the image serves as an 

information clue, elaborating the information in the 

image in a spoken way, such as "Look, what is in the 

wardrobe?" or "Whose clothes are these?" This is where 

the spoken language makes the information more 

detailed and specific. During this stage, the teacher's 

spoken language is always the focus of the student's 

attention, and the discourse moves smoothly from “Mr. 

Shen's wardrobe” to the content of the new lesson.  

The vocabulary teaching phase, which helps students 

understand the meaning of the words and learn to use 

them, occurs between 02:05 and 05:47s. This activity 

consists of four sub-secondary actions: reading aloud, 

explaining, asking questions, and practicing. These four 

activities alternate several times and are realized by a 

chain of lower-level activities: spoken, images, 

gestures, and physical objects. The structural 

configuration demonstrates the dominance of spoken 

and image modalities collaborating for the higher-level 

action of teaching vocabulary. Gestures and physical 

objects (textbooks, books) are supplementary to the 

spoken modality. Regarding modal density, the image 

modality is the high-intensity modality, and the 

teacher's teaching activities are sustained as the images 

emerge, for example, by directing pupils to read aloud 

based on images, using images to explain vocabulary, 

and applying images to pose questions. At this stage, 

the teacher adds a physical modality, mostly along with 

gestures, to indicate the question's meaning, followed 

by feedback and correction of the response immediately 

after the spoken language. At this point, medium-

intensity spoken language is subordinate to gestures and 

physical objects. In terms of logical-semantic relations, 

the images and spoken language are closely linked 

during the reading and explanation stages, and the 

teacher further illustrates the verbal expression based on 

the colors shown in the images, which have the same 

generality in content. During the practice stage, the 

images and objects extend the semantic relations. For 

example, teachers combine objects and guide them to 

say "a book" based on their existing knowledge, 

enabling them to apply their new knowledge flexibly. 

During questioning, the teacher gestures as a discursive 

projection of the spoken language, carrying specific 
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discourse meaning. Specifically, the teacher makes the 

'one' gesture with the left hand while holding the book 

in her right hand to indicate that the student should 

initiate the full expression 'a book,' followed by the 

teacher's correction and phonetic demonstration. 

In the two phases of the organizing activity, the aim 

is to have the students to practice conversation based on 

the vocabulary. It occurs in the periods 05:48-08:23 and 

21:39-22:50. There are three sub-secondary actions: 

assigning tasks, group practice, and performance 

presentations. In contrast to the first two, the teacher's 

primary responsibility is to monitor the activity process. 

The modal structure is configured so that the three 

modalities, spoken language, pictures, and physical 

objects, together constitute the completion of a higher-

level action, with the spoken modality being of higher 

intensity and the other modalities having medium 

intensity. In particular, the teacher's speaking modality 

acts as a high-intensity modality, focusing the student's 

attention on the teacher's speaking to make them 

understand the activity tasks that must be completed. 

During group practice and presentation, the students' 

speaking modality changes from weak to strong, and 

the teacher's focus shifts to the students' practice to 

examine their mastery of the content. In terms of 

logical-semantic relations, the teacher's spoken 

language further illustrates the images when the task is 

assigned. In practice, students use the information in the 

pictures and objects to interact with their peers in a 

question-and-answer process. For example, students 

commented: "Do you like it?" "I think it looks good," 

etc. At this point, the spoken language and the objects 

present additive semantic relations, extending the 

detailed description of these objects. According to a 

study of logical semantics, there are some distinctions 

in the kinds of activities teachers design between these 

two phases. In the first, the teacher trained through 

established pictures, and students did not have much 

opportunity to extend their oral expressions with more 

focused training on vocabulary. In the second, the 

teacher allowed students to use objects around them for 

practice and began to broaden the scope of 

communication, with students engaging in more 

flexible and free extension training. 

In the grammar explanation phase, teaching enables 

students to master the structural sentences and express 

the whole meaning of the discourse. The timing is 

between 08:24s-22:50s. During this phase, it is 

composed of three sub-secondary actions: introduction, 

explanation, and practice. The configuration of the 

modal structure is shown by the dominance of images 

and spoken modalities, objects, gestures, actions, and 

the page layout intricately interacting with each other, 

presenting a complexity of modalities that enriches the 

expression of meaning. Specifically, the image modality 

acts as a high-intensity modality during the introduction 

stage. In explanation, the image modality remains high, 

and the students' body posture, eyes, and actions are 

focused on this. The spoken modality interprets and 

asks questions as information from the image appears, 

the student's focus shifts from the image to the teacher's 

speech, and they respond accordingly. In addition, the 

teacher also uses action and object modalities to support 

the spoken language. In this case, the objects and 

actions act as high-intensity modalities to construct new 

content information, with the spoken acting as a 

secondary position to reinforce and correct it. In 

practice, the complexity of the modalities is more 

straightforward, and accordingly, the structural 

configuration of the modality changes. The students' 

speaking time increases significantly, while the 

teacher's speaking intensity is lower, in a lower modal 

action. The gestural modality is in a secondary position, 

guiding the students to say the information in 

conjunction with the images. In addition, this paper 

notes the layout of the teacher's presentation of images, 

organizing the different lexical positions according to 

word categories, combined with gestural pointing, 

directing the students to read aloud the content, 

reinforcing the use of vocabulary in grammar in a visual 

way, and enriching the variety of the training. 

Regarding logical-semantic relations, the spoken 

language further illustrates the image during the 

introduction and explanation stages with no new 

discursive information attached. When the physical 

modality is present, the object is a discursive projection 

of the spoken, leading to active expression, followed by 

feedback and correction by the teacher. In addition to 

the information offered by images, the teacher also 

uses the action modality. For example, when teaching 

'put on' （穿）and 'didn't'（没）, 'put on the coat' and 

'take off the coat' are illustrated, and students 

immediately grasp them through visual representation. 

The teacher then immediately extends this content, 

using 'didn't' with gestures to lead students to say 'didn't 

see,' 'didn't write,' and 'didn't think.' "The gesture is a 

discursive projection of the spoken word. This complete 

closed-loop training allows for concisely 

presenting new knowledge but is also integrated with 

old knowledge and used flexibly. This paper noted the 

teacher's addition of a page layout at this phrase, further 

reflecting the semantic relationship between modalities. 

First, the images presented rich pictures, which were 

used to project them as discourse, allowing students to 

articulate what they saw adequately. Second, students 

can independently evaluate the information in the 

images, at which point the spoken and the images 

present an additive semantic relationship that extends 

the detailed description of the images. Finally, the 

images are shown more richly, expanding students' 

communicative options, and oral training changes from 

single-sentence training to turn-talking, with the spoken 

word elaborating further on the images. The results are 

gradual reduction in the students' dependence on 

knowledge and a progressive approach to training their 

spoken language and consolidating their discursive 

thinking.  

The analysis of the five teaching phases above 
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clearly shows how the modalities we are concerned 

with change continuously, as shown in Figure 2. 

 

 
Figure 2. Modal configurations for different teaching phases 

 

5. Discussion and Conclusion 
This study found that teaching CFL differs from 

traditional course teaching; such courses focus more on 

visualizing students' thinking and exercising their 

speaking skills and learning initiatives by coordinating 

rich symbolic resources. In addition, this research 

provides several significant findings and interpretations 

through an analysis of language point teaching.  

First, in terms of synergistic motivations, the 

different aims of the teaching phases lead to different 

configurations when teachers make modal choices. In 

Figure 2, the modalities are in different hierarchical 

positions relative to each other and produce changes at 

each stage due to different target focuses. In general, 

when explaining new knowledge such as vocabulary 

and grammar, teachers use objects, actions, pictures, 

and other modes as primary modalities, which are seen 

as 'projective sentences' (Halliday, 1994) with the 

spoken language as the projective object, leading 

students to take the initiative in oral training. In the 

organization of the activities and practice phase, 

students' spoken language, objects, and pictures are 

used as the primary modality in a mostly semantically 

extended relationship to achieve a flexible mastery and 

application of knowledge. In such classes, teachers 

clearly emphasize the visualizing process of thought, 

maximizing the meaning potential of each modality and 

assisting students in understanding the content visually 

and simply, dramatically developing students' Chinese 

thinking abilities. 

Second, in modal relations, this study discovered 

that a modality contains the most discursive information 

when it acts at a high intensity. Other 

modalities indicate the complement and interpretation 

of the primary modality when they are in a secondary 

position. Any modality can be a high-intensity modality 

(Norris, 2011), and when images or spoken words are 

high-intensity modalities, students' attention is more 

intense and focused on a single modality. When 

physical objects or actions are high-intensity modalities, 

modal density occurs mainly in complexity, requiring 

both or all three to work together to represent meaning 

entirely. Semantically, the complexity of the modal 

structure increases, but students' level of comprehension 

is achieved with simplicity, which is further evidence of 

the appropriateness designers follow in teaching (Zhang 

& Hu, 2019) to ensure more effective teaching and 

learning by selecting the most appropriate modality for 

achieving communicative purposes (Kress, 2010, p. 

27). 

Finally, regarding the type of activity, the teacher 

emphasizes combining teaching and practice with 

frequent transitions between the two activities. 

Although this mode of delivery allows for flexibility in 

the application of knowledge, it demands a high level of 

concentration from students, who have to complete two 

to three transitions in a short time and need to keep up 

with the teacher's pace of the lesson at all times to 

complete the teaching task. Therefore, teachers need to 

know the learning level of their students in advance and 

design activities more suitable for them. 

This study explores classroom interaction between 

teachers and students using two theoretical 

perspectives: multimodal interaction analysis and 

systemic functional linguistics. The analysis of 

examples shows that the two research perspectives can 

be connected not only in terms of theoretical paradigms 

but also at the application level of classroom discourse, 

where there is a great deal of scope for 

complementarity. Theoretically, combining the two 

paradigms provides a more complete and systematic 

analytical approach to explaining the synergistic 

relationship between modalities. In the application of 

practical discourse, the complementarity of the two 

analyzes dynamic classroom discourse more adequately 

and comprehensively, providing targeted guidance for 

improving the quality of classroom teaching, which has 

important practical implications for pedagogy and the 

professional development of teachers. 

 

6. Limitations and Further Study 

Concerning the limitations of this study, the 

realization of the synergistic meaning of multimodal 

symbolic resources should be interpreted in a specific 

context and not generalized. Furthermore, using various 

visual media to enrich student's learning experiences 

and develop students' and teachers' multimodal 

communicative skills could be the focus of further 

research. 
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