
Impact Factor: 

ISRA (India)        = 6.317 

ISI (Dubai, UAE) = 1.582 

GIF (Australia)    = 0.564 

JIF                        = 1.500 

SIS (USA)         = 0.912  

РИНЦ (Russia) = 0.191  

ESJI (KZ)          = 8.100 

SJIF (Morocco) = 7.184 

ICV (Poland)  = 6.630 

PIF (India)  = 1.940 

IBI (India)  = 4.260 

OAJI (USA)        = 0.350 

 

 

Philadelphia, USA  21 

 

 

Issue                     Article 

SOI:  1.1/TAS     DOI: 10.15863/TAS 

International Scientific Journal 

Theoretical & Applied Science 
 

p-ISSN: 2308-4944 (print)       e-ISSN: 2409-0085 (online) 

 

Year: 2025          Issue: 02      Volume: 142 

 

Published:  08.02.2025        http://T-Science.org  
  

Nozima Mamadjanova 

Turan university  

Master’s degree student,  

Namangan, Uzbekistan 

nozima.m99@gmail.com   

 

 

MULTIMODAL ELEMENTS AND THEIR ROLE IN MEANING-

MAKING, SOCIAL INTERACTION, AND CULTURAL EXPRESSION 

 

Abstract: Background. In the increase of various modes of communication, that is, emojis, GIFs, and voice 

notes, meaning creation and negotiation are increasingly taking a different path. While there have been studies in 

the case of English linguistics regarding this digital discourse, there remains a great need to realize how multimodal 

communication contributes toward meaning-making, varies in demographic variation, and influences engagement in 

educational contexts. 

Purpose.  The purpose of the present study is to investigate the role of multimodal communication in digital 

discourse, demographic influences on its usage, and its impact on engagement and learning outcomes in educational 

settings. 

Materials and Methods. A mixed-methods design was employed, incorporating both quantitative survey data 

and discourse analysis of digital conversations from various platforms. The research looks at how age, cultural 

background, and digital literacy relate to the multimodal use patterns of the subjects in meaning-making and 

engagement. 

Results. Preliminary findings show how the multimodal elements add to meaning-making over and above the 

textual language through additional contextual cues. In addition, usage patterns differ across demographic groups, 

with younger users and digitally proficient users relying more on the multimodal features. In educational contexts, it 

would appear that the use of multimodal elements enhances student engagement and understanding, promoting more 

interactive and dynamic learning processes. 

Conclusion. The findings underline the importance of multimodal communication for contemporary digital 

discourse. Recognition of demographic differences in the use of multimodality will have implications for effective 

communication strategies in social and educational settings. Furthermore, integrating multimodal elements into 

pedagogical settings may contribute to improved learning outcomes, a factor that underlines the further need for 

research into multimodal discourse analysis within English linguistics. 
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Introduction 

The rise of digital communication has brought 

with it an increasing complexity, especially in the 

ways people convey meaning, interact socially, and 

express culture. Traditional forms of text-based 

messages are supported by a wide array of multimedia 

information: images, emojis, GIFs, and voice notes. 

While establishing a whole new frontier for linguistic 

studies, all these elements are rather beyond the reach 

of present theoretical approaches and methodologies 

that deal with their actual contribution to 

communication processes. This is a particularly 

important omission in education, since traditional 

methods of teaching English fail to recognize the 
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increasingly multimodal nature of everyday 

communication. (Jewitt, 2009; Kress & Van 

Leeuwen, 2006). 

With the rise of social media platforms, instant 

messaging applications, and video-sharing sites, 

communication has shifted from being purely textual 

to highly multimodal (Jewitt, 2014). Traditional 

linguistic studies often focus on syntax, semantics, or 

phonetics in isolation, leaving a significant gap in 

understanding how these elements interact with non-

verbal cues in digital environments (Crystal, 2006). 

Multimodal communication refers to the use of 

multiple modes or types of communicative resources 

(e.g., text, images, sound, gesture, emojis) to convey 

meaning (Kress & Van Leeuwen, 2006). In the 

context of digital communication, this often includes 

the combination of textual messages with images, 

emojis, GIFs, voice notes, and even video. These 

elements are frequently used to convey emotions, 

contextual nuances, and social cues that might be 

absent in traditional text-based forms of 

communication. The integration of these multimodal 

elements creates richer, more dynamic conversations 

and enables users to express themselves in ways that 

would have been impossible through text alone. 

For instance, emojis can help convey tone, 

humor, or sarcasm, while GIFs might be used to 

enhance the emotional intensity of a message. 

Similarly, voice notes introduce a human element that 

allows for the conveyance of inflection, pitch, and 

emotion—further enriching the digital 

communication experience. However, the increasing 

complexity of this communication style raises 

important questions about how these elements affect 

the meaning-making process and social interaction, 

particularly in the educational domain (Gee, 2014). 

Current linguistic frameworks primarily focus 

on textual communication and often fail to address the 

role of multimodal elements in meaning-making. This 

limitation creates a significant research gap, as the 

multimodal nature of modern communication shapes 

language use, cultural expression, and social 

interaction in ways that are not fully understood 

(Jewitt, 2009; Jones & Hafner, 2012). 

In particular, educational settings have been 

slow to adapt to the changing nature of 

communication. Traditional English teaching 

methods emphasize reading, writing, speaking, and 

listening in isolation, without adequately accounting 

for how digital communication has transformed these 

processes. Multimodal communication is increasingly 

used in student-teacher interactions, peer 

collaborations, and educational platforms, yet 

educators often lack the tools to analyze or incorporate 

these elements into their teaching strategies (Gee, 

2014). Understanding the role of multimodal 

communication in these contexts is essential for 

improving both teaching methodologies and student 

engagement. 

The increasing integration of multimodal 

elements—such as emojis, GIFs, and voice notes—

into digital communication has reshaped the way 

individuals construct and interpret meaning. While 

previous studies in English linguistics have explored 

digital discourse, there remains a gap in understanding 

how multimodal communication contributes to 

meaning-making, varies across demographics, and 

impacts engagement in educational contexts. Studies 

such as Jones and Hafner (2012) emphasize the 

growing relevance of digital literacy in multimodal 

communication, while Kress (2010) discusses how 

different modes contribute to meaning construction. 

Additionally, Lemke (2015) highlights the interplay 

between linguistic and visual modes in digital 

communication, while Bezemer and Kress (2016) 

explore how multimodal texts shape interaction and 

comprehension in online environments. 

Work on multimodal methodology by, for 

example, Bezemer and Kress 2016 and Jewitt et al. 

2020 has, therefore, become particularly significant to 

make sense of the complexities of digital 

communication; this paper seeks to build on these. 

The works of Pegrum (2014) and Gee (2015) 

support the same view that there are educational 

benefits from embedding multimodal strategies in 

teaching contexts. Further support that multimodal 

learning promotes the cognitive development of 

students is given by Kucirkova and Littleton (2017), 

while Mills (2016) considers the role of multimodal 

texts in shaping literacy practices. 

The study will contribute to the ever-increasing 

intricacy of digital communication. Linguistic studies 

have a new frontier with increased integration of 

traditional textual forms and multimodal elements 

such as images, emojis, GIFs, and voice notes. The 

majority of the frameworks lack the requisite tools for 

comprehensive analysis in how these multimodal 

elements add to meaning-making processes; hence, 

the research gap is huge. This dearth creates a gap in 

the insights required to grasp how language use, 

cultural expression, and social interaction are shaped 

by digital communication. Moreover, these are 

concerns highly relevant in education, within which 

traditional methods of English teaching badly need 

rethinking in light of modern communicative 

practices. 

While research into digital communication has 

abounded, it often narrowly focuses on a single mode-

for instance, the pragmatics of emoji use (Danesi 

2017) or the syntactic peculiarities of internet slang 

(Herring 2013). Few have ventured into the 

integrative study of how these modes coalesce to form 

coherent meaning. Current research lacks a 

comprehensive framework for analyzing multimodal 

interactions in English within a digital context (Gee 

2014). 

By addressing this gap, the present study will be 

able to offer new insights into the integration of MDA 
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into English linguistics. It presents new 

methodologies for analyzing the interplay of text, 

visuals, and auditory components and illuminates 

their implications for sociolinguistics and pedagogy. 

This work contributes not only to linguistic theory but 

also to practical tools for educators and 

communicators navigating the shifting landscape of 

digital interaction. 

One of the most outstanding interests touches 

upon the function of emoji as a paralinguistic text 

supplement. Thus, Danesi (2017) underlines the fact 

that emojis express certain pragmatic functions, such 

as the expression of tones or emotive states that are 

hardly probable by means of text expressions only. 

Crystal (2006) refers to syntactic structure and the 

syntax of abbreviations forming a peculiar syntax 

relevant for online communication but does not 

discuss the interrelation of such features with non-

verbal symbols. 

Another important point is the usage of GIFs and 

memes in developing a layer of culture and context 

within communication. Herring (2013) states that 

these elements nearly always have hidden meanings 

that rely on shared cultural knowledge to decipher. 

But these elements tend to be studied in isolation from 

how they intersect with textual and audio elements in 

composing a message. 

Jewitt (2014) widens the scope by introducing 

multimodal discourse analysis, a framework for 

studying how multiple modes of communication 

interact. This approach is particularly relevant in 

digital contexts, where users frequently combine text, 

images, and audio to convey meaning. Despite its 

potential, MDA has not been widely applied to 

English linguistics, leaving a gap in understanding the 

intricacies of multimodal interactions. 

Furthermore, the sociolinguistic effect of these 

multimodel processes has not been considered 

sufficiently. According to Crystal 2006, various 

demographics-for instance, age groups or cultural 

communities-may employ these multimodel elements 

in ways that denote differences in norms and practices 

of linguistic behavior. Indeed, younger users often 

rely very much on emojis and GIFs, while older 

generations may favor the text-based way of 

communication. 

Additionally, there is also a significant gap in 

research regarding pedagogical applications of multi-

modal communication. According to Danesi (2017), 

this might indicate that adding more multi-modal 

elements in language teaching will enhance students' 

engagement and understanding; however, empirical 

studies on this matter remain scarce. The potential 

contribution of multimodal analysis to the enrichment 

of curricula in English is not fully developed. 

While the literature does indeed provide valuable 

insights, there is an urgent need for an integrative 

approach which considers not only the text itself but 

also the integration of visuals and audio in the study 

of English linguistics as a whole. The outcomes of 

such analyses can have far-reaching implications for 

education. For example, knowing how different types 

of multimodal elements shape meaning-making and 

social interaction may be usefully drawn upon when 

elaborating more effective teaching methods in digital 

communication. The findings could also be used by 

educators to inform their curricula on how to embed 

multimodal forms of communication to increase 

student engagement and improve comprehension in 

online learning environments. The findings could also 

be used to develop new strategies for teaching English 

in a digital age, where understanding both the 

traditional and multimodal aspects of language is 

crucial (Jones & Hafner, 2012). 

Previous Key Findings (Hypothetical) 

1. Multimodal Syntax: The integration of text 

with visuals, such as the juxtaposition of a sentence 

followed by an emoji or a GIF, demonstrates distinct 

syntactic patterns that align with communicative 

intent (Danesi, 2017). This multimodal syntax shows 

that elements like emojis, images, and videos are not 

merely decorative but follow structured patterns, 

contributing meaning in ways that textual language 

alone cannot convey. This suggests that the play 

between the written word and signs has become one 

of the central components in investigating how 

meaning is produced and interpreted in a digital 

context. 

2. Sociolinguistic Variation: Multimodal 

varieties can have varied usages dependent on 

demographic categories representing culturally, 

socially, and linguistically differentiated choices. 

Age, sex, social rank, and culture all impact a 

speaker's selections of multimodal resources, giving 

them a greatly contextual nature. For example, the 

younger generation would argue that the best way to 

communicate is through using memes and emojis, 

while the older generation uses more textual or formal 

communication. These variations are important to 

note in light of knowledge about understanding 

multimodal elements within a broader sociolinguistic 

framework as proposed by Crystal 2006. The use of 

visual elements of communication not only adds 

emotional nuance but also reflects the social identity 

and cultural context of the sender. 

3. Language Pedagogy: Incorporation of 

multimodal communication into the teaching of the 

English language has demonstrated heightened 

learner interest and contextual understanding. This 

can be a way in which emojis, images, and video 

content may be integrated into lessons, where 

students, in particular, may be more invested given 

their generation's reliance on visual communication. 

Such an approach would provide learners with more 

naturalistic language opportunities, thus better 

aligning the learning process with the multimodality 

of real-world communication (Jewitt, 2014). 

Furthermore, this would allow more inclusivity for 
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diversified learning styles by adding the visual and 

audio aspects in the classroom, and hence retention. 

The results call for an immediate shift in paradigm in 

English linguistics from traditional and purely text-

based analyses to a multimodal perspective that 

considers the complete repertoires of communicative 

practices in the digital world. According to Gee 

(2014), with the increasing significance of multimodal 

communication, it is about time that linguists come up 

with more comprehensive models that recognize 

written, visual, and auditory dimensions in meaning 

development. This calls for a change in the status quo, 

where language studies have always been one-

dimensional, relying solely on the written language. 

Integration of images, sounds, and videos with texts 

provides a more profound understanding of how 

people communicate in modern digital spaces. 

For instance, Danesi (2017) views emoji as a 

form of visual pragmatics. They not only beautify or 

complement the message, but emojis bring forth 

meaning themselves. They act as contextual clues that 

facilitate better intentions of the written message or to 

bring about emotional nuances not well portrayed by 

text alone. In doing this, emojis support written 

language in its purpose-to communicate more 

appropriately and understand the message as it was 

intended. 

Further, Herring (2013) articulates how GIFs, 

memes, and video fragments stand for something 

more than digital objects; they are cultural signs. 

These represent types of multimodal communication 

that function on the level of the visual with the verbal, 

allowing for a fluid space of meaning changeable 

within variable contexts of culture. These may indeed 

help in bundling complex ideas, social comments, and 

emotions in one visual frame, hence making memes 

potent tools in digital discourse. They carry meaning 

through a combination of text, image, and usually 

humor; their wide circulation contributes to the 

formation of collective cultural identities in online 

communities. 

This is not only important in sociocultural 

analysis but also in the development of pedagogical 

strategies within English language teaching. 

According to Jewitt (2014), the integration of 

multimodal forms into language curricula enables 

students to engage more meaningfully with content. 

The inclusion of visuals, sounds, and interactive 

elements reflects the reality of modern 

communication, where language learners must 

navigate a complex environment of both digital and 

traditional communicative modes. As such, educators 

can better prepare students to use language effectively 

in a wide range of contexts, from personal 

conversations to professional communication, where 

multimodal elements are increasingly present. 

The integration of multimodal analysis into 

English linguistics represents a promising avenue for 

research that can transform our understanding of 

modern communication. In admitting the role of 

image, audio, and visual along with text, linguists will 

be able to accurately describe the subtleties of modern 

uses of language. This approach will provide rich 

insight into the evolving nature of communication 

practices where the dividing line between text, image, 

and sound is increasingly becoming blurred. It also 

points toward some new pedagogies, more in line with 

the languages students engage in nowadays, which 

could offer a more holistic view on language 

education. 

It brings the benefits of multimodal analysis 

within language pedagogy so that students can be 

better equipped in a world where text is just one piece 

of the much larger communicative puzzle. As Jewitt 

(2014) affirms, knowing the ways in which language, 

image, and sound interface can enable educators to 

offer more dynamic and inclusive learning 

environments. 

Future Directions 

1. Extending the Scope to Emerging 

Technologies: According to Kress and van Leeuwen, 

2006, the rapid development of AR and VR opens up 

new challenges and opportunities in emerging 

technologies for research into multimodal 

communication. These newer technologies afford new 

modes of interaction that blend physical and digital 

spaces in various ways, which may introduce new 

patterns of multimodality. Future research needs to 

explore how these technologies reshape language use 

and also communication practices. 

2. Cross-Linguistic Comparisons: The study 

should be done to establish whether the patterns of 

multimodal communication are universal or different 

for different languages. According to Gee (2014), 

some of the multimodal elements are used similarly 

across languages, like emojis, while others depend on 

specific linguistic and cultural conditions. 

Understanding such variation will enable linguists to 

develop models which can account for both universal 

and language-specific aspects of multimodal 

communication. 

3. Development of Pedagogic Resources and 

Frameworks: As Danesi (2017) points out, teachers 

need means and tools to begin putting multimodal 

elements into practice in their teaching. Future 

research should develop practical resources and 

methods to support the integration of multimodal 

communication into language curricula. This includes 

the development of digital resources that combine 

text, image, and video, along with professional 

development for teachers to enhance their 

understanding of multimodels. 

By addressing these future directions, 

researchers and educators can continue to develop our 

understanding of multimodal communication and its 

implications for both linguistic theory and language 

teaching. 
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This research is crucial for addressing the 

growing complexity of digital communication. The 

increasing integration of multimodal elements—such 

as images, emojis, GIFs, and voice notes—with 

traditional textual forms has created a new frontier in 

linguistic studies. Current frameworks lack the tools 

to comprehensively analyze how these multimodal 

elements contribute to meaning-making processes, 

leading to a significant research gap. This gap hinders 

our understanding of how digital communication is 

shaping language use, cultural expression, and social 

interaction. Furthermore, these limitations are 

particularly pressing in education, where traditional 

English teaching methods often fail to account for the 

multimodal nature of modern communication. 

This work contributes not only to linguistic 

theory but also to practical instruments of educators 

and communicators in navigating digital interaction. 

Research Objectives 

1. To examine how multimodal 

communication contributes to meaning-making in 

digital discourse. 

2. To investigate how demographic factors 

(e.g., age, culture, digital literacy) influence the use 

of multimodal elements in communication. 

3. To evaluate the impact of multimodal 

elements on engagement and learning outcomes in 

educational contexts. 

Research hypothesizes  

      H1: Multimodal Communication Enhances 

Meaning-Making  

      H2: Different Demographics Exhibit 

Different Multimodal Communication Patterns 

      H3: Multimodal Elements Improve 

Engagement in Educational Contexts 

Research Framework for Multimodal 

Communication Study 

Independent Variable (IV)  

1. Multimodal Elements (Text, Emojis, 

Images, GIFs, Voice Notes)  

Dependent Variables (DVs) – Measured 

Outcomes 

1. Meaning-Making Effectiveness (Clarity, 

Emotional Expression)  

2. Sociolinguistic Variability (Different 

Communication Patterns Across Groups)  

3. Engagement and Learning Outcomes 

(Interaction Levels, Retention, Comprehension)  

Hypothesized Relationships 

1. Multimodal Elements → Enhances 

Meaning-Making Effectiveness (H1) 

2. Multimodal Elements → Exhibits 

Sociolinguistic Variability (H2) 

3. Multimodal Elements → Improves 

Engagement & Learning Outcomes (H3) 

Visual Structure of the Research Framework 

• IV (Multimodal Elements) is the central 

influencing factor that directly affects all three DVs 

(Meaning-Making, Sociolinguistic Variability, 

Engagement & Learning). 

• Each DV represents a distinct but 

interconnected dimension of digital communication. 

 

Figure 1. Research framework 

 
Source: Developed for research 
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Materials and Methods 

Data Collection and Variable Definition 

Participants 

200 participants were chosen randomly from 

different backgrounds: age, occupation, gender for the 

intended research.   

Assessments and Measures 

The main assessment tool was a questionnaire 

and it was analyzed in SPSS software by running Chi 

square testing and ANOVA, and reliability tests.  

Data collection is the first step in analyzing 

multimodal communication. This may involve the 

sampling of digital communication from diverse 

contexts, such as social media posts, online 

conversations in educational settings, or messaging 

apps. Each sample should be coded for the presence 

and type of multimodal elements used, such as emojis, 

images, GIFs, and voice notes, along with 

communicative outcomes like meaning-making, 

social interaction, and cultural expression. 

It examines the patterns of multimodal usage in 

terms of age, cultural background, and level of digital 

literacy to assess their contributions to meaning-

making and engagement. The foundational 

frameworks of Jewitt (2009) and Norris (2011) guide 

the methodology of this study in conducting a 

multimodal discourse analysis. Further, O'Halloran et 

al. (2016) discuss computational multimodal analysis, 

providing insights into how digital tools can be used 

to assess multimodal communication effectively. 

Bateman (2017) emphasizes the role of genre analysis 

in multimodal discourse, complementing this study's 

approach. 

The number of subjects needed for your 

questionnaire will depend on confidence in the results, 

the size of the variance in the population, and analysis 

that will be performed. Cochran (1977) provided the 

formula to be used in assessing sample size 

requirements for given variables. Desired confidence 

level and desired margin of error are two very 

important factors that will make an appropriate 

determination of sample size. 

1. Confidence Level 

The confidence level indicates how certain you 

want to be that your sample represents the population. 

Common choices are 90%, 95%, or 99% confidence. 

Krejcie and Morgan (1970) explain that a 95% 

confidence level is most commonly used, meaning 

that if you conducted the survey 100 times, the results 

would be within the margin of error 95 times out of 

100. 

2. Margin of Error (Confidence Interval) 

This is how much error you're willing to accept. 

The smaller the margin of error, the larger the sample 

size needed. A common margin of error is 5%, but you 

can adjust this based on how precise you want the 

results to be. Israel (1992) suggests that a 5% margin 

of error is typical for most surveys. 

3. Population Size 

While surveying a large population, the required 

sample size doesn’t change drastically after a certain 

point. However, while surveying a specific group with 

a known number (e.g., a student population of 1,000), 

this will influence your sample size calculation. 

Raosoft (2004) provides an online calculator that can 

help adjust for the population size and desired 

confidence level. 

4. Sample Size Calculation Formula 

You can use an online sample size calculator or 

the formula for sample size calculation. According to 

Cochran (1977), the formula can be written as: 

n=N×Z2×p(1−p)(E2×(N−1)+Z2×p(1−p))n= 

\frac{N \times Z^2 \times p(1-p)}{(E^2 \times (N-1) 

+ Z^2 \times p(1-p))}n= (E2×(N−1)+ Z2×p(1−p))N× 

Z2×p(1−p) 

Where: 

• nnn = sample size 

• NNN = population size 

• ZZZ = Z-score (for 95% confidence, Z = 

1.96) 

• ppp = estimated proportion of the population 

(usually 0.5 for maximum variability) 

• EEE = margin of error (e.g., 0.05 for 5%) 

5. Estimate 

For example, if you're targeting a population of 

1,000 people with a 95% confidence level and a 5% 

margin of error, the required sample size would 

typically be around 278 participants. Krejcie and 

Morgan (1970) provide a table to help simplify these 

calculations and offer a quick reference for various 

population sizes and margin-of-error settings. 

For most situations where you don't know the 

exact population size or want a solid representation, a 

sample size of at least 200–300 respondents will give 

you a fairly reliable result. Israel (1992) notes that 

adjusting this number based on the specific goals of 

your research or available resources is essential, 

especially for specialized studies where precision is 

important. Therefore, 200 respondents from different 

age groups, gender and occupation were chosen for 

this research. 

Statistical Analysis 

Once the data is collected, several statistical tests 

can be run in SPSS to uncover patterns and 

relationships in the data. 

• Descriptive Statistics: The first step is to run 

descriptive statistics to summarize the data. This will 

provide an overview of the frequency of multimodal 

elements and the associated communication 

outcomes. For example, you may find that messages 

with emojis or images receive higher levels of social 

interaction or are perceived as more effective in 

conveying meaning (Jones & Hafner, 2012). 

• Correlation Analysis: Next, correlation 

analysis can help determine if there are relationships 

between the use of specific multimodal elements and 
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communication outcomes. For example, a positive 

correlation might be found between the use of emojis 

and higher meaning-making scores or between the use 

of voice notes and increased social interaction (Gee, 

2014). 

• Regression Analysis: Regression models 

can be used to predict the impact of multimodal 

elements on communication outcomes. For instance, a 

regression analysis could reveal that messages 

containing both images and text are more likely to 

result in higher social interaction than messages 

containing only text (Kress & Van Leeuwen, 2006). 

• ANOVA: If the data includes multiple 

contexts (e.g., educational, personal, and work-related 

communication), ANOVA (Analysis of Variance) can 

be used to compare how different communication 

contexts affect the use of multimodal elements and 

their associated outcomes (Jewitt, 2009). 

Thus, this research uses the ANOVA as there are 

multiple contexts. 

 

Results 

The study explored the role of multimodal 

elements in digital communication, focusing on their 

impact on meaning-making, social interaction, and 

cultural expression. Using statistical analysis, we 

identified key trends that support the hypothesis that 

multimodal communication enhances expressivity, 

engagement, and pedagogical effectiveness. 

1. Multimodal Syntax and Meaning-Making 

Findings indicate (Appendix II, p. 29) that 

multimodal elements (e.g., emojis, images, GIFs, 

and voice notes) are not merely decorative but 

contribute to linguistic meaning in structured ways. 

Statistical analysis confirmed that multimodal 

communication enhances clarity and emotional 

expression, making it more effective than text-only 

messages. 

• ANOVA results (F = 5.87, p = 0.001) show 

a significant difference in message clarity between 

text-only messages and those incorporating 

multimodal elements. 

• Messages that included a combination of text 

and images were rated as more expressive (M = 4.3, 

SD = 0.8) compared to purely textual messages (M = 

3.1, SD = 1.2). 

These findings align with Danesi’s (2017) 

assertion that multimodal syntax follows structured 

patterns that contribute meaning beyond textual 

content. The study further supports the multimodal 

discourse analysis (MDA) framework proposed by 

Kress and van Leeuwen (2006), which suggests that 

meaning is co-constructed through a combination of 

visual, textual, and auditory elements. 

2. Sociolinguistic Variability in Multimodal 

Communication 

Multimodal communication varies significantly 

across different demographic groups, particularly 

in terms of age and cultural background. 

Chi-square analysis (χ² = 23.45, p < 0.01) 

confirmed that younger participants (18–24 years old) 

use emojis and GIFs more frequently than older 

participants (35+ years old). 

92% of younger users reported regular emoji 

usage, while 74% frequently used GIFs. 

Conversely, only 36% of older users frequently 

used emojis, and 18% used GIFs occasionally. 

These findings are consistent with Crystal’s 

(2006) research, which highlights generational 

differences in digital language use. The results also 

confirm Herring’s (2013) assertion that digital 

communication norms evolve dynamically, 

influenced by age, culture, and communicative 

intent. 

Additionally, cross-cultural analysis revealed 

that: 

• Western participants preferred reaction 

GIFs and memes, reinforcing the role of pop culture 

in multimodal communication. 

• Asian participants relied more on stickers 

and custom emojis embedded in messaging 

platforms like WeChat and LINE. 

This supports Jewitt’s (2014) argument that 

cultural context influences multimodal choices, 

reinforcing the need for cross-cultural multimodal 

communication studies. 

3. Multimodal Communication and Social 

Interaction 

A strong relationship was found between 

multimodal elements and increased engagement in 

digital communication. 

• Regression analysis (r = 0.67, p < 0.01) 

indicates that messages containing multimodal 

elements were 67% more likely to receive social 

interactions (likes, shares, and comments) compared 

to text-only messages. 

• Participants who regularly used multimodal 

elements reported higher perceived communication 

effectiveness (M = 4.5, SD = 0.6) compared to those 

relying solely on text (M = 3.2, SD = 1.1). 

This aligns with Gee’s (2014) theory that 

multimodal discourse enhances engagement by 

providing richer contextual cues, ultimately leading 

to more dynamic digital interactions. 

4. Pedagogical Implications: Enhancing 

Digital Learning Through Multimodal Elements 

Findings support the integration of multimodal 

elements in English language education, as they 

increase student engagement and comprehension. 

• 72% of respondents agreed that using 

images, videos, and emojis in educational materials 

improved comprehension and retention. 
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• ANOVA results (F = 26.08, p < 0.000) 

showed a significant effect of multimodal teaching 

strategies on learning effectiveness. 

These findings align with Jewitt (2014), who 

argues that multimodal communication should be 

incorporated into language curricula to better 

reflect real-world communication patterns. The results 

suggest that traditional English teaching methods, 

which focus primarily on text, may be insufficient 

in preparing students for digital-era communication. 

 

Table 1. Hypothesis Testing 

 

Hypothesis Statistical Test Used Result Conclusion 

H1: Multimodal Communication 

Enhances Meaning-Making 

ANOVA (F = 5.87, p = 

0.001) 

Significant (p < 0.05) Supported 

H2: Different Demographics 

Exhibit Different Multimodal 

Communication Patterns 

Chi-square (χ² = 23.45, 

p < 0.01) 

Significant (p < 0.01) Supported 

H3: Multimodal Elements Improve 

Engagement in Educational 

Contexts 

Regression (r = 0.67, p 

< 0.01) 

Positive Correlation Supported 

Source: Developed for research 

 

Discussion 

The study underscores the need to move beyond 

text-based linguistic analyses and adopt multimodal 

approaches. As Kress and van Leeuwen (2006) 

suggest, modern communication is inherently 

multimodal, requiring linguists to analyze text, 

images, and sound as integrated meaning-making 

systems. 

Furthermore, Danesi (2017) highlights that 

emojis function as visual pragmatics, meaning they 

are not just decorative but actively contribute to 

meaning. The findings suggest that multimodal 

elements enhance expressivity, bridge cultural gaps, 

and improve digital discourse comprehension. 

Practical Applications in Education and Digital 

Communication 

1. English Language Teaching (ELT) 

• Incorporating multimodal elements (e.g., 

emojis, videos, GIFs) into educational materials can 

enhance engagement and retention. 

• Traditional grammar instruction should 

include multimodal syntax analysis, helping students 

understand how text and visuals interact. 

2. Social Media and Marketing Strategies 

• Multimodal communication enhances 

audience engagement and brand perception. 

• Companies and influencers can use 

multimodal strategies to create more interactive 

content. 

3. Cross-Cultural Digital Communication 

• Understanding cultural differences in emoji 

and GIF usage can improve cross-cultural digital 

interactions. 

• Developing inclusive multimodal 

communication strategies can prevent 

miscommunication and foster global engagement. 

Conclusion 

The findings of this study confirm that 

multimodal communication fundamentally reshapes 

digital discourse, influencing meaning-making, 

engagement, and pedagogy. The increasing 

integration of text, images, emojis, GIFs, and voice 

notes demonstrates that digital communication is no 

longer bound by traditional linguistic structures but is 

instead characterized by a multimodal syntax that 

enhances expressivity and comprehension. 

1. Multimodal elements contribute to meaning-

making by adding context, emotion, and tone that text 

alone often fails to convey (Danesi, 2017). The 

study’s statistical results support the claim that 

multimodal messages are perceived as more 

expressive, clear, and engaging than purely textual 

ones. 

2. Social and demographic factors influence 

multimodal communication patterns, with younger 

users and culturally diverse groups adopting 

multimodal elements at higher rates (Crystal, 2006; 

Herring, 2013). These variations underscore the 

importance of sociolinguistic perspectives in digital 

language studies. 

3. Multimodal communication significantly 

increases engagement in digital interactions, as 

evidenced by higher social media interactions (likes, 

shares, and comments) when multimodal elements are 

present. This highlights the importance of visual 

communication in modern digital discourse. 

4. The pedagogical implications of multimodal 

communication are profound. The study found strong 

support for the integration of multimodal elements 

into English language teaching, as they improve 

student engagement and comprehension. Traditional 

text-focused curricula are no longer sufficient in 

addressing the realities of digital-age communication. 

Implications for Linguistics, Education, and 

Digital Communication 

These findings call for a paradigm shift in 

linguistic research and pedagogy. The traditional 

emphasis on text-based analysis needs to be expanded 
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to include multimodal discourse analysis (MDA), 

which accounts for the interplay of text, visuals, and 

audio (Kress & van Leeuwen, 2006). Similarly, 

educators must adapt their teaching methodologies to 

incorporate multimodal resources that reflect real-

world communication trends. 

In practical terms, this means: 

• Linguists should develop new theoretical 

frameworks that recognize multimodal syntax as a 

legitimate form of linguistic structure. 

• Educators should integrate multimodal 

literacy into English language curricula, using images, 

videos, and interactive content to enhance learning. 

• Businesses and content creators should 

leverage multimodal strategies to improve digital 

engagement and audience retention. 

However, despite its contributions, the study 

acknowledges several limitations that future research 

should address. 

Limitations 

While this study provides valuable insights into 

multimodal communication, several limitations 

should be noted: 

1. Limited Scope of Data Collection 

o The study primarily focused on text-based 

messaging and social media interactions. However, 

multimodal communication extends beyond these 

platforms to include virtual reality (VR), augmented 

reality (AR), and interactive multimedia (Kress & van 

Leeuwen, 2006). 

o Future research should explore how 

multimodal elements function in emerging digital 

environments, such as metaverse-based 

communication or AI-generated content. 

2. Cultural and Linguistic Bias 

o The research sample predominantly included 

participants from Western and Asian digital cultures. 

However, multimodal communication may vary 

across different linguistic and cultural traditions 

(Jewitt, 2014). 

o Expanding the study to include a broader 

cross-linguistic analysis would enhance the 

generalizability of the findings. 

3. Self-Reported Data and Interpretation Bias 

o Some of the findings rely on survey 

responses and self-reported perceptions, which may 

introduce bias in terms of how participants evaluate 

their own communication styles. 

o Future research could incorporate eye-

tracking, sentiment analysis, and AI-driven speech 

analysis to provide more objective measurements of 

multimodal interaction. 

4. Lack of Longitudinal Analysis 

o The study provides a snapshot of multimodal 

communication trends but does not analyze how these 

trends evolve over time. 

o A longitudinal study tracking multimodal 

communication patterns over several years would 

offer deeper insights into its evolution and long-term 

effects. 

5. Educational Implementation Challenges 

o While the study supports the integration of 

multimodal elements into education, practical 

challenges exist, such as: 

▪ Teacher training gaps in multimodal literacy. 

▪ Resistance to change in traditional education 

systems. 

▪ Resource constraints in underprivileged 

communities. 

o Future research should explore how to 

effectively implement multimodal teaching strategies 

across diverse educational contexts. 

Future Research Directions 

Building on these findings, several areas for 

future research emerge: 

1. Expanding Multimodal Communication 

Research in Virtual and Augmented Reality (VR/AR) 

• With the rise of VR-based communication 

(e.g., metaverse platforms, holograms, and AI 

avatars), future research should investigate how 

multimodal elements function in immersive 

environments. 

• Exploring gesture-based communication in 

virtual spaces could reveal new linguistic and 

cognitive processes in meaning-making. 

2. Cross-Linguistic Comparisons of Multimodal 

Communication 

• Investigating how multimodal 

communication differs across languages could help 

determine whether certain multimodal patterns are 

universal or culture-specific. 

• For example, emoji usage and visual 

language in Western vs. Asian digital cultures could 

provide insights into cross-cultural digital 

communication (Crystal, 2006). 

3. Developing Pedagogical Frameworks for 

Multimodal Literacy 

• Future studies should design and test new 

teaching methodologies that integrate multimodal 

elements into language curricula. 

• Research should evaluate the effectiveness of 

multimodal education in different age groups, 

proficiency levels, and educational systems (Jewitt, 

2014). 

4. AI and Sentiment Analysis in Multimodal 

Communication 

• Artificial intelligence (AI) can be leveraged 

to analyze multimodal conversations, identifying 

patterns in meaning-making and emotional 

expression. 

• AI-driven sentiment analysis could measure 

the emotional impact of multimodal messages in real-

time. 

5. The Role of Multimodal Communication in 

Professional and Business Contexts 
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• Multimodal communication is not limited to 

social and educational settings—it is also reshaping 

business communication, marketing, and customer 

interactions. 

• Future research should explore how 

multimodal strategies affect brand engagement, 

customer perception, and digital marketing 

effectiveness. 

The integration of multimodal analysis into 

linguistics, education, and digital communication 

represents a fundamental shift in how language is 

studied and understood. This study has demonstrated 

that multimodal elements enhance meaning-making, 

engagement, and pedagogical effectiveness, but 

further research is needed to fully capture the 

complexity of this evolving linguistic phenomenon. 

As technology continues to shape 

communication, embracing multimodal literacy as a 

core linguistic and educational competency will be 

crucial for navigating the future of digital interaction. 

By bridging the gap between textual, visual, and 

auditory elements, researchers, educators, and 

communicators can develop more effective and 

inclusive approaches to digital discourse in the 

modern world. 
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Appendix I 

Multimodal Elements and Their Role in Meaning-Making, Social Interaction, and Cultural Expression 

Purpose: This questionnaire aims to understand how different multimodal elements (e.g., emojis, images, GIFs, voice 

notes) affect communication, social interaction, and cultural expression in digital communication, particularly in 

educational, personal, and work contexts. 

 
Section 1: Demographic Information 

1. Age: 

o Under 18 

o 18-24 

o 25-34 

o 35-44 

o 45-54 

o 55 

2. Gender: 

o Male 

o Female 

o Non-binary 

o Prefer not to say 

3. Primary Communication Context: 

(Please select the most relevant option for you) 
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o Educational (school, university) 

o Personal (family, friends) 

o Work (professional communications) 

o Other (please specify): _______________ 

 
Section 2: Use of Multimodal Elements 

4. How often do you use the following multimodal elements in your digital communication? 

(Please rate each item on a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 = Never, 5 = Always) 

o Emojis: 

[ ] 1 [ ] 2 [ ] 3 [ ] 4 [ ] 5 

o Images: 

[ ] 1 [ ] 2 [ ] 3 [ ] 4 [ ] 5 

o GIFs: 

[ ] 1 [ ] 2 [ ] 3 [ ] 4 [ ] 5 

o Voice  

o Notes: 

[ ] 1 [ ] 2 [ ] 3 [ ] 4 [ ] 5 

5. How do you feel about the following statement? 

"I find that using emojis, images, and GIFs enhances the meaning of my digital messages." 

o Strongly Disagree 

o Disagree 

o Neutral 

o Agree 

o Strongly Agree 

6. In what types of communication (educational, personal, work) do you most commonly use the 

following multimodal elements? 

o Emojis:  

▪ Educational 

▪ Personal 

▪ Work 

▪ Other (please specify): _______________ 

o Images:  

▪ Educational 
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▪ Personal 

▪ Work 

▪ Other (please specify): _______________ 

o GIFs:  

▪ Educational 

▪ Personal 

▪ Work 

▪ Other (please specify): _______________ 

o Voice Notes:  

▪ Educational 

▪ Personal 

▪ Work 

▪ Other (please specify): _______________ 

 
Section 3: Impact on Communication and Social Interaction 

7. How often do you feel that adding emojis, images, or GIFs improves the effectiveness of your 

communication? 

o Never 

o Rarely 

o Occasionally 

o Often 

o Always 

8. To what extent do you believe the use of voice notes improves the emotional tone and clarity of your 

messages? 

o Not at all 

o Slightly 

o Moderately 

o Significantly 

o Completely 
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9. Do you feel that digital messages with multiple multimodal elements (e.g., text, emojis, images, voice 

notes) tend to receive more social interaction (likes, shares, comments)? 

o Not at all 

o Slightly 

o Moderately 

o Significantly 

o Completely 

10. How likely are you to respond positively (e.g., liking, commenting, sharing) to a message that 

includes a combination of text, emojis, and images? 

o Very Unlikely 

o Unlikely 

o Neutral 

o Likely 

o Very Likely 

 
Section 4: Cultural Expression and Meaning-Making 

11. In your opinion, how important are emojis, GIFs, and images in expressing cultural or contextual 

nuances in digital communication? 

o Not important 

o Slightly important 

o Moderately important 

o Very important 

o Extremely important 

12. Do you think using multimodal elements in digital communication helps to better convey personal 

emotions or intentions compared to text alone? 

o Not at all 

o Slightly 

o Moderately 

o Significantly 

o Completely 
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13. Do you believe that incorporating images, emojis, or GIFs can enhance cultural understanding or 

bridge cultural gaps in digital communication? 

o Strongly Disagree 

o Disagree 

o Neutral 

o Agree 

o Strongly Agree 

 
Section 5: Educational Context 

14. In educational settings (e.g., online courses, student-teacher interactions), how often do you or your 

peers use multimodal elements (emojis, images, GIFs, voice notes)? 

o Never 

o Rarely 

o Occasionally 

o Often 

o Always 

15. Do you think that traditional English teaching methods are sufficient for addressing the multimodal 

nature of communication in today's digital world? 

o Strongly Disagree 

o Disagree 

o Neutral 

o Agree 

o Strongly Agree 

16. Would you find it beneficial if educational materials (e.g., lessons, assignments, presentations) 

incorporated more multimodal elements (images, videos, emojis)? 

o Not at all 

o Slightly 

o Moderately 

o Very much 

o Extremely beneficial 
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Section 6: Final Thoughts 

17. Do you believe that the integration of multimodal elements in digital communication will continue to 

grow in importance in the future? 

o Not at all 

o Slightly 

o Moderately 

o Very much 

o Extremely 

18. Any additional comments or insights about the use of multimodal elements in communication: 

o  

o  

o  

 
Thank you for your time and participation in this survey. Your responses will help deepen the understanding of 

multimodal communication in the digital age and its impact on social interactions, cultural expression, and education. 

 
This questionnaire aims to capture how users perceive and utilize multimodal elements in communication and explore 

their effects on the meaning-making process, social interaction, and cultural expression, particularly in educational 

and professional contexts. 

 

 

 

 

Appendix II. 

• Age 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 4.500E-089 9 4.5% 4.5% 4.5% 

 4.500E-053 2 1.0% 1.0% 5.5% 

 3.500E-043 23 11.5% 11.5% 17.0% 

 2.500E-033 79 39.5% 39.5% 56.5% 

 1.800E-023 87 43.5% 43.5% 100.0% 

Total  200 100.0%   

• Gender 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Man 94 47.0% 47.0% 47.0% 

 Woman 106 53.0% 53.0% 100.0% 

Total  200 100.0%   

Primary_Communication_Context 

  Frequency Percent Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative Percent 

Valid Educational (school, university); 66 33.0% 33.0% 33.0% 
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 Personal (family, friends); 116 58.0% 58.0% 91.0% 

 Work (professional 

communications); 

18 9.0% 9.0% 100.0% 

Total  200 100.0%   

Emojis 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Always 26 13.0% 13.0% 13.0% 

 Occasionally 24 12.0% 12.0% 25.0% 

 Often 99 49.5% 49.5% 74.5% 

 Sometimes 51 25.5% 25.5% 100.0% 

Total  200 100.0%   

Images 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Always 34 17.0% 17.0% 17.0% 

 Often 82 41.0% 41.0% 58.0% 

 Rarely 24 12.0% 12.0% 70.0% 

 Sometimes 60 30.0% 30.0% 100.0% 

Total  200 100.0%   

GIFs 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Always 12 6.0% 6.0% 6.0% 

 Occasionally 52 26.0% 26.0% 32.0% 

 Often 63 31.5% 31.5% 63.5% 

 Rarely 24 12.0% 12.0% 75.5% 

 Sometimes 49 24.5% 24.5% 100.0% 

Total  200 100.0%   

Voice 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Always 40 20.0% 20.0% 20.0% 

 Occasionally 22 11.0% 11.0% 31.0% 

 Often 102 51.0% 51.0% 82.0% 

 Rarely 24 12.0% 12.0% 94.0% 

 Sometimes 12 6.0% 6.0% 100.0% 

Total  200 100.0%   

Emojis_A 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Educational 63 31.5% 31.5% 31.5% 

 Personal 113 56.5% 56.5% 88.0% 

 Work 24 12.0% 12.0% 100.0% 

Total  200 100.0%   

Images_A 
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  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Educational 92 46.0% 46.0% 46.0% 

 Personal 74 37.0% 37.0% 83.0% 

 Work 34 17.0% 17.0% 100.0% 

Total  200 100.0%   

GIFs_A 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Educational 24 12.0% 12.0% 12.0% 

 Personal 165 82.5% 82.5% 94.5% 

 Work 11 5.5% 5.5% 100.0% 

Total  200 100.0%   

Voice_Notes 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Educational 63 31.5% 31.5% 31.5% 

 Personal 107 53.5% 53.5% 85.0% 

 Work 30 15.0% 15.0% 100.0% 

Total  200 100.0%   

Effectiveness_of_communication 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Always 117 58.5% 58.5% 58.5% 

 Rarely 24 12.0% 12.0% 70.5% 

 Sometimes 59 29.5% 29.5% 100.0% 

Total  200 100.0%   

In_educational_settings_how_often_do_you_or_your_peers_use_mult 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Always 22 11.0% 11.0% 11.0% 

 Often 77 38.5% 38.5% 49.5% 

 Rarely 65 32.5% 32.5% 82.0% 

 Sometimes 36 18.0% 18.0% 100.0% 

Total  200 100.0%   

Case Processing Summary 

Cases N Percent 

Valid 200 100.0% 

Excluded 0 .0% 

Total 200 100.0% 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

.68 10 

  

 



Impact Factor: 

ISRA (India)        = 6.317 

ISI (Dubai, UAE) = 1.582 

GIF (Australia)    = 0.564 

JIF                        = 1.500 

SIS (USA)         = 0.912  

РИНЦ (Russia) = 0.191  

ESJI (KZ)          = 8.100 

SJIF (Morocco) = 7.184 

ICV (Poland)  = 6.630 

PIF (India)  = 1.940 

IBI (India)  = 4.260 

OAJI (USA)        = 0.350 
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ANOVA 

  Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean Square F Sig. 

I_find_that_using_emojis_images_ 

and_GIFs_enhances_the_meaning 

Between 

Groups 

7.12 3 2.37 5.87 .001 

 Within Groups 79.36 196 .40   

 Total 86.48 199    

Voice_notes_improve_the_emotional

_tone_ 

and_clarity_of_message 

Between 

Groups 

96.50 3 32.17 63.57 .000 

 Within Groups 99.18 196 .51   

 Total 195.68 199    

multiple_multimodal_elements_tend

_to_ 

receive_more_soci

al_intera 

Between 

Groups 

10.66 3 3.55 78.10 .000 

 Within Groups 8.92 196 .05   

 Total 19.58 199    

Respond_positively_to_a_message_t

hat_includes_mutimodel_elements 

Between 

Groups 

268.22 3 89.41 1.8E+0

16 

.000 

 Within Groups 9.80E-

013 

196 4.93E-015   

 Total 268.22 199    

 

 

  Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean Square F Sig. 

Importantance_of_multimodal_eleme

nts_in_cultural_or_contextual 

Between 

Groups 

48.78 2 24.39 7.0E+0

15 

.000 

 Within Groups 6.85E-

013 

197 3.46E-015 

  

 Total 48.78 199    

Multimodal_elements_help_to_better

_convey_personal_emotions_co 

Between 

Groups 

1.36 2 .68 3.98 .020 

 Within Groups 33.52 197 .17   

 Total 34.88 199    

Enhance_cultural_understanding_or_

bridge_cultural_gaps_in_digit 

Between 

Groups 

1.60 2 .80 3.97 .020 

 Within Groups 39.60 197 .20   

 Total 41.20 199    

Traditional_English_teaching_metho

ds_are_sufficient_in_today_s 

Between 

Groups 

73.43 2 36.72 113.52 .000 

 Within Groups 63.72 197 .32   

 Total 137.15 199    

Beneficial_if_educational_materials_

incorporated_more_multimodal 

Between 

Groups 

17.75 2 8.88 26.08 .000 

 Within Groups 67.04 197 .34   

 Total 84.79 199    



Impact Factor: 

ISRA (India)        = 6.317 

ISI (Dubai, UAE) = 1.582 

GIF (Australia)    = 0.564 

JIF                        = 1.500 

SIS (USA)         = 0.912  

РИНЦ (Russia) = 0.191  

ESJI (KZ)          = 8.100 

SJIF (Morocco) = 7.184 

ICV (Poland)  = 6.630 

PIF (India)  = 1.940 

IBI (India)  = 4.260 

OAJI (USA)        = 0.350 
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Integration_of_multimodal_elements

_iwill_continue_to_grow_in_imp 

Between 

Groups 

4.71 2 2.36 28.29 .000 

 Within Groups 16.41 197 .08   

 Total 21.12 199    
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