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Abstract: The integration of English as a Medium of Instruction (EMI) in Kazakhstani universities necessitates effective
multimodal communication in teaching. However, limited research has explored EMI instructors’ multimodal literacy—their ability to
utilize verbal, visual, and textual elements to enhance instruction. This study investigates the relationship between EMl instructors’
ability to express and interpret multimodal content and their preference for multimodal communication in teaching at a Kazakhstani
university. A quantitative research design was employed, utilizing a validated survey instrument to assess 120 teachers’ multimodal
literacy levels in one Kazakhstani university. The collected data underwent reliability analysis, descriptive statistics, and Pearson
correlation analysis to examine the relationships among multimodal expression, interpretation, and preference. The results indicate
that while teachers acknowledge the value of multimodal approaches, they encounter significant challenges in integrating them
effectively. Variations in internal consistency suggest that certain aspects of multimodal communication remain difficult to master.
Additionally, the findings reveal that teachers who demonstrate strong multimodal interpretation skills do not necessarily prefer
using such methods in teaching. These findings suggest a gap between EMI instructors’ multimodal literacy and their instructional
preferences, highlighting the need for targeted faculty development programs that enhance multimodal teaching strategies.

Keywords: English as a medium of instruction, Multimodal Literacy Scale, higher education, multimodal training,
university teachers.

Introduction

In recent years, English as a Medium of Instruction (EMI) has gained significant traction in higher
education institutions worldwide, particularly in non-Anglophone countries (Dearden, 2015). Kazakhstan,
as part of its educational reform initiatives, has increasingly adopted EMI to enhance global competitive-
ness and academic integration (Kaiypova and Kim, 2024). Since the adoption of the EMI format for deliv-
ering courses in non-linguistic majors, Kazakhstani higher education institutions have begun formulating
relevant policies, creating and introducing numerous English-taught academic programs, and developing
diverse methodologies to ensure effective implementation (Tulepova et al., 2024:434). However, ensuring
effective communication and knowledge transfer in multilingual and multicultural classrooms still requires
educators to develop multimodal literacy skills.

Multimodal literacy refers to the ability to interpret, express, and engage with meaning through mul-
tiple modes of communication, such as visual, auditory, gestural, and textual elements (Walsh, 2010).
Given the diverse nature of modern classrooms and the increasing reliance on digital technologies in
teaching and learning, EMI teachers must be adept at utilizing multimodal resources to enhance student
engagement and comprehension (Morell, 2018). According to Custodio-Espinar and Lopez-Hernandez,
‘multimodality can be useful in EMI contexts to measure and evaluate different ways of meaning-making
produced by students” (2023, p.7). Despite its importance, there is limited empirical research on EMI
teachers’ multimodal literacy skills, particularly in Kazakhstan. Understanding their competencies and
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preferences regarding multimodal communication is crucial for addressing potential challenges, for mas-
tering “behavioral strategies that form a concrete benefit related to good organization, control, and re-
sponsibility of participants in the educational process” (Tasevska and Ivanov, 2022:47) and for informing
professional development programs (Sutrisno et al., 2023). Thus, this study seeks to bridge this gap by
examining the multimodal literacy skills of EMI teachers at a private university in Kazakhstan. Specifically,
it investigates teachers’ ability to express themselves using multimodal structures, their interpretation of
multimodal content, and their preferences for multimodal communication in the classroom using a validat-
ed survey instrument developed by Bulut et al. (2015). Therefore, the research question was formulated
as follows: How do EMI teachers in Kazakhstan demonstrate multimodal literacy skills, and what is
the relationship between their ability to express and interpret multimodal content and their prefer-
ence for multimodal communication in the classroom

Theoretical framework

This study adopts Multimodal Social Semiotics (Kress, 2009) as its theoretical lens to explore
EMI teachers’ multimodal literacy skills. Multimodal Social Semiotics posits that meaning-making occurs
through multiple modes - such as speech, writing, images, and gestures - each with distinct affordances
that contribute to communication and knowledge construction. This presupposes a “meaning-centered
management of the educational environment that provides conditions for maximum personalization of the
learning process by transforming the traditional process of transmitting educational communication into
an organic and authentic dialogue” (Dermendijieva et al, 2020:77). In the context of EMI, where linguistic
barriers may exist, effective teaching relies not only on verbal proficiency but also on the strategic integra-
tion of multimodal resources to facilitate understanding (Morell, 2020). This may be due to the fact that
since content specialists are not always fully proficient in the language, they often rely on a combination
of written text, visual aids, body language, and speech to convey and elicit meaning (Morell, 2018).

Within EMI classrooms, multimodal literacy enables teachers to scaffold content, clarify complex
concepts, and engage students through diverse semiotic modes (Tai and Wei, 2024). This study focuses
on three key dimensions of multimodal literacy: expression, referring to teachers’ ability to convey mean-
ing using multimodal strategies; interpretation, involving their ability to decode and analyze multimodal
content; and preference, reflecting their inclination towards using multimodal communication in instruc-
tional settings, defined by Bulut et al. (2015). By applying Multimodal Literacy Scale, this research aims to
uncover how EMI teachers navigate and utilize multimodal resources to enhance teaching effectiveness
in a multilingual academic environment.

Materials and Methods

This study employed a quantitative research design employing a validated survey instrument de-
signed by Bulut, Ulu and Kan (2015). Data collection was conducted via an online Google Forms survey
platform. Participants completed the questionnaire anonymously. Data were screened for missing re-
sponses and outliers before proceeding to analysis via SPSS version 30.

The survey was conducted among 120 EMI teachers at one private Kazakhstani university. The re-
spondents were recruited using a convenience sampling approach. Participants provided informed consent
before completing the questionnaire. The gender distribution of the participants was 75% female (n = 90)
and 25% male (n = 30). The participants’ ages ranged from 21 to 35, with the largest group being 22-year-
olds (70.9%). A smaller proportion of respondents were aged between 23 - 35, each making up between
4.2% and 8.3% of the total sample. Regarding teaching experience, the majority (58.3%) had been teaching
for about a year or less, while 25% had between two and five years of experience. The remaining 16.7%
reported having between six and ten years of teaching experience. These demographics suggest that the
sample primarily consists of young and relatively inexperienced EMI teachers, which may have implications
for their familiarity with multimodal literacy practices and the challenges they face in EMI instruction.
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Results

This section presents the findings of the study, focusing on the reliability of the multimodal literacy
scale, descriptive statistics of teachers’ responses, and the relationships among the three multimodal
literacy factors. First, the internal consistency of the scale was assessed using Cronbach’s alpha coef-
ficients, revealing varying levels of reliability across the three subscales. Next, descriptive statistics illus-
trate teachers’ levels of agreement with statements related to expressing themselves using multimodal
structures, interpreting multimodal content, and their preference for multimodal communication. Finally,
Pearson correlation analysis was conducted to explore relationships between these dimensions, shed-
ding light on how teachers’ ability to express and interpret multimodal content relates to their preferences
for using such methods in the classroom.

Table 1. Reliability results

Factors Number of items ~ Cronbach’s alpha coefficient values
Expressing Oneself Using Multimodal Structure 5 648
Interpretation of the Contents Presented in Multimodal Structure 7 731
Preferring Multimodal Structure 5 815

In Table 1 above, the reliability of the scale used to measure multimodal literacy was assessed using
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients. The internal consistency of the three subscales varied, with “Preferring
Multimodal Structure” showing the highest reliability (a = 0.815), indicating strong internal consistency
among the five items measuring teachers’ preferences for multimodal content. The “Interpretation of the
Contents Presented in Multimodal Structure” subscale demonstrated acceptable reliability (a = 0.731),
suggesting that the seven items in this factor are relatively consistent in measuring how well teachers in-
terpret multimodal content. However, the “Expressing Oneself Using Multimodal Structure” subscale had
a lower reliability score (a = 0.648), which suggests that the five items in this factor may not be fully co-
hesive or may require revision to enhance their consistency. Nevertheless, following Hair et al. (2009) on
the development of new scales, we also kept the construct despite its’ Cronbach’s (1951) alpha of 0.648.

The descriptive statistics presented in Table 2 below indicate varying levels of agreement across
the three categories. In the Expressing Oneself Using Multimodal Structure category, teachers gener-
ally showed moderate agreement, with mean scores ranging from 3.46 to 3.63, suggesting that they
somewhat integrate visuals, music, and interactive elements into their presentations and writing. The
Interpretation of the Contents Presented in the Multimodal Structure category displayed a similar trend,
with most items scoring between 3.04 and 4.04. Notably, participants reported the highest agreement
with recognizing how visual, auditory, and written elements influence individuals (M = 4.04, SD = 0.679)
and using body language effectively (M = 3.96, SD = 0.679), while their ability to assess media content
credibility scored the lowest (M = 3.04, SD = 0.938). In contrast, the Preferring Multimodal Structure
category showed overall disagreement, as all mean scores were below 3.00. The lowest agreement was
with the statement that multimodal elements lead to laziness (M = 2.21, SD = 1.044) and that multimodal
communication is boring (M = 2.00, SD = 1.045), indicating that teachers generally do not find multimodal
elements disengaging. However, a relatively higher score for being distracted in electronic multimodal
environments (M = 2.92, SD = 1.157) suggests that some teachers may struggle with digital multimodal
formats. Overall, the results imply that while EMI teachers recognise the value of multimodal communica-
tion and incorporate it into their teaching, they may still face challenges in fully embracing and effectively
evaluating multimodal content.
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics

Category ltems* Mean Standard Deviation
| organize my thoughts systematically in my presenta-
tions thanks to various visual elements (such as tables 3.58 1.081
and graphics).
| prepare an interactive presentation making use of
Expressing Oneseff Us music, visuals, and animations 3:50 1.004
. ) Using various elements (such as music and images) in
ing Multimodal Structure my presentations makes it easier to make my point. 3.46 1229
| use visuals such as graphics, tables, pictures, and 3.63 908
photographs in my writings. ' '
| express myself more explicitly in environments in which 3.54 1,044
writing, sound, and images exist together ' '
| relate various visual and verbal information on various 350 820
media tools to each other. ' '
[ interpret the information that | gather from numerous
resources 342 1.001
| can decide whether or not content presented on various 3.04 938
, media (newspaper, TV, social media, etc.) is true ' '
Interpretation of the | , . . .
Contents Presented in lrelate the qurmatlon to which I have access using 3.29 844
Multimodal Structure visual and auditory elements.
| pay attention to the body language of the individuals | 367 947
am listening to ' '
| use body language that is in harmony with the words | 3.96 679
choose when speaking. ' '
| can realize how visual, auditory, and written elements
influence individuals. 4.04 679
| get bored in communication in which written, auditory, 200 1,045

and visual elements are used together
| get distracted in electronic environments in which visual, 299

auditory, and written elements are used together. 1157
Preferring Multimodal The use of visual, auditory, and written elements together
. ) 2.21 1.044
Structure leads to laziness of the mind.
[ do not like trying to interpret images, sounds, graphics,
- . 250 1.195
and writings simultaneously
[ only believe in the power of verbal expression when 271 1141

sharing my thoughts.

*Multimodal Literacy Scale items designed by Bulut et al. (2015)

Further, in Table 3 below, we attempted to calculate the Pearson correlation in order to examine
relationships between the three multimodal literacy factors. A moderate positive correlation was found be-
tween “Interpretation of the Contents Presented in Multimodal Structure” and “Expressing Oneself Using
Multimodal Structure” (r = 0.439, p < 0.001). This suggests that teachers who are skilled at interpreting
multimodal content are also more likely to express themselves effectively using multimodal formats. The
strong statistical significance of this relationship (p < 0.001) indicates that this is a meaningful connection
and not a random occurrence.

On the other hand, a weak negative correlation was found between “Expressing Oneself Using Mul-
timodal Structure” and “Preferring Multimodal Structure” (r = -0.234). This suggests that teachers who are
proficient in using multimodal approaches to express themselves may not necessarily prefer multimodal
teaching strategies. Although the correlation is not strong, it indicates that teachers’ ability to express ideas
multimodally does not always align with their preference for using such methods in the classroom.

Similarly, a weak but statistically significant negative correlation was observed between “Interpreta-
tion of the Contents Presented in Multimodal Structure” and “Preferring Multimodal Structure” (r = -0.197,
p =0.031). This implies that teachers who are good at understanding multimodal content may not always
prefer to use multimodal teaching methods. The statistical significance (p = 0.031) suggests that while the
effect size is small, there is still a meaningful relationship worth exploring further.
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Table 3. Pearson correlation analysis results

Expressing Oneself Using

Pearson correlation Multimodal Structure

Preferring Multimodal Structure

Preferring Multimodal Structure -0.234478759326225

Sig.(2-tailed)

Interpretation of the Contents Presented in 0.43881599930589 -0.197132062504617

Multimodal Structure

Sig.(2-tailed) 5.3489E-7 0.030920485150535
Discussion

The findings of this study highlight the crucial role of multimodal literacy in EMI instruction and the
varying degrees to which teachers employ multimodal strategies in their teaching. The results indicate
that EMI teachers in Kazakhstan demonstrate moderate competency in expressing themselves through
multimodal structures and interpreting multimodal content. However, their preference for multimodal com-
munication in the classroom remains relatively low, which may suggest limited pedagogical training in
utilizing multimodal approaches effectively. These findings align with Morell (2018), who emphasized that
while multimodal literacy is essential in EMI settings, teachers often lack the necessary skills and confi-
dence to integrate various semiotic resources optimally.

Notably, our study found that while teachers acknowledge the importance of multimodal communica-
tion, they do not overwhelmingly prefer its use. This finding is consistent with Sutrisno et al. (2023), who
argued that despite recognizing the benefits of multimodal literacy, EMI educators may be constrained
by traditional teaching norms, limited institutional support, and a lack of formal training in multimodal
pedagogy. Moreover, the lowest agreement scores were observed in statements related to evaluating
media credibility, which suggests a need for enhanced critical multimodal literacy skills—an aspect also
underscored by Walsh (2010).

These results have significant implications for EMI implementation in Kazakhstan. Given that the
majority of respondents were young and relatively inexperienced, it is possible that their limited teaching
experience may contribute to their underutilization of multimodal strategies. Similar to the findings by
Morell (2020), our study underscores the necessity of equipping EMI teachers with structured training that
fosters multimodal literacy development. Professional development programs should incorporate hands-
on training in designing and implementing multimodal instructional strategies to enhance both compre-
hension and engagement in multilingual classrooms.

Conclusions

In conclusion, this study contributes to the growing body of research on multimodal literacy in EMI by
providing empirical evidence from the Kazakhstani context. While EMI teachers demonstrate moderate
competence in multimodal literacy, their limited preference for multimodal communication and challenges
in digital environments suggest that further pedagogical training is necessary. Future research should
explore the impact of targeted multimodal literacy interventions on EMI teaching effectiveness and inves-
tigate how institutional policies can support multimodal integration in higher education.

Additionally, we believe that the findings underscore the need for systematic faculty development initia-
tives that equip instructors with practical strategies for integrating multimodal resources into their teaching.
Universities should consider implementing structured training programs that focus on enhancing both theo-
retical knowledge and hands-on application of multimodal techniques. Furthermore, given the observed dis-
crepancies between instructors’ multimodal interpretation skills and their teaching preferences, future stud-
ies should examine the underlying factors influencing teachers’ reluctance to adopt multimodal strategies.
This study provides valuable insights for policymakers, educators, and researchers interested in advancing
EMI pedagogy through multimodal approaches. Addressing the identified challenges can contribute to the
development of more inclusive and effective teaching strategies in multilingual higher education contexts.
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