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Features of Excellent Teachers’ Multimodal Discourse

in College English Teaching Contest:
Take the 7th SFLEP National College English Teaching Contest as an Example

NING Jianhua
( School of Foreign Languages and Literature Hexi University Zhangye 734000 China)

Abstract: In order to investigate the features of multimodal discourse of excellent teachers in college
English teaching contest two contestants’ teaching videos in the final of the 7th SFLEP National Col-
lege English Teaching Contest are selected as the data. Zhang Delu’ s framework of multimodal dis—
course analysis is adapted and video analysis software ELAN 5.1 is used for the quantitative analyse.

The results show that two teachers’ modality employment are basically consistent and both teachers
pay attention to the selection of non-inguistic modalities. In different teaching stages modal complex—

ity is different which is related to teaching focus and task complexity. Modal complexity is the highest
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in text comprehension stage followed by organizational activity stage. The maximum modal com-
plexity is showed in the stage of text comprehension followed by the stage of organizing activities.

Contestants are good at taking advantage of the paralanguages such as font and tone and non -

linguistic modalities such as gaze gesture facial expressions to cooperate and coordinate language
modality. The study suggests that teachers should make full use of non - linguistic modalities follow
the principle of modality selection and pay attention to the synergy among modes so as to improve
teaching effect.
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42 42 4.03 3.78 169.28 158.94 11.26 10.95
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13 23 3.80 4.53 49.35 104.23 3.28 7.18
26 32 5.21 5.44 135.46 173.95 9.02 11.98
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Do you know all the three words?
For example damage you know damage.
Do you know blemish you don’t have any idea a—
bout blemish.
You have to increase your vocabulary blemish also (
means taint. ( )
Let me give you an example well my reputation
was blemished.
2 PPT
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“ 1 ”
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o 1 2
5 2
I o)
9:00 -9:20 PPT

: PFOA

*Yes pumped:-*PFOA into which place?

: Into the river.

:Yes that’ s the answer. So we say pumped -
PFOA PFOA in this passage it refers to a kind of

very toxic substance. Yes ‘- into the river. Thank

you.

72



o 2
PPT ( ) \PPT
JPPT .
. PPT N
5.0
5.1
o Norris
(2004) . .
( Peng et

73



2019 3
al. 2017) .
(43 »
14 ! ” “ ! ” “ ! ”
5.2
( 20]03) 5 “« » «
” “ ”” “« ”» .
( 2010b) .
“ ” ( 1: All right good afternoon so I’ m this year’ s last
male contest I’ m hoping that you would cherish me. : ) ( 2: Hello my
dear students good afternoon. ) ;

PPT

74



5.3

2006) .

6.0

PPT

ELAN

PPT

Parkersburg

N \ ( Forceville

(2010a; 2010b)

75



2019 3

10

11

12

13

14

15
76

Forceville C. Non-verbal and multimodal metaphor in a cognitive framework: Agendas for research A
In G. Kristiansen M. Achard R. Dirven & F. J. Ruiz de Mendoza Ibanez ( eds.) . Cognitive Linguis—
tics : Current Applications and Future Perspectives C . Berlin * New York: Mouton de Gruyter 2006.
379 -402.
Gibbon D. 1. Mertins & R. K. Moore ( eds.) . Hand-book of Multimodal and Spoken Dialogue Sys—
tems: Resources terminology and Product Evaluation C . Boston: Kluwer Academic Publishers 2000.
Guichon N. & S. McLornan. The effects of multimodality on L2 learners: Implications for CALL resource
design J . System 2008 36 (1) :85-93.
Jewitt C. Multimodality and literacy in school classrooms J . Review of Research in Education 2008 32
(1): 241 -267.
Kress G. & T. Van Leeuwen. Reading Images: The Grammar of Visual Design(2nd ed.) M . Lon-
don: Routledge 2006.
Kress G. & T. Van Leeuwen. Multimodal Discourse: The Modes and Media of Contemporary Communica—
tion M . London: Arnold 2001.
Kress G. C. Jewitt J. Bourne A. Franks J. Hardcastle K. Jones & E. Reid. English in Urban
Classrooms: A Multimodal Perspective on Teaching and Learning M . London: Routledge Farmer 2005.
Morell T. Multimodal competence and effective interactive lecturing J . System 2018 (77): 70 -79.
New London Group. A pedagogy of multiliteracies: Designing social futures J . Harvard Educational Re-
view 1996 66(1): 60 -92.
Norris  S. Analyzing Multimodal Interaction: A Methodological Framework M . London: Routledge
2004:28.
Peng J. L. Zhang & Y. Chen. The mediation of multimodal affordances on willingness to communicate
in the English as a foreign language classroom J . TESOL Quarterly 2017 51 (2): 302 -331.
Royce T. Multimodality in the TESOL classroom: Exploring visual-verbal synergy J . TESOL Quarter—
ly 2002 36(2): 191 -205.
Wigham C. R. A multimodal analysis of lexical explanation sequences in webconferencing supported
language teaching. In B. O’ Rourke & U. Stickler ( eds.) . Special Issue of Language Learning in Higher
Education: Synchronous Communication Technologies in Language and Intercultural Learning and Teach—
ing in Higher Education. Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton 2017. 81 —108.
Xue Z. Research on business English listening and speaking based on multimodal discourse theory J .
Theory and Practice in Language Studies 2018 8 ( 12) : 1748 —1752.
J. 2011 (3):48 -53.



16

18
19

20
21

2
23
24
25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

J. 2010 (5):7 -8.
2007 (4):3-12.

J. 2007 (1):1-10.
— 2010 «“ ”

2010 (6):33 -41.

J. 2003 (5):1-8.

2014 (4):62 -170.
2 7. 2010 (6):26 -32.
J. 2011 (1):5-8.
2012 (3):34 -41.

113 ”

e

2014 (4):54 -61.

73 ”

2017 (1) :49 -52.

2014 (4):71 -79.

J. 2009 (1) :24 -30.
J . 2010a (2):97 - 102.
J. 2010b (3):48 - 53.
J. 2012 (1) :39 -43.
J . 2015 (1) :44 -

2016 (1):53 -57.
J. 2007 (5):82 -86.

77



