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Cyxuaa Jlauw

AHHOTanusg. KoMMyHHKalus paccMaTpyUBaeTCs Kak Cloco6 B3aMMO/IeHCTBUSA JIIO/IeH, a TaKkKe KaK
6a30BbIM 3JIEMEHT KYJbTYPHOU M COLMAJbHON XU3HU. KOMMyHUKalMs NPOUCXOAUT B pa3HbIX KOH-
TEKCTax U 06CTOSATEbCTBAX, TAKUX, KAK 06CTaHOBKA B KJlacce, KOTOpasi Noipa3yMeBaeT pa3Hble CTU-
JIM OOIIEHUS MEXAY YIUTENsIMH U YieHUKaMU. llesib mccienoBaHusl — BbISBUTh HauboJiee pacmpo-
CTpaHeHHbIe CTUJIU 06LIeHUs B a/DKUPCKUX U PYCCKHUX KJaccaX. JlaHHbIe ObLIY NMOJTYYEHbI C TOMOIIbIO
uccaenoBaHus ¢ ydyactueM 143 ctygeHToB. OCHOBHOE BHMMaHUE B 3TOM UCCJAEN0BAaHUU YAeEJSIeTcs
KOMMYHUKAaTUBHbIM CTWISIM, KOTOPbIE HUCNOJIb3YIOT a/LKUPCKHUE U PYCCKUE YUUTeJsl IPU BbINOJIHE-
HUU OMpeJieJIeHHbIX peueBbIX aKTOB B 06CTaHOBKeE KJjlacca NMPU B3aWMOJEUCTBUU CO CBOUMHU YYEHU-
KaMu. B uccieoBaHHUM 6blJ NPUMEHEH KayecTBEHHBbIN MeToJ. [loslydyeHHble pe3yibTaThl I0Ka3bIBa-
0T, YTO a/LKUPCKUE YYHWTeJsI CKJIOHHBI UCIOJIb30BaTh JjBA KOMMYHUKAaTHUBHBIX CTUJIS: MPSIMOU U
KOHTEKCTHbIN. UYTO KacaeTcsl PyCCKUX CTYJEHTOB, OHU CKJOHHbI UCHO0JIb30BaTh KOCBEHHBIK U KOH-
TEKCTHBIN CTUJIY, C IOMOLIbIO0 KOTOPBIX YYHUTEJIS OKa3aJu BEXKJIUBOCTb U BBICOKUU HUHJEKC AUCTaH-
I[UU BJIACTH.

KiiloyeBble Cj10Ba: KOMMYHUKAaTUBHbIE CTHJIM, B3aUMOJENCTBUE B KJacce, a/DKUPCKUE KJIACChl,
PYCCKHE KJIacChl, MIPSIMOU CTUJ/Ib, KOCBEHHbIN CTHUJ/Ib, KOHTEKCTHBIM CTUJIb, KOMMYHUKAIU, KYJbTYpO-
JIOTHUSl, peuyeBble aKThl, BEXXJIUBOCTb.
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1. Introduction

The practice of passing on or communicating ideas from one person to another is re-
ferred to as communication. Communication is successful when messages are exchanged
and communicated in an intelligible and clear manner. Furthermore, classroom communi-
cation is a critical component of the educational process, shaping how knowledge is trans-
mitted, received, and internalized. It encompasses verbal and nonverbal interactions be-
tween teachers and students, as well as among students themselves. The nature of
classroom communication varies across cultures, reflecting broader societal norms, histor-
ical contexts, and educational philosophies. In Algeria and Russia, classroom communica-
tion is influenced by distinct cultural, historical, and linguistic factors, which shape teach-
er-student dynamics, communication styles, and pedagogical approaches [16].
Additionally, communication is surely a hard process, especially for humans. According to
[16], "humans communicate cognitively, emotionally, and socially," which contributes to
this complexity. This demonstrates the significance of communication in human life.
Communication issues must be avoided if good communication is to be achieved. Commu-
nicative styles are described as "language devices used to overcome communication prob-
lems related to interlanguage deficiencies" [10].

Algerian classrooms are strongly influenced by hierarchical cultural values and a
high power-distance dynamic, where teachers are viewed as unquestionable authorities
[15]. This stems from broader societal norms that emphasize respect for elders and figures
of authority, as well as the legacy of colonialism, which shaped the education system to
prioritize obedience and rote learning [5]. In Algerian classrooms, teachers are seen as the
primary source of knowledge, and their authority is rarely challenged. This often results in
a predominantly teacher-centered approach, limiting opportunities for active student par-
ticipation. Adding to that, teachers often provide feedback indirectly to avoid causing em-
barrassment, consistent with the high-context communication style prevalent in Algerian
culture [14, p. 35—45]. However, this can lead to misunderstandings, as students may not
fully grasp the feedback's intent. Furthermore, students are generally expected to be pas-
sive recipients of knowledge, with limited interaction unless initiated by the teacher.

Russian classrooms are also characterized by a high power-distance dynamic, where
teachers are respected as authoritative figures. This stems from the Soviet-era education
system, which emphasized discipline, academic rigor, and a centralized approach to cur-
riculum and pedagogy [28]. However, modern Russian classrooms are gradually incorpo-
rating more collaborative and student-centered practices. Russian teachers are seen as
both educators and moral guides, with a strong focus on instilling discipline and work eth-
ic, furthermore, they tend to provide direct and explicit feedback, reflecting the low-
context communication style typical of Russian culture [14, p. 35—45]. This approach en-
sures clarity but can sometimes come across as overly critical.

In Russian classroom settings while traditional classrooms are focused on rote
learning, modern Russian education places a greater emphasis on fostering critical think-
ing and analytical skills through dialogue and interactive activities [29]. Adding to that, the
emphasis on academic performance can create a high-pressure environment, where inter-
actions are often focused on outcomes rather than the learning process [29].

According to [18] it is worth noting that cultural differences in communication are
not random, but rather the result of systematic and consistent use of typical strategies,
which leads to the formation of communicative features, more broadly — communication
dominants, the sum of which forms a culture specific style of communication that is re-
ferred to as communicative ethno-style. Effective techniques are required for communica-
tion to be successful. We thus require communicative styles.

Communicative styles are frequently used to "bridge the gaps between the linguistic
and sociolinguistic knowledge of the foreign language learners and those of the interlocu-
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tors in any communication situation," according to [25]. Also, it is noteworthy to mention
the four dichotomies of the communicative styles asserted by W. Gudykunst and S. Ting-
Toomey. They proposed to reduce all cultural distinctions to four binary style oppositions:
direct versus indirect, elaborate versus succinct, personal versus contextual, and instru-
mental versus effective [12, p. 67—89].

Direct versus indirect styles are determined by how thoroughly and clearly the
speaker expresses his or her objective in speech. In a direct communication style, the
speakers state their goals directly in terms of their wants, needs, and desires. However, in
indirect style, their goals are concealed and presented indirectly.

The second dimension is connected to the amount and expressiveness of speech in
various cultures. It has three different styles: complex style, precise style, and concise style.
The use of expressive language in ordinary speech is referred to as the ornate style. Under-
statements and semantically laden silent pauses are used in the concise style.

Contextual style is role-centered, with an emphasis on interlocutors' role connec-
tions. It represents societal hierarchy and uneven positions. Many European nations, as
well as the United States, have a communicating style that falls somewhere in the middle,
being meticulous and ritualized.

Personal versus contextual communication styles are connected to the importance
of the context in communication and, more importantly, role connections between speak-
ers. Personal style is individualistic, with an emphasis on individuality. Language is used to
portray equitable social order and balanced role arrangements.

Instrumental versus emotional approaches are related to what is ultimately intend-
ed to be expressed. The instrumental style emphasizes content and is intended to fulfill the
purpose of communication. The emotive style emphasizes the process of communication
rather than the objective of communication. Non-verbal communication (gestures, facial
expressions, etc.) plays a vital part in the transmission of information.

Partially these communicative styles are analogous to P. Grice's ideas because they
relate to communication parameters involving quantity, quality, relevance, and manner
(clarity of speech), etc. [11], while also convincingly demonstrating that the concept of ef-
fective communication is not universal, but culturally variable. They have a high explana-
tory value since they help us comprehend the existing similarities and contrasts in com-
munication from an intercultural standpoint. It is not incorrect to argue that the
aforementioned styles exist in all cultures, but it is critical to evaluate which of them are
prominent in a certain society [18]. The language employed to convey the message can be
utilized to identify communication methods.

J. L. Austin [3] and J. R. Searle [23, p. 209—223], two significant figures in linguistic
philosophy, have developed taxonomies of speech acts. For instance, [23] defined five cat-
egories for speech acts: representatives (such as asserting or concluding) commit the
speaker to the truth of the stated proposition; directives (such as asking or pleading) are
attempts to persuade the addressee to do something or to move in the speaker's direction;
commissive (such as promising, threatening, or offering) commit the speaker to a future
course of action; and directives (such as requesting, questioning) are attempts to persuade
the addressee to move in the speaker. Thanking, apologizing, welcoming, and congratulat-
ing are examples of expressives that express a psychological state and the speaker's inner
state. According to [1], it is also obvious that the traditional binary opposition between in-
structor and student is eroding in this regard. Appointing, excommunicating, and declar-
ing are examples of declarations that affect immediate changes in institutional state of af-
fairs and frequently rely on complex extra-linguistic institutions. As a result, examination
of speech acts can be a useful tool for learning more about how one particular group of
people uses language and communicates.
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These styles are shaped by cultural, social, and individual factors, influencing how
messages are conveyed, interpreted, and received. The relationship between communica-
tive styles and cultural settings is significant, as different cultures have distinct norms, val-
ues, and expectations around communication. In some cultures, communication is more
direct, with individuals expressing themselves in a clear and straightforward manner. For
example, in many Western cultures, such as the United States or Germany, being explicit
and to the point is often appreciated. Direct communicators value clarity and precision,
and messages are expected to be delivered without ambiguity. People in these cultures may
use a logical and analytical approach to discussions, valuing facts over emotions or rela-
tionships.

Furthermore, and according to [9] who looked at a few of the social, practical, psy-
chological, and emotional elements that contribute to communication difficulties. He came
to the conclusion that good small group activities are crucial for empowering students and
that student-teacher discussion is an essential component of classroom communication.
According to [17], there are many modes of verbal and non-verbal communication, cultural
communication and communication enhancers. He argued that the classroom should offer
a range of stimuli, a safe, comfortable environment, and the flexibility to accommodate dif-
ferent activities while allowing for some privacy and individuality. He asserts that the
teacher must be able to communicate with the child at their level of comprehension and
comprehend the nature of language and dialect differences.

According to a review of the literature, there has been a recent surge in studies ex-
amining teachers' communication competencies [21]. Additionally, a significant amount of
national and international research has been done to investigate the communication skills
and empathy of the teachers [4], [8] and [27]. Studies have looked into the connection be-
tween empathy and communication abilities of the teachers' inclination levels, according
to [2] and [13, p. 25—26], however some argued on how communication training can affect
the teachers' degrees of empathy and communication abilities.

2. Methodology of the study

2.1. Methods and population

The present study makes use of a qualitative research method drawing on Sociolin-
guistics, Cross-Cultural Pragmatics, Discourse Analysis, and cultural Studies. The qualita-
tive method is carried out by analyzing responses from a discourse completion task (DCT)
which consists of different situations that tend to study different classroom interactions
and involves different speech acts and communicative styles. This method would give a
more in-depth overview on the participants personal responses. Also, it provides the re-
searcher with more generalizable results, since it tends to examine the detailed responses
of the participants. Furthermore, the data used throughout this research was collected
from Algerian and Russian universities that are exposed to certain academic factors related
the given cultural settings.

Tools of data collection

The tools used in data collection in order to conduct this study is Discourse comple-
tion test, it contains a number of questions that study the teacher-student interactions and
aims at uncovering the different communicative styles used by the teachers when perform-
ing certain speech acts, as well as, knowing what expression the Algerian teachers usually
use when communicating with their students in-classroom-settings. The discourse comple-
tion test included a set of situations that studies different speech acts through which the
classroom interactions are realized in classroom settings in both Algerian and Russian
Classrooms.

3. Summary of the findings

The data collected throughout this paper were obtained through a discourse comple-
tion test (DCT) distributed amongst the Russian and the Algerian students. Participants
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were asked to specify the expression used by their teachers while communicating with
them and asking them to perform certain tasks. As a result, 143 students took a part in this
study, from whom 71 are Algerian students and 72 are Russian students. The questions of
the DCT involves a set of speech acts, such as, orders and requests classified from low-cost
to high cost.

3.1. Russian Teacher’s classroom interactions

According to the replies gathered, Russian teachers employ a range of language
models while executing the speech act of request while speaking with their pupils; the lan-
guage models chosen can reveal how power is distributed in the classroom. It is noted that
in the seventh Situation (S7), where the teacher asks the students to write the exercise on
the board, (72.3 %) of the responses are direct and contain imperatives, and (20.5 %) of the
responses contain questions about the students' abilities Can you? Could you? and the in-
terjection adverb Please appears in (7.2 %) of the responses. Teachers were seen not to
employ interrogative language models I would want to know whether... or queries of de-
sire Would you? The percentage for these two language categories is (0.0 %). It has been
noted that Russian teachers never ask for a favor directly; for instance, the responses indi-
cate that they never use direct requests or imperatives.

This brings us to the eighth (08) situation, in which the students were asked to de-
scribe the teacher's expression when requesting a favor, in this case, an extra pen and
(0.0 %) of the responses were noted as being direct; additionally, the majority of the re-
sponses (53.6 %) used the model verb that asks the students to fulfill the teacher's request
or favor; additionally, interrogative language models were used in (26.2 %) of the respons-
es, and the interjection adverb "Please” was noted in (20.2 %) of the responses. Regarding
the ninth (09) scenario, in which teachers are expected to ask their students to repeat their
responses, it has been observed that the teachers are more frequently employing impera-
tives to take a more directive approach. As a result, (52.1 %) of the responses are noted as
being direct, and the teachers are expected to be straightforward when asking their stu-
dents to repeat their responses.

The use of the interjection adverb "please," is seen to contain this linguistic variety,
was the second-highest proportion of a percentage of (35.6 %). Additionally, a percentage
of (0.0 %) was noted for both the language model that questions about the desire and the
usage of interrogatives, and another (12.5 %) of the responses are noted to have the lan-
guage model that asks about the students' capacity to comply with the teachers' requests.
Moving on to the tenth (10) situation, in which the teachers are expected to ask the stu-
dents to close the window, it was observed that most of the responses included the intejec-
tion adverb "please," indicating that the teachers are attempting to be less direct in their
request.

The use of language models that frequently inquire about students' abilities was re-
ported at (23.5 %), whereas the usage of imperatives by teachers was documented at
(5.3 %). Also, It has been observed that teachers frequently use the language model that
asks for the students' ability with a percentage of (42.2 %) and the interjection adverb
"please" with a percentage of (43.6 %) in the eleventh (11) scenario, which is intended to
study a request that is classified as being of a high cost and somewhat difficult to fulfil,
through which asking the students to assist a new student with his homework, the percent-
age of direct imperatives used is (6.9 %), and no model verbs in any of the requests were
found to inquire about the students’ motivation to carry out this action. (See the table 1).
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Table 1

The use of language models in the Russian teacher’s requests

Top-down interactions.
Language Models Teacher- Student

S7 S8 So S10 | S11
Direct requests, imperatives, declaratives 72.3 0.0 52.1 5.3 6.9
Question of the ability: can you? Could you? 20.5 | 53.6 | 12.5 | 12.5 | 42.2
Question of a desire: would you? 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0
Declarative and interrogative: I'd like to know if... 0.0 | 26.2 | 0.0 0.0 | 7.3
Interjection adverb: Please. 7.2 20.2 | 35.6 | 72.2 | 43.6

The examples that demonstrate the way the Russian teachers perform the speech
act of request are listed below:

Situation o1: In the first situation the students were asked about their teachers’
used expressions when asking then to write the exercise on the board, it has been noticed
that the Russian teachers tend to be in directs and use both the polite form of the personal
pronoun You which is Bst in the Russian language as well as they are noticed to use the in-
terjection adverb Please.

1) Hanuwume 3adaHue Ha docke, noxcaaylcma.

1) Write the task on the board, please.

Situation 02: in this situation, the Russian teachers are noticed to be indirect
when asking their students for a favor, which is lending them an extra pen, or closing the
window, there are noticed to use the language models that tend to ask for the ability Can
you and using the interejection adverb please.

2) Mosceme mHe noxcaayiicma damy 8auly pyyky?

2) Can you please give me your pen?

3) 3axpoiime, oxHo, noxcaayticma.

3) Close the window, please.

Situation 03: When asking the student to repeat the answer, which is a task-
oriented request, the Russian teachers are noticed to be likely indirect through using the
interjection adverb please.

4) Ioxcanyiicma, noemopume saw omaem.

4) Please repeat your answer.

3.2. Algerian Teacher’s classroom interactions

Based on the data collected, it was discovered that Algerian teachers were very di-
rect with their students when performing the speech act of requesting or ordering, and this
was very noticeable in the way they uttered their expression. Almost all of the responses
collected witnessed the use of imperative verbs, indicating that the teachers have more
power than their students, as well as a low percentage of using model verbs. Only a small
portion of the responses intended to explore the teachers' speech were found to have a
lower cost of imposition; additionally, it was discovered that teachers tend to demonstrate
gratitude, respect, and closeness when asking their students to do them a favor.

The participants’ responses showed that the majority of Algerian teachers tend to
use a lot of imperatives that demonstrates directness and high cost of imposition and tend
to be so straight to the point; when asking the students to do something for them, or when
asking them to perform a certain task, most of the teachers were very impulsive and a bit
unrelenting. This would suggest that the Algerian teachers possess a high-power distance
index and tend to exercise this power through being direct and used direct requests and to
perform what is called face threatening acts which would threaten the face of the listener
who is in this case the student.
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Discourse completion tests were used to examine the requests made by student-
teachers. Algerian students were asked to describe the expressions of their teachers when
speaking to them in class and when completing the speech act of request. It is observed
that in the seventh Situation (S7), where the instructor requests that the students write the
task on the board, (71.1 %) of the responses are straightforward and contain imperatives;
also, (18.4 %) of the responses in this situation include an ability inquiry Can you? Could
you? and the interjection adverb "Please" appears in (10.5 %) of the answers. Teachers are
not observed to use any interrogative language models, like: I would like to know if... or
language models that ask questions about desire, like: Would you?". For these two lan-
guage groupings, the percentage is (0.0 %). It is observed that Russian professors never
expressly ask for a favor in the eighth (08) situation, when students were asked to describe
the teacher's attitude when asking for a favor (in this case, an additional pen). For in-
stance, (0.0 %) of the responses were direct, indicating that Russian teachers seldom to
never employ straight imperatives or demands. Furthermore, (33.5 %) of the responses in-
cluded the model verb that asks the students whether they can do the instructor a favor or
request, (26.2 %) utilized interrogative language models, and (20.2 %) of the responses in-
dicated using the interjection adverb "Please."

In the ninth (09) situation, where teachers are supposed to urge their students to
repeat their replies, it has been noted that they are using imperatives in a more directive
manner. Teachers are expected to be direct when asking their pupils to respond, as evi-
denced by the fact that (52.1 %) of the responses in this situation are characterized as such.
Second in proportion is the use of the interjection adverb please, which is found to include
this linguistic variation at a rate of 35.6 %. Furthermore, it was observed that (0.0 %) of the
responses had the language model, and another (12.5 %) had the language model concern-
ing the use of interrogatives.

The majority of the responses used the interjection adverb "please," suggesting that
the teachers are trying to be less direct in their request. This brings us to the tenth (10) sit-
uation, when the teachers are supposed to ask the students to close the window.

Teachers tend to use the language model that asks for the student's ability with a
percentage of (42.2 %) and the interjection adverb "please" with a percentage of (43.6 %)
in the eleventh (11) scenario, which is designed to study a request that is categorized as
high cost and difficult to fulfill — that is, asking students to help a new student with his
homework. A proportion of (6.9 %) was recorded for the usage of direct imperatives, and
none of the requests were found to include model verbs that inquire about the pupils' de-
sire to undertake this action (see Table 2).

Table 2
The use of language models in the Algerian teacher’s requests
Top-down
Language Models S S8 So S10 | Si1
Direct requests, imperatives, declaratives 71.1 | 10.2 | 52.1 | 22.1 | 16.7
Question of the ability: can you? Could you? 18.4 | 33.5 | 12.5 | 52.8 | 33.3
Question of a desire: would you? 0.0 14.6 8.6 0.0 16.2
Declarative and interrogative: I'd like to know if... 0.0 | 26.2 | 12.5 | 0.0 | 16.6
Interjection adverb: Please 10.5 | 20.2 | 14.3 | 25.1 | 17.2

Most of the teachers’ responses according to their students were as the following:
Situation o1: The students were asked about their teachers’ responses when they
are requesting them to perform an act, in this situation, it is asking them to write the exer-
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cise on the white board, it has been shown that the verbs used by the teachers are directive
and imperative and straight to the point; no model verbs were used.
vosd ol e U5 e Mo I il (o pall) 8T 5 gussll allef Aal] (5

5) Oussama, come to the board and write the exercise, so your classmates can see
it.

Situation 02: Through this situation, the teachers’ utterances while requesting the
students to do them a favor was examined. The same thing was noticed in this situation,
the teachers opt for using a direct imperative verb even though he/she is asking for a favor
from the student.

Sday Lo oeli | Heli jan Y1 alill kel | s0ly (6

6) Son, give me your red pen, mine stopped working.

Situation 03: This situation is meant to examine the expressions used by the
teachers while commanding them to do something. The teacher asked the student to repeat
the answer because he has problems hearing him, his command is direst and clear. Most of
the responses of this situation are noticed to contain imperatives and there was short rec-
ord of using model verbs that ask for the students’ ability to repeat, such as Can you?
Could you?

 geide e G Lla Y/ tinaw Lo, i i€ il d9l8  dala s (7

7) Boussaha, repeat your answer, I couldn’t hear your answer.

4. Discussion

The results of this paper show the most common communicative styles that exists in
the teachers’ discourse in the Algerian and Russian classrooms are three styles: direct, in-
direct, and contextual styles. For instance, the Algerian teachers are noted to be direct and
straight to the point, they tend to request or order the students without any implicitness
and in a clear manner but of course in a polite way that shows that there is a mutual re-
spect between the teachers and the students, in another hand, it is noticed the Russian
teachers tend to be more indirect when it comes to requesting their students to fulfill and
action or even when ordering them to do something related to the course of the lecture,
this indirectness can be noticed through the excessive use of the model verbs Can you?
Could you? and the interjection adverb Please, this was stated in classic work in politeness
[7, p. 65—68] and [19] and cross-cultural [6]. 'Directness' usually refers to the use of mood
for instance, imperatives carry out requests, and performative verbs e.g., I command you
to; 'indirectness' usually refers to hints. In the middle of the dimension is conventional in-
directness, thus, ability inquiries to perform requests, such as, Can you pass the water?
adding to that, the contextual or personality-oriented style can be spotted in the way how
both the Algerian and the Russian teachers are trying to highlight the hierarchical social
order and asymmetrical positions, through showing more respect and politeness than
showing that he has a higher power than the students and that he has the right to com-
mand them directly without using expressions that demonstrate politeness like saying: ex-
cuse me / can you? / Would you? but of course, nowadays, it is widely understood that in-
dividuals from different cultures do not always agree on what is considered polite or
impolite [20], [22], [24, p. 227—235] and [26, p. 126—167] this due to the fact that certain
cultural parameters can define the way we think about certain aspects related to the inter-
actions and communication. as for the instrumental style, it can be found in the way how
the teachers are more focused on the goal and outcomes of the communication more than
focusing on the flow of the communication itself.

5. Conclusion

Throughout this paper, it was intended to spot the most commonly used communi-
cative styles by teachers in Algerian and Russian classrooms. It was aimed at shedding the
light on how Algerian and Russian teachers communicate certain speech acts to their stu-
dents. The results of this research show that there are three main communicative styles
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that are mostly used in classroom-setting by the teachers, namely, direct, indirect and con-
textual. This can be strongly related to the cultural background of the Algerians and Rus-
sians; thus, Algerian teachers have a slightly high status and more power compared to the
Russian teachers; which is well illustrated through the social gap between the teachers and
the students in both cultural contexts. Furthermore, it can be also said that the Algerian
and Russian teachers tend to show more politeness and respect to the students in their
own ways and based on their cultural parameters. The results of this study are preliminary
since it is built on limited materials, that’s why further investigations and studied are
needed.
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