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rul Kputnueckue sameuanus npenopasarteseit
B KMTaCKOM U pyCcCKOM yuyebHOM AncKypce

Ca KOaxyH, Yxoy LinH

AnHomayus. 1e/bio JTaHHOM PabOThI SBJSIETCS BBISBIEHNE KPUTUUECKUX 3aMeuaHuit IperogaBareeii B Ku-
TalCKOM ¥ PYCCKOI ayAUTOPUSIX C aKI[EHTOM Ha oIpeJeseHNe STHOKYIbTYPHbIX 0cObeHHOCTe . [T MoCTI-
SKeHMSI 9TOM 1eM ObIIO TIPOBEJEHO OBIIMPHOE aHKETUPOBaHME, HATTPABIEHHOE HA BbISICHEHVE YaCTOThI U SI3bI-
KOBBIX 0COGEHHOCTE KPUTUUECKMUX 3aMevaHuit, MCITOb3yeMbIX KUTACKMMM ¥ PYCCKUMU TIperiogaBaTeisi-
mu. HayuHast HOBM3HA MCCIeNOBaHMS MTOATBEPKIAETCS TeM, UTO BIIEPBbIe IMPOBEIEHO CPaBHUTENbHOE UCCIIe-
JIOBaHMe UCIIONb30BAHMS KPUTUUECKMUX 3aMeUaHUli KUTAiCKUMU U POCCUIACKMMM TTpenoiaBaTesiMU B akaze-
MMYECKOH cpefie. B cTaThe ompeneseHbl TMHIBOKYJIbTYPHbIE OCOOEHHOCTY KPUTUUECKUX 3aMeYaHuit mpe-
rojaBaresieii U U3MepeHbl COOTBETCTBYIOL[ME YaCTOThI B PAa3IMYHBIX ayOUTOPHBIX cuTyalusx. [Ipegnpuns-
Ta IMOIbITKA O0bSICHUTb OCOOEHHOCTY KPUTUUECKUX 3aMeUaHUil KUTACKUX Y POCCUCKUX TIperogaBaTesieii
yepes KyJbTYPHbIE IIEHHOCTY ¥ KOHTEKCTHbIE YCJIOBUS. Pe3y/nbTaThl MOKa3aii, YTO 06€ TPYIIbI UCIIONb3YIOT
MPSIMYI0 ¥ KOCBEHHYIO KPUTHUKY. TeM He MeHee ObUIM OTMEUEHbI OIpe/e/ieHHbIe KYIbTypHbIE Pa3INUMS:
KUTalCKMe MpernosaBaTe/in yalie UCIOAb3YIOT MPSIMYI0 KPUTUKY, UeM pycCKue. YCTaHOBJIEHO, UYTO 3TU pas3-
JI4ys 00y CIOBIEHBI KYJIbTYPHBIMY IIEHHOCTSIMM M POJIEBBIMM TIO3UIMSIMM TTpernoaBaresneit B Kurae u Poc-
cun. [laHHOe Ucc/ieloBaHKe JaeT LieHHOe TMpeicTaBlIeHle 0 KOMIUIEKCHOM B3aMMOECTBUM MEXY SI3bIKOM,
KyJIBTYPO#1 U TeJarormyeckoii MpakTUKOI, MO3BOJISIeT IPOJIUTh CBET HA pa3jinuye KPUTUUYECKUX 3aMedaHmnil
NpernofaBaTesieil B KUTACKUX U PYCCKUX ayAUTOPUSIX.

EN Teachers’ critical remarks in Chinese and Russian classroom discourse

Xia Yuehong, Zhou Qing

Abstract. The purpose of this paper is to examine the performance of teachers’ critical remarks in Chinese
and Russian classroom settings, with a focus on identifying the ethnocultural characteristics associated
with critical remarks. To achieve this goal, a comprehensive questionnaire was administered, designed to in-
vestigate the frequency and linguistic patterns of critical remarks employed by Chinese and Russian tea-
chers. The scientific novelty of the study is supported by the fact that it was the first time that a comparative
study focusing on Chinese and Russian teachers’ use of critical remarks in academic settings was conducted.
The cultural linguistic features of teachers’ criticism have been identified and the corresponding frequen-
cies within different classroom situations have been measured in the article. The characteristics of Chinese
and Russian teachers’ performance of criticism through culture values and contexts have been considered
and explained. The findings revealed that both groups used direct and indirect criticism. Nonetheless, certain
cultural variations were noted, with Chinese teachers using direct criticism more frequently than Russian ones.
We suggest that these differences are due to cultural values and teachers’ role positions in China and Russia. This
research provides valuable insights into the intricate interplay between language, culture, and pedagogical prac-
tices, shedding light on the distinctive features of teachers’ critical remarks in Chinese and Russian classrooms.

Introduction

The relevance of this study is that the academic exchanges between Russia and China are growing, and at the same
time, the international interactions between Russian and Chinese students and teachers are also increasing. However,
students and teachers from different cultural backgrounds may encounter great communication challenges within a more
globalized and internationalized higher education setting, which adds to the context complexity of classroom dis-
course. Therefore, it requires both teachers and students to improve their communicative and pragmatic competence.
For this reason, there are a lot of research works which focus on communication problems in Sino-Russian intercultural
educational settings (HoBukoBa, HoBukoB, Ppi6akoB, 2015; Perfilieva, Shi, Novospasskaya et al., 2020). Even though
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the majority of them concentrated on the language and cultural characteristics of Chinese and Russian teachers and stu-
dents, there are few investigations on the comparative aspect of critical remarks made by Chinese and Russian teachers
in classroom settings. The act of critical remarks, which can be defined as “an illocutionary act whose illocutionary point
is to give negative evaluation of the hearer’s (H’s) actions, choice, words and products for which he or she may be held re-
sponsible” (Nguyen, 2005, p. 7), is considered to be an effective tool to regulate students’ misbehaviors and help stu-
dents to facilitate learning outcomes and academic achievement. Thus, teachers’ critical remarks can be performed
with positive intention. However, due to the nature of criticism, which Brown and Levinson (1987) claim to be intrin-
sically face-threatening, as well as the culture-specific styles of language performing, it is likely to be negatively per-
ceived and even damage teacher-student relationships. What is more, the expression of speech acts and the strate-
gies used by teachers may differ between cultural contexts (ElI-Dakhs, Ambreen, Zaheer et al., 2019). Thus, it is nec-
essary to investigate the act of critical remarks in cross-cultural classroom settings and probe into the most conven-
tional communicative styles of Chinese and Russian teachers’ criticism.

To fulfill the aim of this study, it is necessary to focus on the following tasks. Firstly, we investigate the frequency
and linguistic patterns of Chinese and Russian teachers’ use of critical remarks; secondly, we identify the mitigation
strategies employed to soften the imposition and face-threat of criticism; finally, we explain the characteristics of criti-
cism performance through cultural values.

The study was conducted comparatively by employing both quantitative (frequencies and percentages) and quali-
tative (mitigation strategies) methods.

Theoretical basis. This study is based on an interdisciplinary approach, which includes Linguistic Pragmatics, espe-
cially the Theory of Speech Act (Searle, 1975), Cross-Cultural Pragmatics (Thomas, 1983), Theory of Politeness (Brown,
Levinson, 1987; Larina, Ponton, 2022), Cultural Studies (Hofstede, 1984; Hofstede, Hofstede, Minkov, 2005),
and the study of teacher-student interaction covering the speech act of criticism (Alemi, Maleknia, 2023; Agustina,
Cahyono, 2016; Deveci, Midraj, El-Sokkary, 2023; El-Dakhs, Ambreen, Zaheer et al., 2019; Li, Seale, 2007).

The findings of this study hold practical implications and can be utilized in various educational contexts. The re-
sults can inform the teaching practices and methodologies in universities and institutions focusing on humanities. Spe-
cifically, the materials and insights from this study can be incorporated into special courses and seminars that delve
into theoretical, practical, and comparative aspects of Second Language teaching (SL) and intercultural communica-
tion. The data obtained from this study can be applied in the development of textbooks, teaching aids, and instructional
materials. The findings can also guide the creation of training programs for teachers, emphasizing the importance
of communication strategies and fostering positive teacher-student interactions.

Discussion and results

The Discourse Completion Task (DCT) was used as the main data collection tool in this study. A six-item DCT in Chi-
nese and Russian was presented to Chinese and Russian students, respectively. The DCT was divided into two parts: Part 1
was aimed at gathering demographic information from participants, and Part 2 comprised six situations that were consid-
ered to occur frequently in teacher-student interactions. They were: 1) late arrival of students; 2) talking during class;
3) irregular homework completion; 4) lack of participation in class discussion; 5) inappropriate speech; 6) unsuitable ap-
pearance for academic/university environment. In each case, students were asked what the teacher would say in an identi-
cal situation. It is important to note that while teacher-student interaction can occur at various levels both within and
outside the learning environment (Wangia, Otonde, 2020), we limited ourselves to the classroom settings in this study.

A total of 121 university students participated in our study and filled in the questionnaire. The participants
ranged in age from 18 to 30 and included 67 Chinese and 54 Russian students. Furthermore, there were 30 males
and 37 females among these individuals for Chinese, compared to 19 males and 35 females for Russian.

Except for a few invalid responses, we received from the students almost 700 teachers’ critical comments, which served
as the corpus for the current study. Then, in order to gain a more thorough and in-depth understanding of how Chinese
and Russian teachers use critical remarks, the two sources of students’ responses were compared using both quantitative
and qualitative methods. Within the context of Searle’s (1975) indirect speech act theory, we restricted our quantitative
analysis to primarily focusing on direct and indirect forms of criticism. It has been observed that teachers in Chinese and
Russian use both direct and indirect criticism. However, there was a difference in the frequency of use between
the two groups, with Chinese teachers employing direct criticism more frequently than Russian teachers in each of the six
scenarios, particularly in situations 3 (irregular homework completion) and 6 (unsuitable appearance) (see Table 1).

Table 1. Frequency and percentage of direct and indirect critical remarks used by Russian and Chinese teachers in classroom discourse

Direct critical remarks (%) Indirect critical remarks (%)
Situation*® Chinese Russian Chinese Russian
1 72.4 68.4 27.6 31.6
2 80.6 54.7 194 45.3
3 57.2 114 42.8 88.6
4 67.4 43.3 32.6 56.7
5 69.8 58.3 30.2 41.7
6 44 8.7 56 91.3

* The six situations are: 1) late arrival of students; 2) talking during class; 3) irregular homework completion; 4) lack of participation
in class discussion; 5) inappropriate speech; 6) unsuitable appearance for class environment.
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Following that, examples of critical remarks from teachers will be provided, and each particular strategies’ case
for dealing with causing disruption behavior from students will be covered.

Situation 1. When students are late for class

This section examines teachers’ critical remarks of students’ tardiness. According to the findings, both Chinese
and Russian teachers tend to criticize students in this domain. They use imperatives in both positive and negative forms
to request punctuality from students. However, unlike Chinese teachers, who regularly use bare imperatives to make
criticism (1), Russian teachers frequently use the “Please + the imperative” pattern to adapt their criticism (2).

(1) Come earlier next time. | F/AHKE AL

Please come on time. / [Toxcanyticma, npuxooume 808pems.

(2) Don’t be late next time. /| AN ZRF T »

Please don’t be late next time. Ioxcanyiicma, He onasdsigatime 6 cedyrujuii pas.

It is also worth noting that Chinese and Russian teachers have comparable preferences for making critical remarks
more indirectly by asking for explanations (3) and by being ironic / joking (4) in this situation:

(3) Why are you late? | 714 52 ?

Why are you late? / Tlouemy onosdan?

(4) You came so early! | K772 !

I'’ll send you to cut down wood in Siberia. / Omnpasnio eanums sec 8 Cubupeo.

Situation 2. When students talk in class

According to our data, in this situation, both Chinese and Russian teachers resort to positive and negative forms
of imperatives to demand that students should stop talking in class and concentrate on the lesson (5); and imply that
students’ talking has a negative impact on the teaching activity, thus it is prohibited and requires modification (6).
Furthermore, both Chinese and Russian teachers employ the “Please (Chinese: 7#, Russian: noxanyiicma) + the im-
perative” pattern to criticize students (7):

(5) Attention! / JEEWT !

Be quiet. / Tuxo.

(6) Don’t disturb other students. | 23] H /75

Please don'’t interfere with the class. / [loxcanyiicma, He Mewiaiime 8ecmu 3aHsimue.

(7) Please listen carefully. / iZ/% W il

Please stop talking. / [Ipekpamume paszosapueams, noxcanyiicma.

In addition, it is noteworthy that in this situation, Russian teachers can use conventionalized indirect critical
remarks, such as “Can you (please)...”. Such question with modal verbs pattern of criticism leads to an interpretation
that the teacher intends to request the students to stop talking in class (8).

(8) Can you be quieter? / MoxHo nomuuie?

Can you please be quieter? / MoxHo nomuuwie, noxanyticma?

Furthermore, certain Chinese and Russian teachers employ the ironic technique to deliver critical comments (9).
Another similarity is that both criticize students by offering opinion / presenting an alternative suggestion (10). In this
scenario, we propose that these critical remarks might be interpreted negatively.

(9) It’s good for communicating. /| i I HELF -

Where are we... on the street? / Mot 2de Haxodumcs... Ha ynuye?

(10) Why don’t you come up and speak? | A L e ?

If you want to talk, you’d better get out of the classroom and not interfere with the class. / Eciu st xomume pa3zoea-
pusams, eam Jyuule 8bliimu u3 ayoumopuu u He Meulams 3aHAMUIo.

Situation 3. When students don’t do homework regularly

In terms of direct criticism, we noted that both positive and negative imperatives are used by Chinese and Rus-
sian teachers to emphasize their urge for students to accomplish schoolwork on time. The modification phrase
“please” can also be found in these examples (11).

(11) Hand in homework on time. / #0/ ZEVY .

Please finish your homework on time. / 1515/ 55 (FAY -

Don’t do like this next time. /| FAAZIXFET o

Please bring your assignments on time. / [Toxanylicma, 8binoiHaAtime 3a0aHus 8 CPox.

In terms of indirect criticism in this situation, Chinese and Russian teachers are strikingly similar in the way they ex-
press critical comments on students’ tardiness for homework, including asking the reason for the irregular homework
completion (12); giving hints by suggesting the negative consequences of failure to hand in homework on time, such as
dropping scores or difficulty at the exam (13); and indicating homework completion as the standard or general rules (14).

(12) Why don’t you do your homework? / 114 1 #1E\k?

Why is there no homework again? / ITouemy onsims Hem domauiHezo 3ad0aHus ?

(13) Ifyou don’t hand in your homework on time, you will lose the marks. | Z1EA R/, 24T TR 5

You will have difficulty in taking the exam. / Bam 6ydem c0#HO HA IK3AMEHE.

(14) Homework is also a kind of learning. / fit1EsMV 112 —F5 .

Homework must be done. / Jomauree 3adaHue HeoOX00UMO 8bINOJIHAMb.

Situation 4. When students don’t participate in class discussion

Regarding students’ negative class involvement, most Chinese and Russian teachers are inclined to urge students to
participate more actively in the discussion by using bare positive imperatives and the “Please + the imperative” pattern (15).




2290 (paBHUTENbHO-CONOCTABUTENbHbIE UCCNEA0BAHNS

(15) Be more active. / #HfR— 7. /ByOvme akmugHee.

DPlease take part in the discussion. / 152542171t / Bkntouatimeco 8 paGomy.

In addition, it is also noticeable that the strategies of asking for reason (16) and involvement (17) were common-
ly employed both in Chinese and Russian classroom.

(16) Why don’t you discuss with others? | /14 N HIA S —itd vt i6?

Why don’t you participate? / ITouemy He yuacmeyeme?

(17) Let’s have a discussion. /| ZA]—#EH 17 1617 16

Let’s join the discussion. / Bknouaemcs 8 pabomy.

Interestingly, teachers in the two cultures demonstrate the same tendency by indicating the value of classroom de-
bate in motivating students and increasing enthusiasm, despite the implementation from opposite perspectives (18, 19).

(18) Class discussion is beneficial for your study. / iR 1/ 18X 715 21 5 27 4

(19) Silent students will not receive extra credit for the seminar. / lononHumenvsHoie 6anibl 3a CEMUHAP MOTUYHbI
He nosyuarom.

Also, unlike Chinese teachers, Russian teachers may choose to use rhetorical questions to express their dissatis-
faction with the low participation of students in the classroom (20):

(20) Have you prepared for the lesson? / Bbl 20moesi K ypoKy?

Situation 5. When students use inappropriate speech manner

Concerning the more individual component — teachers’ critical attitudes towards students’ inappropriate speaking
manner (calling another student by a demeaning nickname), data reveals that teachers are likely to make critical
comments in a direct way (21, 22).

(21) Apologize to your classmates. / [f] 15 H/7F & # -

Stop it! / [Tepecmanvme!

Please show your respect to the other student. / IZZE N .

Please be more polite. / ByOvme gexcnusee.

(22) Do not call others by nicknames. | FZ2FIN S5

Please don’t swear like that at the university! / He pyzatimece max 8 yHusepcumeme!

Some indirect critical comments were also found out. First of all, teachers in both cultures intend to trigger stu-
dents’ introspection on the behavior of addressing others in an impolite way by means of asking the reasons (23). Sec-
ondly, they will resort to stating the standard or general rules to make it clear that it is improper to behave like this (24).

(23) Do you think it is appropriate? / 5 73 HE &1 159?

Why do you express like that? / [Touemy Bbl mak vipax;caemecs?

(24) Using hurtful nicknames and joking about others is impolite and disrespectful. / 257N #5522 H LT AT
i, TEHNH,

You are actually at the university. / Bol 8000uie-mo 8 yHusepcumeme.

Situation 6. When students’ appearances are not suitable for class environment

Similar to Situation 5, in this context we aim to focus on how teachers comment on the way students dress.
The most striking finding is that 91.3% of Russian teachers choose to express their attitudes in an obscure and im-
plicit way. By contrast, 56% of teachers in Chinese classroom tend to use indirect criticism, while 44% adopt
the more direct style (25).

(25) Don’t dress like this next time. /| FAA X4 5. /B cnedyowuii paz max He odegatimecs.

Meanwhile, some resemblances and inclination in the indirect use of critical remarks in terms of students’ inappropri-
ate appearance were also noted: both Chinese and Russian teachers are likely to use ironic criticism (26); by referring
to the general regulations in the classrooms, Chinese and Russian teachers aim to indicate that it is students’ obligation
to obey university rules and dress appropriately (27); by using rhetorical questions to express their disagreement and dis-
approval of the ways students are dressed. As shown in (28), we regard this criticism as an ironic rhetorical question which
will consequently result in students’ more intense feeling and be accepted negatively.

(26) Keep yourself warm. / /& 45

You came to the university, not to the beach. / Bsl npuuiiu 8 yHugepcumein, a He Ha NJisH.

(27) Students should dress more formal and proper in class. | if# |- ZF 3721,

This is university, the dress code should be observed. / 9mo yHugepcumem, cnedyem cob.1100ame dpecc-Koo.

(28) Do you think it is appropriate to dress like this? / £ 1# F4F15?

Did you come to university or to a disco? / Bbl 8 yHUu8epcumem npuwiiu uiu Ha ouckomexy?

After the processing and decoding of data, we observed some similar tendencies as well as different characteristics
of Chinese and Russian teachers’ use of critical remarks in their interaction with students in all the six situations. Both
Chinese and Russian teachers employ the direct and indirect use of critical remarks. Additionally, in comparison with
Russian teachers, Chinese teachers tend to make more direct critical comments. As can be seen in Table 1, despite
the fact that the specific frequency varies across situations, in each situation the total frequency of using critical re-
marks directly in Chinese classroom is higher than in the Russian one. Especially in Situation 3 (Irregular homework
completion: Chinese teachers — 57.2%, Russian teachers — 11.4%) and Situation 6 (Unsuitable appearance for class en-
vironment: Chinese teachers — 44%, Russian teachers — 8.7%), Chinese teachers use direct criticism almost five times
more often than Russian teachers. Also, among the direct critical remarks, we can observe that Russian teachers use
etiquette terms, like “please”, more frequently compared to Chinese teachers to soften the criticism and show respect
to the student, while still conveying the message that the student’s behavior is not acceptable.
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Furthermore, when teachers try to avoid the direct expression of criticizing students and resort to some softer
or implicit devices for performing the act of critical remarks, generally they employ various strategies. For example,
Russian teachers show the possibility of using conventionalized indirect critical remarks, such as “Can you
(please)...” (8), these critical remarks with modal verb patterns are more formal, polite, and “face-saving”. They may
be favorably recognized and accepted by students.

There are also non-conventionalized indirect critical remarks, which can be found both in Chinese and Rus-
sian teachers’ discourse, we classified them as follows: a) being ironic / joking can be used to offer critical comments
(3, 9), which involves expressing one’s thoughts by saying the opposite or expressing negative attitude; b) presenting
option (10), which refers to teachers delivering the intention of criticism by providing a way for students to make
a choice. According to our observation, it will threaten students’ faces and is unlikely to be welcomed warmly.
This finding may conflict with Brown and Levinson’s (1987) theory that giving option functions as a negative strate-
gy and it avoids enforcing the hearer’s response and minimizes the imposition; c) rhetorical questions (20, 23)
are applied to indicate teachers’ dissatisfaction with students and it is not expected to be answered; d) indicating
standard (13, 19, 27) is preferred by teachers in the two cultures for the reason that by referring to the general regu-
lations in the university settings, Chinese and Russian teachers aim to indicate that it is students’ obligation to obey
university rules and dress appropriately; e) asking for reason (4, 12) is also appreciated by both Chinese and Russian
teachers. By virtue of asking students to provide explanations for inappropriate behavior, teachers modify and miti-
gate their criticisms by suggesting to students the validity of their criticisms; f) offering hints (18) and stating in-
volvement (17). The former refers to pointing out students’ mistakes by mentioning something seemingly unrelated,
while the latter means teachers attempt to include students in one group by employing an inclusive “we (us)” form
to shorten the distance with students and to soften their criticism.

Conclusion

As a result of the study, we have come to the following conclusions.

First of all, we found that both Chinese and Russian teachers make criticism in the direct and indirect style, and
they all use politeness strategies. While Chinese teachers’ style appeared to be more direct compared to the Russian one,
they use direct forms of criticism more frequently and without modification. In contrast, Russian teachers are more likely
to employ indirect criticism and etiquette phrases like “please” when giving direct criticism.

Secondly, in this study, we identified eight types of mitigation strategies, which were employed by both Chinese
and Russian teachers, containing positive politeness strategies (stating involvement; asking for reason), negative po-
liteness strategies (asking a question; indicating a criterion; giving an option), off-record strategies (being ironic / jok-
ing; offering hints; a rhetorical question).

We suggest that these differences are due to cultural values and teachers’ role positions in China and Russia.
On the one hand, in a country with a large power distance, such as China, students are expected to defer to the authori-
ty of the teacher, and direct criticism may be considered an appropriate way for the teacher to exercise their power
and keep the classroom orderly. On the other hand, students may be more likely to challenge authority in a society with
a smaller power distance, such as Russia, and the use of etiquette terms like “please” may be a way for the teacher to show
respect and acknowledge the student’s individuality while still asserting their own authority as a teacher.

Further research is needed on a wider material including natural communication and students’ perception of teachers’
critical remarks and their appropriateness in two cultural contexts.
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