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In the evolving landscape of global education, understanding the intricacies of interpersonal dynamics in academic settings across different linguacultures is 
paramount for building effective multicultural teaching environments. This study investigates the usage of T/V pronominal forms of address within teacher-
student interactions in Chinese and Russian academic contexts. It aims to reveal similarities and differences in the usage of pronominal forms of address in the 
two linguacultural contexts and unveil the impact of sociocultural factors, namely power and solidarity, on their choice. The data were obtained from a parallel 
questionnaire survey with the participation of 360 students (260 Chinese mainland students and 100 Russian students) and an interview with 30 students 
from each country. Employing a comprehensive dual-methodology approach, this study combines quantitative analyses of T/V forms of address frequencies 
with qualitative insights on their pragmatics, appropriateness, and students’ preferences from interviews. The findings revealed distinct T/V form usage 
strategies in Chinese and Russian academic discourse. They showed that Chinese teachers predominantly use the T form for students, while students use both 
V and T forms for teachers. Conversely, Russian settings show a prevalence of the reciprocal V form in teacher-student interactions, with some limited usage of 
the T form by teachers with students. The results underscore the significance of hierarchical relationships, the demonstration of power distance, and, at the 
same time, solidarity in the Chinese context, while Russian students and teachers emphasise reciprocal formality in relationships and maintain boundaries. We 
suggest that different types of interaction between teachers and students in two cultural contexts are due to differences in the sociocultural organisation of soci-
ety and cultural values. The study provides insights for educators and researchers navigating linguistic and cultural diversity in academic contexts and contrib-
utes to effective interaction in a multicultural educational environment.
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1. INTRODUCTION
As academic environments experience greater internation-

alisation, it becomes increasingly important to give scholarly 
evaluation of interpersonal dynamics within these multicultural 
settings. Due to the growing academic mobility in higher educa-
tion resulting in multicultural classes, research on university dis-
course from a socio-cultural perspective has become indispens-
able (Zbenovich et al., 2023). The divergence in cultural back-

grounds between teachers and students, coupled with adher-
ence to distinct sociocultural communicative norms, poses chal-
lenges to mutual understanding and perception. This complexity 
introduces obstacles to the communication process (Rapanta & 
Trovão, 2021; Voevoda, 2020; Zhou et al., 2023). To interact 
successfully and to avoid misunderstandings in multicultural 
educational environments, effective teachers must also be effect-
ive intercultural communicators (Le Roux, 2002, p. 38) and be 

 _87

Volume 8 Issue 1, 2024, pp. 87-100                                                                                                                                                                                                                  doi: 10.22363/2521-442X-2024-8-1-87-100

This is an open access article distributed under a Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial 4.0 International License (CC BY-NC 4.0), which allows its unrestricted use 
for non-commercial purposes, subject to attribution. The material can be shared/adapted for non-commercial purposes if you give appropriate credit, provide a link to the li-
cense, and indicate if changes were made.

https://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-1770.1977.tb00124.x
https://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-1770.1977.tb00124.x
https://www.elibrary.ru/vbufxj
https://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0272263100009165
https://doi.org/10.1109/SAI.2016.7555987
https://doi.org/10.1109/SAI.2016.7555987
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1366728913000618
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1366728913000618
https://doi.org/10.5430/wjel.v12n8p495
https://doi.org/10.5430/wjel.v12n8p495
https://dx.doi.org/10.1590/1984-6398201610850
https://dx.doi.org/10.1590/1984-6398201610850
https://dx.doi.org/10.17576/3L-2017-2301-02
https://dx.doi.org/10.17576/3L-2017-2301-02
https://dx.doi.org/10.4324/9781315694566
https://dx.doi.org/10.4324/9781315694566
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9320-558X
mailto:amir.salama79@gmail.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5973-2204
mailto:zhousveta@yandex.ru
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6167-455X
https://elibrary.ru/author_profile.asp?authorid=613631
mailto:larina-tv@rudn.ru
https://doi.org/10.22363/2521-442X-2024-8-1-87-100
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0


Training, Language and Culture                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  rudn.tlcjournal.org                                                                                      

__TRAINING, LANGUAGE AND CULTURE    TRAINING, LANGUAGE AND CULTURE__ 

aware of their students’ cultural traditions. Cultural differences 
may relate to the levels of power and solidarity and, as a result, 
to the degree of formality and informality acceptable within spe-
cific cultures. They can be observed in any speech act of every-
day classroom interaction, e.g., addressing, requesting, compli-
menting, providing arguments and critical remarks, etc., and can 
potentially cause communicative failures, interfering with the 
learning process and students’ adjustment to a new cultural and 
academic environment (Zbenovich et al., 2023).

The speech act of address is one of the most socially and 
emotionally sensitive acts, as forms of address show how inter-
locutors present discursively different aspects of their interper-
sonal relationships and regulate them. They may signal either 
closeness or distance, formality or informality, love, or hostility 
(Larina et al., 2019, p. 40). Moreover, they vary across lan-
guages and cultures, encode sociocultural norms, cultural values 
of interlocutors, and their conceptualisations of polite and impol-
ite behaviours, and signify an essential component of social and 
cultural identity (Bilá et al., 2020; Clyne, 2009; Khalil & Larina, 
2022; Raymond, 2016; Suryanarayan & Khalil, 2021; Wi-
erzbicka, 2020, 2022; Yusra et al., 2023; Grishechko, 2021; 
Akopova, 2023). In many languages, including Russian and 
Chinese, a dichotomy exists in the use of second-person singular 
pronominal forms of address, commonly denoted as formal 
(henceforth referred to as V, derived from the Latin vos) and in-
formal (T, derived from the Latin tu).  The V form symbolises 
power or status, while the T form denotes solidarity or intimacy 
between interlocutors (Brown & Gilman, 1960; Pager-McCly-
mont et al., 2024). Speakers of these languages are compelled to 
select one of these forms in communication drawing on commu-
nicative norms and conventions of their culture. Thus, T/V di-
chotomy encompasses not only linguistic formalities but also so-
cio-cultural dynamics within these language communities.

Nonetheless, a substantial research gap exists, character-
ised by an absence of comprehensive and systematic inquiries 
into the pronominal usage patterns in cross-cultural perspective. 
In this study we explore pronominal forms of address in aca-
demic discourse, an area that has only received marginal atten-
tion in previous literature and lacks systematic, up-to-date in-
vestigation (cf. Al Abdely, 2016) and focus on Chinese and Rus-
sian contexts.

Despite the increasing academic mobility between Chinese 
and Russian higher education institutions, the nuanced use of 
second-person pronominal forms of address (T/V forms) in 
teacher-student interactions remains underexplored from a soci-
olinguistic, cultural, and pragmatic perspective. This study aims 
to elucidate the use of T/V forms within teacher-student interac-
tions in Chinese and Russian academic discourse and unveil the 
impact of sociocultural dimensions, such as power and solidarity, 
on their choice. To achieve this goal, the following research 
questions will guide our study.

1. How often do teachers and students in Chinese and Rus-
sian universities employ the T and V forms in student-teacher 
interactions (when students address their teachers), and under 
what circumstances students might opt for the less commonly 
used form?

2. How often do teachers and students in Chinese and Rus-
sian universities employ the T and V forms in teacher-student 
interactions (when teachers address their students), and what 
pronominal address form do Chinese and Russian students typ-
ically prefer when being addressed by their teacher?

3. What similarities and differences can be identified 
between the two linguacultures regarding the use of T/V forms, 
and how can they be interpreted from a sociocultural and prag-
matic perspective, particularly in terms of power and solidarity 
dimensions?

 
2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
2.1. Address forms in academic discourse: power dis-

tance and social distance between teachers and students
This section will provide a concise overview of the re-

search background concerning address forms in academic set-
tings, with a specific focus on the relevant literature addressing 
the use of address pronouns, particularly the T and V forms.

Forms of address play a key role as the ‘first step’ in inter-
personal communication, often entwined with various other 
speech acts that collectively constitute a crucial aspect of com-
municative interaction. Sociolinguists have dedicated significant 
attention to studying forms of address in human communication 
(Dickey, 1997; Fang & Heng, 1983; Kluge & Moyna, 2019; Nor-
rby & Wide, 2015; Wood & Kroger, 1991). On the individual 
level, forms of address serve as tools for conveying attitudes to-
ward the interlocutor and even emotional states, as they indicate 
the level of formality or intimacy, proximity or distance in their 
relations. On a broader social level, these forms reflect social re-
lations, power dynamics, and solidarity within cultural and social 
frameworks. This exploration discusses human communication, 
emphasising the multifaceted nature of forms of address and 
their impact on both individual interactions and broader societal 
dynamics (Clyne et al., 2009; Leech, 1999; Ton, 2019).

As global cultural exchanges increase, sociolinguists have 
noted variations in forms of address across different languages 
and cultures (Braun, 1988; Clyne, 2009; Li, 2015; Ørsnes, 2016; 
Ozyumenko, 2020; Tazik & Aliakbari, 2023). These variations 
encompass the use of various categories of forms of address, 

namely proper names, kinship terms, identity-related nominal 
forms of address, and pronoun forms of address. The distinctions 
in forms of address are often intertwined with the influence of 
social backgrounds, cultural norms, and values on linguistic prac-
tices (Leech & Larina, 2014, p. 11). In intercultural communica-
tion, these factors give rise to diverse linguistic behaviours, in-
cluding address practices. Beyond these linguistic variations, 
Braun (1988, p. 66) emphasises that speakers’ address practices 
are not solely linked to the social or cultural context of their in-
terlocutors; they also reflect notions such as superiority/inferior-
ity, formality/informality, distance/intimacy, etc. Thus, compre-
hending how speakers perceive and interpret their relationships 
with interlocutors is essential for intercultural understanding.

Since the late 1960s and 1970s, there has been a growing 
focus on address studies in specific social contexts (Ton, 2019). 
Within academic interactions, researchers have examined the 
forms of address used by both students and teaching staff (DeL-
isle, 1993; Formentelli, 2009; Larina & Suryanarayan, 2023; Le-
htimaja, 2011; McIntire, 1972; Nicodemus et al., 2021; Soomro 
& Larina, 2022, 2023). The exploration of address forms in aca-
demic interactions, akin to other specific social settings, is focus-
ing on social hierarchy and power distance (Formentelli & 
Hajek, 2015, 2016). teacher-student interactions are shaped by 
occupational hierarchy, the social status of teachers (Hofstede, 
1986, p. 303), the communication context, and the level of in-
timacy between teachers and students. These factors are con-
sidered pivotal in influencing address practices within academic 
settings. In intercultural academic settings, inappropriate address 
forms violating not only linguistic norms, but also social norms 
can elicit instinctive negative reactions.

 
2.2. T/V forms of address: power and solidarity
In Chinese and Russian, as in many other languages (e.g., 

Dutch, Italian, French, German, Spanish) there are two singular 
second pronouns of address: the informal T form (in Chinese ni, 
in Russian ты, hereafter for short T) and the formal V form (in 
Chinese nin, in Russian вы, V for short). However, the use of T/
V forms in interactions conveys more than the formality or in-
formality; it also serves as a significant indicator of the identities 
belonging to specific social groups of interlocutors (Bilá et al., 
2020; Brown & Gilman, 1960; Clyne, 2009; Shubina, 2023; 
Mahmud & Salehuddin, 2023). Second-person pronoun usage 
serves as a nuanced reflection of the social and linguistic back-
grounds of interactants, bearing the imprint of various sociolin-
guistic conventions. Friedrich (1972) summarises the signific-
ance of pronominal usage as follows: ‘Just two words (the second-
person pronoun pair), operating in all speech events that involve 
two interlocutors, signalled the relative position of each role in hun-
dreds of dyadic relationships’ (Friedrich, 1972, p. 270). In other 
words, pronominal usage is of unique theoretical significance be-
cause it can link the obligatory categories grammatically and se-
mantically with the social culture, occupying a boundary zone 
between linguistic forms and the deep level of attitude and 
norm by which a society is organised (Friedrich, 1972).

Sociolinguists have connected the pronominal forms of ad-
dress research, specifically T/V forms, intricately to power and 
solidarity dimensions (cf. Brown and Gilman, 1960) in various 
interaction dyads (Kuo, 2002; Lee & Cho, 2013; Stewart, 2001). 
According to Brown and Gilman (1960), the power dimension 
involves the vertical, asymmetrical relationship between speak-
ers, determined by social status differences; solidarity in contrast 
emphasises similarities, a degree of closeness and intimacy 
between people. According to Tannen’s (1990) framework, the 
dynamics of power and solidarity in the actual interaction 
between interlocutors are linked to nonreciprocal or reciprocal 
forms of address. Illustratively, in the Chinese language, the use 
of the V form signifies imbalances in power relations, with indi-
viduals of higher status being addressed with the V form by 
subordinates to show deference. Meanwhile, the non-reciprocal 
V forms may denote a sense of alienation and estrangement. 
Conversely, the T form symbolises cordial and solidarity-based 
relations. The reciprocal use of the T form serves to express fa-
miliarity within identical social strata, such as between family 
members or friends, and may also be employed by superiors 
when addressing subordinates (Wang, 2022). In the Russian 
language, a similar dichotomy is observed, with the V and T 
forms serving as direct indicators of social distance, whereby the 
V form conveys respect or emotional distance, and the T form 
expresses affection or, conversely, contempt (Friedrich, 1972).

In this conceptual framework, the pronominal forms of ad-
dress employed by the speaker are contingent upon ‘the object-
ive relationship existing between speaker and addressee’ (Brown & 
Gilman, 1960, p. 156, as cited in Villarreal, 2014, p. 3). Pronom-
inal forms of address signal aspects of both the interlocutors’ re-
lationship and the nature of the interactional context. The selec-
tion between T/V pronominal forms by a speaker ‘has a strong 
bearing on social identity, giving speakers a strong incentive to use 
address forms in a way that will project the identities that they de-
sire’ (Villarreal, 2014, p. 3). In teacher-student communication, 
the perception of social identity, status, and the communicative 
context significantly influence the choice between T/V pronom-
inal forms. Cultural factors, inherent in these interactions, also 
warrant heightened consideration. Subsequently, the linguistic 
choices encompassed in pronominal forms of address operate as 
social deixis (Bilá et al., 2020; Ahmed et al., 2023), offering in-
sights into power dynamics, social hierarchies, and solidarity 
within interpersonal interactions. The pragmatic nuances and 
divergent interpretations of social roles contribute to deixis vari-
ations within distinct cultural contexts.

While there are some studies which explore Chinese and 
Russian forms of address in teacher-student interactions (Blach-
er & Brehmer, 2024; Hu & Luo, 2017; You, 2014), they pre-
dominantly focus on the cultural and linguistic aspects within 
each context, such as the hierarchical Confucian influence in 
China or the blend of formal and informal linguistic expressions 
in Russian academic discourse. There is a noticeable gap in the 
literature that provides a direct comparative analysis between 
these two cultural and linguistic contexts. This study addresses 
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‘The speech act of address is one of the most socially 
and emotionally sensitive acts, as forms of address 
show how interlocutors present discursively different 
aspects of their interpersonal relationships and 
regulate them. They may signal either closeness or 
distance, formality or informality, love, or hostility. 
Moreover, they vary across languages and cultures, 
encode sociocultural norms, cultural values of 
interlocutors, and their conceptualisations of polite and 
impolite behaviours, and signify an essential 
component of social and cultural identity’

88_  _89

Volume 8 Issue 1, 2024, pp. 87-100                                                                                                                                                                                                                  doi: 10.22363/2521-442X-2024-8-1-87-100



Training, Language and Culture                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  rudn.tlcjournal.org                                                                                      

__TRAINING, LANGUAGE AND CULTURE    TRAINING, LANGUAGE AND CULTURE__ 

aware of their students’ cultural traditions. Cultural differences 
may relate to the levels of power and solidarity and, as a result, 
to the degree of formality and informality acceptable within spe-
cific cultures. They can be observed in any speech act of every-
day classroom interaction, e.g., addressing, requesting, compli-
menting, providing arguments and critical remarks, etc., and can 
potentially cause communicative failures, interfering with the 
learning process and students’ adjustment to a new cultural and 
academic environment (Zbenovich et al., 2023).

The speech act of address is one of the most socially and 
emotionally sensitive acts, as forms of address show how inter-
locutors present discursively different aspects of their interper-
sonal relationships and regulate them. They may signal either 
closeness or distance, formality or informality, love, or hostility 
(Larina et al., 2019, p. 40). Moreover, they vary across lan-
guages and cultures, encode sociocultural norms, cultural values 
of interlocutors, and their conceptualisations of polite and impol-
ite behaviours, and signify an essential component of social and 
cultural identity (Bilá et al., 2020; Clyne, 2009; Khalil & Larina, 
2022; Raymond, 2016; Suryanarayan & Khalil, 2021; Wi-
erzbicka, 2020, 2022; Yusra et al., 2023; Grishechko, 2021; 
Akopova, 2023). In many languages, including Russian and 
Chinese, a dichotomy exists in the use of second-person singular 
pronominal forms of address, commonly denoted as formal 
(henceforth referred to as V, derived from the Latin vos) and in-
formal (T, derived from the Latin tu).  The V form symbolises 
power or status, while the T form denotes solidarity or intimacy 
between interlocutors (Brown & Gilman, 1960; Pager-McCly-
mont et al., 2024). Speakers of these languages are compelled to 
select one of these forms in communication drawing on commu-
nicative norms and conventions of their culture. Thus, T/V di-
chotomy encompasses not only linguistic formalities but also so-
cio-cultural dynamics within these language communities.

Nonetheless, a substantial research gap exists, character-
ised by an absence of comprehensive and systematic inquiries 
into the pronominal usage patterns in cross-cultural perspective. 
In this study we explore pronominal forms of address in aca-
demic discourse, an area that has only received marginal atten-
tion in previous literature and lacks systematic, up-to-date in-
vestigation (cf. Al Abdely, 2016) and focus on Chinese and Rus-
sian contexts.

Despite the increasing academic mobility between Chinese 
and Russian higher education institutions, the nuanced use of 
second-person pronominal forms of address (T/V forms) in 
teacher-student interactions remains underexplored from a soci-
olinguistic, cultural, and pragmatic perspective. This study aims 
to elucidate the use of T/V forms within teacher-student interac-
tions in Chinese and Russian academic discourse and unveil the 
impact of sociocultural dimensions, such as power and solidarity, 
on their choice. To achieve this goal, the following research 
questions will guide our study.

1. How often do teachers and students in Chinese and Rus-
sian universities employ the T and V forms in student-teacher 
interactions (when students address their teachers), and under 
what circumstances students might opt for the less commonly 
used form?

2. How often do teachers and students in Chinese and Rus-
sian universities employ the T and V forms in teacher-student 
interactions (when teachers address their students), and what 
pronominal address form do Chinese and Russian students typ-
ically prefer when being addressed by their teacher?

3. What similarities and differences can be identified 
between the two linguacultures regarding the use of T/V forms, 
and how can they be interpreted from a sociocultural and prag-
matic perspective, particularly in terms of power and solidarity 
dimensions?

 
2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
2.1. Address forms in academic discourse: power dis-

tance and social distance between teachers and students
This section will provide a concise overview of the re-

search background concerning address forms in academic set-
tings, with a specific focus on the relevant literature addressing 
the use of address pronouns, particularly the T and V forms.

Forms of address play a key role as the ‘first step’ in inter-
personal communication, often entwined with various other 
speech acts that collectively constitute a crucial aspect of com-
municative interaction. Sociolinguists have dedicated significant 
attention to studying forms of address in human communication 
(Dickey, 1997; Fang & Heng, 1983; Kluge & Moyna, 2019; Nor-
rby & Wide, 2015; Wood & Kroger, 1991). On the individual 
level, forms of address serve as tools for conveying attitudes to-
ward the interlocutor and even emotional states, as they indicate 
the level of formality or intimacy, proximity or distance in their 
relations. On a broader social level, these forms reflect social re-
lations, power dynamics, and solidarity within cultural and social 
frameworks. This exploration discusses human communication, 
emphasising the multifaceted nature of forms of address and 
their impact on both individual interactions and broader societal 
dynamics (Clyne et al., 2009; Leech, 1999; Ton, 2019).

As global cultural exchanges increase, sociolinguists have 
noted variations in forms of address across different languages 
and cultures (Braun, 1988; Clyne, 2009; Li, 2015; Ørsnes, 2016; 
Ozyumenko, 2020; Tazik & Aliakbari, 2023). These variations 
encompass the use of various categories of forms of address, 

namely proper names, kinship terms, identity-related nominal 
forms of address, and pronoun forms of address. The distinctions 
in forms of address are often intertwined with the influence of 
social backgrounds, cultural norms, and values on linguistic prac-
tices (Leech & Larina, 2014, p. 11). In intercultural communica-
tion, these factors give rise to diverse linguistic behaviours, in-
cluding address practices. Beyond these linguistic variations, 
Braun (1988, p. 66) emphasises that speakers’ address practices 
are not solely linked to the social or cultural context of their in-
terlocutors; they also reflect notions such as superiority/inferior-
ity, formality/informality, distance/intimacy, etc. Thus, compre-
hending how speakers perceive and interpret their relationships 
with interlocutors is essential for intercultural understanding.

Since the late 1960s and 1970s, there has been a growing 
focus on address studies in specific social contexts (Ton, 2019). 
Within academic interactions, researchers have examined the 
forms of address used by both students and teaching staff (DeL-
isle, 1993; Formentelli, 2009; Larina & Suryanarayan, 2023; Le-
htimaja, 2011; McIntire, 1972; Nicodemus et al., 2021; Soomro 
& Larina, 2022, 2023). The exploration of address forms in aca-
demic interactions, akin to other specific social settings, is focus-
ing on social hierarchy and power distance (Formentelli & 
Hajek, 2015, 2016). teacher-student interactions are shaped by 
occupational hierarchy, the social status of teachers (Hofstede, 
1986, p. 303), the communication context, and the level of in-
timacy between teachers and students. These factors are con-
sidered pivotal in influencing address practices within academic 
settings. In intercultural academic settings, inappropriate address 
forms violating not only linguistic norms, but also social norms 
can elicit instinctive negative reactions.

 
2.2. T/V forms of address: power and solidarity
In Chinese and Russian, as in many other languages (e.g., 

Dutch, Italian, French, German, Spanish) there are two singular 
second pronouns of address: the informal T form (in Chinese ni, 
in Russian ты, hereafter for short T) and the formal V form (in 
Chinese nin, in Russian вы, V for short). However, the use of T/
V forms in interactions conveys more than the formality or in-
formality; it also serves as a significant indicator of the identities 
belonging to specific social groups of interlocutors (Bilá et al., 
2020; Brown & Gilman, 1960; Clyne, 2009; Shubina, 2023; 
Mahmud & Salehuddin, 2023). Second-person pronoun usage 
serves as a nuanced reflection of the social and linguistic back-
grounds of interactants, bearing the imprint of various sociolin-
guistic conventions. Friedrich (1972) summarises the signific-
ance of pronominal usage as follows: ‘Just two words (the second-
person pronoun pair), operating in all speech events that involve 
two interlocutors, signalled the relative position of each role in hun-
dreds of dyadic relationships’ (Friedrich, 1972, p. 270). In other 
words, pronominal usage is of unique theoretical significance be-
cause it can link the obligatory categories grammatically and se-
mantically with the social culture, occupying a boundary zone 
between linguistic forms and the deep level of attitude and 
norm by which a society is organised (Friedrich, 1972).

Sociolinguists have connected the pronominal forms of ad-
dress research, specifically T/V forms, intricately to power and 
solidarity dimensions (cf. Brown and Gilman, 1960) in various 
interaction dyads (Kuo, 2002; Lee & Cho, 2013; Stewart, 2001). 
According to Brown and Gilman (1960), the power dimension 
involves the vertical, asymmetrical relationship between speak-
ers, determined by social status differences; solidarity in contrast 
emphasises similarities, a degree of closeness and intimacy 
between people. According to Tannen’s (1990) framework, the 
dynamics of power and solidarity in the actual interaction 
between interlocutors are linked to nonreciprocal or reciprocal 
forms of address. Illustratively, in the Chinese language, the use 
of the V form signifies imbalances in power relations, with indi-
viduals of higher status being addressed with the V form by 
subordinates to show deference. Meanwhile, the non-reciprocal 
V forms may denote a sense of alienation and estrangement. 
Conversely, the T form symbolises cordial and solidarity-based 
relations. The reciprocal use of the T form serves to express fa-
miliarity within identical social strata, such as between family 
members or friends, and may also be employed by superiors 
when addressing subordinates (Wang, 2022). In the Russian 
language, a similar dichotomy is observed, with the V and T 
forms serving as direct indicators of social distance, whereby the 
V form conveys respect or emotional distance, and the T form 
expresses affection or, conversely, contempt (Friedrich, 1972).

In this conceptual framework, the pronominal forms of ad-
dress employed by the speaker are contingent upon ‘the object-
ive relationship existing between speaker and addressee’ (Brown & 
Gilman, 1960, p. 156, as cited in Villarreal, 2014, p. 3). Pronom-
inal forms of address signal aspects of both the interlocutors’ re-
lationship and the nature of the interactional context. The selec-
tion between T/V pronominal forms by a speaker ‘has a strong 
bearing on social identity, giving speakers a strong incentive to use 
address forms in a way that will project the identities that they de-
sire’ (Villarreal, 2014, p. 3). In teacher-student communication, 
the perception of social identity, status, and the communicative 
context significantly influence the choice between T/V pronom-
inal forms. Cultural factors, inherent in these interactions, also 
warrant heightened consideration. Subsequently, the linguistic 
choices encompassed in pronominal forms of address operate as 
social deixis (Bilá et al., 2020; Ahmed et al., 2023), offering in-
sights into power dynamics, social hierarchies, and solidarity 
within interpersonal interactions. The pragmatic nuances and 
divergent interpretations of social roles contribute to deixis vari-
ations within distinct cultural contexts.

While there are some studies which explore Chinese and 
Russian forms of address in teacher-student interactions (Blach-
er & Brehmer, 2024; Hu & Luo, 2017; You, 2014), they pre-
dominantly focus on the cultural and linguistic aspects within 
each context, such as the hierarchical Confucian influence in 
China or the blend of formal and informal linguistic expressions 
in Russian academic discourse. There is a noticeable gap in the 
literature that provides a direct comparative analysis between 
these two cultural and linguistic contexts. This study addresses 
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‘The speech act of address is one of the most socially 
and emotionally sensitive acts, as forms of address 
show how interlocutors present discursively different 
aspects of their interpersonal relationships and 
regulate them. They may signal either closeness or 
distance, formality or informality, love, or hostility. 
Moreover, they vary across languages and cultures, 
encode sociocultural norms, cultural values of 
interlocutors, and their conceptualisations of polite and 
impolite behaviours, and signify an essential 
component of social and cultural identity’
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the comparative perspective and explores the use of T/V forms 
within teacher-student interactions in Chinese and Russian aca-
demic discourse focusing on the impact of sociocultural dimen-
sions, such as power and solidarity, on their choice.

 
3. MATERIAL AND METHODS
3.1. Research procedure
To ensure comprehensive and unbiased data collection, 

this study employed a parallel social survey methodology. The 
research encompassed the distribution of parallel questionnaires 
and conducted oral interviews in two countries, China and Rus-
sia (see Appendices 1 and 2). The quantitative section of the 
questionnaire involved participants indicating the frequency of 
their use of second-person pronouns (T/V forms) when inter-
acting with their teachers in academic contexts. Using a 5-point 
Likert scale ranging from ‘never’ (1) to ‘always’ (5), participants 
were also asked to articulate their preferred form of address (T/
V forms). Moreover, to further enhance our comprehension of 
the subject matter, an additional qualitative component was in-
tegrated into the study. This involved voluntary participation 
from 30 Chinese and 30 Russian students who took part in fol-
low-up interviews. Participants shared their personal experi-
ences, providing insights into the situations in which they 
choose to address their teachers using the T form, and expressed 
their preferences regarding T or V form they would like to be 
addressed by their teacher. Participants also offered their inter-
pretations and perceptions of these two pronouns in interactions 
with university teachers and identified the factors influencing 
their choices. This additional qualitative component provided 
richer insights into the participants’ perspectives, complement-
ing the data obtained through the questionnaires.

 3.2. Participants
The study involved a representative sample of participants 

from both Chinese and Russian higher educational contexts, en-
compassing a total of 360 university students (260 respondents 
from mainland China and 100 respondents from Russia). For the 
quantitative aspect, a stratified random sampling method was 
employed to ensure a balanced representation of students across 
different academic levels, disciplines, and institutions in both 
countries. In China, participants were drawn from various uni-
versities and disciplines. In addition, to mitigate potential bias 
arising from geographic distribution, Chinese participants in the 
survey were diverse, spanning 30 various provinces, municipal-
ities, and autonomous regions (e.g., Guangdong, Zhejiang, 
Hunan, Beijing, Heilongjiang, Inner Mongolia, Shanxi, and 
others), ensuring a balanced representation by conscientiously 
collecting responses from different regions of China. In the Rus-
sian questionnaire segment, participants were invited from a 
range of educational institutions and academic programmes 
(RUDN University, MGIMO University, Moscow State Uni-
versity and Kazan Federal University) ensuring a broad range of 
perspectives. However, our focus was on cultural differences, 
with acknowledgment that regional variations might exist in ad-
dress pronominal usage, though not within this study’s scope. 
The student participants were undergraduate, graduate and 
PhD students, contributing to a cross-sectional understanding of 
address form preferences and usage patterns. The inclusion cri-
teria comprised students with diverse cultural backgrounds and 
academic proficiency levels to capture a comprehensive over-
view of linguistic practices within the educational context. The 
more detailed demographic information (gender, age, education 
background) about participants can be seen in Table 1.

qualitative data was obtained through in-depth interviews with 
students from both cultures, allowing for a deeper exploration of 
the underlying dynamics. The surveys, available in both lan-
guages, included questions about preferred forms of address, fre-
quency of usage, and contextual factors influencing linguistic 
choices.

The quantitative data was analysed using statistical soft-
ware. Descriptive statistics, such as frequencies and percentages, 
were employed to characterise the prevalence of specific ad-
dress forms among Chinese and Russian students. The findings 
were visually represented through charts and graphs to enhance 
clarity and facilitate a comprehensive understanding of the 
quantitative results.

For the qualitative aspect, a systematic approach was taken 
to transcribe and code the interview data. Transcriptions of 
teacher-student interactions were undertaken, ensuring accur-
ate representation of spoken language nuances. A coding 
scheme was developed based on recurring themes and patterns 
identified during the initial phases of data immersion. Thematic 
content analysis was then applied to extract meaningful insights 
from the qualitative data, exposing the underlying factors influ-
encing language choices within teacher-student interactions.

By scrutinising both quantitative data on the frequency of 
pronoun usage and qualitative insights into students’ prefer-
ences and explanations, this study provides a comprehensive 
comparative analysis of student-teacher and teacher-student in-
teractions in Russian and Chinese linguacultural contexts, with a 
focus on the usage of T/V pronouns within the specific social 
contexts of power and solidarity that characterise academic en-
vironments.

The analysis of the data obtained from the questionnaires 
revealed that both T and V forms are employed by Chinese and 
Russian teachers and students within academic settings. Section 
4.1. delineates the frequency of usage patterns of T and V forms 

in Chinese and Russian student-teacher interactions, presenting 
the perspectives of respondents on situations where students 
would address their teacher using the T form. Section 4.2. looks 
into the frequency of T and V form usage in Chinese and Russi-
an teacher-student interactions. Additionally, it presents the 
preferences of therespondents regarding pronominal address 
forms from their teachers and explores their perceptions of the 
use of T and V forms in teacher-student interactions.

 
4. STUDY RESULTS
4.1.  Pronominal address terms usages in Chinese and 

Russian student-teacher interactions
This section entails a comparative analysis of the usage of T 

and V address forms in Chinese and Russian student-teacher in-
teractions. The results assigned that Chinese and Russian stu-
dents employ both T and V forms when addressing teachers. 
Yet, their frequency and usage scenarios demonstrate consider-
able differences.

 
4.1.1. T/V address forms by students to teachers
The quantitative analysis of the results from Chinese and 

Russian questionnaires, showed that the use of the V form in ad-
dressing teachers holds significant prominence. Notably, in the 
responses from Russian students, 96% explicitly indicated that 
they consistently use the V form when addressing teachers, 
with an additional 4% opting for frequent usage. In contrast, the 
frequency among Chinese students has shown a decrease over-
all, with only 52.3% consistently using the V form. Furthermore, 
26.5% and 16.2% chose ‘often’ and ‘sometimes,’ respectively, 
while 3.5% and 1.5% of students indicated ‘seldom’ or ‘never’ ad-
dressing teachers with the V form (Figure 1). From this we can 
see that in the Chinese and Russian student-teacher interactions, 
the V form dominates, but is not used as often by Chinese stu-
dents as by Russian students.

Table 1
Demographic information of Chinese and Russian respondents

PARTICIPANTS INFORMATION GENDER AGE

Chinese participants
(n=260)

Male (62.31%)
Female (37.69%)

Under 20 y.o. (12.31%)
20-25 y.o. (77.31%)
26-30 y.o. (8.46%)

Over 30 y.o. (1.92%)

Russian participants
(n=100)

Male (29%)
Female (71%)

Under 20 y.o. (12%)
20-25 y.o. (75%)
26-30 y.o. (9%)

Over 30 y.o. (4%)

EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND

Undergraduate (77.31%)
Graduated (12.69%)
PhD students (10%)

Undergraduate (70%)
Graduated (15%)

PhD students (15%)

In the qualitative phase, students from both countries were 
purposively selected to participate in in-depth interviews. The 
criteria for interview selection considered varying levels of 
learning experience, academic disciplines, and institutions to en-
sure a diverse representation. This approach aimed to gather 
rich, context-specific insights into the factors influencing the use 
of address forms in teacher-student interactions.

 

3.3. Data analysis
The study employed a mixed-methods approach to gather  

insights into teacher-student interactions in both Chinese and 
Russian higher educational settings. Quantitative data were col-
lected through structured surveys distributed to a representat-
ive sample of Chinese and Russian students, capturing their 
preferences and practices in addressing teachers. Additionally, Figure 1. Frequency of V form usage in the student-teacher interaction
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the comparative perspective and explores the use of T/V forms 
within teacher-student interactions in Chinese and Russian aca-
demic discourse focusing on the impact of sociocultural dimen-
sions, such as power and solidarity, on their choice.

 
3. MATERIAL AND METHODS
3.1. Research procedure
To ensure comprehensive and unbiased data collection, 

this study employed a parallel social survey methodology. The 
research encompassed the distribution of parallel questionnaires 
and conducted oral interviews in two countries, China and Rus-
sia (see Appendices 1 and 2). The quantitative section of the 
questionnaire involved participants indicating the frequency of 
their use of second-person pronouns (T/V forms) when inter-
acting with their teachers in academic contexts. Using a 5-point 
Likert scale ranging from ‘never’ (1) to ‘always’ (5), participants 
were also asked to articulate their preferred form of address (T/
V forms). Moreover, to further enhance our comprehension of 
the subject matter, an additional qualitative component was in-
tegrated into the study. This involved voluntary participation 
from 30 Chinese and 30 Russian students who took part in fol-
low-up interviews. Participants shared their personal experi-
ences, providing insights into the situations in which they 
choose to address their teachers using the T form, and expressed 
their preferences regarding T or V form they would like to be 
addressed by their teacher. Participants also offered their inter-
pretations and perceptions of these two pronouns in interactions 
with university teachers and identified the factors influencing 
their choices. This additional qualitative component provided 
richer insights into the participants’ perspectives, complement-
ing the data obtained through the questionnaires.

 3.2. Participants
The study involved a representative sample of participants 

from both Chinese and Russian higher educational contexts, en-
compassing a total of 360 university students (260 respondents 
from mainland China and 100 respondents from Russia). For the 
quantitative aspect, a stratified random sampling method was 
employed to ensure a balanced representation of students across 
different academic levels, disciplines, and institutions in both 
countries. In China, participants were drawn from various uni-
versities and disciplines. In addition, to mitigate potential bias 
arising from geographic distribution, Chinese participants in the 
survey were diverse, spanning 30 various provinces, municipal-
ities, and autonomous regions (e.g., Guangdong, Zhejiang, 
Hunan, Beijing, Heilongjiang, Inner Mongolia, Shanxi, and 
others), ensuring a balanced representation by conscientiously 
collecting responses from different regions of China. In the Rus-
sian questionnaire segment, participants were invited from a 
range of educational institutions and academic programmes 
(RUDN University, MGIMO University, Moscow State Uni-
versity and Kazan Federal University) ensuring a broad range of 
perspectives. However, our focus was on cultural differences, 
with acknowledgment that regional variations might exist in ad-
dress pronominal usage, though not within this study’s scope. 
The student participants were undergraduate, graduate and 
PhD students, contributing to a cross-sectional understanding of 
address form preferences and usage patterns. The inclusion cri-
teria comprised students with diverse cultural backgrounds and 
academic proficiency levels to capture a comprehensive over-
view of linguistic practices within the educational context. The 
more detailed demographic information (gender, age, education 
background) about participants can be seen in Table 1.

qualitative data was obtained through in-depth interviews with 
students from both cultures, allowing for a deeper exploration of 
the underlying dynamics. The surveys, available in both lan-
guages, included questions about preferred forms of address, fre-
quency of usage, and contextual factors influencing linguistic 
choices.

The quantitative data was analysed using statistical soft-
ware. Descriptive statistics, such as frequencies and percentages, 
were employed to characterise the prevalence of specific ad-
dress forms among Chinese and Russian students. The findings 
were visually represented through charts and graphs to enhance 
clarity and facilitate a comprehensive understanding of the 
quantitative results.

For the qualitative aspect, a systematic approach was taken 
to transcribe and code the interview data. Transcriptions of 
teacher-student interactions were undertaken, ensuring accur-
ate representation of spoken language nuances. A coding 
scheme was developed based on recurring themes and patterns 
identified during the initial phases of data immersion. Thematic 
content analysis was then applied to extract meaningful insights 
from the qualitative data, exposing the underlying factors influ-
encing language choices within teacher-student interactions.

By scrutinising both quantitative data on the frequency of 
pronoun usage and qualitative insights into students’ prefer-
ences and explanations, this study provides a comprehensive 
comparative analysis of student-teacher and teacher-student in-
teractions in Russian and Chinese linguacultural contexts, with a 
focus on the usage of T/V pronouns within the specific social 
contexts of power and solidarity that characterise academic en-
vironments.

The analysis of the data obtained from the questionnaires 
revealed that both T and V forms are employed by Chinese and 
Russian teachers and students within academic settings. Section 
4.1. delineates the frequency of usage patterns of T and V forms 

in Chinese and Russian student-teacher interactions, presenting 
the perspectives of respondents on situations where students 
would address their teacher using the T form. Section 4.2. looks 
into the frequency of T and V form usage in Chinese and Russi-
an teacher-student interactions. Additionally, it presents the 
preferences of therespondents regarding pronominal address 
forms from their teachers and explores their perceptions of the 
use of T and V forms in teacher-student interactions.

 
4. STUDY RESULTS
4.1.  Pronominal address terms usages in Chinese and 

Russian student-teacher interactions
This section entails a comparative analysis of the usage of T 

and V address forms in Chinese and Russian student-teacher in-
teractions. The results assigned that Chinese and Russian stu-
dents employ both T and V forms when addressing teachers. 
Yet, their frequency and usage scenarios demonstrate consider-
able differences.

 
4.1.1. T/V address forms by students to teachers
The quantitative analysis of the results from Chinese and 

Russian questionnaires, showed that the use of the V form in ad-
dressing teachers holds significant prominence. Notably, in the 
responses from Russian students, 96% explicitly indicated that 
they consistently use the V form when addressing teachers, 
with an additional 4% opting for frequent usage. In contrast, the 
frequency among Chinese students has shown a decrease over-
all, with only 52.3% consistently using the V form. Furthermore, 
26.5% and 16.2% chose ‘often’ and ‘sometimes,’ respectively, 
while 3.5% and 1.5% of students indicated ‘seldom’ or ‘never’ ad-
dressing teachers with the V form (Figure 1). From this we can 
see that in the Chinese and Russian student-teacher interactions, 
the V form dominates, but is not used as often by Chinese stu-
dents as by Russian students.

Table 1
Demographic information of Chinese and Russian respondents

PARTICIPANTS INFORMATION GENDER AGE

Chinese participants
(n=260)

Male (62.31%)
Female (37.69%)

Under 20 y.o. (12.31%)
20-25 y.o. (77.31%)
26-30 y.o. (8.46%)

Over 30 y.o. (1.92%)

Russian participants
(n=100)

Male (29%)
Female (71%)

Under 20 y.o. (12%)
20-25 y.o. (75%)
26-30 y.o. (9%)

Over 30 y.o. (4%)

EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND

Undergraduate (77.31%)
Graduated (12.69%)
PhD students (10%)

Undergraduate (70%)
Graduated (15%)

PhD students (15%)

In the qualitative phase, students from both countries were 
purposively selected to participate in in-depth interviews. The 
criteria for interview selection considered varying levels of 
learning experience, academic disciplines, and institutions to en-
sure a diverse representation. This approach aimed to gather 
rich, context-specific insights into the factors influencing the use 
of address forms in teacher-student interactions.

 

3.3. Data analysis
The study employed a mixed-methods approach to gather  

insights into teacher-student interactions in both Chinese and 
Russian higher educational settings. Quantitative data were col-
lected through structured surveys distributed to a representat-
ive sample of Chinese and Russian students, capturing their 
preferences and practices in addressing teachers. Additionally, Figure 1. Frequency of V form usage in the student-teacher interaction
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the importance of factors such as the teacher’s preference, the 
teacher’s age, and social relationships with the teacher, as well as 
the informality of circumstances, when opting for the T form. 
The following responses bear witness to these considerations.

(1) When the teacher explicitly requests to be addressed in 
this manner, such as in extra courses, where informal communica-
tion is encouraged.

(2) I use T when addressing the Spanish language teacher be-
cause she specifically asked to be addressed that way.

(3) Addressing teachers under 30, gender-neutral, in informal 
situations, often signifies a friendly relationship with the faculty 
member.

(4) Age is a significant factor, especially with master’s stu-
dents or PhD students, where mutual agreement fosters a switch to 
T for more comfortable and effective communication, extending 
beyond the subject matter.

(5) The only scenario where T forms are employed is when 
the teacher is a friend or a long-time acquaintance, strictly within 
an informal setting.

(6) While personally uncommon, there may be instances 
where individuals use T forms with lecturers they know personally, 
usually young candidates of sciences. However, even in such cases, 
formal settings demand adherence to ‘V’ forms to maintain respect 
for hierarchical structures.

Apparently, the primary determinants shaping the pro-
nominal choices of Chinese students markedly differ from those 
observed among Russian students. The most frequently men-
tioned factor by Chinese students that encourages them to use 
the T form of address is the degree of intimacy in their personal 
relationship with the teacher and the informality of the usage 
scenario:

(7) Initial greetings typically employ the V form, contingent 
upon the evolving nature of subsequent conversations. If the teach-
er appears approachable, the T form is adopted; conversely, in in-
stances of perceived strictness, the V form is utilized. Should the re-
lationship evolve or involve heightened interaction, the formality 
may transit from V to T.

(8) I believe that the choice of pronouns primarily depends on 
the closeness of the relationship with the teacher. If the teacher is 
not close to me, I address them with the V form, regardless of the 
circumstances.

(9) I use T forms without explicit permission, but only in in-
formal occasions and when I have a good relationship with the 
teacher.

When queried during the interview about whether teach-
ers would mandate or permit a specific T/V form, the responses 
revealed that in Chinese university settings, teachers typically 
do not have specific requirements for students’ T/V 
designations. One interviewee expressed this sentiment as fol-
lows:

(10) It seems like no teacher has explicitly instructed me not 
to use V form, so generally, regardless of the teacher’s age, I tend to 
address them as ‘nin’ (V form) in most situations. However, we 
don’t have a strict rule about using the V form, so occasionally in 

casual conversation, I might use ‘ni’ (T form), if it feels more com-
fortable. But when it comes to written communication, I consist-
ently use the V form.

(11) My supervisor is relatively young and has no special re-
quirements in this regard, so I usually use T form to address my 
teacher when communicating in person.

In response to the question about the impact of the factor 
of teacher’s age, Chinese respondents indicated that the age of 
the teacher has only a slight effect on their choice of pronouns 
address but it is not the dominant one. Generally, they tend to 
use V form more when their teachers are older, and conversely, 
they lean towards using T form when their teachers are young-
er. For instance, one respondent stated:

(12) The choice of pronouns does not depend much on the 
age difference between me and my teacher. However, I prefer to use 
T form if there is not much age difference between me and my 
teacher, whereas I prefer to use V form if my teacher is older. If my 
teacher is not much older than me, addressing them with V form 
would make me feel a bit accustomed.

What’s more, one of the Chinese interviewees mentioned 
that she typically employs the T form only when addressing a 
teacher who perceives her as a daughter, even if the teacher is 
much older.

(13) I consistently use V form in all cases, except for one 
teacher who treated me like a daughter, even though she is much 
older than me.

Furthermore, there were interviewees who maintained a 
steadfast perspective of never using the T form to address teach-
ers under any circumstances, regardless of the relationship’s 
closeness or formality, they consistently opted for the V form, 
prioritising respect for the teacher’s role. For instance (14), a fe-
male interviewee from Beijing (23 years old, postgraduate stu-
dent) exemplified this stance by sharing her chat logs with her 
teacher. It was evident that she exclusively employed the V 
forms, while her teacher reciprocated with solely the T forms. 
She perceived this dynamic as a manifestation of respect to-
wards her teacher, underscoring the significance of upholding 
hierarchical norms despite the amicable positive nature of their 
relationship.

Hence, the influencing factors on whether students will 
choose the T form to address their university teachers are vari-
ous in Russian and Chinese settings. However, Russian students 
showed an evident reluctance to use the T form, only if several 
conditions are fulfilled at the same time: the teacher’s request, 
not substantial age gap with the teachers, a very close relation-
ship with the teacher, and in an informal setting (examples 
1-6).  Whereas for Chinese students, the main factors they con-
sider are the relationships with their teachers (examples 7-13).

 
4.2. T and V pronoun usage in Chinese and Russian 

teacher-student interactions
This section presents a comparative analysis of the use of V 

and T address forms in Chinese and Russian teacher-student in-
teractions. Section 4.2.1. provides a quantitative analysis of the 

Regarding the T form in student-teacher interactions, the 
Russian data reveals a distinct pattern, where a mere 3% of stu-
dents reported using the T form sometimes, 15% – seldom, and a 
substantial 82.6% – never. Conversely, Chinese students 
demonstrated a more varied usage of the T form, with only 

26.9% stating they never use it. Meanwhile, 9.2% use it always, 
17.7% – often, and 20% – sometimes (Figure 2). So, while the T 
form is relatively rare for Russian students, some of the respond-
ents among Chinese students still use this form of addressing 
their teachers more often.

Figure 2. Frequency of T form usage in the student-teacher interaction

Based on the analysis summarised in Table 2, a clear dis-
tinction emerges in the Russian and Chinese student-teacher in-
teractions. Russian students overwhelmingly opt for the V form 
when addressing their teachers, demonstrating a robust commit-
ment to this pronominal choice, while the T form is selected by 
only a small fraction of Russian students who participanted in 
the study. In contrast, Chinese students exhibit a more varied 

pattern of pronominal choice in addressing teachers. While the 
V form remains the predominant choice among most respond-
ents, it is not the sole preference.

Notably, a significant number of Chinese students (73.1%) 
also incorporate the T form into their communication with 
teachers, which suggests that the T form of address is not un-
common in the Chinese classroom setting.

Table 2
V/T pronominal address forms in student-teacher interaction: A comparison between Chinese and Russian

PRONOMINAL FORMS
OF ADDRESS

RUSSIAN

Usage (with frequency variation) Non-usage

V form 100% 0%

T form 18% 82%

CHINESE

Usage (with frequency variation)

98.5%

73.1%

Non-usage

1.5%

26.9%

4.1.2. Situations of T pronoun usage in Chinese and Rus-
sian student-teacher interactions

To gain further insights, we conducted additional inter-
views with a specific focus on students’ use of the T form when 
addressing their teachers. The primary aim was to explore in 
depth the circumstances in which both Russian and Chinese stu-
dents employ the T form and to identify the influencing factors 

behind their choice. We asked students to describe situations 
when they choose to address their teacher using the T form, 
specify the teacher’s age, gender, and context and choose a 
factor that impacts their choice of the T or V form (e.g., special 
permission from the teacher, age of the teacher, closeness to the 
teacher, formal or informal situations, or other factors). In their 
responses, the Russian interviewees predominantly emphasised 
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the importance of factors such as the teacher’s preference, the 
teacher’s age, and social relationships with the teacher, as well as 
the informality of circumstances, when opting for the T form. 
The following responses bear witness to these considerations.

(1) When the teacher explicitly requests to be addressed in 
this manner, such as in extra courses, where informal communica-
tion is encouraged.

(2) I use T when addressing the Spanish language teacher be-
cause she specifically asked to be addressed that way.

(3) Addressing teachers under 30, gender-neutral, in informal 
situations, often signifies a friendly relationship with the faculty 
member.

(4) Age is a significant factor, especially with master’s stu-
dents or PhD students, where mutual agreement fosters a switch to 
T for more comfortable and effective communication, extending 
beyond the subject matter.

(5) The only scenario where T forms are employed is when 
the teacher is a friend or a long-time acquaintance, strictly within 
an informal setting.

(6) While personally uncommon, there may be instances 
where individuals use T forms with lecturers they know personally, 
usually young candidates of sciences. However, even in such cases, 
formal settings demand adherence to ‘V’ forms to maintain respect 
for hierarchical structures.

Apparently, the primary determinants shaping the pro-
nominal choices of Chinese students markedly differ from those 
observed among Russian students. The most frequently men-
tioned factor by Chinese students that encourages them to use 
the T form of address is the degree of intimacy in their personal 
relationship with the teacher and the informality of the usage 
scenario:

(7) Initial greetings typically employ the V form, contingent 
upon the evolving nature of subsequent conversations. If the teach-
er appears approachable, the T form is adopted; conversely, in in-
stances of perceived strictness, the V form is utilized. Should the re-
lationship evolve or involve heightened interaction, the formality 
may transit from V to T.

(8) I believe that the choice of pronouns primarily depends on 
the closeness of the relationship with the teacher. If the teacher is 
not close to me, I address them with the V form, regardless of the 
circumstances.

(9) I use T forms without explicit permission, but only in in-
formal occasions and when I have a good relationship with the 
teacher.

When queried during the interview about whether teach-
ers would mandate or permit a specific T/V form, the responses 
revealed that in Chinese university settings, teachers typically 
do not have specific requirements for students’ T/V 
designations. One interviewee expressed this sentiment as fol-
lows:

(10) It seems like no teacher has explicitly instructed me not 
to use V form, so generally, regardless of the teacher’s age, I tend to 
address them as ‘nin’ (V form) in most situations. However, we 
don’t have a strict rule about using the V form, so occasionally in 

casual conversation, I might use ‘ni’ (T form), if it feels more com-
fortable. But when it comes to written communication, I consist-
ently use the V form.

(11) My supervisor is relatively young and has no special re-
quirements in this regard, so I usually use T form to address my 
teacher when communicating in person.

In response to the question about the impact of the factor 
of teacher’s age, Chinese respondents indicated that the age of 
the teacher has only a slight effect on their choice of pronouns 
address but it is not the dominant one. Generally, they tend to 
use V form more when their teachers are older, and conversely, 
they lean towards using T form when their teachers are young-
er. For instance, one respondent stated:

(12) The choice of pronouns does not depend much on the 
age difference between me and my teacher. However, I prefer to use 
T form if there is not much age difference between me and my 
teacher, whereas I prefer to use V form if my teacher is older. If my 
teacher is not much older than me, addressing them with V form 
would make me feel a bit accustomed.

What’s more, one of the Chinese interviewees mentioned 
that she typically employs the T form only when addressing a 
teacher who perceives her as a daughter, even if the teacher is 
much older.

(13) I consistently use V form in all cases, except for one 
teacher who treated me like a daughter, even though she is much 
older than me.

Furthermore, there were interviewees who maintained a 
steadfast perspective of never using the T form to address teach-
ers under any circumstances, regardless of the relationship’s 
closeness or formality, they consistently opted for the V form, 
prioritising respect for the teacher’s role. For instance (14), a fe-
male interviewee from Beijing (23 years old, postgraduate stu-
dent) exemplified this stance by sharing her chat logs with her 
teacher. It was evident that she exclusively employed the V 
forms, while her teacher reciprocated with solely the T forms. 
She perceived this dynamic as a manifestation of respect to-
wards her teacher, underscoring the significance of upholding 
hierarchical norms despite the amicable positive nature of their 
relationship.

Hence, the influencing factors on whether students will 
choose the T form to address their university teachers are vari-
ous in Russian and Chinese settings. However, Russian students 
showed an evident reluctance to use the T form, only if several 
conditions are fulfilled at the same time: the teacher’s request, 
not substantial age gap with the teachers, a very close relation-
ship with the teacher, and in an informal setting (examples 
1-6).  Whereas for Chinese students, the main factors they con-
sider are the relationships with their teachers (examples 7-13).

 
4.2. T and V pronoun usage in Chinese and Russian 

teacher-student interactions
This section presents a comparative analysis of the use of V 

and T address forms in Chinese and Russian teacher-student in-
teractions. Section 4.2.1. provides a quantitative analysis of the 
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dents reported using the T form sometimes, 15% – seldom, and a 
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26.9% stating they never use it. Meanwhile, 9.2% use it always, 
17.7% – often, and 20% – sometimes (Figure 2). So, while the T 
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ents among Chinese students still use this form of addressing 
their teachers more often.

Figure 2. Frequency of T form usage in the student-teacher interaction
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V form remains the predominant choice among most respond-
ents, it is not the sole preference.

Notably, a significant number of Chinese students (73.1%) 
also incorporate the T form into their communication with 
teachers, which suggests that the T form of address is not un-
common in the Chinese classroom setting.
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To gain further insights, we conducted additional inter-
views with a specific focus on students’ use of the T form when 
addressing their teachers. The primary aim was to explore in 
depth the circumstances in which both Russian and Chinese stu-
dents employ the T form and to identify the influencing factors 

behind their choice. We asked students to describe situations 
when they choose to address their teacher using the T form, 
specify the teacher’s age, gender, and context and choose a 
factor that impacts their choice of the T or V form (e.g., special 
permission from the teacher, age of the teacher, closeness to the 
teacher, formal or informal situations, or other factors). In their 
responses, the Russian interviewees predominantly emphasised 
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usage of V and T forms by Russian and Chinese teachers when 
addressing students. Section 4.2.2. explores the perceptions of 
respondents regarding their preferred pronoun and offers de-
tailed explanations for them.

 
4.2.1. T/V address forms by teachers to students
In the realm of teacher-student interactions within the aca-

demic contexts of Chinese and Russian, both the T and V forms 
are observed. However, discernible distinctions emerge in the 
respective frequencies and conventionality of their use.  As elu-
cidated by the outcomes delineated in Figure 3, Russian teachers 
notably exhibit a predilection for the V form in their interac-
tions with students, whereas the frequency of V form usage in 
Chinese teacher-student interactions is considerably lower. In 

the Russian dataset, only 1% of students informed that they nev-
er got addressed by teachers with the V form, and 6% are ad-
dressed by the V form ‘seldom’. The majority indicated that Rus-
sian teachers ‘often’ (31%), ‘always’ (31%), ‘sometimes’ (23%) 
address students with V forms. In contrast, Chinese students 
rarely experienced being addressed by teachers with V forms: 
almost on average (40.4%) students were ‘never’ addressed by a 
teacher with a V form of address, 20% ‘sometimes’, and 21.2% 
‘seldom’ being addressed in this manner (Figure 3). It can be 
seen that there are some differences in the use of the V form of 
address between Chinese and Russian teachers, with Russian 
teachers using this form with a high frequency, whereas the ma-
jority of Chinese teachers do not use this form of address with 
their students.

elicited from the two student cohorts. A conspicuous majority, 
exceeding 90% of Chinese students, expressed a sentiment fa-
vouring the appropriateness of teachers employing the T form 
when addressing them. This sharply contrasts with the per-
spectives of Russian respondents. Only 16% of Russian students 
expressed a preference for teachers using T forms in pronomin-
al addresses. 41% of Russian students believe the V form is more 
suitable for teachers to address them, while 43% believe both 
forms are acceptable. Thus, a notable and significant distinction 
is evident in the preferences of Chinese and Russian students re-
garding the use of address forms by teachers. The overwhelm-
ing majority of Chinese students preferred the T form when be-
ing addressed by their teachers, while almost half of the Russian 
students opted for the V form. Upon aggregating the comments, 
noteworthy disparities in the perspectives on pronominal ad-
dress from teachers emerge between the two cohorts of stu-
dents. The opinions of Chinese and Russian informants will be 
given separately. Most Chinese students supported the T form 
from teachers, the reasons why they find it inappropriate to be 
addressed with the V form are mainly rooted in the distinctions 
of status, age, and knowledge between them and their teachers:

(14) The use of the T form by teachers corresponds to our 
identities and adheres to appropriate boundaries. It is imperative 
for me to adopt a humble stance, considering my relative lack of ex-
perience in both age and qualifications compared to the teacher.

(15)  I can’t afford to be called V form by my teachers, neither 
in terms of age nor in terms of knowledge. Because teachers are 
older than me, they cannot use honorifics (V form) with me.

Several Chinese students supported their stance by invok-
ing cultural values, such as emphasising a deep-seated, familial 
respect for their teachers, akin to the proverb ‘once a teacher, al-
ways a father. Similarly, some of them highlighted the signific-
ance of maintaining order and hierarchy in relationships with 
teachers, acknowledging the elevated status and elder position 
of teachers: ‘respect and hierarchy are integral; acknowledging dis-
tinctions between seniors and juniors’. The existence of status dif-
ferentials, resembling father-son dynamics and notions of superi-
ority, inferiority, seniority, and the like, renders it inappropriate 
for them to be addressed with the V form by their teachers.

In addition, some Chinese respondents express the belief 
that the use of the T form can foster a closer relationship with 
their teachers:

Figure 3. Frequency of V form usage in the teacher-student interaction

As clarified by the findings presented in Figure 4, Chinese 
teachers exhibit a preference for employing the T form when 
communicating with students. In the analysis of the frequency 
of T form usage, variations emerge, with 49.6% of Chinese 
teachers ‘always’ opting for the T form, 26.6% ‘often’ using it, 
and 9.6% ‘sometimes’ employing it. Instances of T form usage 
are also observed in Russian teacher-student interactions, albeit 
at a lower frequency. Russian teachers predominantly use the T 
form ‘sometimes’ (38%), with 24% using it ‘often’, 16% using it 
‘seldom’, 14% ‘never’ using it, and only 8% ‘always’ use it (Figure 
4). Therefore, a notable distinction emerges between Chinese 
and Russian teachers in the use of the T form of address towards 
their students. Most Chinese teachers consistently employ this 
form of address when interacting with students. In contrast, 
Russian teachers exhibit a less frequent use of this form, deviat-
ing from the common practice observed among their Chinese 
counterparts.

Based on the outcomes delineated in Figures 3 and 4 and 
Table 3, Chinese teachers demonstrate a proclivity towards the 
application of the T form when addressing students. Conversely, 
Russian teachers notably exhibit a predilection for the V form in 
their interactions with students. Simultaneously, it is note-
worthy that in Russian teacher-student interactions, instances of 
T form usage are also discernible.

4.2.2. Students’ preferred form of teacher address
Both Chinese and Russian respondents were asked a simil-

ar question: ‘Regarding the way your teacher addresses you, do 
you have a preference for either the T or V form? Could you 
provide more insight into your preference?’ Three different opin-
ions arose among both Chinese and Russian respondents: T 
form, V form, and ‘whatever’. Figure 5 summarises the quantit-
ative findings of these inquiries, which resulted in the following 
observations: There are substantial differences in the responses 

Figure 4. Frequency of T form usage in the teacher-student interaction

Table 3
V/T pronominal address forms in teacher-student Interaction: A comparison between Chinese and Russian

PRONOMINAL FORMS
OF ADDRESS

RUSSIAN

Usage (with frequency variation) Non-usage

V form 99% 1%

T form 86% 14%

CHINESE

Usage (with frequency variation)

59.6%

97.3%

Non-usage

40.4%

2.7%
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usage of V and T forms by Russian and Chinese teachers when 
addressing students. Section 4.2.2. explores the perceptions of 
respondents regarding their preferred pronoun and offers de-
tailed explanations for them.

 
4.2.1. T/V address forms by teachers to students
In the realm of teacher-student interactions within the aca-

demic contexts of Chinese and Russian, both the T and V forms 
are observed. However, discernible distinctions emerge in the 
respective frequencies and conventionality of their use.  As elu-
cidated by the outcomes delineated in Figure 3, Russian teachers 
notably exhibit a predilection for the V form in their interac-
tions with students, whereas the frequency of V form usage in 
Chinese teacher-student interactions is considerably lower. In 

the Russian dataset, only 1% of students informed that they nev-
er got addressed by teachers with the V form, and 6% are ad-
dressed by the V form ‘seldom’. The majority indicated that Rus-
sian teachers ‘often’ (31%), ‘always’ (31%), ‘sometimes’ (23%) 
address students with V forms. In contrast, Chinese students 
rarely experienced being addressed by teachers with V forms: 
almost on average (40.4%) students were ‘never’ addressed by a 
teacher with a V form of address, 20% ‘sometimes’, and 21.2% 
‘seldom’ being addressed in this manner (Figure 3). It can be 
seen that there are some differences in the use of the V form of 
address between Chinese and Russian teachers, with Russian 
teachers using this form with a high frequency, whereas the ma-
jority of Chinese teachers do not use this form of address with 
their students.

elicited from the two student cohorts. A conspicuous majority, 
exceeding 90% of Chinese students, expressed a sentiment fa-
vouring the appropriateness of teachers employing the T form 
when addressing them. This sharply contrasts with the per-
spectives of Russian respondents. Only 16% of Russian students 
expressed a preference for teachers using T forms in pronomin-
al addresses. 41% of Russian students believe the V form is more 
suitable for teachers to address them, while 43% believe both 
forms are acceptable. Thus, a notable and significant distinction 
is evident in the preferences of Chinese and Russian students re-
garding the use of address forms by teachers. The overwhelm-
ing majority of Chinese students preferred the T form when be-
ing addressed by their teachers, while almost half of the Russian 
students opted for the V form. Upon aggregating the comments, 
noteworthy disparities in the perspectives on pronominal ad-
dress from teachers emerge between the two cohorts of stu-
dents. The opinions of Chinese and Russian informants will be 
given separately. Most Chinese students supported the T form 
from teachers, the reasons why they find it inappropriate to be 
addressed with the V form are mainly rooted in the distinctions 
of status, age, and knowledge between them and their teachers:

(14) The use of the T form by teachers corresponds to our 
identities and adheres to appropriate boundaries. It is imperative 
for me to adopt a humble stance, considering my relative lack of ex-
perience in both age and qualifications compared to the teacher.

(15)  I can’t afford to be called V form by my teachers, neither 
in terms of age nor in terms of knowledge. Because teachers are 
older than me, they cannot use honorifics (V form) with me.

Several Chinese students supported their stance by invok-
ing cultural values, such as emphasising a deep-seated, familial 
respect for their teachers, akin to the proverb ‘once a teacher, al-
ways a father. Similarly, some of them highlighted the signific-
ance of maintaining order and hierarchy in relationships with 
teachers, acknowledging the elevated status and elder position 
of teachers: ‘respect and hierarchy are integral; acknowledging dis-
tinctions between seniors and juniors’. The existence of status dif-
ferentials, resembling father-son dynamics and notions of superi-
ority, inferiority, seniority, and the like, renders it inappropriate 
for them to be addressed with the V form by their teachers.

In addition, some Chinese respondents express the belief 
that the use of the T form can foster a closer relationship with 
their teachers:

Figure 3. Frequency of V form usage in the teacher-student interaction

As clarified by the findings presented in Figure 4, Chinese 
teachers exhibit a preference for employing the T form when 
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4). Therefore, a notable distinction emerges between Chinese 
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their students. Most Chinese teachers consistently employ this 
form of address when interacting with students. In contrast, 
Russian teachers exhibit a less frequent use of this form, deviat-
ing from the common practice observed among their Chinese 
counterparts.

Based on the outcomes delineated in Figures 3 and 4 and 
Table 3, Chinese teachers demonstrate a proclivity towards the 
application of the T form when addressing students. Conversely, 
Russian teachers notably exhibit a predilection for the V form in 
their interactions with students. Simultaneously, it is note-
worthy that in Russian teacher-student interactions, instances of 
T form usage are also discernible.

4.2.2. Students’ preferred form of teacher address
Both Chinese and Russian respondents were asked a simil-

ar question: ‘Regarding the way your teacher addresses you, do 
you have a preference for either the T or V form? Could you 
provide more insight into your preference?’ Three different opin-
ions arose among both Chinese and Russian respondents: T 
form, V form, and ‘whatever’. Figure 5 summarises the quantit-
ative findings of these inquiries, which resulted in the following 
observations: There are substantial differences in the responses 
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(16)  The T form makes us feel closer, more intimate, elimin-
ating any sense of distance. It signifies a positive rapport, indicating 
our readiness for further interaction.

Furthermore, proponents of this perspective asserted that 
they would experience discomfort if addressed with the V form: 

(17)  Considering the teacher’s seniority and role as an in-
structor, where I am not in a superior position, so I would feel un-
comfortable if he/she addressed me with V form, teachers do not 
need to be so polite.

(18)  It is customary for teachers to use the T form when ad-
dressing junior students. It would be disturbing if addressed with V.

In contrast to the homogeneity in agreement observed 
among Chinese students, Russian interviewees exhibited a tri-
partite divergence of opinions: preference of the V form, prefer-
ence of the T form, acceptability of both. 

Those who favored the V form (48%) believed that they 
were already adult, so they are equal and mutually respectful 
with their teachers, thereby asserting the appropriateness of be-
ing addressed with the V form:

(19) It is important for me to know that I am respected, as re-
flected in the use of the V form by the teacher. V form is a respect-
ful address form, it feels like the instructor considers you an adult 
and not a child, establishing a sense of equality between us.

(20) I prefer to be addressed with V form as I think it shows 
politeness, courtesy, and respect towards the student.

(21) Reciprocal V form signifies equality and eliminates any 
perception of condescension from the teacher. There is no feeling 
that the teacher is looking down on you.

Furthermore, certain Russian students (4% from those 
48%) highlighted the necessity of employing the V form to 
maintain a sense of distance between teachers and students:

(22)  Our relationship does not equate to that of friends or 
family, warranting communication with the T form.

(23)  The use of the V form when addressing the student un-
derscores formality and preserves a necessary sense of distance 
between us.

Among those favouring the T form from teachers (22%), 
their opinions centre around the solidarity function attributed to 
the T forms:

(24)  Because T form indicates a closer and trusting relation-
ship with the teacher.

(25)  As if we (teacher and student) know each other, shows 
a closer relationship. It (by using T form) means I can pass exams 
easier, for example, or I can ask questions more often, ask for help 
and advice.

Simultaneously, a minority of Russian students (4% from 
those 22%) shared analogous perspectives with Chinese stu-
dents, asserting that the existing status disparity between teach-
ers and students justifies the preference for the T form: 

(26)  I am not yet of the age or degree to be addressed with V 
form by teachers.

(27)  Subordination. I am inferior to the teacher. Since the 
teachers are older, to me there is nothing rude about being ad-
dressed with T.

Moreover, Russian students who maintain an ambivalent 
stance on the acceptability of both forms (30 %) posit that it 
hinges on individual factors, such as the teacher’s age, or situ-
ation, notably the formality of the occasion:

(28)  I don’t have a preference for T or V; if the teacher is 
much older, it is more pleasant to be addressed with T (you associ-
ate yourself with a granddaughter, a child, facilitating psychological 
ease). However, with teachers of the same age, it is more conveni-
ent to use V to maintain a certain distance.

(29)  Both forms of address are interchangeable, but the T 
form is preferable in personal dialogues, whereas the V form is 
more suitable in a classroom setting.

Overall, there is a substantial disparity between Chinese 
and Russian respondents. Examining responses (examples 
15-19), the Chinese informants emphasised the importance of a 
hierarchical relationship with their teachers. Being addressed 
with the V form was associated with stress or discomfort, while 
the T form conveyed a sense of intimacy from their teachers. In 
contrast, Russian students displayed diverse opinions. A minor-
ity supporting the T form shared perspectives similar to their 
Chinese counterparts (examples 20-23), while other groups of 
Russian students expressed entirely distinct views (examples 
24-26). They emphasised that their relationships with teachers 
are more akin to those between adults, and teachers are not 
their relatives, asserting that there is no reason for university 
teachers to address them using the T form. Notably, this contra-
dicts the perspective of Chinese students, who perceive the 
teacher-student relationship as resembling a father-son or family 
connection. The variation in perspectives can be attributed to 
the dual desire of Chinese students to show deference and rev-
erence to their teachers while simultaneously maintaining a 
closer, familial bond.

 
5. DISCUSSION
When examining the results from a broader perspective, it 

is evident that there is a substantial disparity between Chinese 
and Russian respondents which can be viewed through the no-
tions of power and solidarity as well as cultural values and iden-
tity. Based on the frequency of T and V pronominal usage, we 
have derived the primary trends in the deployment of pronom-
inal forms of address in Chinese and Russian teacher-student in-
teractions. As summarised in Table 4 below, Chinese and Russi-
an university settings exhibit both reciprocal and non-reciprocal 
tendencies in address between teachers and students. However, 
notable distinctions become evident. In Chinese teacher-student 
interactions, the reciprocal form is the T form, while in Russian, 
it is the V form. Moreover, within Chinese university contexts, 
non-reciprocity is observed in the infrequent use of the V form 
by teachers when addressing students, juxtaposed with the stu-
dents’ regular adoption of this form. In contrast, in Russian 
teacher-student interactions, non-reciprocity manifests in the 
limited instances of students addressing their teachers with the 
T form, while teachers retain the option to employ the T form in 
addressing students.

Considering the power dimension, both quantitative and 
qualitative analyses illuminate the existence of power dynamics 
and inequalities within university environments in both 
Chinese and Russian contexts. For example, in Section 4.2.2., 
when discussing how students prefer to be addressed by teach-
ers with which forms, Chinese students explicitly acknowledged 
the existence of inequality within the teacher-student relation-
ship and emphasised the importance of a hierarchical relation-
ships (examples 14-19). A prevailing opinion among Chinese 
students is that it is unnecessary for teachers to employ the 
more polite and honorific V form when addressing students. 
This research finding aligns with Wetzel’s (1993) perspective, 
suggesting that power is typically associated negatively with au-
thoritarianism, but in Asian contexts, it is often correlated posit-
ively with kindness and supportiveness. Our findings highlight 
that Chinese students recognise and respect the authority of 
their teachers, and inequality in the relations is perceived as ex-
pected and desirable. In contrast to the Chinese context, most 
Russian students did not explicitly convey similar sentiments in 
their responses. Only a small number of Russian students indic-
ated that they perceive themselves as occupying a lower status 
than their teachers (examples 27-28). Moreover, they prefer to 
be addressed with the V form as it shows equality and respect 
(examples 20-22). This fact might suggest that Russian teachers 
are given less power than their Chinese colleagues, and they 
prefer equality in relations with teachers rather than hierarchy.

When considering the dimension of solidarity, it becomes 
evident that the reciprocal use of the T form is prevalent in 
Chinese teacher-student interactions, whereas this tendency is 
not as prominent in Russian interactions. Our study suggests 
that Chinese students articulated views portraying teachers as 
akin to family members or friends. For them, the use of the T 
form fosters a closer, more intimate relationship, eliminating a 
sense of distance and indicating a positive interaction (examples 
7-9; 13). This finding is consistent with Chen and Ren’s (2020) 
perspective, emphasising the impact of Chinese family culture as 
a cultural meme on addressing practices within the academic set-
ting in China. Concurrently, the Russian teacher-student rela-
tionship is characterised by a sense of distance, attributed to the 
widespread use of the mutual V form. Russian respondents be-
lieve that maintaining a certain distance between them and the 
teacher is essential, as the teacher-student relationship is not 
equivalent to that of friends or family (examples 23-24). This 

contradicts the perspective of Chinese students, who perceive 
the teacher-student relationship as resembling a father-son or 
family connection.

In summary, the findings underscore the pivotal role of the 
power and solidarity dimensions in guiding the choice of T/V 
forms in teacher-student interactions. In navigating power dy-
namics and social distances, speakers articulate a desire either to 
foster intimacy or to establish a degree of distance from their in-
terlocutors (cf. Brown & Levinson, 1987) and to achieve a par-
ticular goal, they use appropriate politeness strategies. Based on 
the findings, the politeness strategies of Russian and Chinese 
students in addressing teachers exhibit ambivalence. Both negat-
ive politeness (demonstrating deference) and positive politeness 
(aimed at building rapport) are employed with an obvious pref-
erence for one or the other type.

Moreover, the results of the study confirm the idea that in-
formality does not equate to impoliteness as politeness can be 
both formal and informal (Larina, 2020). The findings show that 
in academic discourse, Russian students tend to lean towards 
formal politeness in interaction with university teachers, while 
their Chinese counterparts, despite hierarchical relations, gravit-
ate towards informal politeness which might be perceived as in-
appropriate familiarity and even impoliteness from the Russian 
perspective.

We suggest that, influenced by a pronounced we-culture 
(Larina et al., 2017), Chinese teachers and students might per-
ceive the teacher-student relationships as akin to a familial con-
nection, and by employing the T form they emphasise closeness 
rather than distance. The variation in perspectives can be attrib-
uted to the dual desire of Chinese students to show familial de-
ference and reverence to their teachers while simultaneously 
maintaining a closer, familial bond. This is apparent not only in 
their use of pronominal forms of address but also in nominative 
forms of address, such as the usage of kinship terms in academic 
discourse (Barbalet, 2021; Ren & Chen, 2019), which needs ad-
ditional study.

Additionally, the obtained results clearly highlight the in-
fluence of social and cultural contexts when making decisions 
about choosing T/V forms to express deference or intimacy (Al 
Abdely, 2016, p. 41). Due to the differences in teacher and stu-
dent roles and status as well as socio-cultural factors and values, 
the strategies adopted by Chinese and Russian teachers and stu-
dents in addressing practices differ significantly.

Table 4
Reciprocal and non-reciprocal T/V forms of address in Chinese and Russian universities

IN CHINESE UNIVERSITIES IN RUSSIAN UNIVERSITIES

Teacher

T ↕  ↑V

Student

Teacher

V ↕  ↓T

Student
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(16)  The T form makes us feel closer, more intimate, elimin-
ating any sense of distance. It signifies a positive rapport, indicating 
our readiness for further interaction.

Furthermore, proponents of this perspective asserted that 
they would experience discomfort if addressed with the V form: 

(17)  Considering the teacher’s seniority and role as an in-
structor, where I am not in a superior position, so I would feel un-
comfortable if he/she addressed me with V form, teachers do not 
need to be so polite.

(18)  It is customary for teachers to use the T form when ad-
dressing junior students. It would be disturbing if addressed with V.

In contrast to the homogeneity in agreement observed 
among Chinese students, Russian interviewees exhibited a tri-
partite divergence of opinions: preference of the V form, prefer-
ence of the T form, acceptability of both. 

Those who favored the V form (48%) believed that they 
were already adult, so they are equal and mutually respectful 
with their teachers, thereby asserting the appropriateness of be-
ing addressed with the V form:

(19) It is important for me to know that I am respected, as re-
flected in the use of the V form by the teacher. V form is a respect-
ful address form, it feels like the instructor considers you an adult 
and not a child, establishing a sense of equality between us.

(20) I prefer to be addressed with V form as I think it shows 
politeness, courtesy, and respect towards the student.

(21) Reciprocal V form signifies equality and eliminates any 
perception of condescension from the teacher. There is no feeling 
that the teacher is looking down on you.

Furthermore, certain Russian students (4% from those 
48%) highlighted the necessity of employing the V form to 
maintain a sense of distance between teachers and students:

(22)  Our relationship does not equate to that of friends or 
family, warranting communication with the T form.

(23)  The use of the V form when addressing the student un-
derscores formality and preserves a necessary sense of distance 
between us.

Among those favouring the T form from teachers (22%), 
their opinions centre around the solidarity function attributed to 
the T forms:

(24)  Because T form indicates a closer and trusting relation-
ship with the teacher.

(25)  As if we (teacher and student) know each other, shows 
a closer relationship. It (by using T form) means I can pass exams 
easier, for example, or I can ask questions more often, ask for help 
and advice.

Simultaneously, a minority of Russian students (4% from 
those 22%) shared analogous perspectives with Chinese stu-
dents, asserting that the existing status disparity between teach-
ers and students justifies the preference for the T form: 

(26)  I am not yet of the age or degree to be addressed with V 
form by teachers.

(27)  Subordination. I am inferior to the teacher. Since the 
teachers are older, to me there is nothing rude about being ad-
dressed with T.

Moreover, Russian students who maintain an ambivalent 
stance on the acceptability of both forms (30 %) posit that it 
hinges on individual factors, such as the teacher’s age, or situ-
ation, notably the formality of the occasion:

(28)  I don’t have a preference for T or V; if the teacher is 
much older, it is more pleasant to be addressed with T (you associ-
ate yourself with a granddaughter, a child, facilitating psychological 
ease). However, with teachers of the same age, it is more conveni-
ent to use V to maintain a certain distance.

(29)  Both forms of address are interchangeable, but the T 
form is preferable in personal dialogues, whereas the V form is 
more suitable in a classroom setting.

Overall, there is a substantial disparity between Chinese 
and Russian respondents. Examining responses (examples 
15-19), the Chinese informants emphasised the importance of a 
hierarchical relationship with their teachers. Being addressed 
with the V form was associated with stress or discomfort, while 
the T form conveyed a sense of intimacy from their teachers. In 
contrast, Russian students displayed diverse opinions. A minor-
ity supporting the T form shared perspectives similar to their 
Chinese counterparts (examples 20-23), while other groups of 
Russian students expressed entirely distinct views (examples 
24-26). They emphasised that their relationships with teachers 
are more akin to those between adults, and teachers are not 
their relatives, asserting that there is no reason for university 
teachers to address them using the T form. Notably, this contra-
dicts the perspective of Chinese students, who perceive the 
teacher-student relationship as resembling a father-son or family 
connection. The variation in perspectives can be attributed to 
the dual desire of Chinese students to show deference and rev-
erence to their teachers while simultaneously maintaining a 
closer, familial bond.

 
5. DISCUSSION
When examining the results from a broader perspective, it 

is evident that there is a substantial disparity between Chinese 
and Russian respondents which can be viewed through the no-
tions of power and solidarity as well as cultural values and iden-
tity. Based on the frequency of T and V pronominal usage, we 
have derived the primary trends in the deployment of pronom-
inal forms of address in Chinese and Russian teacher-student in-
teractions. As summarised in Table 4 below, Chinese and Russi-
an university settings exhibit both reciprocal and non-reciprocal 
tendencies in address between teachers and students. However, 
notable distinctions become evident. In Chinese teacher-student 
interactions, the reciprocal form is the T form, while in Russian, 
it is the V form. Moreover, within Chinese university contexts, 
non-reciprocity is observed in the infrequent use of the V form 
by teachers when addressing students, juxtaposed with the stu-
dents’ regular adoption of this form. In contrast, in Russian 
teacher-student interactions, non-reciprocity manifests in the 
limited instances of students addressing their teachers with the 
T form, while teachers retain the option to employ the T form in 
addressing students.

Considering the power dimension, both quantitative and 
qualitative analyses illuminate the existence of power dynamics 
and inequalities within university environments in both 
Chinese and Russian contexts. For example, in Section 4.2.2., 
when discussing how students prefer to be addressed by teach-
ers with which forms, Chinese students explicitly acknowledged 
the existence of inequality within the teacher-student relation-
ship and emphasised the importance of a hierarchical relation-
ships (examples 14-19). A prevailing opinion among Chinese 
students is that it is unnecessary for teachers to employ the 
more polite and honorific V form when addressing students. 
This research finding aligns with Wetzel’s (1993) perspective, 
suggesting that power is typically associated negatively with au-
thoritarianism, but in Asian contexts, it is often correlated posit-
ively with kindness and supportiveness. Our findings highlight 
that Chinese students recognise and respect the authority of 
their teachers, and inequality in the relations is perceived as ex-
pected and desirable. In contrast to the Chinese context, most 
Russian students did not explicitly convey similar sentiments in 
their responses. Only a small number of Russian students indic-
ated that they perceive themselves as occupying a lower status 
than their teachers (examples 27-28). Moreover, they prefer to 
be addressed with the V form as it shows equality and respect 
(examples 20-22). This fact might suggest that Russian teachers 
are given less power than their Chinese colleagues, and they 
prefer equality in relations with teachers rather than hierarchy.

When considering the dimension of solidarity, it becomes 
evident that the reciprocal use of the T form is prevalent in 
Chinese teacher-student interactions, whereas this tendency is 
not as prominent in Russian interactions. Our study suggests 
that Chinese students articulated views portraying teachers as 
akin to family members or friends. For them, the use of the T 
form fosters a closer, more intimate relationship, eliminating a 
sense of distance and indicating a positive interaction (examples 
7-9; 13). This finding is consistent with Chen and Ren’s (2020) 
perspective, emphasising the impact of Chinese family culture as 
a cultural meme on addressing practices within the academic set-
ting in China. Concurrently, the Russian teacher-student rela-
tionship is characterised by a sense of distance, attributed to the 
widespread use of the mutual V form. Russian respondents be-
lieve that maintaining a certain distance between them and the 
teacher is essential, as the teacher-student relationship is not 
equivalent to that of friends or family (examples 23-24). This 

contradicts the perspective of Chinese students, who perceive 
the teacher-student relationship as resembling a father-son or 
family connection.

In summary, the findings underscore the pivotal role of the 
power and solidarity dimensions in guiding the choice of T/V 
forms in teacher-student interactions. In navigating power dy-
namics and social distances, speakers articulate a desire either to 
foster intimacy or to establish a degree of distance from their in-
terlocutors (cf. Brown & Levinson, 1987) and to achieve a par-
ticular goal, they use appropriate politeness strategies. Based on 
the findings, the politeness strategies of Russian and Chinese 
students in addressing teachers exhibit ambivalence. Both negat-
ive politeness (demonstrating deference) and positive politeness 
(aimed at building rapport) are employed with an obvious pref-
erence for one or the other type.

Moreover, the results of the study confirm the idea that in-
formality does not equate to impoliteness as politeness can be 
both formal and informal (Larina, 2020). The findings show that 
in academic discourse, Russian students tend to lean towards 
formal politeness in interaction with university teachers, while 
their Chinese counterparts, despite hierarchical relations, gravit-
ate towards informal politeness which might be perceived as in-
appropriate familiarity and even impoliteness from the Russian 
perspective.

We suggest that, influenced by a pronounced we-culture 
(Larina et al., 2017), Chinese teachers and students might per-
ceive the teacher-student relationships as akin to a familial con-
nection, and by employing the T form they emphasise closeness 
rather than distance. The variation in perspectives can be attrib-
uted to the dual desire of Chinese students to show familial de-
ference and reverence to their teachers while simultaneously 
maintaining a closer, familial bond. This is apparent not only in 
their use of pronominal forms of address but also in nominative 
forms of address, such as the usage of kinship terms in academic 
discourse (Barbalet, 2021; Ren & Chen, 2019), which needs ad-
ditional study.

Additionally, the obtained results clearly highlight the in-
fluence of social and cultural contexts when making decisions 
about choosing T/V forms to express deference or intimacy (Al 
Abdely, 2016, p. 41). Due to the differences in teacher and stu-
dent roles and status as well as socio-cultural factors and values, 
the strategies adopted by Chinese and Russian teachers and stu-
dents in addressing practices differ significantly.

Table 4
Reciprocal and non-reciprocal T/V forms of address in Chinese and Russian universities

IN CHINESE UNIVERSITIES IN RUSSIAN UNIVERSITIES

Teacher

T ↕  ↑V

Student

Teacher
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It is worth noting that the nature of the relationship 
between the interlocutors, the specific situational context, 
whether it is a formal classroom setting, a casual discussion, or an 
online platform, can also impact the choice of address forms. In 
addition to the level of formality required by the academic insti-
tutions, the overall cultural norms prevalent in the educational 
environment contribute to the complexity of pronominal 
choices. Understanding these contextual factors is crucial for ap-
propriate choice of pronominal address forms and effective com-
munication in academic settings. These factors extend beyond 
mere linguistic considerations and as, it has been shown, encom-
pass broader socio-cultural dynamics.

 
6. CONCLUSION
This study explored the usage of pronominal forms of ad-

dress in the interaction of teachers and students in Chinese and 
Russian academic discourse. It aimed to reveal similarities and 
differences and the impact of sociocultural factors on the choice 
of T/V pronominal address forms. The results underscore the 
significance of cultural and social factors in linguistic choices, par-
ticularly power, solidarity, and intimacy. In Chinese academic 
discourse, there is a tendency to emphasise power dynamics and 
hierarchical order between teachers and students, concurrently 
favouring solidarity to facilitate teacher-student interaction. As a 
result, the teachers’ power gives them the right to demonstrate it 
and address students using T form; at the same time, solidarity 
allows for closer family-like relationships to be established 

between students and teachers, resulting in a T form of address 
to the teacher. These addressing practices might be perceived as 
inappropriate and impolite in Russian context where the em-
phasis is placed on mutual respect and formality, with a clear 
perception of boundaries between teachers and students. Thus, 
the findings suggest that the teacher’s power, i.e., vertical dis-
tance in Chinese culture seems to be more pronounced than in 
Russian culture, while the social distance is shorter, and these so-
ciocultural differences predetermine the choice and pragmatics 
of T/V forms.

The results of the study contribute to the theory of address 
terms by providing new data on the use of pronominal forms of 
address in the two linguistic and cultural academic contexts. 
They reveal the influence of sociocultural factors on their 
choices and provide pragmatic insights that can be directly ap-
plied to the interpretation of linguistic and strategic communica-
tion complexities. Recognising the divergent strategies em-
ployed by teachers and students in these distinct cultural con-
texts is essential for fostering effective communication. Given 
the increasing academic mobility between Chinese and Russian 
academic and research institutions, an awareness of these lin-
guistic subtleties becomes crucial for promoting mutual under-
standing and successful intercultural interactions in educational 
environments. The study can contribute to a better understand-
ing of teacher-student interactions from a sociocultural and soci-
olinguistic perspective and provide some guidelines for intercul-
tural communication in academic settings. 
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It is worth noting that the nature of the relationship 
between the interlocutors, the specific situational context, 
whether it is a formal classroom setting, a casual discussion, or an 
online platform, can also impact the choice of address forms. In 
addition to the level of formality required by the academic insti-
tutions, the overall cultural norms prevalent in the educational 
environment contribute to the complexity of pronominal 
choices. Understanding these contextual factors is crucial for ap-
propriate choice of pronominal address forms and effective com-
munication in academic settings. These factors extend beyond 
mere linguistic considerations and as, it has been shown, encom-
pass broader socio-cultural dynamics.

 
6. CONCLUSION
This study explored the usage of pronominal forms of ad-

dress in the interaction of teachers and students in Chinese and 
Russian academic discourse. It aimed to reveal similarities and 
differences and the impact of sociocultural factors on the choice 
of T/V pronominal address forms. The results underscore the 
significance of cultural and social factors in linguistic choices, par-
ticularly power, solidarity, and intimacy. In Chinese academic 
discourse, there is a tendency to emphasise power dynamics and 
hierarchical order between teachers and students, concurrently 
favouring solidarity to facilitate teacher-student interaction. As a 
result, the teachers’ power gives them the right to demonstrate it 
and address students using T form; at the same time, solidarity 
allows for closer family-like relationships to be established 

between students and teachers, resulting in a T form of address 
to the teacher. These addressing practices might be perceived as 
inappropriate and impolite in Russian context where the em-
phasis is placed on mutual respect and formality, with a clear 
perception of boundaries between teachers and students. Thus, 
the findings suggest that the teacher’s power, i.e., vertical dis-
tance in Chinese culture seems to be more pronounced than in 
Russian culture, while the social distance is shorter, and these so-
ciocultural differences predetermine the choice and pragmatics 
of T/V forms.

The results of the study contribute to the theory of address 
terms by providing new data on the use of pronominal forms of 
address in the two linguistic and cultural academic contexts. 
They reveal the influence of sociocultural factors on their 
choices and provide pragmatic insights that can be directly ap-
plied to the interpretation of linguistic and strategic communica-
tion complexities. Recognising the divergent strategies em-
ployed by teachers and students in these distinct cultural con-
texts is essential for fostering effective communication. Given 
the increasing academic mobility between Chinese and Russian 
academic and research institutions, an awareness of these lin-
guistic subtleties becomes crucial for promoting mutual under-
standing and successful intercultural interactions in educational 
environments. The study can contribute to a better understand-
ing of teacher-student interactions from a sociocultural and soci-
olinguistic perspective and provide some guidelines for intercul-
tural communication in academic settings. 
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Oral corrective feedback (OCF) is considered a salient pedagogical process which teachers use to assist students to enhance their language learning. Less is 
known about which feedback practices students prefer or consider effective for particular language learning processes. From a sociocultural perspective, this 
study investigated the extent of congruency between teacher practices and student preferences for OCF in Islamic Senior High Schools in Indonesia. Using a 
mixed-methods approach, quantitative data were collected from 444 students using a five-point Likert scale and administered across one province. Comple-
mentary data were collected from classroom observations, teacher interviews and student focus groups. The analyses of these multiple datasets illustrate that 
teacher practices are not congruent with student preferences for OCF. Findings show that students favour feedback on vocabulary errors, whereas in practice, 
teachers respond more often to pronunciation errors. Students prefer negotiated feedback, but in practice teachers mostly use clarification requests. The groups 
are aligned in relation to one area; students indicate a preference for teacher feedback, likewise teachers’ practice demonstrably favours teacher feedback. Ped-
agogically, the findings indicate a need for teachers to transform their conceptual understanding and practices of OCF to better support student collaboration 
and mutual meaningful scaffolding for L2 development.
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1. INTRODUCTION
Oral corrective feedback (henceforth, OCF) in L2 learning 

is provided in response to students’ errors during classroom 
speaking activities which are designed to practice the use of a 
target language. Previous studies have evidenced that OCF is 
considered a salient pedagogical process used by teachers to as-
sist students in recognising the differences between correct and 
incorrect utterances (Li, 2010, 2018; Li & Vuono, 2019; Mackey 
& Goo, 2007; Nassaji, 2016; Russel & Spada, 2006). Further 
OCF studies explore how, when and by whom OCF should be 
provided, and for what type of error (Agudo, 2014; Argüelles et 

al., 2019; Fadilah et al., 2017; Kaivanpanah et al., 2015; 
Papangkorn, 2015; Zhang & Rahimi, 2014; Zhu & Wang, 2019). 
Research has been conducted on the aspect of beliefs of OCF fo-
cusing merely on students’ beliefs (Rassaei, 2013; Zhang & 
Rahimi, 2014) or on teachers’ beliefs (Kirgoz & Agcam, 2015; 
Rahimi & Zhang, 2015; Uysal & Aydin, 2017). The exploration 
of both students’ and teachers’ beliefs have also been reported 
(Faharani & Salajegheh, 2015; Li & Vuono, 2019) alongside 
those which focus on teachers’ beliefs and practices (Ha & Mur-
ray, 2020; Kartchava et al., 2020; Nassaji et al., 2023). However, 
there are a limited number of studies examining the congruency 
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