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A COGNITIVE APPROACH TO LESSON DISCOURSE

This article has identified that during academic lectures and tutorial sessions, the pragmatic dimension of communication
predominantly concerns the exchange of information between teacher and student. It has been found that during the
transmission of information, the interlocutors (i.e. teacher and student) must take turns in transmitting messages and
ensuring mutual understanding in order to achieve their communicative goals and facilitate effective discourse. The study
has shown that within this interactive structure, interventions by additional participants may sometimes occur. Indeed, it
is of utmost importance that other students actively participate in the dialogue during the lesson. It has been found that
the choice of interlocutors in such communicative acts should also be given due consideration. It has been concluded
that speech acts play a decisive role in determining the type of information — whether it is new or already familiar. The
existence of several communication channels between individual participants (namely teachers and students) may result
in a complex speech act. In addition, the modality of communication — oral or written — has significant implications.
For example, if participants exchange printed or pre-formulated content, the comprehension process may be relatively
simpler. In contrast, the comprehension of oral information is generally considered more complex, as it is influenced by
the individual physical and psychological characteristics of the learner. The general conclusion is that communication
carried out through dialogue between teacher and learner is considered more pedagogically effective. In such conditions,
information is learned and retained more effectively. Discourse genres have been found to cover such types of speech as
description, persuasion, and advice. In both lecture and seminar discourse, the structural organization should adhere
to the hierarchical taxonomic model. The teacher must give priority to the clarity of the information being conveyed.
For example, a distinction must be made between presenting information in a descriptive format and delivering it in a
narrative form. Empirical observations show that information presented in a narrative form tends to be retained in the
learner's memory more effectively and is more easily integrated than information delivered descriptively. It should also
be noted that students learn knowledge more effectively when it is relevant to their everyday experiences.
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KOTHITUBHUI NIIXJ O YPOYHOI'O JUCKYPCY

Y yiu cmammi susnauerno, wo nio wac akademiuHux 1eKyill ma Ha8YaIbHUX Cecill NPpAeMAamuyHUl GUMIP KOMYHIKayil
NepesasicHoO CMocyemucs 00Miny iHghopmayiero mige gukiadawem ma cmyoeHmom. Buseneno, ujo 6 x00i nepeoaui ingop-
mayii cnieposmosHuKU (Modmo guumenv ma yuens) NOBUHHI NO uep3i nepedasamu NOBIOOMIEHHA ma 3abe3neyysamu
830EMHE PO3YMIHHA 01 O0CACHEHHS C80IX KOMYHIKAMUBHUX Yilell Mma CRPUAHHSA eqheKMUSHOMY OUCKypcy. JJocnioxcenns
NOKA3ANI0, WO 6 PpAMKAX Yici IHmepakxmueHoi cmpykmypu modice Gi00y8amucs empyyants 000aMKOGUX VHACHUKIG.
iticno, Oyorce sadicnuso, wob iHwi cmydeHmu 6paiu akmueHy yuacme y 0ianosi nio uac ypoky. 3'scosano, wo 6ubip
CRIBPO3ZMOGHUKIG Y MAKUX KOMYHIKAMUBHUX AKMAX MAKOJHC MAE OYMU PO3LTAHYMO HATLEHCHUM YUHOM. 3pOONIeHO BUCHOBKU
npo me, wjo MOGHI aKmu 8i0ieparomsv SUPIULATIbHY POTb Y BUSHAYEHH] MUny iH@opmayii, yu 60HA € HOBOK YU BJiCe 3HALI-
omor10. IcHY8aAHHA KibKOX KOMYHIKAMUBHUX KAHALIE MIXHC OKPeMUMU YYACHUKAMU (4 came 84umenimu ma cmyoesmamis,)
ModHce npussecmiL 00 CKIAOH020 MO8HO20 akmy. Kpim mozo, mooanvHicms KoMyHiKayii — yCHA YU NUCbMOBA — MAE 3HAUHI
nacnioxu. Hanpuknao, akuo yuacnuxu oOMIiHIOI0MbCsL OPYKOBAHUM YU 3a30A71€2i0b CHOPMYTbOBAHUM 3MICIOM, Npoyec
Ppo3yminns modice 6ymu oinvws npocmum. Hasnaxu, cnputinsmms ycnoi ingpopmayii 3a36unaii 66asjcacmvcs CKAAOHIUUM,
OCKINbKU HA Hb02O 6NIUBAIOMb [HOUBIOVAIbHI (DI3UYHI MA NCUXOLOSTUHI XAPAKMEPUCMUKY YUHS.

3acanvruil 6UCHOBOK Y MOMY, WO KOMYHIKAYIA, 30IUCHIOBAHA Y 8U2NA0L Oid102y MIdC yuumenem i YYHeM, 88AHCAEMbC S
neoazoziuno egpekmusHiuLow. Y maxkux ymosax iHghopmayis 3ac800€mvbCs ma 3ac80EMbCA 3 OLIbUIOI0 edheKMUBHICMIO.
Buseneno, wo scanpu ouckypcy oxonuonoms maki munu Mosu, K onuc, NepekoHanHa ma nopaoa. Ax y nexyiiHomy,
max i 8 CeMiHapCbKoMy OUCKYPCI CIPYKMYPHA OP2aHi3ayisi Mae 00MpumMy8amuch iEpapxivioi makCoHOMIYHOL MOOEJL.
Buxnaoau 30606 's3anuil sioodasamu npiopumem sichocmi ingopmayii, ujo nepedacmuvcsi. Hanpuxnao, neobxiono npogec-
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mu PI3HUYIO MIJC NOOAHHAM IHGhopmayii 8 onucosomy gopmami ma 0ocmagkoro ity ¢hopmi onosioanus. Emnipuuni cno-
CcmepedceHHs NOKA3yomb, wo IH@opmayis, no0ana 8 onogioarbHill (opmi, mae menoenyir ecpekmusHiule 30epicamucs
6 nam'ami yyusa i nezute iHmezpyemvcs, Hixc ingopmayis, nepedana onucoso. Cnio maxodxic 3a3HAYUMU, WO CIMYOeHmu
3ac601010Mb 3HAHHA OLNbI e(heKMUBHO, KOTU B0HU 8i0N08I0AI0Mb IXHLOM) NOBCAKOEHHOM) 00CBI0Y.

Kniouogi cnoea: mosnenncea Oisnvnicms @uumens, JAiHeGiCMUYHA 10EHMUYHICTNb, KOMYHIKAMUBHA [0eHMUYHICD,

VPOK-OUCKYPC.

Introduction to the Problem. The exploration
of paralinguistic elements in written communication
began to garner scholarly attention in the 1970s.
These elements play a significant role in articulating
the author’s communicative intent and underlying
objectives. As is well-established in contemporary
psychological discourse, communication
encompasses three principal dimensions: the
communicative (exchange of information), the
interactive (reciprocal influence), and the perceptual
(cognitive processing and understanding) (Stipek,
2002: 261). The communicative dimension
presupposes the transmission of information among
interlocutors, during which their intentions, goals,
knowledge, and viewpoints are articulated. In this
process, interlocutors influence one another to
ensure mutual comprehension and facilitate effective
communication.

Degree of Problem Elaboration. Empirical
investigations indicate that within the classroom
environment, the principal burden of discourse is
typically borne by instructors. The seminal studies
conducted by D. Edwards and N. Mercer demonstrate
that teachers account for approximately 76% of the
total classroom verbal activity (Edwards, 1987: 93).
C.Ramirez, S. Yuen, and others have classified teacher
discourse into several key categories: explanatory
remarks, interrogatives, directives (or instructions),
lesson structuring (i.e., organizing the pedagogical
framework), and evaluative feedback (Enkvist:
1989: 382). According to C. Cummins, teacher
discourse in classroom settings functions less as an
instrument of dialogue and listening, and more as a
mechanism of control and classroom management
(Cummins, 1981: 132). Similarly, P. Forestal's
research underscores that approximately 60% of
teacher speech consists of questions, primarily of an
instructive nature (Forestal, 1990: 159).

There are instances wherein questions are posed
merely for the sake of maintaining classroom routine.
Observational studies reveal that the majority of
teachers employ questions predominantly to review
previously covered material. Typically, the teacher
asks a question, corrects the student's response, and
then proceeds to the next instructional stage. In 1998,
K. Mohr documented all questions posed by a single
teacher over the course of an hour (Mohr, 2007: 440),
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concluding that such questions comprised nearly half
of the entire lesson. In this context, the critical issue
lies not in the quantitative frequency of questions
but in their qualitative construction and functional
deployment. Direct and indirect questions, along
with their respective responses, vary considerably in
communicative quality.

When engaging with large audiences, as opposed
to small group settings, the teacher’s role necessarily
becomes more directive, emphasizing their function
as a facilitator and regulator of discourse.

R. Weber and T. Longhi-Cirlin contend that
questioning and responding to questions constitute
the core of classroom interaction and should be
systematicallypracticedinalleducationalenvironments
(Weber, 2001: 19). H. Mehan characterizes this
interactional pattern as  “Initiation—Response—
Evaluation” (IRE) (Mehan, 1979: 127), while
R. Tarp and R. Gallimore describe it as a “recitation—
question—answer” sequence (Mehan, 1979: 130).
However, C. Fitzgerald argues that this triadic model
is of limited relevance for second-language learners,
for whom the process is predominantly convergent
and centered more on language acquisition than on
inquiry-based engagement (Fitzgerald, 1993: 638).
This model is particularly applicable to language
clubs, where learners are primarily focused on
developing oral fluency. Nevertheless, in higher
education settings, the IRE framework may retain its
centrality as a pedagogical tool.

According to G. Wells and G. Chang-Wells,
the distinctive feature of this model lies not in the
evaluative role of the teacher but in the provision
of meaningful feedback that facilitates reciprocal
interaction (Wells, 1992: 92). This dynamic enhances
both teacher—student and peer-to-peer verbal
exchanges, thereby enriching the overall discursive
environment of the classroom.

K. B. Kazden -categorizes the questions
posed by educators into two  principal
groups: traditional and learning-oriented. Traditional
questions are typically structured to elicit either
specific or consensually accepted responses. In
contrast, questions formulated with the aim of fostering
inquiry — also referred to as learning-oriented—do not
require the student to "defend" themselves; rather,
the student's discourse is examined without being
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overtly directed or steered (Cazden, 2001: 170).
Nevertheless, in the case of traditional (display)
questions, the educator may guide or influence the
student’s response. In the former instance, the student
provides an answer aligned with the topic under study;
in the latter, the student seeks to showcase their own
competencies or knowledge. Kazden asserts that "if
the potential of students is of equal significance within
classroom discourse, it is imperative to attend to who
is speaking and whose responses are acknowledged
during instruction" (Cazden, 2001: 5).

C. Goldenberg designates the discourse employed
by the teacher as “instructional talk” (Perez,
1996: 316). He characterizes this discursive form as
an effective mode of communication, emphasizing
its engaging, appealing, relevant, and impactful
nature from the perspective of the learners (Perez,
1996: 317). Within this type of discourse, meaningful
interaction and the exchange of ideas between
teacher and students are facilitated. Furthermore,
the roles of teacher and student may undergo shifts,
reflecting a dynamic and reciprocal communicative
environment.

B. Perez contends that in such communicative
contexts, the teacher demonstrates respect for the
student’s ideas and listens attentively. During this
process, both parties offer reciprocal commentary
and express their perspectives (Perez, 1996: 173).
According to another viewpoint, educators who
utilize instructional discourse adopt a philosophy of
equitable thinking and speaking, and they operate
on the premise that a student’s cognitive framework
often encompasses more than what is explicitly stated.
These educators endeavor to reveal and engage with
the deeper layers of student understanding (Reyes,
1999: 202). As expressed in an English adage,
“Teachers sometimes learn from their students.”

In the context of academic discourse, it is
essential to consider the reciprocal interaction
between the cognitive and intellectual activities of
both teacher and student. Given that communication
constitutes the foundation of academic discourse,
cognitive processes are realized through linguistic
means. Just as discourse is understood to represent
verbal ideation that integrates both linguistic and
extralinguistic elements, academic discourse is
likewise conceptualized as a form of ideational-verbal
activity (Backman, 2007: 200). As previously noted,
communication occupies a central position within
academic discourse.

The objective of this study is to interpret the
content and essence of knowledge acquisition through
discourse and communication within the instructional
process. The methodological approach consists of the
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analysis and synthesis of extant scholarly frameworks
and practical experience within the relevant field.

Main Body

The Intensive Investigation of Language Across
Various Disciplines in the Humanities and the
Scientific Analysis of Discourse

Cognitive processes are comprehended through
linguisticstructures, whereasdiscourseand communication
may be interpreted as the mutual transmission of
content and meaning between speaker and listener. The
abstraction and objectification of knowledge, reasoning,
and experiential insights, as well as their manifestation
within linguistic forms, are regarded as critical elements
in the realization of these processes.

The intensive study of language within diverse
domains of the humanities, and the adoption of
discourse analysis as a methodological foundation,
have enabled scholars to speak of a linguistic or
discursive turn. As a result, the object of inquiry and
the parameters of description have been redefined:
texts have come to be examined in relation to
extralinguistic factors, and the mechanisms and
processes underlying text production have emerged
as central topics of investigation. Consequently,
linguistic inquiry now encompasses the analysis of
linguistic behavior within communicative acts, verbal
interaction across various discourse genres, and the
examination of speaker strategies within particular
communicative situations.

Within the framework of discourse analysis, the
human subject of speech — the speaker — emerges as
a conscious agent, a subject of linguistic identity, and
a participant in the communicative act, occupying the
positions of both addresser and addressee.

Under these conditions, the very notion
of communication has undergone substantial
transformation. The traditional conception of
communication as a mechanism for transmitting
information and disseminating knowledge -
the transmission model — has given way to a broader
understanding of communication as a symbolic process
in which the identities of interlocutors are constituted,
and their social relationships, emotions, ideas, and
experiences are expressed. This reconceptualization
foregrounds the pivotal role of communication in the
formation of individual identity.

L. Judith and H. Annette identify three levels of
linguistic personality:

1. Verbal-semantic level — implies the natural
mastery of language by its speakers and, for the
researcher, the conventional description of formal
expressions of specific concepts;

2. Cognitive-thesaurus level — comprises the
concepts, ideas, and notions that organize linguistic
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units into a more or less coherent and systematic
linguistic worldview for each individual, establishing
a hierarchy of values;

3. Pragmatic level (motivational level) —
encompasses intention, interest, motivation, and
intentionality.

L. Judith and H. Annette propose certain
outcomes for the generalization and comprehension
of this conceptual framework and present a tripartite
structure (core—modification—periphery) of the given
conceptual domain:

1. Linguistic personality: its place within the
subject matter (linguistics); the subject (one who
comprehends the world and reflects it in speech);
the individual; the author of a text; the speaker; the
informant; active informant; passive informant; the
speaker; speech portrait;

2. The linguistic personality of a philologist-
expert (philologist as a personality): character (in
literary works); specific historical figures; national
linguistic personality;

3. The “human-language” scientific paradigm;
“language—human” relationship; anthropological
linguistics; national culture; AL language model; CL
language model; language competence; the linguistic
picture of the world; knowledge of the world; thesaurus
of the linguistic personality; linguistic consciousness;
national consciousness (self-awareness); national
mentality; mental (cognitive) space of the language
user; combinatory relations; combinatory domain;
internal ~ vocabulary;  individual  vocabulary;
the vocabulary of the Ilinguistic personality;
psycholinguistic experimental text (Judith L. Pace,
2007: 12).

The subject in question is the linguistic personality
of a textbook author and a philologist-teacher engaged
in speech activity and possessing a body of knowledge
and representations. The concept of the linguistic
personality of the scholar-methodologist (the
textbook author) refers to the totality of creative and
sociolinguistic abilities and characteristics that reflect
relevant aspects of the individual’s personality and,
accordingly, enable the creation and comprehension
of speech acts marked by specific cognitive,
communicative-pragmatic orientation, and structural
linguistic integrity (Judith L. Pace, 2007: 90).

The Developed Linguistic Personality of the
Teacher

The developed linguistic personality of a teacher is
characterized by the following knowledge and skills:

1. Knowledge of the language system, including
its grammatical and lexical norms;

2. Mastery of the speech system at both the text
and linguistic levels;
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3. Awareness of the social norms governing the
use of speech acts in terms of communication, topic,
style, and genre;

4. Familiarity with the structural features of
complex texts;

5. Understanding of the roles of the speaker and
listener, including their social and psychological
cooperation in communication;

6. Knowledge of the pragmatic principles of
communication in both cooperative and conflictual
communicative episodes;

7. Understanding of the ethical and etiquette
norms associated with status and role positions.

A. Jane identifies the following functions of the
linguistic personality of a philologist-teacher:

— Instrumental-cultural: the linguistic
personality is expected to know linguistic units
and their combinatory relations, the construction
of discourses, and the cultural and socio-historical
experience of the people as encoded in language;

— Reproductive: the expression of linguistic
units in speech activity, including their generation and
rules of combination;

— Creative: the modification of linguistic units
in speech and the formation of new expressions and
types of utterances for achieving communicative
purposes;

— Adaptive: the adjustment of linguistic units to
the mechanisms of communicative situations for the
expression of specific meanings;

— Pragmatic: orientation toward the addressee
and their social status (Jane, 2007: 11; Jane, 2008).

All these elements constitute the wholeness and
competence of language, that is, the sum of knowledge
and skills that enable an individual to perform certain
activities. Linguistic competence is composed of
linguistic, sociolinguistic, and pragmalinguistic
components.  Linguistic = competence includes
phonetic, lexical, and grammatical knowledge and
skills, as well as parameters that exist independently
of the sociolinguistic meanings of language variants
and the pragmatic features of language functioning.

The Teacher as a Discursive Personality

The communicative competence of the teacher
as a discursive personality is part of the pedagogical
personality. L. Beckman and A. Palmer distinguish
three blocks in communicative competence:

1. linguistic knowledge: verbal elements; non-
verbal elements; examples, elements of various speech
events; the field of possible variants for all elements;
the meaning of variants in specific situations;

2. the ability to influence, selection of key
elements in communicative situations, choosing forms
appropriate to roles, situations, and relationships,
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and their interpretation; norms of interaction and
interpretation; strategy to achieve the goal;

3. Cultural  knowledge: social  structure;
evaluation; cognitive maps and schemas; the process
of cultural integration (transmission of knowledge
and skills) (Backman, 1996: 177).

Genre competence can be considered a part of the
communicative personality (possession of the norms
for the creation and functioning of discursive and
speech genres).

The regulative aspect of language personality
involves establishing and maintaining contact
with the interlocutor in all types of discourse. The
informative aspect reveals knowledge (general and
specific) and the use of this knowledge in concrete
communication. The fascinating aspect reflects the
emotional characteristics of the person involved in
communication.

Practical mastery of speech genres is an essential
aspect of the teacher’s professional competence as a
discursive personality.

Thus, systematic and functional approaches to
the personality of the speaker (here the teacher)
exist in scientific literature. The teacher acts as
both a language personality and a communicative
personality at every moment in their speech
activity. Moreover, their individual character should
be specially assessed. However, while claiming
linguistic and communicative exceptions, people
often behave similarly in comparable communicative
situations. This is because the speaker consistently
exhibits speech behavior characteristic of their
group in their speech biography. The language
bearer seemingly encompasses multiple language
personalities within themselves. For example, they
may simultaneously embody the language personality
of an urban resident, a student, a twenty-year-
old youth, and so forth. The speaking individual
becomes a unique, multidimensional research object,
defined by unrepeatable, unique socio-psychological
characteristics.

In our view, there is a need for a concept capable
of reflecting the typical communicative behavior of
a personality in a communicative situation. This is
the discursive personality — communicants who,
as representatives of certain social institutions,
possess the ability to create and interpret texts in
typical conditions of communicative situations.
Within a particular discourse framework, the
subject is insignificant; they are subordinate to
the discourse and play a role according to its rules,
i.e., they are secondary. Thus, if the language
personality — communicative personality reflects
a person’s communicative individuality, then the
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discursive personality is the integral and differential
set of linguistic characteristics of the personality as a
representative of a certain social group.

Every social institution has its own rules of
operation, norms, and requirements for the functional-
discursive activity of its subjects. The essence of a
social institution is also manifested in the division of
social roles and statuses of the institution’s “agents”
and “clients”.

It is also worth noting that in a particular
communicative situation, a personality’s role and
status may not coincide. Status encompasses many
social positions, including age, gender, professional
activity, family status, association groups (friends,
acquaintances),  prestige  positions, religious
beliefs, and political views of the personality. Role,
associated with a particular status, is a set of cultural
models combining the following relationships: values
and behavior patterns prescribed by society for the
personality.

It implies characteristic repertoires of speech
activities that the institutional agent must perform
in specific situations. The central characteristic of
a role is the expectations of others about the role’s
performer. Primarily, the social role is defined by the
personality’s professional and social activities. The
common field for social status and role is professional
activity. Therefore, status reflects the characteristics
of the social institution and encompasses the rights
and duties of its subjects as well as the institution’s
general aims and functions.

This, in turn, is reflected in social interactions. In
other words, the individual, by integrating status and
role characteristics and utilizing the services of social
institutions, structures their verbal and non-verbal
behaviors in accordance with the expectations of
clients (students). From this, it follows that each social
institution possesses its own strategic approaches in
organizing discourse and discursive behavior. This
accounts for the diversity of discourse types and genres.

Conclusion. The teacher’s discursive identity
embodies a complex structure encompassing a range
of integral and differential features. Integral features
link the teacher’s discursive identity to those of other
types (for example, lawyers and teachers often share
oratory skills). Differential features distinguish the
given discursive identity from others.

The teacher’s authority, as the bearer of literary
language norms and speech behavior, findsits validation
in the unity of culture and education. The high demands
placed on the teacher’s level of communicative
competence are conditioned by their status role.
They are required to master language resources and
adhere to the lawful norms of communication with
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ease. The teacher represents an elite linguistic identity
for those around them. However, it is our view that
many teachers function as average bearers of speech
culture. This accounts for the contradiction between
the teacher’s discursive and real linguistic identity —
the communicative personality.

A teacher capable of exerting a positive influence
in interactions with students creates a more favorable
educational environment, effectively addressing their
emotional and educational needs. A positive teacher—
student relationship is crucial for effective teaching
and learning. Although the teacher plays the primary
role in establishing these relationships and bears the
main responsibility, students also have a certain role;
thus, both parties contribute to this process.

...............................................................................

The interaction between teacher and student
is important for many reasons. This relationship
significantly influences the student’s attendance,
academic performance, knowledge acquisition, and
ability to establish peer relationships. Teachers who
foster positive and reliable relationships with students
also engage closely in their extracurricular activities,
facilitating greater independence, responsiveness, and
more diligent learning.

Furthermore, positive teacher—student relations
positively impact classroom management. Under
conditions  of  constructive  teacher—student
relationships, students are afforded opportunities
for cognitive, social, and emotional development,
resulting in more productive mental activity.
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