OUJIOJIOTI'UA. TEOPETHYECKAS, IPUKJIATHAA U
CPABHUTEJIBHO-COITOCTABUTEJIBHAS TUHI' BUCTUKA
PHILOLOGY. THEORETICAL, APPLIED AND COMPARATIVE
LINGUISTICS

Haytma;l cmamu Dunonocuueckue HAyKu
VIK [811.111(73)+811.161.1]°27°38°42  https://doi.org/10.26907/3033-8751.2026.9.2.242-250

KATET'OPUHU ®OPM OBPALIEHHS BO B3AHMOI[EI>1CTBHH
HNPEINIOAABATEJISA U CTYAEHTOB B HUT' EPUHCKOM BAPUAHTE
AHIJIMMCKOTO SI3BIKA
®@. Bynyc!, T.B. Jlapuna’
Poccuiickuti ynueepcumem opyoicovl Hapooos umenu [lampuca JIymymobwl, Mocksa, Poccus

1104224512 1@prudn.ru, https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9931-0428
larina-tv@rudn.ru, https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6167-455X

AHHoTauusi. PopMbl OOpalieHus], SBISSACH COLHOIMHIBUCTUYECKHIMHU IMapaMeTpaMu MeExk-
JMYHOCTHOTO B3aMMOJICHCTBHS, Pa3InYalOTCs B Pa3HBIX S3bIKaX, KyJIbTYypaX U KOHTEKCTax. DTH paz-
JMYUs KacaloTcsl Kak Habopa (Gopm, UX KaTeropuid, Tak ¥ (yHKuHoHMpoBaHUs. OcoObIil HHTEpec
MPEACTABISAIOT (GOPMBbI OOpAIICHUsI B BApHAHTAX AHIIMMCKOTO S3bIKA, TIOCKOJIBKY OHH JIEMOHCTpPHU-
PYIOT BIMSIHUE MECTHBIX SI3bIKOB U KYJIBTYP Ha 3aMMCTBOBAHHBIN s3bIK. Llenb nccnenoBanus — ornpe-
JEeTUTh Kareropuu (opM OOpalleHus, UCIOJIb3yeMble HUICPUICKUMU TPEToNaBaTeIsiIMU B aJipec
CTYICHTOB, U BBIJICIUTH COIMAJIbHBIC, IPArMaTHUECKUE U KyJIbTypHbIE (DaKTOPHI, BIUIIOIINE HA UX
BbIOOp. BBUIM paccMOTpeHBl ABa KOHTEKCTa: (OpMabHBIN (B ayiuTOpHH) U HedOpMaibHBIN (BHE
aynquTopuu). MartepuanoMm MOCITYKWJIM JaHHbIE aHKETUPOBaHUS, B KOTOpoM ydacTBoBajio 180 cry-
neHToB u3 10 HUTepHIICKMX YHUBEPCUTETOB, U dTHOrpaduueckue HabmoaeHus. /lanapie 6buM Mpo-
aHAJM3UPOBAHbI KAYECTBEHHO M KOJMYECTBEHHO C MCIOJIb30BAaHHEM MHTEPAKTUBHOM COLIMOIUHIBU-
CTHKH, Teopuu (opM oOpalleHus], TMHIBOIIPATMATHKH, TEOPHUH BEXIMBOCTH U KYJIBTyposoruu. Pe-
3yJbTaThl TIOKA3aJIH, YTO, TOMHUMO UMEH COOCTBEHHBIX, KOTOPBIE SBIAIOTCS HAauOOIee 4acTO UCTIONb-
3yeMOl KaTeropuei, mpernojaBaresii HUTepUICKIX YHUBEPCUTETOB UCIIONIB3YIOT B aJIpec CTYJCHTOB
TaKXe KyJIbTYpPHO-CIICU(PHUHBIE KaTerOpUH, BKIIOUAIOIINE TEPMHUHBI POJICTBA, TEKHOHUMBI, OTHCA-
TesbHBIEe (hOpMBI OOpalleHHs, Ha3BaHUs KJIAaHOB M reorpaduyeckue HazBaHus. MccinenoBanue Takxke
BBISIBIJIO KOHTEKCTYaJIbHYIO BApHAaTUBHOCTH ()OPM OOpaIlieHHs, CABUT B HCIIOJIb30BAHUU OOpaIieHuit
B (opMambHOM M HE(POPMAITBHOM KOHTEKCTaX: KYyJIBTYpHO-CIeU(pHUHbIe (GOPMBI 0OpaIeHus uc-
MOJIB3YIOTCS Yalle B HeOpMaIbHOM KOHTEKCTE, YeM B (popManbHOM, BBICTYIAsl KaK CpPeJICTBO pea-
JU3AIMK CTpATeruil COMMKeHNs. BhIABICHHbIE KaTeropuu M UX (YHKIMOHUPOBAHHE YKa3bIBAIOT HA
0COOEHHOCTU HUTEPUUCKON KYJIBTYPBI U UICHTUYHOCTH, TAaKUE KaK ceMelHasi OpHeHTaIus, IIpUHa/I-
JISKHOCTD K TpymIe, OIU30CTh U COMUAAPHOCTh. [lomydeHHble pe3yabraTsl ClOCOOCTBYIOT ITOHUMA-
HUIO BIUSHUS KyJAbTYyphl Ha (OpMBI OOpalieHuss B HUTEPUIICKOM BapHUaHTE AaHIIIMHCKOTO S3bIKAa B
CUTYyallM¥ MHOTOSI3bIYHOM aKaJEMUYECKON CPEbI.
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PUICKHUI BapUaHT aHTIIMHCKOTO SI3bIKa
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Abstract. Address forms, which are sociolinguistic parameters in interpersonal communica-
tion, differ across languages, cultures and contexts. These differences relate to both the set of forms
and their usage. The study aims to identify the categories of address forms used by Nigerian univer-
sity teachers to students, and to highlight the social, pragmatic and cultural factors that influence
their choice. Two contexts were explored: formal (in-class) and informal (out-of-class). The materi-
als for the study were collected through questionnaires with participation of 180 Nigerian students
from 10 universities. The data were analyzed qualitatively and quantitatively, using interactional
sociolinguistics, theory of address terms, pragmatics, politeness and cultural studies. The findings
showed that Nigerian university teachers use several categories of address terms when speaking to
their students. In addition to names, which is the most frequently used address category,
they also use culture-specific categories including kinship terms, teknonyms, descriptive terms,
clan names and geographical names. The study also revealed some variation in the use of these
terms depending on the context, with a marked shift in patterns between classroom and non-
classroom settings. In informal settings, culture-specific forms of address are more common than in
formal settings. These forms act as a means of implementing rapprochement strategies. The identi-
fied categories and their usage indicate certain features of Nigerian culture and identity, such as
family orientation, ingroup affiliation, closeness and solidarity. The study contributes to the under-
standing of the impact of culture on address forms and their functioning in Nigerian English, partic-
ularly in a multilingual academic setting.

Keywords: address forms; address categories; teacher-student interaction; lingua-cultural
identity; academic discourse; Nigerian English
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1. Introduction

The address forms (AFs hereafter) and their usage are a vivid example of the
interaction between language, culture, society, cognitive processes and communica-
tion, which are at the heart of modern linguistic research, characterized by the an-
thropocentric approach [1, 2, 3, among many others]. AFs are highly context-
dependent linguistic practices that are essential for effective communication in vari-

ous contexts, including academic environments, which are becoming increasingly
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multicultural [4, 5, 6]. However, the studies of AFs in African academic settings, particu-
larly in Nigerian one, are not numerous [e.g., 7, 8, 9]. A systematic investigation of the
address categories functioning, as well as sociolinguistic factors that influence AFs in Ni-
gerian classroom interactions represent a significant gap in the existing literature.

Thus, this study aims to identify the categories of AFs used by teachers to stu-
dents in Nigerian multilingual academic settings and to reveal the social, pragmatic
and cultural factors that impact their choice.

The paper attempts to address the following research questions:

1)  What categories of address forms do Nigerian teachers use addressing
their students?

2) Do address categories in teacher-student interaction differ in formal and
informal situations?

3)  What socio-cultural values are encoded in Nigerian English address
forms used in teacher-student interaction?

2. Address forms in a multilingual context

The study of AFs in Nigerian English is complicated due to the fact that the
Nigerian sociolinguistic landscape is characterized by a rich diversity of languages,
with over 500 indigenous languages coexisting with English which serves as the offi-
cial language and medium of instruction in higher education institutions.

The English language has a status of an official language in Nigeria alongside
with the major indigenous languages such as Yoruba (spoken in the south of the
country), Igbo (spoken in the East) and Hausa (spoken in the north). Kachru’s [10]
three-circle model classifies Nigerian English as an Outer Circle variety, where Eng-
lish serves as an official and second language in a multilingual context. Nigerian
English is described as “the variety or varieties of English used in Nigeria, character-
ised by phonological, lexical, and grammatical features that reflect the influence of
Nigerian indigenous languages and the socio-cultural context of its speakers.” [11,

p.7]. Emphasising the influence of indigenous languages and the socio-cultural con-
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text of its speakers on English, this definition lacks the usage of English varieties,
their pragma-discursive characteristics.

However, Nigerian linguistic landscape is marked by functional multilingual-
ism, where speakers easily code-switch and codemix between English, Nigerian
Pidgin and indigenous languages depending on context, interlocutor and communica-
tive purpose [12]. Akujobi and Umoh [13] highlight the emergence of distinct varie-
ties of Nigerian English, each carrying sociolinguistic implications for communica-
tion patterns and social identity construction. These varieties reflect not merely pho-
nological or lexical differences but encode deeper cultural values regarding hierarchy,
respect, and social distance that fundamentally shape address behavior [14]. These
attitudes significantly affect communicative practices and influence individual lan-
guage choices [15].

The categories of AFs used by Nigerians in their communicative practice em-
phasize not only the linguistic diversity of their language, but also the inability of the
adopted language, such as English, to fully express their cultural ideologies and
worldviews [see also 16]. Thus, the AFs used in Nigerian English are derived from
the diverse indigenous languages, which convey the sociocultural values, norms, lin-
guacultural identities, cultural pragmatics, beliefs and social relationships of Nigeria
in the English language. Consequently, they contribute to the development of an Eng-
lish variety known as Nigerian English. These AFs represent a clear example of the
linguistic and cultural adaptation and naturalization of English in Nigeria.

Methodology

The purpose of this study is to identify the address categories employed by
teachers in teacher-student interaction in Nigerian multicultural university setting and
underscore the social, pragmatic and cultural factors that influence their choice.

The materials for the study were primarily collected through questionnaires. To
enhance the reliability of the findings, the questionnaires were also supplemented by
ethnographic observations. The designed questionnaire was randomly distributed

among 10 Nigerian universities, and responses from 180 Nigerian students were col-
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lected. The data were analyzed both qualitatively and quantitively, drawing on inter-
actional sociolinguistics, pragmatics, the theory of address research, as well as cultur-
al studies. The analysis was conducted within two contexts: in class (formal context)
and outside class (informal context).

3. Results and discussion

The results revealed that teachers employ several categories of Afs which
demonstrate some contextual variation. In addition to names, which is the most fre-
quently used category of addressing students, they use culture-specific categories,
such as kinship terms, teknonyms, descriptives, clan names and geographical names

(see Table 1).

Table 1: Address categories in teacher-student interaction

Categories Context

In class % Outside class

%

Names 67 39
First names 15 20
Surnames 30 6
First name+surname 17 4
Nicknames 5 9
Culture-specific categories 33 61
Kinship terms 13.8 27.2
Descriptive terms 10.7 16
Clan names 3.5 7.9
Teknonyms 2.6 5.8
Geographical names 2.4 4.1
TOTAL 100 100

The results demonstrate that the most frequently employed category of address
terms in teacher-student interactions within Nigerian academic settings compris-
es names (67% in class and 39% out of class). They are first names (the individual's
unique given identifier), e.g. Seth, Adamu, John, surnames (patronymic, or family
names), e.g. Ewan, Musa, Chukwuemake or a combination of first name + surname,

e.g. Seth Ewan, Adamu Musa, John Chukwuemake, and nicknames (an informal
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identifier, often a shorten form of one’s given name or based on traits or hobbies),
e.g. Abraham - A.B, Elizabeth — Eli, Ronaldo, foodie.

In classroom contexts, teachers predominantly address students by their names
(67%) with some variation depending on their communicative intention. To maintain
formality surnames (30 %) or the combination of first name + family name (17%) are
used. The teacher-student relationship remains largely formal, with students identi-
fied by their names. To establish some familiarity, teachers use first names (15%) and
nicknames (5%).

The findings reveal that the second most preferred address category in teacher-
student interactions are kinship terms. Contrary to practices in Western cultures, Ni-
gerian teachers address students using kinship terms such as son, daughter, Nwa
m (my child for both male and female in Igbo), and Yata/Dana (daughter/son in Hau-
sa) to convey affection, concern, and to emphasize sociocultural values such as fami-
ly orientation, collectivist ideology and in-group solidarity. The use of kinship terms
signifies a shift from an official setting to a communal mindset. Notably, 27.2% of
teachers prefer kinship terms outside the classroom, compared to only 13.8% within
the classroom. This indicates their informality as a stylistic feature.

Teknonyms which are conventional kinship-based practices of identifying par-
ents by their children’s name (e.g. maman Sissmeon ‘mother of Simeon’, babban
Fawaz ‘father of Fawaz’) are also used to some extent in addressing the students who
have children. The results show minimal use of teknonyms in the classroom while it
doubles outside the class (2.6% to 5.8%). As Khalil and Larina state [17, p.3]
“teknonyms are markers of politeness in cultures with we-orientation and we-
identity”, however, their pragmatic meaning significantly depends on a context. Thus,
teachers address students who have children with teknonyms to minimize distance
and create empathy.

The findings also highlight an intriguing category employed by teachers when
addressing students, which is descriptive terms based on physical attributes, occupa-

tions, skills and attire. For example, teachers might use terms like e.g. Tallman (when
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addressing a tall student), Shorty (for someone who is short), Motion/Action (for an
active student), Yellow (referring to someone with fair skin), Businesswoman, among
others. This category underscores informality and friendliness towards students. Oth-
er times, they serve as a quick way to identify students when the teacher forgets their
name due to the large number of students in the class.

The results show that teachers employ other culture-specific terms to address
students such as clan names. They link the student to their ancestral lineage. These
terms vary across different clans/genealogies and can include names like Ngai, Kal-
bang, Mabe, Ene, which immediately highlights a student’s genealogy. Teachers use
clan names to address students with whom they have close personal relationships or
are from the same clan. In class, this accounts for 3.2% against 7.5% outside of class.
Teachers use these clan names to address students with whom they have close per-
sonal relationships.

Geographical terms of address, when teachers address students with the name
of their hometowns is a common practice in Nigeria for identification and social
bonding. For example, Lagosian may be used for students from Lagos, a large metro-
politan city in southwestern Nigeria, and Zagon Kataf is used for students from
Zagon Kataf, a local government area in southern Kaduna State. In our data such ad-
dresses were not frequent and recorded 2.4% in a formal context and 4.1% in an in-
formal context.

The study found some differences in how the address categories are used in
formal and informal situations. The findings show that 67% of teachers address stu-
dents with names inside the classroom, while 33% use culture-specific categories.
However, outside the classroom, the trend is reversed, with the use of names declin-
ing to 39%, while the use of culture-specific categories increases to 61%. This sug-
gests that in less formal settings, such as those outside the academic world, where the
formal academic hierarchy is less strict, primordial identities like ethnicity and ances-
try can be more prominent and influential as forms of social identity.

Conclusion
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This study identified six categories of address forms employed by teachers ad-
dressing their students in Nigerian English. In addition to traditional name category
including first names, nicknames, surnames, or full names, they include culture-
specific categories such as kinships, teknonyms, descriptives, clan names and geo-
graphical names. These categories encode the Nigerian we-identity and its character-
istic values, such as closeness, solidarity, community and family orientation.

The findings revealed some contextual variation in the use of these categories,
the marked shift in address patterns between classroom and non-classroom settings.
Names dominate in classroom settings, reflecting institutional formality and the stra-
tegic negotiation of relational distance. Culture-specific categories are more typical of
informal contexts though they are also used in class. The decline in formal naming
practices and the rise in culture-specific categories, suggests that academic formality
temporarily suppresses, rather than erases, linguacultural identities.

The study contributes to understanding the impact of culture on AFs in multi-
lingual academic environments and highlights the integration of sociolinguistic,

pragmatic, cultural and communication research.
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