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Abstract: Problem. In the context of the globalisation of science and the transformation of Russian PhD education, devel-
oping professionally significant oral foreign-language scientific communication skills among non-philology PhD students is
a key task. However, despite its importance, no qualitative research on pedagogical strategies and barriers in Russian universities
has yet been conducted. Aim. To identify the linguodidactic conditions, pedagogical strategies, and institutional barriers influenc-
ing the development of oral scientific communication competencies among non-philology PhD students in Russian universities.
Methods. A qualitative analysis of semi-structured interviews with ten English language teachers from five Russian universities
was conducted, supplemented by an analysis of course syllabi and university educational platforms. Results. The study found
that the communicative approach remains dominant in teaching according to all surveyed university teachers, supplemented
by traditional methods (structured speech patterns, translation, oral retelling (in 8 out of 10 cases)) and digital tools
(10 out of 10 cases). Persistent challenges include mastering specialised terminology, pronunciation difficulties, and public
speaking anxiety. Seven teachers cited mixed-level groups and the online learning format as major organisational difficulties.
The majority of teachers (9 out of 10 cases) adapt their methodologies to institutional constraints, including reduced classroom
hours and the absence of unified language proficiency requirements. Despite geopolitical reorientation, English retains its status
as the primary medium of scientific communication, especially in technical and natural sciences fields. Conclusions. It was
found that teachers compensate for the reduction in classroom hours (up to 40 hours per year at one university) through template-
based support and the integration of digital tools in the learning process. According to six university teachers, in the post-
pandemic period, three-minute videos and online sessions have become the priority formats for oral communication, while
the genre of small talk has lost its relevance.
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INTRODUCTION

In the context of the globalisation of scientific research
and the growing need for international collaboration among
scholars and research teams, the ability to participate effec-
tively in oral scientific discourse has become a key compe-
tency for non-philology PhD students. Despite the increas-
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ing importance of this skill, non-philology specialists often
face significant difficulties when mastering the norms of
scientific communication in English. Existing research
highlights the complexity of this task, noting that proficien-
cy in oral scientific discourse requires not only linguistic
competence but also familiarity with discipline-specific
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rhetorical norms, as well as cognitive flexibility that al-
lows formulating complex ideas under time and communi-
cative pressure [1]. Since English in Russia is taught as
a foreign language rather than as a medium of instruction,
PhD students do not have opportunities for regular oral
scientific language practice, which exacerbates the afore-
mentioned difficulties [2].

In the field of teaching English for Academic and Spe-
cific Purposes (EAP/ESP), a considerable body of research
has emerged that emphasises the key role of genre aware-
ness and rhetorical structure in scientific communication [3;
4]. However, the vast majority of these works focus on aca-
demic writing, while substantially less attention is paid to
oral scientific discourse. Yet, it is precisely oral scientific
communication that involves particular challenges: the need
to manage real-time interaction, respond to questions, and
present complex research data clearly and persuasively [5].

Psycholinguistic research reveals the high cognitive
load involved in producing oral speech in a foreign lan-
guage, especially in stressful academic situations [6; 7]. For
students in Russian universities, this load is exacerbated by
the traditional focus of English language teaching on devel-
oping reading and writing skills at the expense of speaking
and listening. Furthermore, sociolinguistic studies show
that motivational factors, communicative anxiety, and cul-
tural attitudes toward public speaking significantly influ-
ence PhD students’ willingness to participate in oral aca-
demic practices [8].

Regarding pedagogical approaches, it should be noted
that the communicative approach, task-based learning, and
project-based methodology play a leading role in develop-
ing interactive oral skills and abilities [9; 10]. However,
these foreign methodologies often require adaptation to the
specifics of the Russian educational environment, where
structured speech patterns and memorisation remain highly
valued. Contemporary research supports hybrid models that
combine explicit instruction in discourse patterns and
grammar-translation approaches with opportunities for
spontaneous speech, which allows balancing fluency and
accuracy [11].

The transformation of the external context, including
post-pandemic realities and the restructuring of internation-
al academic ties following the events of 2022, has altered
previous notions of global integration in science and in-
creased the complexity of teaching foreign languages in
Russian postgraduate education [12]. As a result of interna-
tional sanctions imposed primarily by Western countries,
the Russian scientific community has experienced a radical
reorientation of cooperation vectors since 2022. Now, the
focus is on countries in Asia, Africa, Latin America, the
Middle East, and members of the Commonwealth of Inde-
pendent States [13; 14].

At the same time, within the professional community of
English language teachers, there is growing concern regard-
ing the impact of public and academic sentiment on the
scope and quality of English language teaching in non-
linguistic universities, as well as the “associated risks to
preserving the fundamental nature of higher education and,
consequently, the scientific base for technological achieve-
ments of society” [15, p. 79].

Moreover, the general attitudes among non-philology
PhD students are shaped by the continually evolving post-
graduate education reform. In the context of foreign lan-
guage instruction, the federal state requirements that have
replaced the federal higher education standards neither es-
tablish a mandatory level of foreign language proficiency
for passing the candidate minimum examination, nor speci-
fy the volume of the curriculum, the scientific and educa-
tional components, or the final assessment in postgraduate
programs. This grants universities significant autonomy and
leads to substantial differences in program content and
structure [16; 17]. The regulatory documents do not specify
the level or list of competencies required for a PhD student
to complete the program. These shortcomings are linked to
the shift in priorities that emerged during the recent reform
and to the state’s desire to increase the effectiveness of
postgraduate education by evaluating it based on the num-
ber of defended dissertations, which has effectively trans-
formed postgraduate education from a research-educational
structure into a purely research-oriented one [18].

The aim of the study is to identify the features of teach-
ing oral scientific discourse in English to non-philology
PhD students across five diverse Russian universities, as
well as to determine how institutional and external factors
influence teachers’ choices of pedagogical strategies.

Based on this aim, the following research questions
have been formulated:

1. What teaching approaches do university teachers use
to develop oral scientific communication skills?

2. What institutional conditions and motivational factors
do university teachers consider key when teaching oral sci-
entific communication to PhD students?

3. Do university teachers observe changes in the con-
tent of English language courses for PhD students related
to the postgraduate education reform and the geopolitical
situation after 2022, and if so, what specific changes do
they observe?

METHODS

Study design

The study was conducted within a qualitative paradigm
using a descriptive design. The choice of qualitative meth-
odology was determined by the aim of the study — to identi-
fy and analyse pedagogical strategies, institutional condi-
tions, and teachers’ perceptions (i.e., meanings, contexts,
and subjective assessments), which cannot be achieved
through quantitative methods.

The study comprised three main phases:

1. Document analysis (university websites, course sylla-
bi, entrance examination requirements, etc.) to reconstruct
the institutional context.

2. Semi-structured interviews with English language
teachers (n=10) to identify the pedagogical strategies
used, difficulties encountered, and perceptions of exter-
nal changes.

3. Thematic analysis of interviews and content-
comparative analysis of documents, conducted inde-
pendently by two researchers using NVivo 14 software.
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The design ensures triangulation of data sources (docu-
ments + interviews), which enhances the reliability and
comprehensiveness of the findings. The study is inter-
university and comparative in nature: the sample covers
five universities, which allows identifying both common
and institution-specific features.

The epistemological position is interpretivism: the pri-
mary focus is on understanding how teachers interpret and
adapt their practice in changing conditions, rather than on
seeking objective patterns.

Characteristics of the universities

To ensure diversity of institutional conditions, five uni-
versities differing in status, profile, and ownership form
were included in the sample:

— three classical universities (including two federal and
one regional);

— one technical university;

— one private higher education institution.

Sample

Ten English language teachers from five Russian uni-
versities (two teachers from each university) participated in
the study. The main criterion for inclusion of teachers in the
sample was experience in teaching English to non-
philology PhD students at a university included in the anal-
ysis. Teachers were selected based on their accessibility,
through professional and personal networks of the authors.
Summary demographic and professional characteristics of
the sample are presented in Table 1.

Data collection

Data collection (document analysis and interviews) was
conducted from September to December 2025.

To identify the institutional context, publicly available
documents posted on the websites of five Russian universi-
ties offering postgraduate training in non-linguistic special-
ties were analysed.

The interviews were conducted in Russian, with the ex-
ception of three interviews conducted in English. For fur-
ther data processing, all interviews were transcribed in Rus-
sian, which required preliminary translation of English-
language materials into Russian. The translation procedure
involved equivalent translation followed by cross-checking
by the second author.

The interview protocol included ten questions covering:
1) various aspects of teaching oral scientific discourse
(questions aimed at identifying preferred methodologies;
recommendations for improving curricula (Block 1));
2) analysis and perception of PhD students’ difficulties and
motivational factors influencing engagement (Block 2);
3) analysis of new pedagogical realities created by post-
graduate education reform, as well as geopolitical and post-
COVID changes (Block 3).

Block 1

1. What methods and approaches do you use when
teaching PhD students oral scientific discourse in English?

2. What features of oral scientific discourse do you con-
sider the most important when developing a curriculum?

3. Do you use any elements of traditional methodology
(for example, rote learning of templates, grammar-

Table 1. Summary characteristics of the university teacher sample (n=10)
Taonuya 1. Ceoonas xapakmepucmuxa npenooasamensckou gvioopxu (n=10)

Indicator Category Number of teachers

JKeHIIMHBI 9

Gender
My>x4nHBI 1
5-9 7

Total teaching experience (years)
>10 3
5-9 7
Experience teaching postgraduate students (years)

>10 3
Senior Lecturer 2
Position Assistant Professor 5
Professor 3
No degree 2
Academic degree PhD 5
Doctor of Sciences 3
>20 2
Publications in RSCI (Russian Science Citation Index) >50 5
>100 3
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translation exercises, reading aloud) in combination with
the communicative approach? If so, how exactly?

Block 2

4. What are the main difficulties PhD students encounter
when learning oral scientific English?

5. How motivated are your PhD students to learn Eng-
lish? Do they feel the need to learn another language for
professional purposes?

6. To what extent has the pandemic influenced
the technologisation of the educational process in postgrad-
uate education?

7. How intensively do you use digital/platform technol-
ogies and how effective do you find them?

Block 3

8. Are you familiar with the new federal requirements
and to what extent do you think they have changed foreign
language programs in postgraduate education?

9. In your opinion, how have language preferences of
PhD students changed over the past three to four years in
connection with new geopolitical realities?

10. What changes in state or university language policy,
in your opinion, have had the greatest impact on the teach-
ing of English for Academic Purposes after 20227

The total duration of all interviews was 8.5 hours. Each
interview lasted on average between 45 and 60 minutes.
The interviews were conducted face-to-face, except for two
interviews conducted remotely using Teams. To ensure
transcription accuracy, the interviews were conducted se-
quentially by both authors.

Pilot interviews, follow-up interviews, and clarifying
conversations were not conducted.

Document analysis

The total document sample included 5 regulations on
entrance examinations in English, 5 curricula, 12 course
syllabi (for foreign language courses for PhD students), and
5 sections of websites describing LMS platforms and final
assessment requirements.

The parameters for analysis were identified manually by
the first author based on thematic coding methodology:
presence of an entrance examination; presence of an LMS
platform; mode of study; division into language proficiency
levels; types of scientific specialisations; number of class-
room hours; skills assessed in final control; entrance exam-
ination requirements; content of syllabi. To verify reliabil-
ity, the second author independently checked the corre-
spondence of the identified parameters to the document
content; no discrepancies arose. At the second stage,
a comparative analysis was conducted: each of the listed
parameters was compared across all five universities to
identify similarities and differences in the organisation of
postgraduate training.

Interview data analysis

Thematic analysis of the interviews was conducted by
both authors independently. Codes were identified induc-
tively based on recurring statements. Discrepancies be-
tween the authors were resolved through discussion. NVivo
14 software was used for coding. Inter-coder reliability
(Cohen’s Kappa coefficient) was 0.85.

Ethical aspects

Each teacher received explanations about the purposes
of the interview and gave oral informed consent for publi-
cation, citation, and translation (in the case of interviews
conducted in English).

Confidentiality and data storage

Audio recordings of the interviews were stored on
the first author’s personal computer, protected by a pass-
word. After transcription, all files were anonymised (partic-
ipants were assigned codes P1-P10). Only the authors of
the study had access to the original recordings. The original
audio files were deleted upon completion of transcription.

RESULTS

Document analysis

The analysis of publicly available documents from five
universities revealed both common features and significant
differences in the institutional conditions for teaching oral
scientific discourse in English to PhD students (Table 2).
Below, each of the analysed parameters is examined in turn.

1. Entrance requirements. Only two universities (Clas-
sical University B and the Technical University) require a B2
level or higher for the entrance examination in English; in
the remaining universities, there is no entrance examination,
which leads to high group heterogeneity and forces teachers
to start from an elementary level, thereby reducing the time
available for developing oral scientific speech.

2. LMS platforms. The use of LMS is largerly limited
to posting educational materials and templates and conduct-
ing classes; tools for developing oral speech are utilised in
only one university, which forces university teachers to
compensate for the lack of interactivity through face-to-face
sessions. The presence of advanced LMS functions (video
recording, forums) in one university allows teachers to as-
sign asynchronous speaking tasks and organise peer review,
thereby reducing the burden on classroom hours.

3. Course syllabi. In the syllabi of all universities,
hours for oral practice are stated, but their share varies from
10 % to 40 % of the total course volume; in universities
with a small number of hours (e.g., 40 per year), teachers
indicated in interviews that it is impossible to practice ade-
quately the genres of presentation and discussion.

4. Content of candidate minimum examination
courses. In all universities, the final assessment includes
an oral component (a report on the dissertation topic), but
the assessment criteria are uniform for all specialties and do
not account for the specifics of oral scientific discourse
(e.g., argumentation, responding to questions). This leads
teachers to focus on formal templates rather than on devel-
oping spontaneous speech.

The absence of such genres as Q&A or discussion with
the examiner in the examination requirements contributes to
the preservation of traditional teaching methods (template
memorisation) and reduces PhD students’ motivation.

5. Division into language proficiency levels. The anal-
ysis of curricula and syllabi showed that level-based differ-
entiation (dividing PhD students into groups according

10
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Table 2. Institutional similarities and differences between the universities under study
Taonuya 2. HucmumyyuonanvHsle cXo0Cmea U pasnuius Mexcoy Ucciedyemvimu 8y3amu

Entrance Language Distance Hours
examination LMS guag . Specializations Final assessment
in Foreign Language levels learning (per year)
Classical University A
1) translation from English into
No sk Yes Yes Social Sciences 132 native lgnguage, .
and Humanities 2) annotation / summarizing,
3) speaking
Classical University B
1) portfolio or certificate
“English Language. Preparation
. for the Candidate Examination”,
Technical 2) reading and annotation
Yes ok Yes Yes and Natural 100 & an
Sciences of a scientific text,
3) structured oral presentation
and conversation with
the examiner
Classical University C
Technical 1) translation from English
and Natural into native language,
No Hokk No Yes Sciences 72 2) annotation / summarizing,
Social Sciences 3) speaking
and Humanities
Technical University
Technical 1) g:trililea&c;n lflram:? English into
Yes ok No Yes and Natural 72 anguage,
. 2) annotation / summarizing,
Sciences .
3) speaking
Private University
1) translation from English into
No % No No Social Smer_lc_es 40 native ljcmguage, .
and Humanities 2) annotation / summarizing,
3) speaking

Note. *Proprietary platform based on MOODLE; **Proprietary platform; ***Teams.
Ipumeuanue. *Cobcmeennas niamgopma na 6aze MOODLE; **Cobcmeennas nnamgpopma, ***Teams.

to their English language proficiency) is present in only two
universities (Classical University A and Classical University
B). In these universities, entrance testing for level placement is
documented, two levels are distinguished (A2-B1 and B2—
Cl), and separate syllabi are developed for each level.
In the remaining three universities (Technical University, Clas-
sical University C, and the Private University), level-based
differentiation is absent: all PhD students, regardless of their
initial level, are taught according to a single curriculum in
mixed groups. Such an organisational model, according to
the documents, does not provide for adapting material to dif-
ferent proficiency levels, which may create difficulties for PhD
students with both high and low English proficiency.

6. Types of scientific specialties. The focus of this
study is on technical and natural sciences specialties; there-

fore, during document analysis, primary attention was paid
to universities and programs oriented toward these fields.
The analysis showed that in two universities (Classical
University A and the Private University), language training
is oriented exclusively toward social sciences and humani-
ties — these universities were excluded from further analysis
as they do not correspond to the focus of the study. In Clas-
sical University B and the Technical University, the pro-
grams cover only technical and natural sciences specialties.
In Classical University C, both areas are represented.
At the same time, there is no differentiation within technical
and natural sciences programs: grammar tasks and oral
speech requirements are uniform for all specialties within
this group. Only the thematic content of texts and lexical
material differ (scientific-technical vocabulary vs. general
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scientific vocabulary). Thus, disciplinary specificity is tak-
en into account only at the most general level, while finer
differences in communicative tasks (e.g., presenting exper-
imental data for physicists vs. describing technological pro-
cesses for engineers) are not reflected in the programs. This
indicates insufficient differentiation in the content of lan-
guage training for PhD students in technical and natural
sciences fields.

7. Number of classroom hours per year. The analysis
of curricula revealed a significant variation in the classroom
load for English language instruction for PhD students —
ranging from 40 to 132 hours per year. The smallest volume
(40 hours) was recorded at the Private University, where
level-based differentiation and entrance testing are also
absent. The largest volume (132 hours) was found at Classical
University A, where level-based differentiation is present.
At the Technical University and Classical University C,
the load is 72 hours; at Classical University B, it is 100 hours.
Such variation creates unequal conditions for the develop-
ment of oral scientific speech. In universities with a small
number of hours (40—-70), teachers are forced to reduce oral
practice in favor of template-based instruction and inde-
pendent student work. As confirmed by interview data,
at the Private University (40 hours), teachers note that they
do not have enough time to practice presentations and
discussions. In universities with a larger hourly load
(100-132 hours), teachers can apply a wider range of in-
teractive methods — scientific discussions, debates, and ex-
tended feedback, which positively affects the development
of spontaneous speech; however, even there, the problem of
group heterogeneity persists. It should be noted as a limita-
tion that the analysis of curricula does not allow assessing
what proportion of hours is actually allocated to oral prac-
tice rather than grammar or writing; this requires additional
analysis of syllabi.

Interview data analysis

In response to Research Question 1 (“What teaching ap-
proaches do university teachers use to develop oral scien-
tific communication skills?”’), all university teachers agreed
on the value of the communicative approach: task-based
activities (e.g., conference simulations, structured debates)
effectively bridge the gap between classroom practice and
real academic communication. These methods are supple-
mented by the use of discipline-specific materials and tem-
plate-based support, which teachers consider critically im-
portant for overcoming the difficulties non-philology PhD
students face with specialised vocabulary and spontaneous
speech. A respondent from Classical University A noted:
“In our program, we focus on these genres: scientific
presentation, Q&A session, academic dialogue, and oral
annotation. The key skills are the ability to structure
an utterance, use specialised vocabulary and fixed expres-
sions, as well as correctly argue a position and respond to
questions in a scientific context”.

Despite the effectiveness of these strategies, university
teachers identified a number of persistent difficulties.
The most frequently mentioned barrier was discourse con-
straints related to the specifics of English-language oral
scientific discourse. According to a respondent from

the Technical University, the main difficulty lies not in ter-
minology or grammar, but in the fact that students do not
grasp the rhetorical structure of a scientific presentation in
English: “They can talk about their research, but they don't
know how to structure the discourse the way it is accepted
in international practice — clearly formulate the aim, justify
the method, interpret the data, respond to criticism.
They lack genre awareness”.

Three respondents from different universities particularly
noted the didactic value of the “templates” they use to assist
PhD students in preparing presentations and annotated re-
ports on scientific articles. In addition to “templates”, two
respondents emphasised that in their practice with weaker
groups, they additionally use reading aloud of scientific
articles, written translation, and oral retelling; “This ‘mix’
helps even those who come with an Al level to learn to pre-
sent their research within two semesters”.

Another aspect of problems related to the use of
the communicative method was expressed by a respondent
working with PhD students with a high level of English
proficiency. The respondent believes that many colleagues
neglect grammar teaching at the postgraduate level, which
she considers a distortion and a mistake: “At this level
(‘B2-C1’), students are fluent in their own terminology:
much better than us, English language teachers. But complex
grammatical phenomena, such as complex subordinate claus-
es, rare comjunctions found in scientific writing, and noun
chains, are practically never explained to students at all”.

Responses to Research Question 2 (“What institutional
conditions and motivational factors do university teachers
consider key when teaching oral scientific communication
to PhD students?”) clustered around two positions. The first
group of university teachers links the success of teaching to
institutional conditions: sufficient classroom hours, the possi-
bility of level-based differentiation, and the availability of flex-
ible curricula. One respondent from Classical University A
noted: “If a university does not have real level-based division
and the hours are cut to a minimum, the university teacher is
forced to work on ‘drilling’, using templates and no spontane-
ous speech. In our case, we have both time and homogeneous
groups. There is an opportunity to organise discussions,
debates, and so on”. Thus, for this group, the key factors are
resource and organisational conditions that either enable
or block the development of oral scientific speech.

The second group of teachers emphasises motivational
factors related to PhD students’ personal attitudes toward
learning English. In their opinion, even in a non-ideal
institutional context, high intrinsic motivation and an un-
derstanding of the pragmatic value of the language for
a scientific career can compensate for a lack of hours or
the absence of level-based differentiation. One interview
participant from Classical University C emphasised:
“My most successful PhD students are those who them-
selves want to speak at conferences, publish, communicate
with foreign colleagues. They do not need to be explained
why they should learn the language. They are willing to
work beyond the curriculum, and even with 40 hours,
a decent level of oral speech can be achieved”. From this
perspective, the key factor is not so much the external con-
ditions as the PhD student’s internal demand and readiness

12
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for autonomous work. A respondent from Classical Univer-
sity C drew attention to the importance of external motiva-
tion among PhD students: “Motivation is mostly external,
but very strong: the candidate examination in English.
Moreover, everyone understands: without publications in
English-language journals, there is no scientific career.
English is perceived as a tool without which it is simply
impossible to work”.

All university teachers noted the active use of technolo-
gies. For example, here is a quote from a respondent from
the Technical University: “Until 2020, we used digital tools
mainly for posting materials. Now, the entire process — from
seminars to the candidate minimum examination — has been
completely transferred online. In addition, our entire
course, developed by the department for PhD students, has
been fully digitised on the LMS”. A respondent from the
Private University expressed a somewhat different view:
“We use Teams. Technologies help, especially in mixed
groups: you can give different assignments according
to level. However, effectiveness — especially now — increas-
ingly depends on the equipment and internet connection.
In general, our department has the most inconvenient of all
teaching formats — hybrid. Local students come to
the classroom, while out-of-town students join via Teams”.

Responses to Research Question 3 (“Do university
teachers observe changes in the content of English language
courses for PhD students related to the reform of postgrad-
uate education and the geopolitical situation after 2022, and
if so, what specific changes do they observe?”) showed that
teachers do not observe a direct influence of the new reali-
ties on the content of English language courses in postgrad-
uate education: the format of the candidate minimum exam-
ination and curricula remain stable. Four respondents stated
that they were unaware of the replacement of the Federal
State Standard with Federal State Requirements during
the reform of postgraduate education in the 2021-2022 ac-
ademic year. A respondent from Classical University C clar-
ified: “Postgraduate education is constantly being
reformed; the number of classroom hours either decreases
or increases, which inevitably affects the quality of the out-
come. We try to compensate for the reduction in classroom
load through a denser class structure, clear speech
templates, and a focus on practical tasks directly related to
their research activities”.

At the same time, teachers perceive the consequences of
broader transformations concerning shifts in the perception
of the global academic environment. For example, all re-
spondents noted that before the pandemic, PhD students
actively traveled to conferences in Europe and the USA.
The lockdown shifted conference activity online. Against
the backdrop of the events of 2022, Russian scientists and
PhD students experienced strong pressure and a rupture of
ties with Western journals and universities. Nevertheless,
according to one instructor, “grants for our laboratories are
allocated for publications only in QI journals, and supervi-
sors and PhD students manage to cope with this somehow”.

Respondents also drew attention to the fact that after the
pandemic, the priority formats of oral scientific communi-
cation have changed. For instance, a respondent from Clas-
sical University B noted, “nowadays, a student is more of-

ten concerned with recording a three-minute video rather than
speaking offline in fiont of a live audience at a conference.
The small talk genre has essentially lost its relevance, most
communication now occurs online between research groups,
which does not require establishing on-site contact’.

DISCUSSION

The key role of the communicative approach and task-
based learning in developing oral scientific discourse skills,
identified in our study, is consistent with the findings of [4],
while the importance of genre awareness aligns with [5].
As in the studies [10; 11], the university teachers in our
sample use conference simulations and structured debates
to bridge the gap between classroom practice and real aca-
demic communication.

At the same time, a persistent combination of the com-
municative approach with elements of traditional method-
ology (memorisation of templates, reading aloud, transla-
tion) was revealed. This diverges from the -classical
recommendations of the pure communicative approach but
supports the conclusions of [12] regarding the appropriate-
ness of hybrid models in the Russian context, where struc-
tured speech patterns are highly valued. Of particular note
is the opinion of one respondent regarding the necessity of
teaching complex grammatical phenomena at the B2-Cl
level — an aspect that, according to our data, is often ig-
nored by colleagues. This contradiction is not described in
the available literature and requires further investigation.

University teachers choose adaptive strategies primarily
due to the objective difficulties faced by PhD students: low
entry levels (as low as Al), lack of genre awareness in oral
scientific speech, and the need to prepare quickly for the
candidate examination. Template-based support reduces
cognitive load, which corresponds to the findings of psy-
cholinguistic studies [7; 8] on the high stress-inducing na-
ture of oral speech production in a foreign language. Read-
ing aloud and retelling are used as compensatory techniques
in weaker groups, reflecting adaptation to the Russian reali-
ty where written skills dominate over oral ones.

Institutional conditions (Table 2) directly influence practice.
The variation in classroom hours (from 40 to 132 per year)
forces teachers from universities with low teaching loads to
focus on the most pragmatic elements — templates and sim-
ulation of examination tasks. According to teachers from
universities with preliminary selection, the presence of
an entrance examination and level-based differentiation
contributes to the formation of more homogeneous groups
in terms of language proficiency. Teachers from universities
without level-based differentiation more frequently noted
that group heterogeneity creates additional difficulties,
which they compensate for through individualised assign-
ments via the LMS. In universities without level-based dif-
ferentiation, teachers complain more often about mixed-
proficiency groups and they are forced to use individualised
tasks through the LMS.

An unexpected finding was the divergence in the per-
ception of grammar: the majority of respondents do not
consider it a priority at the postgraduate level, but one
teacher (from a group with high-proficiency students)
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called this “a distortion and a mistake”. This contradiction
is likely explained by the fact that in stronger groups, dis-
course skills are already formed, and the weak point be-
comes precisely complex syntactic structures necessary for
publications. In groups with the A1-B2 level, grammatical
errors are secondary compared to the inability to construct
a coherent utterance. Thus, pedagogical strategy depends
not only on institutional conditions but also on the actual
language profile of a particular cohort.

Another unexpected result was the decline in the signif-
icance of the small talk genre noted by respondents and
the rise of video presentations (three-minute videos) after
the pandemic. This is not reflected in existing reviews on
oral scientific discourse but may indicate a long-term trans-
formation of academic communication formats toward
asynchronous and online genres.

Interestingly, the interviews revealed a differentiated
perception of the language situation. Pragmatic motivation,
associated with the need to pass the candidate examination
and publish in English-language journals, remains dominant
among the vast majority of PhD students, regardless of their
field of study. At the same time, interest in the Chinese lan-
guage is present almost everywhere as a curiosity generated
by the general backdrop of geopolitical changes. As one
respondent from Classical University C noted: “Technical
and natural sciences students consider Chinese more as
a potential additional advantage that does not call into
question the central role of English, while humanities stu-
dents more often express the idea of a possible
‘dehegemonisation’ of English”.

At the same time, pedagogical difficulties are associated
not with PhD students’ motivation (which remains consist-
ently high and conscious) but with the organisation of the
educational process: the online format and mixed-
proficiency groups hinder the establishment of effective
oral scientific discourse practice, which requires individual
feedback and speech rehearsal. In response to these chal-
lenges, university teachers adapt their methodology by fo-
cusing on pragmatic, task-oriented teaching, where each
element of the course is directly linked to the actual
research and professional needs of PhD students.

Limitations of the study

This study has a number of limitations.

1. The sample includes only 10 teachers from five univer-
sities, which does not allow for generalisation of the results to
the entire Russian postgraduate education system.

2.0nly a qualitative method (semi-structured inter-
views) was used; quantitative data on the effectiveness of
the strategies employed are lacking.

3. PhD students themselves were not surveyed; there-
fore, their perception of difficulties and motivation are
presented indirectly — through the university teachers’
opinions.

4. Three interviews were conducted in English with sub-
sequent translation, which may have introduced semantic
distortions despite double-checking.

5. The selection of respondents based on their accessi-
bility via personal professional networks creates a risk of
subjectivity and socially desirable responses.

CONCLUSIONS

1. All 10 interviewed university teachers use the com-
municative approach; 8 of them supplement it with ele-
ments of traditional methodology (memorisation of tem-
plates, reading aloud, translation, oral retelling). According
to the respondents’ assessments, conference simulations and
instruction in genre conventions are the most effective in
bridging the gap between classroom practice and real aca-
demic communication.

2. Institutional conditions across the five universities
differ in terms of the volume of classroom hours (ranging
from 40 to 132 per year), the presence of an entrance exam-
ination (2 out of 5 universities), and level-based differentia-
tion (2 out of 5 universities). All universities employ LMS
platforms, and the final assessment includes translation,
annotation, and oral speech. Mixed-proficiency groups and
the online format were cited by 7 teachers as the main or-
ganisational difficulties.

3. In the opinion of all 10 respondents, PhD students’
motivation to learn English remains consistently high
(extrinsic motivation: the candidate examination and publi-
cations). At the same time, 4 respondents were unaware of
the replacement of the Federal State Educational Standard
with Federal State Requirements; no direct impact of
the postgraduate education reform on course content was
recorded. Interest in the Chinese language was noted as
an additional one, without calling into question the central
role of English.

4. The main difficulties faced by PhD students, accord-
ing to 9 instructors, are associated not with vocabulary
or grammar but with a lack of genre awareness in oral
scientific discourse (the inability to structure a presentation,
formulate the aim, or respond to criticism). In weaker
groups (Level A1-B1), reading aloud and oral retelling are
additionally used; in stronger groups (Level B2—C1), one
respondent indicated a deficit in instruction on complex
grammatical structures.

5. After the pandemic, according to the observations of
6 university teachers, three-minute videos and online
sessions have become the priority formats of oral commu-
nication; the small talk genre has lost its relevance.
The technologisation of teaching (LMS, distance learning)
is assessed by 9 respondents as a necessity, while the hybrid
format (simultaneously in person and online) was identified
as the least convenient.
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SI3BIK COXPAHSET CTaTyC OCHOBHOTO MHCTPYMEHTA HAyYHOW KOMMYHHKAIHH, OCOOCHHO B TEXHHYECKUX M €CTECTBEHHOHAYYHBIX
obnacTsx. BeIBoABI. YCTaHOBJIEHO, UTO TPETIOaBaTelM KOMIICHCHPYIOT COKpAIlleHHe ayTuTOpHBIX JacoB (10 40 JacoB B rof
B O/THOM BY3€) 32 CUET MIaOIIOHHOTO COTIPOBOK/ICHHMS M UCIIONB30BaHMS B yIEOHOM TIporiecce Ii(poBEIX HHCTpyMeHTOB. [locie
TIAHAECMHH, TT0 HAOMIONCHUSIM IIECTH TperiofaBareseli, MPUOPUTETHRIMI (OpMaTaMH YCTHOH KOMMYHHKALIMH CTaJH TPEXMH-
HYTHBIC BH/ICO M OHJIaWH-CecCcHH, a )kaHp small talk yrparnm akTyabHOCTS.

Knroueswvie cnosa: yctHas HaydHas KOMMYHHKAIWST; aCIIIPAHTHl HEQHIOIOTHUSCKUX HAMPABIICHHUIT; TICaTOTMIECKUE CTpa-
TETMH; HHCTHTYLIMOHAIIbHBIE Oapbephbl; aHITMHCKUIA JUIS aKaIeMUYECKHX 1ieNel; TpaHc(opMalyst BeICIIIEro 00pa3oBaHust

bnazooapnocmu: ABTOpBI BBIpaXaIOT OJ1arofapHOCTh 3a noanepkky npoekra PYJIH Ne 061012-0-000 «HCTpYMEHTBI
JIMHIBUCTHKO-KOTHUTUBHOTO IIPOTHO3UPOBAHMUS B KOPIIOPATUBHOM JHCKYPCE).

ABTOpBI OnarofapsT INperoAaBareleii, MPUHABIINX y4acTHE B IOJYCTPYKTYPUPOBAHHBIX WHTEPBBIO, 33 YIEJIEHHOE
BpeMsl M BKJIaJ B IaHHOE HCCIICJOBaHUE.

Mna yumupoeanusa: barnacaposa 1.10., KpacrHomekosa I'A. @opmupoBaHie YCTHON MHOSI3BIYHON HAy4HOH pedn y acru-
PaHTOB: TIEATOTHYECKHE Peanil U TpaHchopManusl BRICIIETO oOpa3oBaHms B Poccun (10 TaHHBIM MONTYCTPYKTYPHUPOBAHHBIX
nHTEPBBIO) // JIokazarenbHas menaroruka, ncuxonorus. 2026. Ne 2, C. 7—17. DOI: https://doi.org/10.18323/3034-2996-2026-2-65-1.
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