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Annomauyus. Uenb uccieqoBaHus — OMpPeNeNnUTh 00llee M pa3iIMvYHOe B MOHMMAaHMM VCCIELOBATEISIMU
TEPMMHA «MEXKYJIbTYpHAs KOMMYHMKaLMsI». B cTaThe paccMaTpuBaeTcsl BOIIPOC AMAIOIMUYECKOTO B3aMMO-
JeICTBYSI KYJIbTYD, B PE3y/IbTaTe KOTOPOTO MPOUCXOIUT IPOLECC TTO3HAHVSI MHOM KY/IbTYPHOI PeanbHOCTU
U cpaBHEHUS eé ¢ co6CTBeHHO. HayuHast HOBM3HA paboThI 3aKT0YaeTcs: B GopMyaIMpoBaHUY ONpeeIeHNsT
«MEXKYIbTypHAs! KOMMYHMKALMSI» C YUETOM aHaIM3a MHEHUI Pa3IMUHBIX MCC/IeNOBaTeNeil B JAHHO! 06-
JIaCcTU HayKu. B pesynbraTe ucciaefoBaHus GbUTY BbIIEIEHbI O6IIMe YePTHI B TPAKTOBKE TEPMIHA MEKKYIIb-
TYPHO KOMMYHMKAIIMM: PaBHONPAaBHOE B3aMMOJENCTBUE MPEACTABUTENEl Pa3IUUHBIX JIMHIBOKYIBTYD;
apredakT OmHOI KyJAbTYphl CTAHOBMUTCSI METANIPOAYKTOM 3aMMCTBYIOIIE) KyJbTYDPbI; OMAMOIMUECKuUil Xa-
paKTep MeKKY/IbTYPHOI KOMMYHMKAIIVIA.

Different Approaches to Definition
of “Intercultural Communication” Concept
from the Standpoint of Linguocultural Communities’ Interaction

EN

Kramarenko O. L., Bogdanova O. Y.

Abstract. The study aims at determining the general and the different in the researchers’ understanding
of the term “intercultural communication”. The article considers the issue of cultures dialogical interaction,
as a result of which there is a process of different culture learning and comparing it with their own.
The research scientific novelty lies in the formulation of the “intercultural communication” concept taking
into account the analysis of different researchers’ opinions. The attained results have identified the general
features of “intercultural communication” definitions: equal interaction between representatives of dif-
ferent linguistic cultures; the artifact of one culture becoming a metaproduct of the borrowing culture;
the dialogical nature of intercultural communication.

Introduction

The concept of intercultural communication came into use of specialists in ethnography, psychology, cultural
studies, linguistics, theory and practice of teaching foreign languages at the end of the 19th century and received
significant development during the 20th century [5]. The study relevance of the presented article is determined
by the relations between the intercultural communication phenomenon and the interlanguage communication fea-
tures which reflect the originality of the particular people’s national mentality. According to G. G. Galich, one
of the most important world linguistic picture aspects is the value system characteristic of a given culture, supported
and preserved in its language [Ibidem].

According to the main objective of the article, the authors have set up the following tasks:

1) to consider different approaches to defining the concept of intercultural communication;

2) to determine the value of cultural identity in intercultural communication;

3) to single out the common features of intercultural communication definitions.

The practical value of the work is due to the possibility of using the research results in the courses of higher edu-
cational institutions in lexicology, lexicography, culture studies, theory and practice of intercultural communica-
tion, as well as in the compilation of educational dictionaries of various types. For this reason, the authors of this
article consider it important and necessary to present the research materials in English based on the translation
of some theoretical statements taken from the article by O. L. Kramarenko [15] including some additions.
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To solve the set tasks, the article uses the following research methods: the method of comparative analysis,
the method of linguistic description, the method of lexicographic analysis by L. P. Stupin [23] and O. M. Karpova [11],
theoretical provisions of dictionaries parametric analysis by Yu. N. Karaulov [10]. The study material is the ap-
proaches of different researchers to the definition of “intercultural communication” concept.

The theoretical background of this work is the modern theory of intercultural communication, linguistic and cul-
tural theory of the word, theoretical provisions of lexicographic portraitization and typification by Yu. D. Apresyan [1],
as well as a number of ideas for the lexicographic representation of culturally marked lexical units by M. S. Kolesni-
kova [13] and O. M. Karpova [11].

Different approaches to defining the concept of intercultural communication

The foundations of intercultural communication as a new scientific approach were outlined after the Second
World War in the USA in connection with the creation of the Institute for Service Abroad, which trains specialists
professionally adopted in foreign cultures, under the leadership of Edward Hall [9, c. 106]. Practical needs for inter-
cultural communication have arisen because of the rapid economic development of many countries and regions,
radical changes in technology, associated with globalization of economic activity.

Currently, there are three main approaches to intercultural communication in American communication theory:

1. Social science, based on psychological data and aimed at describing and predicting the behavior of communicants.

2. Interpretive, proceeding from the postulate that culture is created and maintained through human activity
and emphasizing the need to study communication in context-sensitive manner.

3. Critical, founded on the perception of culture as a sphere of the struggle for power and taking into account
the economic and political factors affecting culture and communication [17, c. 12-13].

In Russia, scientific research is carried out in the field of intercultural communication theory mainly in the fol-
lowing areas, which are based on the idea of the relationship between language and culture:

1. Linguistic and culture studies, which is a valuable source of information reflecting the interaction of language
and culture.

2. Ethnolinguistics, which studies language in the context of its relationship with ethnicity.

3. Cultural linguistics, which describes the correspondence between language and culture in their synchronous
interaction [Ibidem, c. 17-18].

Ideas put forward by comparative linguistics, ethnopsycholinguistics, ethnography, ethnosemantics, cross-
cultural pragmatics, linguistic sociopsychology, studies of mechanisms of understanding, description of national-
specific features of the linguistic picture of the world, the concept of a linguistic personality, the concept and prob-
lems of the speech sphere, research on communication, the relationship between consciousness and communica-
tion, etc. become of importance for intercultural communication [17, c. 18-19; 18, c. 18].

Some researchers propose to interpret the term “intercultural communication” in a broad sense — as human
communication with God, man and nature, dialogue between the individual and society, communication between
healthy and sick people, etc. as the whole range of possible communications, justifying such a lengthy interpretation
by the fact that this term is used to describe an unstable, chaotic, open, constantly renewing, self-organizing
and unpredictable modern world [9, c. 108].

S. M. Kulaeva understands intercultural communication as “equal cultural interaction of various linguocultural
communities’ representatives, taking into account their originality, which leads to the need of identifying the uni-
versal and specific on the basis of comparing other and their own cultures” [16, c. 67].

S. Ya. Podoprigora and T. G. Perville define intercultural communication as the interaction of systems in which
an artifact undergoes qualitative changes - it turns into another form of development, receives a new look and new
function [21, c. 16]. When one culture borrows an artifact from another, it becomes the property of the borrowing
culture only in a revised form, enriched with new content, and receives the name of a metaproduct [Ibidem].

D. B. Gudkov understands intercultural communication as communication between representatives of various
linguocultural communities. The scientist notes that a prerequisite for successful communication is the presence
of general knowledge of the communication participants, including knowledge of the code and extra-code
knowledge (i.e. knowledge that goes beyond the language and is determined by a certain culture). The knowledge
of each of the communication participants is divided into four groups: individual, social, national, universal. These
groups are not equivalent to ensure adequate intercultural communication: universal knowledge, due to its well-
knownness, does not play a decisive role in communication, individual knowledge, due to its singularity, cannot be
generalized, presupposes incalculable variability, and therefore cannot be an object of theoretical analysis. Thus,
the national and social knowledge of the communication participants plays a decisive role in ensuring adequate in-
tercultural communication, the border between which is very difficult to draw [7, c. 39-41].

To achieve mutual understanding between the subjects of communication, the dialogical character of intercul-
tural relations acquires special significance, since this type of interaction allows one to go beyond own culture,
to discover the diversity of national cultures with their uniqueness of life experience [3, c. 37-38; 20, c. 14; 21, c. 25].

V. P. Furmanova puts the following content into the “cultures interaction” concept:

1. Cultures interaction unfolds on the basis of different cultural reality cognition and presupposes the develop-
ment of cultural concepts system that is most essential for the life of a given nation.
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2. Teaching a foreign language is based not only on external, but also on internal dialogue, which allows
the implicit comparison of cultures to be made explicit, which gives students the opportunity to see their culture
through the prism of other models, forms of thinking and develop a certain ethnomethodological view that allows
them to understand their own culture [24, c. 42-43].

Speaking about the cultures interaction, M. A. Tsareva considers such problems as mutual understanding, men-
tality, the relationship between culture and language, emotional attitude to the fact of a foreign culture. According
to M. A. Tsareva, mutual understanding is a multidimensional phenomenon, which includes the sociological aspect
as awareness of the community, the dependence of one culture on another, the socio-cultural aspect, the value as-
pect as awareness and understanding of the values of another culture, and the psychological aspect. Only a compre-
hensive implementation of the four above-mentioned aspects ensures mutual understanding between representa-
tives of different cultural communities [26, c. 45].

In the process of intercultural communication, each person simultaneously solves two problems - he is included
in a foreign culture and strives to preserve his cultural identity, that is, to realize his belonging to some sociocultural
group, and determine his place in the socio-cultural space, and freely navigate the surrounding world [12, c. 145].
The need for identity is associated with the fact that each person strives for a certain order in his life, which is provided
only by community of other people. Thus, a person needs to accept the elements of consciousness, tastes, prevailing
in this community, habits, norms, values, and other means of interconnection adopted among others. The assimilation
of this or that group social life elements gives an orderly and predictable character to a person’s life and makes them
involved in the appropriate culture. In this regard, a person understands his “I” through the prism of cultural character-
istics adopted in a given society, he self-identifies himself with the cultural models of this particular society [14, c. 70].

Cultural identity in intercultural communication

Determining the importance of cultural identity in intercultural communication, Zh. A. Verkhovskaya notes that
identity is a prerequisite for the formation of certain stable qualities of an individual, due to which they have feel-
ings of sympathy or antipathy towards certain cultural phenomena or people, which ultimately determines the type,
manner, and form of communication [4, c. 5-6]. A person has several identities at once, since he is simultaneously
a member of different socio-cultural groups; taken together, they reflect his gender, ethnic and religious affiliation,
professional status, etc. In connection with the above, Zh. A. Verkhovskaya understands intercultural communica-
tion as the relationship of opposing identities, in which the identities of communication partners interact. As a re-
sult of this interaction, the unknown and unfamiliar in the partner’s identity becomes familiar and understandable,
which allows us to expect appropriate behavior from an individual. The interaction of identities simplifies the coor-
dination of relations in communication, determines its type and mechanism, defines certain topics of communica-
tion and speech styles as appropriate or unacceptable. The diversity of ethnic identities can simultaneously become
an obstacle for intercultural communication [Ibidem, c. 7].

In intercultural communication, the problem of cultural identity is based on the division of all cultures’ repre-
sentatives into Us versus Them [22]. This raises the question of where the border is dividing a culture that a person
considers “Us” and cultures that are different to him. “Us” is the culture with which a person is connected by his
origin, place of residence, upbringing, the language in which he speaks and thinks, the traditions that are preserved
in his memory [2, c. 200]. At the same time, much depends on the person himself, on his hopes, goals and ideals,
on everything that he considers important and necessary for him. In the culture we inherited from the past, we may not
be satisfied with different things and even reject some phenomena, while in other culture we can find something inter-
esting and useful for us [4, c. 8-10]. Thus, the border between our own and foreign culture is established not only by cir-
cumstances beyond our control, but also by our free choice; this border is not always easy to recognize [Ibidem, c. 10].
The concept of “Them” arises when a person is faced with value systems and norms of behavior that are significantly
different from those that are accepted in one’s native culture. Thus, in the broadest sense, “Them” means everything
that is beyond the bounds of the self-evident, familiar, and known [8]. The opposite concept of “Us” implies that circle
of the surrounding world phenomena, which is perceived as familiar, taken for granted [4, c. 11].

Zh. A. Verkhovskaya expresses the idea that comprehending “Us” and “Them” includes: 1) comprehending “Us”
against the background of “Them”; 2) “defamiliarisation” of “Us” and giving “personal” to “Them”. The author notes
that the possibilities of comprehending “Us” and “Them” in culture are associated with the nature of the cultures
that form the national cultural world, which is a part of the real world [Ibidem, c. 14].

Thus, the above features can be reduced to the following definition: intercultural communication is an equal dialogi-
cal interaction of representatives of different linguocultures based on the awareness of their own identity, which makes
it possible to learn a different cultural reality in comparison with their own, which makes it possible to understand
their culture through the prism of other samples and presupposes the possession of communicants’ common lin-
guistic and sociocultural code.

Common features of intercultural communication definitions

Intercultural communication as a process of intercultural interaction has both positive and negative consequences.
On the one hand, this process contributes to cultural rapprochement between peoples through intercultural
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communication and knowledge. On the other hand, it is often necessary to revise or abandon some of the traditional
values of their own culture, which can lead to the loss of cultural identity [Ibidem, c. 16-18].

Communication acts as a way of organizing forward and backward links between local subsystems of culture, individ-
uals within one culture, or at the level of intercultural communication, as well as between different cultures and even
between cultures of different times. However, “it is possible to talk about intercultural communication only if its partici-
pants represent different cultures and are aware of all cultural phenomena that do not belong to their culture as ‘Them’.
Relations are intercultural if the participants in the communication process not only resort to their own traditions, cus-
toms, ideas and ways of behavior, but also at the same time get acquainted with the ‘Them’ culture” [24, c. 89; 25, c. 65].

However, with all the variety of definitions of intercultural communication, there are common features noted
by most authors:

- intercultural communication presupposes equal interaction between representatives of different linguistic
cultures, a necessary condition for which is the awareness of their own identity and originality;

- in the process of intercultural communication, an artifact of one culture, enriching itself with new content
and undergoing qualitative changes, becomes a metaproduct of another, borrowing, culture;

- intercultural communication presupposes the dialogical nature of relations, which allows, on the one hand,
to know a different cultural reality in comparison with one’s own, and on the other hand, gives the opportunity
to know native culture through the prism of other models;

- successful intercultural communication presupposes not only the communication participants’ possession
of a common linguistic code, but also the common meaning attached to linguistic signs.

Representatives of different cultures constantly face serious communication problems associated with mismatch,
and sometimes a conflict of norms, values, stereotypes of consciousness and behavior. This mismatch gives rise to cul-
tural communication barriers, the most obvious of which are the linguistic and semantic barriers arising from lan-
guage differences. Communication is only possible if communication participants own a common code. However,
only common language is not enough for adequate communication. Community of appropriated culture and com-
munity of mental images are also needed by communicants [6; 19, c. 91].

Conclusion

Having considered different approaches to defining the concept of intercultural communication, we come to the fol-
lowing conclusions:

1) the variety of “intercultural communication” definitions shows that the phenomenon “intercultural commu-
nication” is a complex multidimensional process, the effectiveness of which depends on the adequate solution
of a whole range of problems. These problems include mutual understanding and the willingness of communication
participants to realize the values and interdependence of different cultures. Adequate intercultural communication
is provided by national and social knowledge, in which the contradictions of the intercultural communicative pro-
cess appear due to various communication barriers. The problem of common national and social knowledge becomes
a key problem in teaching a foreign language from the standpoint of intercultural communication;

2) identity of different cultures representatives is impossible. Only a larger or smaller area of their intersection
is possible which provides an opportunity for communication. But complete misunderstanding also turns out to be im-
possible due to the universality of certain aspects of human experience, which makes it possible to find a common
language for representatives of different cultures. It is the possession of cognitive basis knowledge and ideas that
allows to navigate in the cultural space of the target language and act according to its rules, and takes on special
significance from the standpoint of intercultural communication in the process foreign language teaching;

3) the concept of intercultural communication, which appeared in the 19th century, received significant devel-
opment in the 20th century due to the practical needs of society, primarily in the United States. In Russia, this branch
of knowledge is in the process of formation, due to which the researchers do not have a consensus on the unambigu-
ous interpretation of the term “intercultural communication”. There are common features of this phenomenon noted
by most authors: equal interaction between representatives of different linguistic cultures; the artifact of one culture
becomes a metaproduct of the borrowing culture; the dialogical nature of intercultural communication.

Further research perspectives in this scientific field are presented in the solution of different national and social
knowledge problems with the help of dictionaries, since in lexicographic practice theoretical searches are embodied
in the study of methods for identifying and semantizing cultural information contained in a word.

References

1. AmnpecsiH 10. [I. S3pik. CemmoTtuka. Kynbrypa. VHTerpajibHOe omyucaHue s3bIKa M CUCTeMHas JieKcukorpadusi.
M.: IlIkona «SI3bIKM PYCCKOI KYIbTYpbI», 1995. 415 c.

2. DBproxosckag JI. T. SI3bIK Kak HOCUTEIb STHOKYJIbTYPHBIX HOpM // V JKUTHMKOBCKMeE UTeHMSI: MeXKyIbTypHbIE
KOMMYHMKAIMM B KOTHUTYMBHOM acIiekTe: Mmatepuasbl Becepoc. Hayu. KoH}. YensabuHck: Yens6. roc. yH-T, 2001.
C. 200-203.



86

0 Teopus A3bika

10.
11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24.

25.

26

BacunbeBa H. H. MeXXKy/IbTypHast KOMIIETEHTHOCTh KaK MPOAYKT «IMaaora KyJabTyp» // AKTyaJibHbIe TTPOGIEMbI

TIpernofaBaHys MHOCTPAHHBIX SI3bIKOB B CBETE MEXIYHAPOAHBIX CTAaHAAPTOB U MEXKYIbTYPHO KOMMYHUKALIUN:

Te3MChl JOKJIAIOB IperofaBaTeieil Ha TOpOICKOii HAayUYHO-IIPaKTMUECKOi KOH(MepeHIInn, MOCBIIeHHoi 70-1e-

tnio PTOY. PocToB H//l: PocT. roc. akoHoM, YH-T, 2001. C. 37-39.

BepxoBckas JK. A. MeXKy/IbTypHast KOMMYHMKaIVS: pobieMbl ¥ ipotuBopeuns. M.: MAKC Tpecc, 2006. 36 c.

TFanuu I'. T. HekoTopble acmiekThl COBpeMEHHOIt HayK! O SI3bIKe KaK CpefCTBe MeXKYJAbTYPHOI KOMMYHUKaLUM //

MesKKY/IbTYpHast KOMMYHMKALMS : MaTepyaibl MeskIyHapoaHOM HayUYHO-TTpaKTUIeCcKoii KondepeHinn (16-18 ok-

Ts16pst 2002 1.). OMcK: OMCK. roc. yH-T, ®ak. MHOCTP. 513., JIMHTB. eHTp OMI'Y, 2002. C. 7-8.

I'pymeBuiikas T. I'., ITonikoB B. [I., Camoxut A. I1. OCHOBBI MEKKY/IbTYPHOM KOMMYHMKAIMIA: YIEOHUK [IJIST BY30B.

M.: IOHUTU-OAHA, 2002. 352 c.

I'yokos [I. B. MeXXKy/IbTypHasi KOMMYHMKaLsS: TEKLMOHHbI Kypc 11 ctyaeHToB PKU. M.: Usg-Bo MI'Y, 2000. 120 c.

Honer I1. H. CurHasibsl «4y>k0ro» B MeXKYJIbTYPHO! KOMMYHUKaLMK // MeXKyJIbTypHasi KOMMYHMUKALMS U TIPO-

6/1eMbl HaIlMOHAJIbHOM MIOEHTUYHOCTHU: c6. Hayd. Tp. / peakomt.: Ctpykosa T. I. (oTB. pex.) u ap. BopoHexk:

Boponex. roc. yH-T, 2002. C. 42-47.

3uHueHko B. I. MexkynbTypHasi kKoMMyHUKanyusa. OT CUCTEMHOrO MOAXOAA K CMHEpPreTMuecKoi mapagurme:

yueb. mocobue. M.: ®nunTa; Hayka, 2007. 224 c.

Kapaynos 0. H. JInHreuctudeckoe KOHCTPyUPOBaHMe U Te3aypyc AuTepaTypHOro si3pika. M.: Hayka, 1981. 366 c.

KaproBa O. M. Jlekcukorpaduueckyue IopTPeThl CJI0Bapeii COBpEMEHHOI0 aHIJIMIICKOTrO si3biKa. MiBaHOBO: UBIY,

2004. 192 c.

KBackoBa E. B. MeHTa/IbHbII TUIT B @HIVIMIACKON KyJIbTYPHON Tpaguuuu // MeXKyJIbTypHasi KOMMYHMKALIUS: SI3bIK -

Ky/IbTYpa - MEHTaJIbHOCTh: COOPHUK HayUHBIX TPYHOB / OTB. pex. B. I1. ®ypmanosa. Capanck: TOV BIIO «Mopg,. roc.

yH-T uM. H. I1. OrapeBa», 2005. C. 145-148.

KonmecunkoBa M. C. [Iuanor KyabTyp B JieKcukorpaduu: ¢eHOMeH JIMHTBOCTPAaHOBETUECKOTO CJIOBaps.

Spocnasnb: U3n-so ATTIY, 2002. 392 c.

Kopotkux I'. Y., Kopotkux I'. Y. COLMOKY/IbTYPHBII aclieKT 06yUeHMsT aHIJIMIICKOMY SI3bIKY B By3e // MeXKy/IbTyp-

Hast KOMMYHMKAIMs: MaTepuaibl MeXXIyHapoIHO HAyYyHO-ITpaKkTHYeckoi KoHbepeHmy (16-18 oktsiopst 2002 r.).

Omck: OMCK. roc. yH-T, @ak. MHOCTP. 53., JIuHrB. ieHTp OMI'Y, 2002. C. 70-73.

Kpamapesnxko O. JI. K Boripocy 06 onpeiesieHuM MOHITUSI «MeKKYIbTypHast KOMMYHMKAIMsT» // COOPHUK HAaYUHBIX

crateir XVI Bcepoccuiickoii ¢ MeXXIyHapOAHbIM yyacTMeM MEXAUCHUIIMHAPHOVM HAayYHO-IPAKTUUYECKON KOH-

depenunn / mog, o6ur. pen. T. I1. KypaHoBoii. SIpociasiib: SIpoc/iaBCKuit rocyIapCTBEHHBI MeIarornyeckuii yHu-

BepcuteT uM. K. [I. YimmHckoro, 2009. C. 422-427.

Kynaesa C. M. JIMHTBOCTpaHOBeLUECKUIT TEKCT B MEXKYAbTYPHOI KOMMyHUKauu // V JKUTHUKOBCKME UTEHUS:

MesKKy/IbTYpHbIE KOMMYHMKAIIVM B KOTHUTMBHOM acrekre. Yens6uuck: Yens6. roc. yH-T, 2001. C. 67-71.

JleontoBuu O. A. BBeieH1e B MEKKY/IbTYPHYI0O KOMMYHMKAIIMIO: yue6. mocooue. M.: THo3uc, 2007. 368 c.

Mactepckux C. B. Posib COMOCTaBUTEIbHOI TMHIBUCTUKYM B PEIIEHUM TIPOOIeM MEKKYIbTYPHO KOMMYHMKALN //

MeXKyabTypHasi KOMMYHMKALVSI: MaTepyaibl MexXayHapoLHOl HayuHO-IIpakTHuieckoit koHdepeHuu (16-18 ok-

Ta6ps 2002 r.). Omck: OMCK. ToC. YH-T, PaK. MHOCTP. f3., JIMHTB. eHTp OMI'Y, 2002. C. 18-19.

OctpukoBa I'. H. K Bommpocy 0 peueBoii KOMMYHMKAIIMK U SI3bIKOBOJI TMYHOCTHM // AKTyaJIbHbIE POOGJIEMBI ITPEIo-

aBaHMs MHOCTPAHHBIX SI3bIKOB B CBETE MEXIYHAPOAHBIX CTAHAAPTOB U MEXKYIbTYPHOI KOMMYHUKAIMN: T@3UCHI

IOK/JIaZOB IperoaaBaTeieil Ha [OpoACcKoil HaydYHO-TIPaKTUUECKOi KOH(EePeHIIMHM, TTOCBSIeHHOI 70-1eTuio PIDY.

Poctos v/[1: PocT. roc. akoHom. yH-T, 2001. C. 90-93.

[MninanbHMKOBa B. A. [Inanor KyabTyp Kak MporpaMmma MCCaeq0BaHusl KOTHUTUBHBIX ITPOLIECCOB B MEXKKY/IbTYPHOM

KOMMYHUKAK // MekKyIbTYypHasi KOMMYHUKAIIVS M IePEeBOJ,: MaTepuaIbl MeKBY30BCKOV KOHGEPeHIMM / COCT.:

JI. B. TemHoBa 1 Ap. M.: MOCKOBCKMIT OTKPBITBIN COLIMAIbHBIN YH-T; H-T s13biko3HaHust PAH, 2002. C. 13-15.

IMononpuropa C. §1., Ilepsuis T. I'. O6pa3oBaHKe U MEXKYIbTypHAsI KOMMYyHMKaIysi. Poctos H/[: U3paTenbCckuii

ueHTp AT'TIY, 2006. 161 c.

CaBpyukas E. [1. ®eHOMeH KOMMYHUKAILY B COBpeMEHHOM Mupe // AKTyalbHble TPO6IeMbl TEOPUM KOMMYHM-

KallM}: COBMECTHBII pelleH3upyeMblii c60pHUK Kadeapsl nmoiautonornu CaHKT-ITeTepOyprckKoro rocygapCcTBeH-

HOTO TOJINTeXHUUECKOrO yHUBepcuTeTa 1 KoopAMHAIMOHHOTO coBeTa Poccuiickoifi KOMMYHUKATUBHOI acco-

mmauuu. CII6.: U3p-Bo CII6IY, 2004. C. 75-85.

Ctyniuu JI. T1. Jlekcukorpadust aHIIMIACKOTO SI3bIKa: yueb. rmocobye OISl CTYAeHTOB MHCTUTYTOB U (PaKyJIbTETOB

MHOCTPAHHBIX SA3bIKOB. M.: Beicmas mkona, 1985. 167 c.

®ypmanoBa B. 1. MeXKy/IbTypHasi KOMMYHUKALIVST Y JIMHTBOKY/IbTYPOBEIEHME B TEOPUM U TIPAKTUKE OOYUEHMS

MHOCTpaHHBIM s13bikaM. CapaHck: M31-Bo Mopaos. yH-Ta, 1993. 124 c.

XaseeBa U. U. TloaroroBka repeBouMKa Kak «BTOPMYHOI SI3bIKOBOJ JIMYHOCTM» (ayAUTUBHBIN acriekT) // TeTpa-

v nepeBoguuka. M.: MIJIY, 1999. Bein. 24. C. 63-72.

.IlapeBa M. A. MeXKyJIbTypHas KOMMYHMKAILMSl ¥ JOMaJOr KyJabTyp: MoOHorpadpms. XabapoBck: HM3m-Bo
IlanpHEeBOCT. TOC. TyMaHUTap. yH-Ta, 2006. 62 c.



(®unonornyeckue Hayku. Bonpocol Teopum 1 npaktuku. 2021. Tom 14. Boinyck 3 861

HNudopmanus 06 aBropax | Author information

RU Kpamapenko Oubra JleoungosHa!, k. puion. H.

BorpanoBa Okcana IOpreBHa?, K. Guion. H.

1.2 Ipoc/iaBCKOe BhICHIEE BOEHHOE YUMIIUIIE TTPOTUBOBO3IYIIHO 060POHBI
EN Kramarenko Olga Leonidovna!, PhD

Bogdanova Oksana Yurievna?, PhD

1.2 Yaroslavl Higher Military Institute of the Air Defense

! petruper@mail.ru, * dictema@mail.ru

HNudopmanus o craTee | About this article

Hara mocryruieHust pykormcu (received): 24.01.2021; onmy6imkoBaHo (published): 09.04.2021.

Kniouesste cnoea (keywords): MeXKyTbTypHass KOMMYHMKALMsI; IMATIOT KYIbTYpP; Ky/JIbTypHasi peajibHOCTb; JIMHTBO-
KYJIbTYpa; KyJIbTypHasl UIEHTUIHOCTh; intercultural communication; cultures interaction; cultural reality; linguoculture;

cultural identity.



