ﬁ RUDN Journal of Psychology and Pedagogics

=‘ 2020 Vol. 17 No. 1 51-63

¥ BectHuk PYOH. Cepus: Ncuxonorua n negarorvka pzt;gh/ é jlgg;rjzlgdgﬁgg:gé
DOI 10.22363/2313-1683-2020-17-1-51-63 Review article
UDC 316.77

Sino-Russian Intercultural Communication Research:
Literature Review

Ekaterina D. Vasilyeva, Nadezhda M. Lebedeva

National Research University Higher School of Economics
4 Armyansky Lane, bldg. 2, Moscow, 101000, Russian Federation

Abstract. International relations between China and Russia have a long-lasting history.
At the same time interpersonal contacts between these two ethnic groups face difficulties as-
sociated with language, cultural distance, prejudices and other factors. This article presents
a review of studies on the problem of Russian-Chinese intercultural interaction. Due to its
interdisciplinary nature the studies are scattered both methodologically and with respect to its
theoretical foundations. In this regard, we conditionally divide the considered works into four
main areas: studying the perception of the image of Russia and China among Russians and
Chinese, classification of Sino-Russian communication barriers, cross-cultural analysis of com-
munication components, and indigenous concepts of Chinese psychology related to the pro-
cess of intercultural interaction. A brief review of the modern research results gained by Rus-
sian and Chinese authors on effective communication and building trustful relationships is
given. The results of studies revealing important differences at the level of verbal and non-verbal
communication are presented. Particular attention is paid to cross-cultural research aimed at
identifying etic and emic attributes of the situation of intercultural interaction. The most
common approaches to understanding the concept of trust and its operationalization in Chi-
nese studies are described. The importance of further studying mechanisms of building trust-
ful relationships between representatives of the two countries is noted. In conclusion, unre-
solved problems and current trends in the study of intercultural communication are identified.

Key words: intercultural communication, intercultural perception, indigenous con-
cepts, cross-cultural research, Russia, China

Introduction

Studying the relationship between Russia and China has a long history.
Changes associated with the geopolitical and economic situation affect the nature
of bilateral relations. Despite the significant number of contacts between coun-
tries, the process of communication at the interpersonal level is often accompa-
nied by cases of misunderstanding and passing communication barriers along
the way (Croucher et al., 2015; Spencer-Oatey, 2017).

Theoretical elaboration of this problem is clearly interdisciplinary. In this
regard, there is a need for a review and classification of existing works on the topic.
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The purpose of this article is to systematize the accumulated empirical work and
identify unresolved problems and relevant areas for research in the field of inter-
cultural communication between Russian and Chinese people.

Meta-analysis shows that intercultural communication between Russians and
Chinese is studied at several levels: at the level of perception and mutual stereo-
types (Block, 2013; Batkhina, 2019; Chen, 2008; Grigoryev et al., 2019), at the level
of verbal and non-verbal communication (Martin, 2017; Spitzberg, 2013), at the level
of differences in values and communication styles (Harrison, 2009; Henze, 2012;
Leung, 2015; Stephan, 2014; Winkler, 2008), as well as at the level of indigenous
components of Chinese communication (Bond, 2010; Ting-Toomey, 2005; Yuan,
2011). Based on this, in this review, studies of Russian and foreign authors are
conventionally divided into four main categories: perception of the image of Rus-
sia and China, classification of communication barriers between Russians and
Chinese, cross-cultural analysis of communication components, and indigenous
concepts of Chinese psychology related to the process of intercultural interaction.

Studying the perception of the image of Russia and China

At this stage, the “Chinese vector” of Russian foreign policy stimulates the
desire to analyze relationships at the national level (Zuenko, 2017; Malle, 2017;
Wilson, 2015; Reseth, 2016). For example, a separate niche is occupied by works
in the field of imagology, the subject of which is how our countries see each other
(Tikhvinsky, 2008; Ten, 2012; Stronski, 2018; Tremin, 2012).

At the same time, social psychology has a developed methodologies for
identifying features of the processes of social perception at the level of large so-
cial groups. Within this area, there is a tradition of studying subjective culture,
which determines how individuals categorize social objects, highlight the links
between categories and which categories they recognize as “their own”. Subjec-
tive culture embraces all representations, beliefs and ideas that unite people and
have a direct impact on their behavior and activities (Stefanenko, 2009).

In her study, T. Stefanenko conducted a cross-cultural analysis of ideas
about Russia among Russian students and students from the USA and China —
countries influential from the point of view of Russians. The results show that in
the view of the Chinese respondents, Russia primarily is a country “rich” in natu-
ral resources and the military-industrial complex, but not people (since it is per-
ceived as “sparsely populated”). At the same time, students studying in China,
focus more on natural resources and climatic conditions, and broader, “cultural”
associations arise among students studying in Russia. In addition, students study-
ing in China demonstrate more superficial knowledge of Russia (Stefanenko, 2012).

A study of the image of China in Russia (Lukin, 2003) shows that this is
a complex system that includes numerous sub-images of China, for example, in vari-
ous regions of Russia and among various population groups. The image of another
country is more stable than other views, since the main external factors influen-
cing it — geographical location, size, power and population of the two countries —
remain unchanged or approximately the same over long historical periods.

S. Kononov writes that Russians’ perception of China is based on two main
opposing views, which are based on the assessment of China’s influence on Rus-
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sia. The first group is “alarmists,” indicating dangerous trends in Russian-Chinese
interaction, and the second is “pragmatists,” which form images calming mass con-
sciousness. These data show how unverified, and based solely on faith, is the per-
ception of the image of China at the level of mass consciousness (Kononov, 2016).

These results reflect the ideas that guide representatives of our countries
during communication. It is especially worth noting revealed stability of these
ideas and the influence of a wider context on them (Spencer-Rodgers, 2002).

Both at the level of state relations and at the level of business communica-
tion, difficulties arise due to a lack of trust between representatives of the two
countries (Reseth, 2016). Carlsson explains this with uncertainty about the true
intentions of the counterpart. Moreover, while at the state level, the reasons are
the geopolitical interests of the two countries, then at the level of interpersonal
communication, the true reasons for this distrust are still to be studied.

Identification and typology of
Russian-Chinese communication barriers

Moving to the level of interpersonal communication between the representa-
tives of the two countries, the researchers analyze the psychological difficulties
and factors that can affect the effectiveness of this interaction.

Khunyue divides the causes of communicative failures into 3 groups. The first
group is the wrong choice of a language unit and discursive strategy, as well as incor-
rect interpretation of its meaning. The author identifies 3 types of discursive errors:

— “etiquette” errors due to ignorance of speech etiquette rules;

— “stereotypical” errors caused by ignorance of Russian sociocultural stereo-
types of verbal communication;

— “encyclopedic” errors due to insufficient amount of acquired background
knowledge.

The second group is errors related to cultural traditions, and the third group
is errors related to the momentary context: features of the situation, emotional
state (Khunyue, 2017).

Social psychologist P. Yakupov identifies several barriers to Russian-
Chinese interaction: excessive closed nature of the Chinese in communication;
desire for a vertical structure of organization; and syncretic understanding of time
space. It is these features that are in dichotomy with the behavior of the represen-
tatives of the Russian business environment that the Chinese respondents pointed
out, namely: excessive openness in communication, desire for a horizontal struc-
ture of organization, and a clear division of time space (Yakupov, 2017).

Quite interesting for cross-cultural analysis is comparison of non-verbal
communication methods. However, the classification in most cases is based on
the analysis of literature and observations. For example, A. Savvin notes such
dominant features of non-verbal communication as rapport and greater freedom of
action among Russians, while among the Chinese — rapport and open manifesta-
tion of emotions. At the same time, the Chinese gesticulation is characterized by
lower frequency, a relatively small amplitude of movements and more restraint
than the Russian gesticulation (Savvin, 2015).

I. Novikova and M. Gridunova analyzed the perception of non-verbal behavior
of the Chinese in the process of interaction with Russians. Based on the results of
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the analysis, she comes to the conclusion that this perception is much more stereo-
typed than the perception of Russian non-verbal communication by Chinese stu-
dents. Most likely because, while studying in Russia, they have the opportunity of
real communication with representatives of the host society, where stereotypes are
verified and destroyed.

In addition, the results of the study allow authors to conclude that, compared
with Chinese students, Russian students tend to interact more effectively with
people who behave in accordance with the stereotypes of their own ethnic group’s
non-verbal behavior. Chinese students, unlike Russian students, have the opposite
tendency — towards more effective interaction with people, whose non-verbal be-
havior is more similar to Chinese (Novikova, Gridunova, 2011).

Zhang Yifan's work provides an analysis of Russians' perceptions of
the specifics of verbal and non-verbal behavior of Chinese people. The method-
logy of free and directed associative experiment revealed that Russians note
the complexity of the Chinese language and everyday smiling of the Chinese.
Assessment of business and personal qualities of the Chinese is positive, and their
appearance is neutral. The analysis of proverbs showed that the lexeme “Chinese”
is part of three Russian phraseological units: “Wall of China”, “Chinese ceremo-
nies”, and “Chinese letter”. The author comes to the conclusion that Russians
have historically perceived the Chinese society as closed, having a complex wri-
ting system and an extensive repertoire of etiquette forms (Zhang, 2016).

K. Fedorova studied the problems of interethnic interaction on the border of
Russia and China — in the Trans-Baikal Territory and Inner Mongolia. The main
conclusion of this work is the fact that the same speech patterns, stereotypes and
attitudes have been preserved in this region for decades. At the language level,
the following picture is observed: it is the Chinese who are trying to master
the Russian language, and not vice versa. However, due to heavy accent, their sta-
tus in the eyes of the Russian population is not very high. Thus, negative stereo-
types regarding the Chinese persist and destructively affect communication and
relations between two ethnic groups (Fedorova, 2012).

Cross-cultural analysis of communication components

Many studies focus on the search for universals and differences in the psy-
chology of representatives of the two peoples. We will look at some studies con-
ducted on the Russian and Chinese samples that are directly related to communi-
cation, especially in the business environment.

O. Bychikhina, in the context of studying ways to build trusting relations
between Russians and Chinese, compares two styles of negotiating according to
criteria: intonation, purpose of communication, communication dominants, main
source of information, business strategies, and features of communication (Table 1).

N. Lebedeva writes that the relations of values and attitudes towards innova-
tions are both universal and culturally specific, due to the value priorities of
the members of a given culture and the implicit theories of creativity present in
these cultures. Intercultural differences in the values of Russian and Chinese stu-
dents are as follows: Russian students prefer the values of openness to change and
self-affirmation more, and Chinese students prefer the values of conservation and
leap of trust. The revealed differences, according to the author, reflect differences
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along the line of “traditionalism — modernism”, where Chinese culture is closer to
the pole of traditionalism, while Russian culture on this continuum is closer to
the pole of modernization (Lebedeva, 2007).

Table 1

Comparison of Chinese and Russian approach to business communication
(Bychikhina, 2014. P.161)

Criteria Chinese approach Russian approach
Intonation Quiet Loud
Aim Step-by-step gain “All or nothing”
Communication Indirect, subjunctive Direct, imperative
dominant
Main information Non-verbal means Verbal means
source
1. Saving face 1. Sincerity
] 2. Infiniteness 2. Definiteness
Busme_ss 3. Flexibility and compromise 3. The winner takes it all
strategies
4. Patience 4. Saving time
5. Partners’ social status 5. Task fulfillment
1. Indirect 1. Indirect
2. Introversion, self-control 2. Extraversion, impulsivity
3. Personality-oriented 3. Depersonalization (team spirit, coope-
Communication ration)
features 4. Lack of physical contact 4. Existence and acceptability of physi-
cal contact
5. Gestures seldom used 5. Gestures make sense and are often
used

A separate cohort of studies is devoted to the features and comparison of
building trusting relationships in Russia and China. One of the important aspects
in both cases is the participation of third parties, as an intermediary in communi-
cation, or their recommendations. Empirical studies on this topic have been con-
ducted in the field of investment (Batjargal, 2007). The work of D. Batjargal re-
fers to the fact that the interpersonal trust of the investor and the intermediary
leads to a decision in favor of investing, therefore the “three-party” connections,
or triads, are most effective. This confirms the theory that in particularistic socie-
ties, interpersonal trust plays a much greater role than general social or institu-
tional trust (Xin, 1996; Batjargal, 2003).

The study of L. Grigoryan and N. Lebedeva verifies the cultural universality
of the structure of informal ties in an organization in a sample of five countries,
including Russia and China. The study relies on a three-component model of guan-
xi, specific to Chinese culture, where the structure of informal ties includes such
components as emotional attachment, involvement in personal life and reverence
for the leader (Grigoryan, 2013).

A study by A. Ardichvili is devoted to the perception of corporate culture
based on the material of five countries, including Russia and China (Ardichvili, 2012).
The results suggest that the perception of corporate culture in these two countries
differs from other BRICS countries — India, Brazil and South Africa. The latter
had indicators higher on all five scales of perception of corporate culture: trust
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and honesty in relation to the organization, management efficiency, mission and
values, balance of stakeholders, integrity and transparency of processes.

S. Michailova studied the similarities and differences in the individual style
of knowledge sharing behavior in Russian and Chinese organizations. She writes
that employees of Chinese companies exchange information within the group in
such a way as to comply with the group’s interests and preserve the face of
the group. At the same time, employees of Russian companies share information
in pursuit of individual interests. At the same time, in both cases, the main goal is
protection from representatives of the outer group and, sometimes, even aggres-
sion towards its representatives (Michailova, 2016).

Today two main features of studies of the two countries’ representative’s in-
teraction are worth mentioning: firstly, diversity of research methods, and second-
ly, apparent predominance of research in line with the indigenous direction. Ethno-
psychological studies of Russian and foreign authors, devoted to indigenous con-
cepts of Chinese psychology and communication theory, prevail in the research
literature. This state of affairs has developed since the publication in 1894, of Ar-
thur Smith's famous book “Chinese Characteristics,” the first chapter of which is
called “The Face.” Subsequently, it was this phenomenon that became one of
the key and most studied in psychology (Smith, 1894). At the present stage of de-
velopment of Chinese indigenous psychology, two basic concepts — the Guanxi
informal relationship system and the Mianzi face concept — have given impetus to
the development of whole areas of research (Bond, 2010).

Features of Chinese communication style

Continuing the theme of indigenous concepts in Chinese psychology and
communication theory, a small outline of the trends that have emerged in the lite-
rature on the Chinese style of communication in recent years should be made.
Chinese traditional communication style, based on Confucian values, has under-
gone some changes due to the development of China in recent decades. Modern
communication retains its traditional features, but at the same time acquires new
characteristics. In general, the combination of these two styles can be compared
with the concept of Yin-Yang, or the unity of opposites, which also lies at the very
foundation of Chinese psychology (Fang, 2011).

Five main characteristics of Chinese communication are usually highlighted
(Gao et al., 2010): indirect communication (& & hanxu), listening orientation (It

15 tinghua), politeness (&= keqi), priority of maintaining communication within

the group (B2 A zijiren), and saving face (T mianzi). These five characteris-
tics are based on Confucian values, but the dual nature of communication, the phi-
losophy of which is rooted in the teachings of Taoism and the unity of the oppo-
sites of Yin and Yang, is not taken into account (Chen, 2008). This approach may
explain why, in the eyes of a foreigner, a Chinese negotiating partner can be
closed, formal, categorical on the one hand, and can be open, informal and ready
for compromise on the other. In the Chinese language and in the culture as a whole,
the idea that everything contains an opposite is the basic one. For example, the two-

syllable word “things” ZxF8 dongxi consists of the characters Zk dong — “east” and 7§
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xi — “west”; another example relevant to the business environment: “crisis” f&#1
weiji consisting of two characters — “danger” f& wei and “opportunities” # ji.

Fang notes that for this reason the Chinese do not have any cognitive disso-
nance about phrases linguistically baffling the English-speaking person, for example,
the terms “socialist market economy”, “one country — two systems”, or “stable
development”. These English-language variants are very competently localized
into the Russian language, for example, “socialism with Chinese characteristics”,
and at least at the language level they do not sound like an oxymoron. Further,
the author extends the traditional characteristics of communication, introduces
a dichotomy to each of them, thus emphasizing the paradox of the modern culture
of communication, which includes both Confucian values and norms of commu-
nication that were formed in modern times.

For example, no one would argue that the concept of the face is the central
regulator in the behavior of the Chinese. This implies taking care not to “lose face
yourself” and not to harm the face of your vis-a-vis. At the same time, in Taoism
there is a concept-antipode, that is, the idea of a “thick face” (Chu, 1992). From
the point of view of Taoism, having the courage to lose face, a person becomes
psychologically stronger and more mature. In a situation of defeat or loss of digni-
ty, the best strategy, according to Taoists, is not to stand your ground, but to re-
treat in order to return later and again “build face” (Fang, 1999).

The dual nature of communication, the “quadrature of the Chinese circle”
(Myasnikov, 2006), is one of the most important reasons why such convenient
instructions of “Do's and Taboos” during negotiations with Chinese partners often
fail in practice. Of much greater benefit, and this is evident from the research li-
terature of recent years, is building trusting bilateral relations.

For a deeper understanding of this process, it is important to consider the con-
cept of trust in Chinese culture.

Wang proposes five types of trust:

1. Trust between relatives. This is the type of relationship that does not build
up over time, but is present throughout life. Therefore, the risk factor as such is
absent or ignored in the perception of loved ones.

2. Accumulated trust based on individual qualities and behavior and appears
with experience in communication. The simplest example is mutual trust between
friends, which comes from emotional attachment and a sense of belonging.

3. A priori trust is the most unreliable and ephemeral type. It implies the his-
torically established or enshrined in the language of confidence in certain phe-
nomena, things and people. For example, folklore can be the source of such trust,
therefore it is impossible to somehow measure or predict it.

4. Professional trust — means trust in competent professionals in their field.
As a rule, these are professions whose professionalism is easiest to evaluate from
your own experience — doctors, teachers and lawyers. At the same time, the gene-
ral “accumulated” authority of these specialists automatically provides in the fu-
ture a higher level of trust in them.

5. Institutional trust. Its source is the calculation of personal gain. This is
the type of trust that is necessary to build relationships outside of the Guanxi sys-
tem, following written and unwritten rules. In this case, the ratio of possible risks
and benefits from these relationships plays a large role (Wang, 2018).
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Wang says that the institutional type of trust is related to cognitive trust,
while the accumulated trust — to affective (Wang et al., 2006).

Table 2
Characteristics of five types of Trust (Wang, 2018)
In-group (inside Guanxi group) Out-group (outside Guanxi group)
Trust between Accumulate A priori Professional Institutional
relatives trust trust trust trust
Basis Relatives’ ties Emotional Tradition K_n owlec_i_g_e, Intere_:sts,
attachment skills, abilities gain
Mriz:;a_ Guanxi Identity Historical context Logics Assumption
License
Life . Experience, (document Agreement,
Form Promise . e N
consequences public opinion confirming law
professionalism)
Support Own initiative Reciprocal Practice Analysis Docuer?ﬁr;t:tlon/
. Assessed Assessed . Asse_ssed
Risks None S e Predictable relatively
subjectively heuristically L
objectively
EroaE: High High/medium Medium Low Low
tions
Change- . . . )
ability None Partially Optionally Optionally Optionally
Duration Permanent Long Partial Flexible Temporary

Understanding mechanisms of building trusting relationships is extremely im-
portant in the context of intercultural communication. Since it is precisely the very
basic component for tolerant attitude towards representatives of another culture.
In the absence of trust, we are no longer talking about tolerance, as the ability to
openly relate to otherness, but about assertiveness. In contrast to tolerance based
on trust in another person, assertiveness is caused by distrust towards a communi-
cation partner, so interaction is significantly complicated. Assertive behavior is
based on the following techniques:

1) insisting on your rights, interests, opinions and values;

2) clear distribution of responsibilities between partners, which has to be
formalized in written agreements, instructions, etc.;

3) friendly, sincere and open behavior, which can contribute to the transition
to trustful communication;

4) manifestation of readiness for cooperation, search for common interests
and prospects for further joint work (Pochebut, 2017).

We see that in this case we are talking about another set of skills necessary
for intercultural communication. Thus, the question of how trust is formed in Rus-
sian and Chinese culture is the key to understanding what kind of knowledge and
skills are necessary for successful communication between our countries.

Conclusion

A review of studies on Russian-Chinese intercultural interaction allows us
to draw several conclusions.
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A great influence on the communication process is provided by the percep-
tion of the Chinese by Russians and vice versa. To a large extent, it is formed by
a wide context — a stable system of ideas about another country, due to the geopo-
litical situation, geography, and economic situation. This forms stereotypes and
attitudes that have not changed for decades.

A review of literature shows that differences in the level of values, in com-
municative behavior and prevailing stereotypes also affect mutual trust of repre-
sentatives of the two countries and the desire to interact.

Since the field of intercultural communication is interdisciplinary in nature,
one of the areas for the development of this field is the integration of methodolo-
gical and theoretical framework.

Throughout the history of intercultural communication as a separate scien-
tific field, the practical significance of research results has been put at the fore-
front. The development of intercultural sensitivity is seen as the main tool in over-
coming existing difficulties and developing harmonious interaction between rep-
resentatives of Russia and China. A large role in the development of this direction
belongs to the famous Russian ethno-psychologist T. Stefanenko, who was one of
the first to study this complex and interesting problem.
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O630opHaqa cTaTbq

OnbIT N3y4eHUs POCCUNCKO-KUTAMNCKOMN
MEXKYJIbTYPHON KOMMYHUKaLUUU: 0030p nccnenoBaHum

E. . BacuaneBa, H.M. JleGeneBa

HannonanbHeI# HccnenoBaTensCKUi YHUBEPCUTET «BhIcTIas IKoJia SKOHOMHUKHI
Poccuiickas @edepayus, 101000, Mocksa, Apmsanckuii nep., 0. 4, cmp. 2

AHHoOTanus. B crathe mpencTaBieH 0030p MCCIIENOBAaHMHN, MOCBAIMICHHBIX MpoOIeMe
POCCHICKO-KUTAHCKOrO MEKKYJIBTYPHOIO B3aUMOJEHCTBYS. 3a CUET SIPKO BBIPAXKEHHOTO MEXKIUC-
LMIUTMHAPHOTO XapakTepa JaHHOW MpoOJIeMbl, TOCBAIIEHHBIE el HCCIe0BaHUs Pa3pO3HEHHBI
KaK B METOJ0JIOTHYECKOM IUIAHE, TaK U B OTHOLIEHUM TEOPETUYECKUX OCHOBaHUU. B cBsA3M C
3THM MBI YCIIOBHO JEJIUM paccMaTpUBacMble pabOTHl HAa YETHIPE OCHOBHBIX HAIpaBIICHHS:
u3y4yeHue BocnpusaTus obpasa Poccun u Kuras cpequ pycckux u KUTailleB, KiaccupuKanus
0apbepoB KOMMYHUKAIUU MEXIy PyCCKIMH M KHTaHIlaMH, KPOCC-KyJIbTYPHBIH aHAIN3 KOM-
MOHEHTOB KOMMYHMKALlUHM, UHIWICHHbIE KOHLEMIUU KUTAHCKON MCUXOJOTUH, CBSI3aHHBIE C
MIPOLIECCOM MEXKKYJIBTYPHOTO B3aMMoOJeHCTBUs. [IpuBoauTCS KpaTkuii 0030p pe3ysbTaToB
COBPEMEHHBIX HCCIEI0BaHUN POCCUICKUX U KUTAHCKUX aBTOPOB, MOCBSIIEHHBIX 3((EKTUB-
HOM KOMMYHUKAallUU U BBICTPAaUBaHUIO JIOBEPUTENbHBIX OTHOUIeHUM. IIpuBonsTcs pesyibra-
TBI UCCJICIOBAHUH, BBISIBIISIOIINX BAaXKHBIC PA3IMUMS Ha yPOBHE BEpOaIbHOM M HEBepOATbHON
KoMMyHHKauu. Ocoboe BHUMaHHE YAENCHO KPOCC-KYJIBTYPHBIM HCCIICIOBAaHHSAM, HAIpPaB-
JIEHHBIM HA BBIBICHHE KYJIbTYPHO-CIENU(DUYHBIX W YHHBEPCATBHBIX aTpHOYTOB CHUTYyaIlMH
MEXKYJIbTYPHOrO B3auMofAeHcTBUsl. ONMUCHIBAIOTCS HauboJiee PacHpOCTPaHEHHbIE B KHUTall-
CKHX HCCIEA0BaHUAX MOAXOIbl K MOHMMAHUIO KOHLENIUM JOBEPUSL U €€ ONEpallOHaIn3a-
nuu. OTMedaeTcss BaXKHOCTh JAJIBHEHIEr0 U3y4eHUs MEXaHU3MOB BBICTPAauUBaHMs J10OBEpU-
TEJIFHBIX B3aUMOOTHOIICHHH MEXAy NMPEACTaBUTEISIMU IBYX CTpaH. B 3akmroueHnn o6o3Ha-
Yal0TCA HepelIeHHbIEe IPOOIEMBI M aKTyallbHbIE HANPABICHHUS B 00JIACTH M3yUCHUS MEXKYJIIb-
TYPHOI KOMMYHUKAIHH.

KunioueBrnle ciioBa: MCXKKYJIbTYpHAasi KOMMYHUKaIUA, MEXKXTPYIIIIOBOC BOCIIPUATUEC, NHION-
TEHHBIC KOHLICIIINU, KPOCC-KYJIbTYPHBIC UCCIICAOBAHNS, POCCI/I?[, Kurait

BaaronapHoctu u puHancupoBaHue. CTaTbs MOJATOTOBIICHA B PE3yJIbTaTe MPOBEIE-
HUSI MICCIIEZIOBAaHNS B paMKax IIporpamMMsl ¢yHAaMEHTANBHBIX HccienoBanuii HarponaasHo-
T'O UCCIIEI0BATEIILCKOTO YHUBEpcUTeTa «BhIcimas mkona skonomukuy (HUY BIID).

Hcropus cratbu:
[octynuna B penakiuio: 26 nexadps 2019 r.
[Ipunsra x nedaru: 25 suBaps 2020 r.
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