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INTERCULTURAL AND CROSSCULTURAL COMMUNICATION
DURING THE COVID-19 PANDEMIC

Since the beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic social distancing has
become a universal experience, forcing the mankind to face new challenges,
but at the same time bringing people closer in some ways than ever before.
The work is aimed at viewing the latest developments of intercultural and
crosscultural communication under the influence of the COVID-19
pandemic, pointing out both challenges and positive trends; finding out the
efficient tools to measure the cultural differences and similarities. The aim is
reached by the review of the scientific thought in the field of intercultural
communication, current works and media data on impact of global lockdown
on crosscultural communication.

First of all, the clarification of the terms «intercultural communication»
and «crosscultural communication» should be undertaken, as these two
notions are frequently confused or treated as synonyms. Basing on the
thoughts of Lustig M. and Koester J., Mari D. Gonzalez, «intercultural
communication involves interactions among people from different cultures,
while crosscultural communication is viewed as a field of study of intercul-
tural behaviours (practices) of individuals» [6, p. 199].

The relevance of the problem lies in the fact that though intercultural
and crosscultural communication have been vastly researched already,
humanity never encountered such a total isolation before the start of social
distancing. This is absolutely a new experience for us.

The issues of intercultural communication have been studied by such
theorists as William Gudykunst, Guo-Ming Chen and William Starosta who
contributed to creation of intercultural communication theory [1; 2].
Intercultural communication competence was researched by Young-Yun
Kim, Myron W. Lustig and Jolene Koester [3; 4]. Fred Casmir viewed
connections between culture, communication, and education that led him to
the idea of the third-culture building in the result of shift for international and
intercultural communication [5]. Danielle Cliche and Andreas Wiesand
examined the ways of improving cross-cultural communication through the
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Arts and Culture [8]. E. Hall, D. Wunderlich, X. Bausinger, D. Kruche,
J. Bolten considered the problems of language integration in the context of
intercultural communication [7].

According to Bakhov 1. S., the term «intercultural communicationy is
considered from the standpoint of three approaches:

- the concept of structural functionalism, based on the classical positiv-
ist methodology, and exploring a systematic method; the concept of the
information society, represented by D. Bell, A. Toffler. The ontology of
communication in this approach is based on system connections and
functions;

- non-classical methodological approach proposed by J. Habermas,
based on a cognitive model of subject-object relations, in which the sphere of
communication is distinguished as a special ontological object. Its study
relies on the methods of hermeneutic interpretation of meanings, critical
reflection, rational reconstruction;

- post-classical approach, which reduces the nature of the social to the
subject-object relations, suggests the principle of intersubjectivity, and
excludes objectivity. This approach is traced in the works of N. Luhmann.
Society is seen as a network of communications, and communications create
an opportunity for the «self-recording» of society and its «self-reproduction»
[7]. Communication is seen as an active, self-organizing environment.

In our opinion, intercultural communication during social distancing is a
self-reproducing, constantly changing systematical interaction of people and
artificial intelligence in the information field with certain changes of
intercultural behaviours (crosscultural changes) of individuals.

In fact, during the pandemic, intercultural communication is almost
entirely based on and restricted by IT connections (social networks, online
platforms of educational institutions, shops, mobile applications and services,
etc.), with extensive use of regularly updated artificial intelligence products,
chatbots. According to the UNESCO data, 91% of all students are being on-
line while COVID-19 pandemic [11]. But such restrictions gave impulse to
community engagement and positive crosscultural developments, some
universal symbols have been adopted to bring communities together and to
break cultural barriers. Emerging «Namaste» greeting, hailing from Hindu
culture, is a bright example of the trend. It became a popular alternative to
handshakes with world leaders and members of the British Royal Family, and
HRH Prince Charles in particular. «Namaste» translates as «I bow to the
divine in you», which gives stronger meaning than the handshake. It might
«be spread more widely in the future, as our concepts of hygiene and physical
distancing are changing» [12].

Besides, there are multiple cases of universal symbols being used to
convey messages. For example, people are putting images of rainbows in the
windows of their homes to spread colour and positivity which are understood
by humans, not necessarily speaking the same language. Creating these
images has proved to be a good way to keep people occupied and creative, it
has also become a symbol of sympathy and care. The national round of
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applause for the NHS doctors that took place across the UK has been another
example of new intercultural behaviours (practices) of individuals [12].
Intercultural Cities: COVID-19 Special page informs about global character
of intercultural engagements:

«The city of Pavlograd (Ukraine) has launched the «Intercultural Cui-
sine on-line» which hosts step-by-step videos and recipes of dishes from
different cultures. Melitopol (Ukraine) has engaged children with diverse
background in the production of a video called «Stay at home». Shared
through the city’s website, children raise awareness within their communities
and share several games that children and adults can play together during the
quarantine. Cartagena (Spain) has supported a collaboratory videomaking
project, together with other social entities. The project aims to encourage all
neighbours with positive messages. The cities of Sumy (Ukraine) and
Limassol (Cyprus) organised online meetings between their city councilors
and civil society organisations to address the most important challenges faced
by persons with different cultural background and migrant communities. The
Leeds (UK) council have set up a network to monitor the impact of Covid-19
on communities of interest (groups of people who share an identity or
experience such as refugees, asylum seekers, people with disabilities and, the
leshian, gay, bisexual and transgender (LGBT) community).

To respond to the increased need for social support, the City of
Dudelange (Luxemburg) created a hotline where residents could receive
responses to their questions. In the City of Salisbury (Australia), the network
of Interfaith leaders has received telephone calls to check how their religious
communities are doing and have been provided with translated information.

Dublin (Ireland) launched «Holding It Together Apart», a Communi-
ty Development project aimed at helping people to maintain their
physical, spiritual and mental wellbeing while isolated and at home with
Covid-19 [10].

The examples above prove that being involved in online way of com-
municating, humans tend to demonstrate empathy and positiveness towards
each other. Although, according to the Intercultural cities programme (ICC),
administrated by the Council of Europe, some current challenges from an
intercultural perspective are as follows: «threats to equality due to an increase
in social inequalities; threats to positive interaction through the temptation of
privileging individual solutions; threats to diversity through increase in
racism, prejudice and stereotypes, and discriminatory practices; restrictions
of human rights and fundamental freedoms [10].»

These threats urge the immediate response of scientists and practition-
ers. Mary Beth Lamb and Dr. Amy Tolbert suggest that «by looking through
four key national and regional cultural lenses», we can gain «new insights
into why countries are fighting the pandemic differently and perhaps why
some countries are succeeding more quickly than others» [11]. According to
them, these four intercultural frameworks include:

1) «Power Distance (PDI)», identifying type of the culture, whether
egalitarian or hierarchical; culture’s attitude to authority;
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2) «Masculinity (MAS)», which does not refer to gender in this context,
analyzing whether we, as a group (a culture, a country) value assertiveness,
competition and winning or contentment and quality of life;

3) «Uncertainty Avoidance (UAI)», measuring how comfortable we are
with the unknown; how carefully we assess risks before we act;

4) «Individualism (IDV)», reflecting whether the culture believes that
its strength and national rights reside within the individual or its success
stems from its collectivism and interdependency [11].

Such kind of analysis might assist in obtaining valuable data on cultural
similarities and differences and working out efficient measures to eliminate
obstacles to intercultural communication caused by the lockdown.

To sum up, changing forms of communication during social distancing
has not restricted it; on the contrary, a number of efficient crosscultural
practices have been employed, which might cause the revision of traditional
ways of communicating and wide use of remote sorts of work, study, leisure
activities after the quarantine. To gain better understanding of reasons of the
countries’ success and failures in fight with Covid-19 pandemic four
intercultural frameworks might be used.
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Ilenecrina M. €.

suknaday Kageopu ymManimapHux HayK
HauioHanpHuii TEXHIYHUI yHIBEPCUTET
«XapKiBCKUI MONITEXHIYHUH THCTUTYT»
M. XapkiB, YkpaiHa

®OPMYBAHHJS I PO3BBUTOK KOMYHIKATUBHUX HABUYOK
CTYAEHTIB-IHO3EMIIB HA IIOYATKOBOMY ETAIII

OCHOBHUMH 3aBJIaHHSMH HaBYaHHS 1HO3EMHHUX CTYJICHTIB Ha MOYaTKO-
BOMy eTami € (OpMyBaHHS KOMYHIKaTHBHOI KOMIIETEHTHOCTI, 10 JacTh iM
MOXKIIHBICTh 33JJ0BOJIbHUTH KOMYHIKaTHBHI MOTPEOH y CUTYaI[isIX IOJEHHOTO
CIUIKYBaHHS, JIONOMOXE€ 1HO3EMHMM TpOMaJsHaM aJanTyBaTUCS B
IHIIOMOBHOMY CEpEJIOBHIL, Ta MIIrOTy€e IX O HaBYaHHs y BHUIMX HaBYAJIb-
HUX 3aKjajgax YKpaiHu.

[Ipobnemu BUKIagaHHSA YKPaiHCHKOT MOBH 1HO3EMHHM CTyIEHTaM Oyiu
npeameroMm HaykoBux mnomykiB JI. Beit, O. Tpocruncekoi, T. €dimosa,
T. Jlarytina, I'. ToxTap Ta iH. HAyKOBIiB; HA POOJIEMi HABYaHHS TOBOPIHHIO
iHO3eMIiB akieHTyBasia yBary A. UHCTSKOBa; TEOPETHKO-METOJOJIOTIUHIN
OCHOBI KOMYHIKATHBHOTO WiAXOIYy /A0 BHWBYCHHS YKPAiHCBKOi MOBH SIK
iHozemHoi mpucesiueni npami O. I'onuapyk, B. Bposina. Y. B. Comnosiit
3a3Hayae, Mo Oy/1b-sIKUH piBeHb HABYAJIHLHOTO MPOLECY ITOBUHEH 0a3yBaTHCS
Ha TICHIA B3aeMojaii MOBHOTO, MOBJIEHHEBOIO Ta KOMYHIKATHBHOTO
exeMeHTiB [1, c. 274].
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