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Abstract

The present study aims to explore the factors that hinder the realization of cross-cul-
wral communication. It is culture that defines the participants of communication, the
choice of topics and communication strategies, the context, the way and conditions of
transmitting messages, the method of encoding and decoding information, the set of com-
municative steps, and so on. In the process of the contact of cultures the national-specific
peculiarities, unperceived during intracultural communication, become apparent. During
cross-cultural contacts a clash of two worldviews takes place. In this article we make an
attempt to consider the mechanisms of transformation of the vision of the world in the
process of cross-cultural communication, using two contacting linguocultures as an
example.
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Introduction

Two terms are used most frequently to denote phenomena that disturb the process of
communication: “hindrances” and “barriers”, and they are often used interchangeably.
We consider it appropriate to differentiate them, to study the reasons disturbing adequate
cross-cultural communication in more detail.

The factors that hinder the realization of communication as such can be considered
barriers. They include not knowing the foreign language in a situation of cross-cultural
communication or physiological factors, such as, for example, deafness or dumbness of
one of the interfocutors. Hindrances, in their turn, are factors that lower the quality of
communication: asymmetry, stereotyped reactions, language mistakes, and so on.
However, there is no impassable borderline between these two notions. For example, not
knowing the language does not mean a complete inability to communicate, as it can be
partly compensated by mimicry and gestures. On the other hand, the process of commu-
nication not complicated by hindrances is possible only theoretically. According to dif-
ferent data, only 25 to 30% of the information intended by the addresser of the informa-
tion is understood by the interlocutor, 10% is lost in the process of realization of the
indented into a verbal formula, another 40-45% - at the moment of the utterance because
of the shortage of communicative skills of the interlocutors (ability to speak and listen),
and another 20% - in the process of listening and understanding because of differences
in the level of intellect, competence and volume of background knowledge (Suxix
1998:52; Gamble and Gamble 1990:142).
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Communicative hindrances can be of three types: 1) from the source/addresser; 2)
from the receiver; 3) from the environment (Weaver 1995:23-24).

Hindrances from the environment include noise and bad visibility that disturb the
reception of sound and visual communicative signals, physical distance (for example,
when communicating information by phone or fax), and so on.

Hindrances on the part of the participants of communication can be subdivided into:
physiological; linguistic; behavioral; psychological; culturological.

The influence of hindrances can lead to communication failures, i.e. the interruption
of the communicative chain (as a rule, at the stage of encoding or decoding the mes-
sage), or to distortion of information. The latter often becomes the result of interference
— when factors of the native culture interfere with the interpretation of data about a for-
eign culture. When analyzing the causes of distorting information, the so-called “serial
communication” — transmission of information in turns from one communicant to
another — is also of interest (Gamble and Gambl€ 1990:143). In this case a multiple or
multi-stage decoding takes place, which is accompanied by the interference of multiple
hindrances on the part of both the participants and the environment. Each communicant
tends to omit (“erase”) part of the information that she/he deems unimportant, to sim-
plify information before communicating it to others, or to interpret it on the basis of
his/her own psychological peculiarities and cultura! experience. This means that during
serial communication there is a multiple “editing” of the initial message. As a result, up
to 80% of information can be distorted (the effect of a “Chinese telephone™). In the the-
ory of communication this phenomenon is called “dispersion effect.” As an illustration,
we can use the situations when travelers’ stories about distant travels, mediated by third
persons, appear in the press in an already distorted form. A similar phenomenon can take
place in the process of translation, which becomes an additional step of decoding and
interpretation.

Cross-cultural communication is carried out both on personal and institutional levels,
and the nature of hindrances on each level has its specific characteristics. One may sin-
gle out the following hindrances that function on the institutional level:

a) concealing information in accordance with the interests of the authorities; b) inten-
tional dosing of socially significant information; c) structuring information in the form
favorable for the authorities; d) using double-standards with regards to domestic and
external problems; e) bias in presenting information about other cultures.

The knowledge of the participants of the cross-cultural communication about where,
when, and for what reasons hindrances may occur allows predicting and preventing their
appearance. Let’s observe the hindrances appearing on the lexical level of cross-cultural
communication and ways of overcoming them.

Cross-Linguistic Discrepancies between Lexical Systems

Linguistic personality activates word meaning in his/her individual word-stock. It
has been experimentally proven that, with the purpose of semantizing the word, the indi-
vidual for instance “extracts™ all its meanings (unconsciously) from his/her word-stock
and chooses the one that is most acceptable for the given context. In cross-cultural com-
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munication a wrong choice of meaning may be conditioned by cross-linguistic dis-
crepancies between lexical systems: non-coincidence of the semantic structures of
words, problems of homonymy, polysemy, and so on. Thus, on a visit to Cleveland a
Russian girl was very confused when an American she barely knew invited her to visit
the Flats. It turned out that he was not inviting her to his apartment, but to a district in
Cleveland that was called so. Non-equivalent lexis becomes a hindrance exactly because
it stands for objects or phenomena unfamiliar to foreign language communicants and
therefore missing from their worldview. Such names are vividly marked from the
national-cultural viewpoint. Here are the examples of Armenian realia that have become
part of the English language: lavash, dooduk, xhachqar, etc.

The foreignness of the realia for another culture leads to the fact that its interpreta-
tion by a bearer and a non-bearer of linguoculture may differ significantly. For exam-
ple, for us the traditional Armenian kofta is a meatball made of well-kneaded ground
or mashed meat mixed with onion, vodka, egg, flour etc. But for a non-bearer of our
linguoculture kofta can be “the meat is often mixed with ingredients such as rice; bul-
gur; vegetables, or eggs to form a smooth paste. Koftas are sometimes made with fish
or vegetables rather than meat. They can be grilled, fried, steamed, backed or marinat-
ed and may be served with a rich spicy sauce” (Wikipedia).

Cultural-specific meanings are also fixed in onomastic realia: I'm from Missouri —
requiring proof; needing to be shown something in order to believe it. (From the nick-
name for the state of Missouri, the Show Me State.); Lucy Stoner — a female advocate
of womens rights; esp, a married woman who uses her maiden name as a
surname <the Lucy Stoners and womens rights fighters of her own class at college
(e.8., Gij Anush, Ara Gexecik, Msra Melik), i.e. those culturally loaded units, the real-
ization of whose meanings is impossible without accompanying background knowl-
edge comprising the essence of a specific culture.

The reason for communicative hindrances may be non-coincidence of the semantic
structures of words, i.e. their discrepancy in the capacity and content of the notion, as
well as their combinability with other notions.

The appearance of “false friends™ in translation is the result of cross-linguistic
paronymy. For example, the word “credit” is translated as «Juply» / «fyplinhip» in the
context, where it means «upniqupp».

No wonder that they fail to understand each other: the word «pnplg» in Armenian
is used with regards to privately-owned vacation homes, separate buildings in hotel
tomplexes or two/three-storied houses in which rich or at least non-poor Armenians
live. In English the word cotfage can mean a small (predominantly one-storied) house
~a dwelling of a peasant or a farmhand, as well as a small summerhouse in a resort dis-
trict or village.

Euphemistic Constructions in American Cuiture

One of the linguistic paradoxes is that Americans, who are proud of their openness
and straightforwardness, at the same time manifest an increased tendency towards euphe-
my. The motives, forcing Americans to resort to euphemism so frequently, are manifold.
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American linguists from the Department of Translation Studies, University of Tampere,
single out the following reasons: 1) striving to resolve complicated emotional situations,
for example, when talking about death (“the dearly departed” or “the loved one” instead
of “corpse”); 2) concealing the truth (“culturally-deprived” instead of “slum”); 3)
attributing social status ( “sanitation worker” instead of “garbage man"); 4) desire to
present the situation as socially acceptable ( “air-sickness bag” instead of “vomit sack");
5) striving to satisfy human vanity (for example, with the help of advertisements), (“pret-
ty-plus girls’size” instead of “overly large/plump plus girlis size ), 6) “technicalization”
of the language by specialists ( “receiving waters” instead of “effluant”).

One may also bring the following examples of euphemisms spread in the US that allow
presenting unpleasant, unwelcome phenomena, insulting someone’s dignity, in a more
favorable, “ennobled” light: food-preparation center — kitchen; comfort station — toilet; etc.
The tendency for wide usage of euphemisms has especially vividly manifested itself in
recent decades in connection with the tendency of Americans towards political correctness,
which has been secured in the legislation. There are lists of words the usage of which is
considered unwelcome or unacceptable. American linguists have often written that English
language is “sexist,” i.e. stipulating the manifestation of gender prejudices. That is why
instructions recommend using forms that are neutral in terms of indicating a person’s gen-
der: “human beings”, “human race” instead of “mankind”; “business manager"”, *busi-
ness person " instead of “businessman”. The address Ms. instead of Miss/Mrs. is also con-
sidered preferable, it allows avoiding asymmetry compared with an address to a man Mr
(not indicating the marital status of its bearer). In letters to officials it is reccommended that
forms of address Mr./Ms. President or a neutral word Greetings should be used, as some
women leaders refuse pointblank to read letters starting with the address Mr. President.

American linguists also recommend being politically correct with respect to people
of various age groups. For example, it is not advised to use the words gir! and boy to refer
to people older than 13. Teenagers are often called young man/young woman, young
adults to flatter their self-esteem.

Special attention is paid to words and gestures pointing at the ethnic and race affilia-
tion as, according to V.I. Karasik, “the majority of subjective pejoratives in English are
insults on the basis of national and race affiliation” (1989:87). It is recommended to avoid
information of such sort in context: “Zhao She is unusually tall” instead of “Zhao She is
unusually tall Asian™ Besides, as the authors of the book “Understanding Intercultural
Communication” point out, some offensive gestures have been replaced in the language
of gestures used by deaf and mute people: thus, instead of a twist of the little finger near
the comer of the eye to signify the Japanese, now the movement of the palm imitating the
form of the Japanese islands is used; instead of flattening the nose to stand for African
Americans — a gesture to signify the map of Africa (Samovar et al. 1981:212),

The norms of political correctness should be observed when talking about material
well-being and people’s social status. “Indication of lifestyle in an English-speaking soci-
ety is built up in such a way that less affluent people would not feel aggrieved.” So, for
example, expensive carriages in trains are called first class, and the cheap ones are called
standard (Karasik 1992:43). The same tendency is observed in the attempt to rename
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some professions: “executive assistant” instead of “secretary”; “beautician” instead of
“hairdresser”; “custodian’ instead of ‘‘janitor”; “homemaker” or “household execu-
tive” instead of “housewife” etc. “Non-prestigious” names like “second-hand automo-
bile dealers " now are changed to “rebuilt” or *‘reconditioned” and “second-hand shop”
is changed to “buy-and-sell shop”.

In situations of cross-cultural communication, euphemy as a form of indirect nomi-
nation does not explain, but, on the contrary, obscures, veils the meaning, and that is why
it may become a hindrance on the way to understanding. So, for' example, even the
British who visit the US perceive the euphemisms for toilet — restroom and bathroom —
in literal sense, as a room for rest and a room for having a bath. It is natural that for native
speakers of other languages, for example, Armenian, such forms of language expression
turn out to be more complicated to decipher. Many funny cases are connected with incor-
rect perception by Armenian travelers of such words and word combinations as, for
example, “bathroom tissue” or “bath tissue”; “powder room” etc..

Besides, the difficulty in understanding and using euphemistic constructions by
Armenian communicants is conditioned by the fact that the norms of political correctness
are expressed very weakly in Armenia. One of the reasons for such a state of things is
lack of laws and instructions in Armenia referring to norms of political correctness, as
well as the fact that this notion has not been formed in the consciousness of most native
speakers of Armenian. In this connection during cross-cultural contacts between
Armenians and Americans awkward situations often arise, which is based on the fact that
we do not take into consideration the norms of political correctness.

However, it should be pointed out that sometimes the effort of Americans to
observe these norms goes too far. Unjustified substitutes are offered, “herstory”
instead of “history”.

The use of foul language is closely linked with the problems of creating euphemisms.
However paradoxical it may be, American language community that is so fond of euphe-
my, has nevertheless quite high degree of tolerance of obscene expressions. The forms
of linguistic expression that are considered acceptable in the presence of an American
woman are unacceptable in the presence of an Armenian woman. The consequences of
this circumstance in cross-cultural communication can be very serious. The participant
of cross-cultural communication must be capable of balancing the degree of obscenity of
the words and expressions in two contacting languages. Otherwise it may give rise to
ungrounded resentment; incorrect assessment of the communication partner and his/her
speech behavior as extremely free or, on the contrary, stale and hypocritical; inappropri-
ate use of strong language in improper situations, and so on.

In different linguocultures the forms of expressing the external, social component of
emotions may differ and thus influence the individual perception of the connotative com-
ponent of the language. The wrong choice of the word may lead to discomfitures, insult
and misunderstanding. So, for example, the word «julinhp» in Armenian is neutral, but
in English “problem " has a negative connotation. That is why when during communi-
cation with business partners from USA Armenian businessmen say: “Let’s discuss
some problems " very often Americans feel (get) offended and embarrassed.
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In essence the English language is more energetic, the way of expressing thoughts is
precise and laconic. For the Armenian language, in its turn, a more subtle nuancing of
meanings is typical, the whole structure of the language is aimed at expressing various
shades of emotions.

Non-coinciding interjections that serve to express the same or similar emotions can
also become hindrances. For example, «/ip» — “Phew!”; «dwfu, dufu» (gufp
dulwliuel) ~ “Ouch!”; «@mi» — “Nuts!”; «C3p» (unw) — “Hash! Hash!" etc.

Phraseologisms occupy a special place among language units from the point of view
of their emotional richness and evaluativeness. According to E. Belyaevskaya “a word
exists in the lexical system of the language, in the context of the linguoculture, on the
crossroads of different associations with other language units” (1987:59). In each specif-
ic context a word acquires new connections and associations that often follow it and later
get their realization in new contexts. Connotations and associations maybe closely relat-
ed to precedent texts (the term suggested by Yu.N. Karaulov), the knowledge of which is
essential for adequate understanding of such nationally marked units as “gone with the
wind” - gone as if taken away by the wind (4 phrase made famous by the Margaret
Mitchell novel and subsequent film “Gone with the Wind". The phrase is used to
make gone have a stronger force.); “Tooth fairy” — a fairy supposed to leave money
under a child’s pillow in place of a baby tooth that has just fallen out; *“Box and Cox"
- used to refer to an arrangement whereby people make use of the same accommodation
or facilities at different times, according to a strict arrangement (The term comes from
the comic play ‘Box and Cox - A Romance of Real Life in One Act’, by John Maddison
Morton. Box and Cox were two lodgers who shared their rooms - one occupying them
by day and the other by night.) in English and «Rup Lauquip», «Qwpunpny Pulinu»,
«Uhlnup dwhp punbwy» ({ngh. EoudwGwi), «Guuwyupubh 2upunpnipynb»
(Uhdwly), «ynlip Bnnhlp nypng» (Muddh) in Armenian. One may object that not all
native speakers are familiar with the complete text that became the source of creating
these units. However, we believe that minimal knowledge of at least the brief content of
precedent texts is necessary to realize the meanings of the units under consideration. Not
knowing the precedent texts both in one’s own and in a foreign culture, not realizing their
cultural ties may lead to communication failures.

Conclusion

For adequate cross-cultural communication to occur a correspondence of the world-
views of communicants is required. Relocation into a new cultural-linguistic space
requires that a foreign-language communicant should correct his/her own linguistic
worldview and bring it into correspondence with the changed conditions.

If difference in worldviews makes communication difficult and leads to communica-
tive hindrances and failures, then a necessity arises to bring them to correspondence with
cach other: both communicants “shape their own pragmatic orientations: the first one -
for adequate transfer of information, the second one - for its adequate understanding. In
cross-cultural communication the main burden of adaptation falls on the non-bearer of
linguoculture who is learning to think, speak and act as a native.

124



Culture Studies Armenian Folia Anglistika

For an accurate perception of reality a communicant from a foreign culture needs to
make corrections in his/her linguistic worldview, corrections that reflect a certain lan-
guage and culture properly. The appearance of a qualitatively new image of the surround-
ing reality signifies the transformation of the linguistic worldview of the communicant —
the participant of cross-cultural communication.
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Uhed2ulmpujhG jungplinnnGlpp b npulg hwnpwhwpiw ninhlbpp
bumnpnulgmpyub pépugpnud

Uhodwlmpwjhl hpwqtiynpjul junmgywdpmd wpnhwyw t npunGmd tn-
jupdpnGiwG juGnhpp, pwGh np hwnnppuigdwl gnpdGuywb Junn hpuyhGwyGipmd
wlhwuwp pwpuymd t GpwG, np hp funuplinG n gnponqnepyniGGtpp ufuwy GG plGywy-
Unui gnpopGltipng Ynnidhg, «3kG hwulnid» Gpud, pwih np hwnopnwlgdwG pGpwg-
pnid  wnwowlGmy &6 wpqlipGtp b funyplgownGtp: Hpwbp tunypGopnuumd GG hn-
femipnGdwGp, prwlGqupnud wprynuGwybn hwnnpgwygiwGp b Jupnn GG hwGglglty
hwjwiwpnmpjub YnGhhywwhG hpunhdwyGhph): Npwbu Gubnd, wnwewgud
KWJwpmpymGGhpp wwjdwlunnpwd b6 hwnnppuygynnlhph dwynpughG wnwp-
PapnipynitGGaph wunhGwlny, npnlp 366 Ywpnn Yhipwgyb) wiihpwubu hwnnppwyg-
twd pGpwgpmt: QwnappuygdwG Giwé ndyupmpymGGtpp pnnGwd t wigwbby
thodywympwhG psplinniplikp Wwy wpghypGhp: dbpehGGtiphu hwnpuwhwpiwG
hwiwp wywhwbgynud GG hwwnndy 9wGptip U junppwjhG ghwnbhpGhp:

Wyu tpym igpmypllpp’ «fungplinniplbipp» U «cawupqlyplibpp» hwdwju ogumugnpd-
ynu &G npwbu dhijwlg dhinfuwphGanbtp: Uww)G, Gupuumwiwhwpdup GGp hwdw-
pmd tnupppwyty ghwbp U npwbu ophGwy nhnwpyty pwrwhG ungpGnownGhpp, n-
inGp huwGqupmy GG dhedywympwjhG 2¢niwd hpwywlwgdwp:
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6 wwwnGwnGhpp, npnlp uwGqupmad GG hwnnpnuygdwl hpugnpodwGp, wiyw-
Gmui GG wpqlypthp. onwup (kquh shdwgnpyntGp dhedwynpuyhl hpwdhSwyGhpnud
Yuid hghninghwlw( gnpdnGhlpp, hGawhuhp 66 hwnnpquygynnGphg Wah g
Gp Ywd hwdpnpymGp: onypGnnnGtpp, hpkGg htpphG, gnponGGbp b, npnGp GYwqbg-
Gmd &6 wpymGuytn hwynppuygdw6 npuwyp: HwGp K6’ wihwdwywthnpmap,
Yunuujupjwd hwywqntignipyniGGtpp (nbwyghwGtn), |kqyulwb ufuunGhpp b wy)G:

Qwtwfu junyplnmnGtph we{wjnpniGp hwiqbglmy t yndmGhywnhy / hwnnp-
guygwiul dwpnnnuiGtph, wyuhlpl’ wmbnbjuwwnyuyul b hwnnppuygwiwi
mpwyh pnhwndwGp Ywd wnbntuwympjul wnuyjwniwip: dbpehGu hwéwt
hwpwquwm Wwynyph gnpdnGitph b ounun Wawynyph funppwjhG ghwnbhpGhph
wihwiwwywunwupwlnmppul wpynip t Gpu JtlGwpwlimpywi plGpugpmu:
UhedwlynpwjhG funyplnnnGliph wnwewgdw i wwwnGwnGph hdwgmpjmbp poy|
t wwhu juGountuby b ullub npuGg wnwpwgmip:

MexxynbTypHBIC HOMEXH H CHOCOOH! HX HPCOXONCHAN
B IIPONECCe KOMMYHEKAITHAH

B cTpyKType MEeXKYJILTYPHOH KOMNETEHTHOCTM aKTyalbHO#H CTaHOBHTCA npoliema
B3aHMONOHKMAHHA, MOCKOINBKY BO MHOTHX NPAKTHYECKHX CHTYaLHAX OGLUIEHHA HHIHBH]
CTJIKHBAETCA C TEM, YTO €ro CJIOBa H MMOCTYNIKH HEMpPaBHIbHO BOCTIPHHAMAIOTCS MapTHe-
pOM, “He JOXOJAT [0 HEro, T.€. B MPOLECCe KOMMYHHKALMH BO3HHKAIOT fIOMEXH H Tpe-
narcrBud. OHY MELIAIOT BJaHMONOHHMAHHIO, HApYWAloT npouece 3Q¢EKTHBHOH KOMMYHH-
KaUHH H cnoco6Hbl MPHBECTH K BOIHHKHOBEHHIO KOHGUIHKTHBIX cuTyaun#. Kak npasuio,
BO3HHKAIOILHE TPYAHOCTH OOYCNORNEHBI CTENEHBIO MEXXKYALTYPHBIX PavIH4HIt NapPTHEPOB,
KOTOpbIE HE MOFyT ObITb JTHMHHHPOBAHbI CPa3y B Npouecce KOMMyHHKaLMH, Takue Tpyn-
HOCTH OGILCHHS NPHHATO Ha3bIBATh MEXKYNbTYPHbIMH KOMMYHHKATHBHBIMH TOMEXaMH
WIH GapbepaMH, KOTOpbIE B CHITY HX MPaKTHYECKOH 3HAYHMOCTH TpeGyIoT ocobbix ychiui
¥ CNIEUHATHHBIX 3HAHHI W NpeoNoNeHns. ITH [Ba TepMHHA: “TiomexH” B “Gapbepbi” He-
PEAKO HCMIONB3YIOTCS KAK B3aHMo3aMeHAeMble. OQHAKo, noiaraeM LenecooGpa3HbiM aug-
¢hepeHunpoBaTL IaHHbIE TEPMHHDI, H KAK IPHMEP PACCMOTPETD IEKCHYECKHE NOMEXH Me-
LIAIOUIHE aAEKBATHOMY MEXKY/ILTYPHOMY OGLUIEHHIO.

IIpnunHBI, KOTOPLIE NPENATCTBYIOT OCYLIECTRICHHIO KOMMYHHKAUKH ABAAIOTCA 0apse-
PaMH: HE3HAHHE HHOCTPAHHOIO A3bIKA B CHTYaUMH MEXKYILTYPHOIO OGIICHHS WiH (hH3HO-
NorH4eCcKHe HaKTOpbl, KaK, HAMPHMEP, FMYXOTa WK HEMOTa OHOIO H3 cobeceannkos. ITo-
MEXH, B CBOIO OY€EPE(lb, — ITO (HaKTOPbI, KOTOPbIE CHHXKAIOT KA4eCTBO 3(eKTHBHOH KOM-
MYHUKalMH. aCHMMETDHS, CTEPCOTHNHBIE PEAKLMH, SA3ILIKOBbIE OWHGKY M T.1.

3a4acTylo HUIHYHE NIOMEX NPHBOJHT K KOMMYHHKATHBHBIM COOSM, T.€. NpepbiBaHHI
HH(OPMATHBHO-KOMMYHHKATHBHOM LENOYKH WIH K HCKXEHUIO HHopMauuu. [ocneanee
YacTO CTAHOBHTCA PE3Y/ILTATOM HECOCTBIKOBKH (HaKTOpOB POAHOM KyNbTypbi ¢ ¢(hOHOBOH
Hicopmalme qyXKoi KyTbTypbl B IPOLECCE €€ HHTEPNPETAUHH. SHAHHE NPHYKH BOIHHK-
HOBEHHS MEXKYJIbTYPHbIX KOMMYHHKATHBHbLIX NOMEX MO3BOJIAET NMPOTHO3HPOBATH H Mpe-
ROTBPALIATD KX NOARNCHHE.

126



