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THE INTEGRATIVE POTENTIAL
OF SOCIOCULTURAL COMMUNICATION

The relevance of the chosen topic lies, first of all, in the need to find integrative mechanisms that
ensure the reproduction of the socio-cultural integrity of society. This integrity is maintained and re-
produced, among other means, through socio-cultural communication.

The article aims to study the integrative potential of sociocultural communication. The stated goal
requires the implementation of the following tasks:

— to define the concept of “sociocultural communication”;

— to investigate the functioning of sociocultural communication within certain sign-symbolic se-
mantic boundaries,

— to determine the role of culture in the semantic organization of communicative relations,

— to highlight the significance of socio-cultural communication in the development of society.

Research methods. The use of the systemic method contributed to a comprehensive and comprehen-
sive understanding of the role of sociocultural communication in the reproduction of society as a system.

The socio-cultural method is focused on understanding society as a holistic socio-cultural system
and allowed us to determine the significance of socio-cultural communication in the formation and re-
lay of the sign-symbolic component of social development.

The historical-philosophical method helps to trace the multifaceted nature of the concept of com-
munication and serves as a tool for its most relevant definition in modern socio-cultural conditions.

Results. Based on the understanding of the sociocultural system as a unity of social, cultural,
and personal components that relate to one another as system and environment and exist through
mutual interpenetration let us investigate the essence of sociocultural communication.

First and foremost, sociocultural communication is communication carried out within the frame-
work of the sociocultural system, which in turn constitutes the unity of the social system, culture,
and the individual.

The individual acts as the subject of sociocultural communication on the following grounds: a subject
of communication can only be regarded as such if they are capable of internal communication, capable
of generating ideas, meanings, and values that are subsequently transmitted in external communication.
1t is within intrapersonal communication that ideas and meanings are born, which later, in the process
of intersubjective communication, take the form of values, conventions, ideologies, and so forth.

Culture, as a program of communicative interactions and interrelations, can function in three distinct
ways. Communicative organization may be directed toward the reproduction of communicative interac-
tions and connections in their unchanged form, aiming to preserve their stability. This mode referred to
here as traditional exists not only in traditional societies but also in modern, rapidly changing ones, since
without the simple reproduction of its core characteristics, socio-cultural communication risks disinte-
gration. Communicative organization may be aimed at transforming socio-cultural interactions and in-
terrelations, driven by the need to adapt to changes in the external environment. This innovative mode,
based on the foundation of traditional organization, brings communicative interactions and connections
into alignment with social, cultural, and personal transformations. This method leads to communicative
interaction and interconnection in accordance with the context of socio-cultural transformations to which
modern society is subject. It is noted that the integrative potential of socio-cultural communication can
also be aimed at creating fundamentally new meanings and forms of communicative interaction.
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Introduction. The relevance of the chosen topic lies primarily in the need to search for integrative
mechanisms that ensure the reproduction of the sociocultural integrity of society. This integrity is
maintained and reproduced, among other means, through sociocultural communication. As an integral
element of society’s functioning as a social system, communication cannot generate meaning, interpret
meanings, or produce new knowledge without the participation of conscious individuals.

This article explores how philosophy can be used to analyze contemporary communication chal-
lenges, for example, the ethical dimension of communication in the context of virtualization and digi-
talization of society, and the impact of infocommunication technologies on human interaction. This
approach enhances our understanding of the complexity of interpersonal and social communication,
and helps to address fundamental questions about the integrative potential of sociocultural commu-
nication.

Degree of Scientific Development of the Issue. From various methodological perspectives, com-
munication and its significance for the functioning of society as a sociocultural system have been
analyzed by P. Berger, T. Luckmann, J. Lotman, P. Sorokin, T. Parsons, J. Habermas, N. Luhmann,
Jaap van Ginneken, C. Mangion, G. Turbanti, J. Storey, M. Shahreza and others. However, under
modern conditions, the analysis of sociocultural communication particularly its integrative component
requires further research.

The article aims to study the integrative potential of sociocultural communication.

The stated goal requires the implementation of the next tasks:

— to define the concept of “sociocultural communication”;

— to investigate the functioning of sociocultural communication within certain sign-symbolic se-
mantic boundaries;

— to determine the role of culture in the semantic organization of communicative relations;

— to highlight the significance of socio-cultural communication in the development of society.

Research methods. The use of the systemic method contributed to a comprehensive and compre-
hensive understanding of the role of sociocultural communication in the reproduction of society as
a system.

The socio-cultural method is focused on understanding society as a holistic socio-cultural system
and allowed us to determine the significance of socio-cultural communication in the formation and re-
lay of the sign-symbolic component of social development.

The historical-philosophical method helps to trace the multifaceted nature of the concept of com-
munication and serves as a tool for its most relevant definition in modern socio-cultural conditions.

Main Content. Sociocultural communication can be interpreted as an element of social action
aimed at creating and maintaining contact between a subject and others for the purpose of transmitting
various messages. Its goals and means may vary, including informing, changing another subject’s
behavior, or achieving mutual understanding.

The above considerations highlight the need to engage in philosophical analysis to better understand
sociocultural communication. As noted by Mangion: “The philosophy of communication is a growing
branch within both philosophy and communication studies, and although it has been traditionally
studied as part of the philosophy of language, it is rapidly achieving an identity of its own. This text
hopes to make a small contribution towards making progress in that direction” [10, p. 456].

Referring to Jaap van Ginneken, “industrialization and urbanization had meanwhile led to en-
tirely new needs for information about individuals’ constantly shifting psycho-social orientations”
[5, p. 289]. Thus, sociocultural communication can be presented “as the process of sharing ideas,
information and messages with others” [13, p. 4].

It is important to emphasize that the semantic organization of communicative actions and connec-
tions, which is shaped by culture, introduces another dimension to the analysis of sociocultural com-
munication—namely, the content of the communicative process. In most definitions of sociocultural
communication, the transmission of information is considered its essential feature. This definition
implies the recognition of culture, the social system, and the individual as participants in the commu-
nicative process. In this context, society as a social system emerges as the result of integration into
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a network of communicative interactions. According to the research Sawyer R., Chen G.-M., in modern
society “the compression of time and space, due to the convergence of new media and globalization,
has shrunk the world into a much smaller interactive field” [14, p.151].

For the implementation of communicative actions and the functioning of communication networks,
meanings, values, signs, symbols, and other semiotic elements are essential. Information and its interpre-
tations within the communicative process must find concrete expression in order to be further transmit-
ted. In both intrapersonal and interpersonal social communication, information and interpretation take
on a sign-symbolic form that embodies specific meanings. Thus, communication exists within particu-
lar sign-symbolic semantic boundaries: “The relationship of the system to external reality and their mu-
tual impenetrability has, since Kant, been examined many times. From the semiotic point of view, they
represent the antinomy between language and the world beyond the borders of language. That space,
lying outside of language, enters the sphere of language and is transformed into ’content’ only as a con-
stituent element of the dichotomy content/expression. To speak of unexpressed content is non-sensical”

[8, p. 38].

Language and other cultural forms of communication play a dual role. On one hand, they organize
communicative actions within the possibilities of their functioning in the social structure. On the other,
they serve as tools for the semantic construction of reality. Referring to P. Berger and T. Luckmann,
social order exists only as a product of human activity; it is created by individuals through a continuous
process of externalization [1, p. 83].

Certain features of sociocultural communication can be traced back to the Postmodern era: “Post-
modernism has disturbed many of the old certainties surrounding questions of cultural value. In par-
ticular, it has problematized the question of why some texts are canonized, while others disappear
without trace: that is, why only certain texts supposedly «pass the test of time»” [17, p. 201].

Communicative organization assigns some connections and actions to the communicative structure,
and others to the external environment. This process of classification is governed by the system’s own
norms and values, with language as a system of symbols serving as the primary tool. Culture, first
and foremost, performs the function of communicative organization within the sociocultural system.
Symbols, as forms identifying meaning, acquire a conventional character in the process of commu-
nication. Thus, sociocultural communication is a form of social interaction, in which the subjects
individuals, social groups, and others carry out communicative actions within a network of social
relations, shaped by culturally conditioned forms. Due to M. Shahreza, it should be noted that “com-
munication is not only limited to the language aspect, but also includes the diverse ways we interact
and share information” [15].

The semantic organization of communicative actions and connections, shaped by a given culture,
highlights another important aspect of analyzing sociocultural communication namely, the content
of the communicative process. As Mangion notes: “Current interest in communication studies is
understandable given the proliferation of communication technologies that are part and parcel of to-
day’s world. However, while this interest tends to focus on the media applications of communication
technologies, the concept of communication that underlies these technologies remains unexamined”
[10, p. 12].

Talcott Parsons regarded communication as one of the fundamental functions of culture. He
wrote: “Without general recognition and relative stability of meanings, mutual complementarity
of expectations is impossible. This applies primarily to the cognitive system of symbols, though
not exclusively. Moreover, in this aspect of culture, the normative element is always present in
orientation, since adherence to linguistic conventions and belief systems is a condition of commu-
nication” [11, p. 178].

According to Jiirgen Habermas, communicative action, which is aimed at mutual understanding
between subjects and coordinating their activities, has the capacity to resist the intrusion of the system
world namely, the market economy and state bureaucracy into the lifeworld. Unlike other types of so-
cial action, communicative action, in Habermas’s view, possesses a creative and constructive power.
Habermas argues that all concepts of action used in social theory can be reduced to four fundamental
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types. The concept of teleological action refers to the behavior of an individual who pursues a goal
by selecting and applying the most effective means. If the actor takes into account not only their own
decisions but also those of others, such goal-directed behavior becomes strategic action. The concept
of normatively regulated action corresponds not to an isolated individual but to a particular social
group oriented toward shared values. In this type of action, individuals act not based on pre-defined
goals, but in accordance with socially accepted norms, values, and the expectations of others.

The concept of communicative action relates to the interaction of at least two language-capable,
action-oriented subjects, ““...in which actors in society seek to reach common understanding and to co-
ordinate actions by reasoned argument, consensus, and cooperation rather than strategic action strictly
in pursuit of their own goals” [6, p.84]. The actors aim to achieve a mutual understanding of the action
situation in order to coordinate both action plans and the actions themselves: “The pursuit of mutual
understanding and coordinated action distinguishes communicative action from teleological action
(which serves the goal of only one actor), normatively regulated action (which is subject to shared rules
and values), and dramaturgical action (which is guided by motives of self-presentation)” [7, p. 65].

The basis for distinguishing communicative action from non-communicative forms lies in the mean-
ing embedded in the subject’s speech acts. Communicative action is carried out with the intention
of reaching mutual understanding and coordinating actions with other actors. From this perspective,
actions that aim to establish connections with others and convey certain messages or information
though seemingly communicative in nature are in fact non-communicative if they treat other actors
merely as objects.

Speech acts, however, do not exhaust the entire content of communicative action. It is important to
study not only the rules for using signs, the meanings and semantics of texts, and the methods of con-
veying and interpreting them in the speaking and listening processes, but also the way significant social
processes and phenomena are reflected in the text. Moreover, communicative action is of interest in
terms of the social content of intentions and conventions.

Communicative action can be organized in such a way that the aspiration for mutual understanding
and coordinated activity becomes not only an end in itself but also a means of realizing mutual inter-
ests, affirming commitment to shared values, or creating a favorable image of one another.

In Habermas’s conception, communicative action appears as a processual and creative form of ac-
tivity-oriented interaction aimed at developing new goals including universally significant ones such
as achieving social harmony (a new historical consensus) as well as seeking the most effective means
for attaining them. This, according to Habermas, is the main purpose of this type of communication,
which may be conditionally described as communication of goal formation and purposeful collective
creativity. It is this form of communication, based on the principle of constructive interaction, that
the philosopher associates with the concept of “communicative rationality” [6, p. 216].

Niklas Luhmann also attributes creative potential to communication, but on a fundamentally
different methodological level. Whereas many sociological and especially socio-psychological
theories tend to equate society with consciousness (understood as deliberate and conscious interac-
tions), Luhmann, on the contrary, posits that the communication system (society) and the psychic
system (consciousness) are closed and autonomously functioning formations. Due to Jodo Costa,
“This definition gives us the key notion that the system—environment distinction is the fundament
to the creation of a system. The systems appear and are therefore observable as a result of this dis-
tinction, by which the observer can assign the place of observation either inside the system or in
the environment. In other words, this distinction is the key constitutive step of social systems—sys-
tems come to exist as distinct from environment” [Costa, p.27]. As a result, carriers of consciousness
individuals do not “enter” society, that is, the communication system. Society, as an autopoietic
(self-creating and self-reproducing) system, is communication itself. Thus, it is not individuals, but
communication that creates society.

In social communication, it is not individuals who are elements, bearers, or subjects of communi-
cation, but rather information itself. In the communication system as conceived by Luhmann, “...there
is no place not only for individuals, but also for culture, which is replaced by another communicative
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component — language” [9, p. 93]. However, such a radical exclusion of individuals with their con-
sciousness, psyche, and actions as well as culture from society renders the very concept of society
meaningless. It is culture that forms the crucial link distinguishing society not only from biological
systems, but also from other informational systems. Carried to its logical conclusion, Luhmann’s
theory presents society as a global informational-communicational system. In his theory, the social
system appears as self-communicating communication a system that communicates with itself, as
a non-individual and non-cultural entity, resembling a computer-like mechanism.

It should be noted, in Niklas Luhmann’s theory of society, the concept of form is used to designate
the boundary of the system. As previously noted, this form marks the line that differentiates the system
from its external environment. However, such a radical exclusion from society—not only of individuals
with their consciousness, psyche, and actions, but also of culture—renders the very concept of society
meaningless. It is culture that constitutes the crucial link distinguishing society not only from biolo-
gical systems, but also from other informational systems. Carried to its logical extreme, Luhmann’s
reasoning leads to the view of society as a global informational-communicational system. In this
model, the social system appears as self-communicating communication a system that interacts with
itself, existing as a non-individual and non-cultural entity, resembling a computer.

Luhmann explains changes within social systems by the constant distinction made in communi-
cation between message and information, and between information and interpretation. At the same
time, the operations of consciousness (of individual persons) and the operations of communication
occur independently of one another. In other words, individuals are not subjects, sources, or carriers
of communication; therefore, they do not belong to the system, but rather to its environment. If we
consistently develop the logic of Luhmann’s systems analysis, the system becomes a network of rela-
tions (communications) without substance or elements (although Luhmann considers information to
be a system element, a message that contains information is itself a form of connection—otherwise, its
meaning is lost). Luhmann calls for abandoning the concept of social action (including communica-
tive action), arguing that communication deals not with actions but with events within the system.
Communication thus emerges as a supra-individual system.

In Luhmann’s theory, as mentioned earlier, the concept of form is used to mark “...the system
boundary, distinguishing it from the environment” [9, p. 82]. Communicative action, meanwhile, is
an aspect of social action that characterizes it as an act aimed at establishing and maintaining contact
between the acting subject and others, with the goal of transmitting and understanding messages.
The purposes and means of communicative action may vary from informing and influencing the be-
havior of another person to achieving mutual understanding, or, conversely, to misleading.

In contrast to Luhmann, we argue that individuals are the transformative force within the social
system and its environment (although, of course, this force remains merely potential without mutual
connections). Communication, understood as a social system, cannot produce meaning, interpretation,
or creativity such as the generation of new ideas and knowledge without the participation of conscious
individuals. Culture and social systems serve as the conditions (sources or enabling frameworks) that
either support or constrain the creative and transformative actions of individuals. The person cannot
be merely part of the environment of communication; they are not only a reflective agent but also
a communicative one.

For the realization of communicative actions and the functioning of communicative networks,
meanings, significations, signs, symbols, and so on are necessary. Messages, information, and in-
terpretations in the communicative process must acquire concrete form in order to be operated upon
and transmitted. Firstly, in both intrapersonal and interpersonal or social communication, messages,
information, and interpretation acquire sign-based, symbolic form. Secondly, these signs and symbols
carry specific meanings and significance. Thirdly, communication is carried out according to estab-
lished or agreed-upon rules, procedures, and technologies. Thus, communication exists within certain
semiotic-symbolic, normative, and meaningful boundaries. Culture, as a system of values and norms,
defines the forms and limits of the communicative process. The communicative boundary is the boun-
dary of what is possible—beyond which lie things devoid of meaning and significance.



IEPCIEKTUBH. COL[IAJIbHO-TIOJIITHYHIH KYPHAJT Ne 2, 2025 155

By boundary (form), what is meant is not a spatial outline of communicative processes, but rather
the area of intersection of communicative actions and communicative networks. Communicative
actions of individuals that fall outside the bounds of these networks are situated on the other side
of the system—in its external environment. Within the forms and boundaries of the socio-cultural
system, communicative actions and connections are organized in a specific way. It is this particular
mode of organization that enables us to distinguish the system from its environment and to identify
the system itself.

Language, the symbolic world, and other cultural forms of communication play a dual role. On
the one hand, they organize communicative actions within the limits of their functionality in the social
structure. On the other hand, they serve as means of constructing meaning and reality (as emphasized
by phenomenological sociology). In this sense, we can agree with P. Berger and T. Luckmann that
“social order exists only as a product of human activity; it is created by individuals in the process
of constant externalization” [1, p. 74]. Communicative organization classifies some connections
and actions as part of the communicative structure, and others (as forms of freedom restriction) as
belonging to the external environment. The mechanism of this classification is the system of norms
and values of a given system, and the instrument is language as a system of symbols. In other words,
“the function of communicative organization of the socio-cultural system its structuring and restruc-
turing is fulfilled by culture” [12, p. 113].

The system of social relations itself, can be Whatever motives a person may be guided by in their
activities hidden (unconscious) or explicit and regardless of which scientific language is used to de-
scribe them, all of this is captured in culture. Culture can be understood as “a text in which human
motivation is recorded and fixed” [13, p. 322]. Should be focus attention, in this context sociocultural
communication is understood not as the transmission of a message or information, but as the transfer
of meanings that is, the semantic content of information. Moreover, all elements of the communicative
process: message, understanding, interpretation, utterance, text, discourse, knowledge, opinion, sign,
symbol, language, and others embody, in one way or another, a single core: meaning.

As already mentioned earlier, the concept of “meaning” also holds a key position in Niklas Luh-
mann’s theory, where it signifies a special form of ordering social communication. Communication,
in this view, constitutes the semantic reconstruction of society. Meaning allows us to identify the ho-
rizons within which the organization of social systems becomes possible. Communication is thus not
understood as the “transfer” of information, but as an ever-emerging semantic surplus, which can
potentially address any participant, both on the individual and collective levels. The semantic struc-
turing of the social system ensures the necessary coherence, and through it, the integrity of society.

It is important to note that the distinction between message, information, and understanding, as
formulated in Luhmann’s theory, significantly broadens the horizon of socio-cultural communication
analysis, as it emphasizes the difference between message and information [9, p. 223].

Communication begins with a message and ends with understanding. Both poles are anchored in
the individual. Therefore, communication should be considered a sequential transformation of mean-
ing. Interpretation is an integral component of both the message and understanding. Any message,
before being sent, is interpreted by the communicator—it contains the communicator’s interpretation.
The message is also interpreted by the recipient. In a message, meaning is assigned by the communi-
cator (meaning-giving) and defined by the recipient (meaning-reading). Since both message and un-
derstanding “belong” to subjects the communicator and the recipient—are oriented toward the subjects
of communication, and are subjectively motivated (meaning-giving and meaning-reading), they con-
stitute the content of communicative action.

Understanding in the communicative process acts as the content of communicative action, repre-
senting the unity of interpretation (as a meaning-decoding operation) and comprehension (as the trans-
formation of the message into a coherent system of personal meaning).

Results. Based on the understanding of the sociocultural system as a unity of social, cultural,
and personal components that relate to one another as system and environment and exist through
mutual interpenetration let us investigate the essence of sociocultural communication.
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First and foremost, sociocultural communication is communication carried out within the frame-
work of the sociocultural system, which in turn constitutes the unity of the social system, culture,
and the individual. This definition implies the recognition of culture, the social system, and the indi-
vidual as participants in the communicative process.

The essence of sociocultural communication should be determined through the consistent identi-
fication of the purpose, functions, and roles played in this process by the individual, the social sys-
tem, and culture. The individual acts as the subject of sociocultural communication on the following
grounds: A subject of communication can only be regarded as such if they are capable of internal
communication, capable of generating ideas, meanings, and values that are subsequently transmitted
in external communication. It is within intrapersonal communication that ideas and meanings are born,
which later, in the process of intersubjective communication, take the form of values, conventions,
ideologies, and so forth.

Conclusions. In social systems, communication is primarily understood as connections intended for
messages, information, and its interpretation. Based on this understanding, the role of social systems
in sociocultural communication can be outlined as follows: the social system is a network of com-
municative interactions among individuals. If social systems constitute a network of communicative
interactions and the associations formed on that basis, then culture organizes these interactions through
norms, values, and standards.

Sociocultural communication represents a unity of the actions of subjects in interpreting messages
and identifying in these messages the information of mutual interest, which is consistent with the va-
lues and norms of a specific culture. As for other models of communicative interaction, they possess
either a destructive or blocking potential (inhibiting both destructive and constructive actions).

Sociocultural communication has the potential necessary for the integration of society if it is based
on an organization that directs communicative interactions toward mutual support among subjects
and communicative connections toward the exchange of information aimed at solving public issues
within the framework of equitable dialogue.
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Axmyanvnicms obpanoi memu nons2ae, nepul 3a ece, y HeOOXiOHOCMi NOULYKY IHMe2pamueHux
MexaHnizmie, wo 3abe3neuyroms 8i0MEOPEeHHA COYIOKYAbMYPHOI yinichocmi cycnitbemea. 1a
YinicHicmeb NiOMPUMYEMbCS MA 8IOMBOPIOEMbCA, ceped IHUWUX 3Ac00i8, uepe3 COYiOKYIbMYPHY
KOMYHIKaYilo.

Memoto cmammi € guguenHs iHme2pamueHo20 NOMEHYIANY COYIOKYIbMYPHOI KOMYHIKAYIL.

O3nauena mema nompebye peanizayii HACMYNnHUX 3A80aHb:

— 0amu 8U3HAYEHHS NOHAMMIO «COYIOKYILIMYPHA KOMYHIKAYIAY,

— docnioumu YyHKYIOHY8AHHSA COYIOKYIbMYPHOI KOMYHIKAYII 8 NeBHUX 3HAKOBO-CUMBONTYHUX
CMUCTIOBUX MEHCAX,
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— BU3HAYUMU PONb KYIbMYPU Y CMUCTOBIU OP2aHI3aYii KOMYHIKAMUBHUX 368 'A3KI8,

— BUOKpEMUMU 3HAYYWICMb COYIOKYIbMYPHOL KOMYHIKAYII Y PO3BUMKY CYCHIIbCMEd ma
ocobucmocmi.

Memoou oocnioxncenna. Bukopucmauus cucmemno2o memooy CHPUSLO KOMNIAEKCHOMY
ma 8ceOiuHOMY PO3YMIHHIO POIL COYIOKYIbIYPHOI KOMYHIKAYIL y 8IOMBOPEHHI CYCNIIbCMBA SIK CUCEMU.

Coyiokynemypuuil Memoo OpiEHMOBAHUL HA PO3YMIHHI CYCNINbCMBA K YLTICHOI COYIOKYIbMYPHOL
cucmemu, 003801U8 GUHAYUMU 3HAYYUWICMb COYIOKYIbMYPHOI KOMYHIKAYIl y opmysanni
ma pempanciAayii 3HAKOB0-CUMBONbHOI KOMNOHEHMU CYCRIIbHO20 PO3EUMKY).

Icmopuxo-ghinocogcokuii memoo donomazae npocmedcumu 6a2amoacneKmuicmes NOHAMMmMSI
KOMYHIKAYisi ma ciyeye iHcmpymeHmom O0Jisl 1io20 Haubilbul pelesaHmHo20 GU3HAYEHHs Y CYYACHUX
COYIOKYIbIMYPHUX YMOBAX.

Pezynomamu 0ocnioxcenna. Buxooauu 3 po3yminua coyiokyibmypHoi cucmemu K €OHOCMI
COYIanbHUX, KYIbMYPHUX MA 0COOUCMICHUX KOMNOHEHMIB, Wo N08 S3aHi Midc coboto K cucmemda
ma cepedoguuje ma iCHyIOMb Yepe3 63aEMHE NPOHUKHEHHS, O0CTIOUMO CYMHICMb COYIOKYIbMYPHOT
KOMYHIKAYI.

Kynemypa ax npoepama komyHnikamuenux 63a€mooiil peanizyemuvcsi Ne8HUM CHOCoboM op2anizayii
COYIOKYIbMYPHOI KOMYHIKAYIi 1l Modce OYmu CnpamMo8ana Ha 8I0MBOPEHHS 63AEMO38 A3KIi6 8 IX
He3MIHHOMY 8U2lisiOl, Ha 30epedicents ix cmabinbhocmi. Taxkutl cnoci6 ichye ne mintbKu y mpaouyititHomy,
ane i 8 CyuyacHomy, weUOKO MIHIUBOMY CYCHLIbCMEI, OCKIIbKU Oe3 npoCcmo2o 8i0MeE0peHHs C8OixX
OCHOBHUX XAPAKMepUCmuK COYioKYIbMypPHA KOMYHIKayia niooaemvcsa pyunyeaunio. Takook
KOMYHIKAMU8Ha op2anizayis modice Oymu CNpsamMo8ana HA 3MIHU COYIOKYIbMYPHUX 83A€MOOI,
wo o0bymMosnoeEMbca HeobXiOHicmio adanmayii 00 3MiH 308HIUHbLO20 cepedosuwia. Janui
cnocib npu3e00umv 00 KOMYHIKAMUBHOI 83aEMO0Ii | 63AEMO038 'A3K) 8i0NOBIOHO 00 KOHMEKCMY
COYIOKYIbMYPHUX MPAHCHOPMAYTL, AKUM NIONOPAOKOBYEMBCS CYUACHE CYCNIIbCMBO. 3a3Ha4eHo, Uo
iHmMespamueHUll NOMeHYIA COYIOKYIbMYPHOI KOMYHIKAYIi Modce Oymu Cnpsamo8aHull i Ha MEOpeHHs.
NPUHYUNOBO HOBUX CMUCTIE MA hOPM KOMYHIKAMUBHOT 63AEMOOII.

Kntrouoei cnosa: coyioxynonypra KomMyHiKayis, KOMYHIKAMUBHA 83AEMOOIs, CYCRiIbCMBO, K)Ibmypd,
ocobucmicme.



