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Abstract. The relevance of this research was determined by the growing influence of globalisation
processes that increasingly affect all spheres of social life. The modern world is characterised by
intensive migration flows and the expansion of international cooperation in education, economics,
politics, and culture, which necessitate effective interaction among representatives of different
cultures and value systems. In this context, the ability to establish constructive communication, to
understand cultural codes, and to avoid intercultural barriers had become an essential component
of the professional competence of contemporary specialists. The purpose of this article was to
provide a detailed terminological distinction between the concepts intercultural, polycultural,
multicultural, and cross-cultural in the context of forming cross-cultural competence, and to
reveal the interrelations and specific features in scholarly discourse. The study employed methods
of theoretical analysis of academic literature, comparative analysis of key terms, generalisation,
systematisation, and interpretation of research findings. The results demonstrated that, despite
certain semantic similarities, each term carried its own conceptual meaning and highlighted different
aspects of cultural interaction. Specifically, multicultural communication emphasised the coexistence
and diversity of cultures within a single society; intercultural communication focused on dialogue,
mutual understanding, and tolerance between representatives of different cultural groups; cross-
cultural communication concerned the active interaction between individuals from significantly
different cultural systems, addressing differences and overcoming barriers; whereas polycultural
communication reflected the idea of harmonious cultural interpenetration while preserving each
culture’s unique identity. The findings of the research can be applied to design effective educational
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programmes and training courses aimed at developing cross-cultural competence among future

professionals in the field of international relations

Keywords: terminology; communication; cultural interaction; globalisation; cultural differences;

social integration

Introduction

In the modern era of globalisation, when inter-
cultural interaction is becoming increasingly in-
tensive and multidimensional, the need to clearly
define the concepts describing different forms of
cultural communication has become particularly
urgent. The academic discourse often employs
the terms intercultural, multicultural, polycultur-
al, and cross-cultural as synonyms, which blurs
the conceptual boundaries and leads to inconsist-
encies in theoretical interpretation and method-
ological application. This ambiguity hampers the
development of coherent frameworks for under-
standing and forming cross-cultural competence.
Therefore, establishing clear and consistent ter-
minology is a necessary step towards ensuring
the accuracy and depth of scientific reflection on
cultural interaction processes.

In contemporary academic discourse, increas-
ing attention has been devoted to the problem
of terminological differentiation among the con-
cepts “intercultural”, “multicultural”, “polycultural’,
and ‘cross-cultural”. The relevance of this issue
lies in the need to establish precise theoretical
foundations for developing effective models of
cross-cultural competence formation in the con-
text of globalisation. Within the field of communi-
cation studies, the distinction between “intercul-
tural” and “cross-cultural” communication is often
blurred; however, these notions convey markedly
different meanings in scientific research. Specifi-
cally, “cross-cultural” studies focus on comparing
two or more cultures based on certain features or
characteristics, whereas “intercultural” studies ex-
plore direct interaction between representatives
of distinct cultures.

The term “cross-cultural” demonstrated that,
at the level of communication oriented towards

mutual understanding, alignment of linguistic
codes, and reconciliation of participants’ perspec-
tives, the notions “cross-cultural” and “intercultur-
al” may overlap or even be considered synony-
mous. Nevertheless, terminological sources reveal
important distinctions in how these concepts are
defined. According to the Cambridge Diction-
ary (n.d.), “‘cross-cultural communication” refers to
the exchange of information between individuals
from different cultural backgrounds, emphasising
the analysis of cultural differences and the iden-
tification of potential barriers. In contrast, “inter-
cultural communication” is primarily concerned
with fostering dialogue, mutual understanding,
and the prevention of miscommunication. Mer-
riam-Webster (n.d.) similarly defines “cross-cul-
tural interaction” as engagement across differing
cultural norms, values, and behaviours, requiring
heightened awareness of how such factors influ-
ence the transmission and perception of meaning.

The latest studies confirm that these concep-
tual distinctions remain relevant for modern glo-
balised contexts. M. Wilczewski & I. Alon (2023)
reveal through bibliometric analysis that com-
munication competence in culturally diverse
environments increasingly depends on precise
terminological usage and awareness of cultur-
al frameworks that shape interaction. Similarly,
M. Nadeem & A. Zabrodskaja (2023) propose a
comprehensive model of intercultural communi-
cation for international students in multicultural
societies, emphasising the dialogical dimension
of understanding across cultures. W. Baker (2024)
also highlights the ethical and relational aspects
of intercultural communication in educational
settings, arguing that intercultural interaction
entails negotiation of linguistic and cultural
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resources rather than mere exchange of informa-
tion. Taken together, these definitions and find-
ings highlight that cross-cultural communication
entails not only recognising differences but also
managing these differences effectively to ensure
successful information exchange. Intercultural
communication, by contrast, emphasises the re-
lational and ethical dimensions of interaction,
prioritising empathy, respect, and adaptability in
encounters with cultural diversity. Understanding
these nuances is crucial for constructing compre-
hensive models of cross-cultural competence, as
it enables educators, professionals, and research-
ers to distinguish between analytical approach-
es focused on cultural contrasts and dialogical
approaches that promote genuine interpersonal
understanding.

M. Valenzuela & A. Bernardo (2023) expand
this perspective, viewing polyculturalism as a
dynamic process of connection and mutual in-
fluence among cultural groups rather than a
static coexistence of multiple cultures. In addi-
tion, A. Tkachuk (2023) explores communication
strategies for fostering intercultural understand-
ing and overcoming stereotypes, an area that re-
mains underdeveloped in many competence-for-
mation models. The analysis of the latest studies
thus reveals significant variability in how these
key terms are interpreted, underscoring the im-
portance of the clear terminological differentia-
tion for advancing the scientific understanding
of cross-cultural competence formation. Despite
numerous publications on the topic, the problem
of distinguishing “intercultural”, “multicultural’,
“polycultural”, and “cross-cultural” concepts re-
mains insufficiently resolved. Few scholars pro-
pose unified approaches to the differentiation,
and the processes of mutual cultural influence
within cross-cultural communication are still
underexplored. Furthermore, practical models of
cross-cultural competence formation for contem-
porary polycultural environments remain limited.
Existing research seldom accounts for the dynam-
ic nature of cultural evolution and the continual
transformation of intercultural interactions. The

challenge of overcoming cultural stereotypes in
communication also demands deeper theoretical
and empirical investigation, as does the develop-
ment of new pedagogical strategies aimed at cul-
tivating mutual respect among representatives of
diverse cultures.

Therefore, the problem of terminologi-
cal clarification and the practical application
of cross-cultural communication remains both
relevant and promising for further scholarly ex-
ploration. The present article seeks to conduct
a comprehensive analysis of the conceptual and
terminological framework related to cultural in-
teraction in the context of globalisation. Specifi-
cally, it aims to differentiate the meanings of the
terms “intercultural”, “multicultural”, “polycultural’,
and ‘cross-cultural” as used in contemporary ac-
ademic literature, emphasising the nuances that
distinguish these closely related concepts. Addi-
tionally, the study focuses on identifying the dis-
tinctive features of cross-cultural communication
within a polycultural environment and determin-
ing how it differs from intercultural and multi-
cultural forms of interaction. Particular attention
is devoted to analysing the mutual influence of
cultures in the process of cross-cultural commu-
nication and its crucial role in overcoming stereo-
types, biases, and communication barriers.

The article aimed to justify the use of the
term “cross-cultural communication” as the most
accurate and relevant concept for academic re-
search and for developing cross-cultural com-
petence in modern education and professional
practice.

Materials and Methods
The methodological framework of this research
was based on an integrated and comparative ap-
proach to the analysis of scientific literature ad-
dressing the issues of cultural interaction, com-
munication,and competence formation. The study
was carried out between 2022 and 2024, encom-
passing several stages of theoretical exploration,
data systematisation, and conceptual synthesis.
At the first stage, a terminological analysis was
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performed to identify and clarify the meanings
of the key concepts intercultural, multicultural,
polycultural, and cross-cultural. For this pur-
pose, academic publications, monographs, dis-
sertations, and educational resources were ex-
amined in order to trace the evolution of each
term and the nuances of its application across
different scholarly traditions. This step aimed to
detect conceptual overlaps and contradictions
that contribute to the existing ambiguity in ter-
minology. The second stage involved the use of
the comparative method, which made it possible
to juxtapose definitions and interpretations of
the selected terms across linguistic, sociocul-
tural, and pedagogical contexts. The comparison
was carried out according to several parameters:
historical background, theoretical focus, scope
of application, and relevance to educational
practice. This procedure ensured a balanced and
systematic evaluation of each concept within
both Ukrainian and international frameworks. At
the third stage, content analysis was applied to
a corpus of scientific and methodological texts,
including peer-reviewed journal articles, doc-
toral theses, and teaching manuals. The anal-
ysis focused on identifying dominant themes,
theoretical approaches, and models related to
the development of cultural competence. The
selected materials were coded according to re-
curring categories: communication strategies,
cultural barriers, competence formation, and
pedagogical implications, which facilitated the
discovery of underlying patterns and conceptual
interconnections.

To deepen the interpretation of the find-
ings, a system-structural approach was used. This
method allowed the researcher to determine the
internal relationships among different forms of
cultural communication and to conceptualise
the integrative role in enhancing mutual under-
standing and tolerance among representatives
of diverse cultural backgrounds. The interpreta-
tive and generalisation methods were then em-
ployed to synthesise the results of the theoretical
analysis and to substantiate the choice of the
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term cross-cultural communication as the most
precise and comprehensive descriptor of cultur-
al interaction in the modern globalised environ-
ment. The validity and reliability of the research
results were ensured through triangulation of
methods, consistency of theoretical sources, and
verification of interpretations by comparing mul-
tiple independent studies. Moreover, conclusions
were cross-checked against empirical evidence
presented in the previous pedagogical and so-
ciolinguistic research, which strengthened the
credibility of the conceptual distinctions drawn
in this study. Overall, the chosen methodological
strategy provided a solid and reliable foundation
for achieving the research objectives and for for-
mulating well-grounded conclusions about the
nature and classification of cultural communica-
tion in contemporary academic discourse.

Results and Discussion
Cross-cultural communication is primarily orient-
ed towards the comparative analysis of cultural
characteristics and views the communication
process as one that may be complicated by the
presence of cultural barriers. In contrast, intercul-
tural communication focuses on the development
of strategies aimed at optimising interaction be-
tween representatives of different cultures and
addressing misunderstandings that emerge due
to cultural differences. F. Batsevych (2007) de-
fines cross-cultural communication in two com-
plementary ways: first, as a synonym for intercul-
tural communication, and second, as a distinct
concept that refers to the comparative study of
specific phenomena across two or more cultures,
emphasising the similarities and differences.

In foreign academic discourse, scholars tend
to draw clear distinctions between intercultural,
cross-cultural, and multicultural (or polycultur-
al) communication. According to the Cambridge
Dictionary (n.d.), multicultural communication
involves interaction among representatives of
different cultural backgrounds, with an emphasis
on mutual understanding, preservation of cultur-
al identity, and avoidance of assimilation process-
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es. This form of communication promotes social
integration through the exploration of diverse
languages, customs, and traditions, viewing cul-
tural diversity as a valuable resource for human
development and harmonious coexistence.

The conducted analysis makes it possible to
distinguish fundamental differences among mul-
ticultural, intercultural, and cross-cultural com-
munication. Multicultural communication refers
to interaction among individuals representing
diverse cultural environments and underscores
the significance of acknowledging cultural, eth-
nic, racial, and religious diversity. It emphasises
coexistence and recognition of plurality without
necessarily implying deep mutual interaction. In
contrast, intercultural communication focuses on
interaction between cultures that exhibit mod-
erate differences, emphasising the achievement
of mutual understanding and effective dialogue.
It presupposes not only tolerance, but also the
willingness to engage in adaptive and empathet-
ic communication that bridges cultural distinc-
tions. G.Chen & W. Starosta (2005), when defining
cross-cultural communication, however, highlight
interaction between individuals belonging to cul-
tures characterised by profound social, ethical,
and value-based differences, where successful
communication requires overcoming deep-root-
ed barriers to understanding. The latest research
provides new insights into these distinctions. For
instance, M. Nadeem & A. Zabrodskaja (2023)
propose a comprehensive model of intercultural
communication that integrates intercultural ef-
fectiveness, competence, adjustment, and adap-
tation as dynamic phases in the communicative
process. The findings confirm that intercultural
and cross-cultural communication are not static
phenomena, but developmental processes requir-
ing continuous reflection and adaptation. Similar-
ly, C. Sousa et al. (2019) emphasise that intercul-
tural competence is deeply connected to cultural
intelligence (CQ), particularly behavioural and
metacognitive dimensions, which significantly
influence individuals’ ability to communicate ef-
fectively across diverse contexts.

In the educational domain, O. Chaika (2024)
highlights that higher education institutions
increasingly employ pedagogical strategies
such as reflective dialogue, role-play, and cul-
ture-based learning to promote intercultural un-
derstanding and reduce communication anxiety
among international students. These studies con-
firm that effective intercultural communication
requires both linguistic proficiency and the crea-
tion of supportive, dialogic environments that en-
courage cultural adaptation. Meanwhile, scholars
examining cross-cultural communication in digi-
tal and media contexts point to new complexities
emerging in online interaction. F. Paquienseguy
& Q. Guo (2025) observe that digital platforms
like Douyin (TikTok) have become sites of medi-
ated cross-cultural dialogue, where meaning is
negotiated through “cultural symbols, emotional
narratives, and social practices”. This perspective
broadens the understanding of cross-cultural
communication beyond face-to-face exchanges,
illustrating how global digital interconnected-
ness reshapes intercultural relationships. Fur-
thermore, M. Huang (2024) notes that digital me-
dia professionals increasingly confront the need
for cross-cultural literacy to prevent misunder-
standings and promote responsible global com-
munication. Finally, cross-cultural communication
has significant socio-economic implications. A
study by Q. Chen et al. (2023) demonstrates that
the intensity of cultural communication and ex-
change significantly contributes to the growth of
the visitor economy and international coopera-
tion, highlighting that effective communication
across cultural boundaries supports sustainable
development goals.

Thus, while multicultural communication
stresses diversity and coexistence, intercultur-
al communication promotes understanding and
adaptation, and cross-cultural communication
seeks to bridge substantial cultural divides and
foster meaningful interaction between cultural-
ly distant groups. In the context of a globalised
and digitally interconnected world, cross-cultural
communication assumes particular significance,

Humanities Studios: Pedagogy, Psychology, Philosophy. 2026. Vol. 14, No. 1



as it enables effective cooperation, cultivates mu-
tual respect, and contributes to the development
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of sustainable intercultural relations despite pro-
found cultural contrasts (Table 1, Table 2).

Table 1. Differences between intercultural and multicultural communication

Intercultural communication

Multicultural communication

Involves direct interaction between representatives
of different cultures.

Involves the study and observation
of interactions among diverse cultures.

Aims at achieving mutual understanding
and promoting cultural exchange.

Focuses on recognising and respecting various
cultural identities.

Requires adaptation of communication styles
to different cultural contexts.

Emphasises inclusiveness and equality among
different cultural groups.

Plays an essential role in international relations,
diplomacy, and global business.

It is particularly relevant for societies
and communities composed of culturally diverse
members.

Source: compiled by the author based on Global arena (n.d.)

Table 2. Differences between intercultural and cross-cultural communication

Intercultural communication

Cross-cultural communication

Involves direct interaction between people from
different cultural backgrounds.

Refers to the coexistence and comparison of multiple
cultures within one environment or across contexts.

Focuses on analysing and interpreting cultural
differences and the impact on communication.

Focuses on analysing and interpreting cultural
differences and the impact on communication.

Represents a theoretical and research-based
approach to understanding cultural interaction.

Represents a theoretical and research-based
approach to understanding cultural interaction.

It is essential for academic research and the
development of effective cross-cultural strategies.

It is essential for academic research and the
development of effective cross-cultural strategies.

Source: compiled by the author based on Global arena (n.d.)

These distinctions demonstrate that while
intercultural communication emphasises inter-
action and mutual adaptation, multicultural com-
munication focuses on diversity and inclusion,and
cross-cultural communication prioritises compar-
ative analysis and understanding of cultural dif-
ferences. Together, these approaches form an in-
tegrated framework for studying communication
in a globalised and multicultural world. It is also
essential to emphasise that, although the terms
“multicultural’, “polycultural”, and “pluricultural”
are often used interchangeably in academic and
public discourse, a few researchers point out that
thesetermsreflect distinct conceptual frameworks
and have different implications for intercultural
interaction. The key divergence lies in the nature
and depth of the relationships between cultural
groups. Multiculturalism, in its classical sense,
denotes the coexistence of various ethnic, racial,
or religious communities within a single society,

yet without significant integration or intensive
cross-cultural exchange. As noted by I. Kovalyn-
ska (2016), communication among members of
different ethnic groups under this model tends
to remain limited and superficial; in educational
contexts, teaching and learning frequently occur
in relatively segregated environments, where
acquaintance with other cultures is confined to
general or introductory exposure. This model,
while recognising diversity, may unintentionally
reinforce social distance and contribute to cul-
tural isolation, hindering genuine social cohesion.

Polyculturalism, on the other hand, promotes
a fundamentally different vision of intercultur-
al coexistence. It emphasises active interaction,
mutual learning, and the exchange of experi-
ences among representatives of diverse cultures.
Within this framework, mixed learning groups
become a natural space for dialogue and shared
development, where the enrichment of cultural
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perspectives serves as a foundation for building
social unity and empathy. From a contemporary
standpoint, multiculturalism focuses primarily
on studying and celebrating cultural differences
and highlighting the contribution of each group
to the broader mosaic of social life. In contrast,
polyculturalism is grounded in the idea that cul-
tures are not isolated entities but are constantly
interconnected through communication, adapta-
tion, and reciprocal influence. This approach, ac-
cording to L. Rosenthal & S. Levy (2010), not only
fosters respect and understanding but also cre-
ates favourable conditions for the development
of positive intergroup relations. By shifting atten-
tion from separation to interdependence, poly-
culturalism underlines the shared dimensions of
human experience, presenting cultures as com-
plementary rather than competing systems. It
allows individuals to maintain the unique cultur-
al identity without pressure to assimilate into a
dominant culture, while simultaneously encour-
aging openness, collaboration, and the formation
of a common cultural space based on equality
and mutual respect.

It is essential to recognise that culture is not
a static construct, but a dynamic and ever-evolv-
ing phenomenon shaped through continuous in-
teraction and exchange with other cultures. This
perspective makes it possible to view culture as
an open system capable of transformation, adap-
tation, and renewal under the influence of global
processes and intercultural contact. Such an un-
derstanding plays a crucial role in overcoming
psychological barriers and reducing cultural ste-
reotyping. It encourages the emergence of an in-
clusive, dialogical society in which diversity is not
perceived as a source of division but as a founda-
tion for mutual enrichment. In this kind of envi-
ronment, the contribution of each cultural group
to the shared heritage of human civilisation is
acknowledged and valued. At the same time, the
preservation and conscious cultivation of one’s
own cultural identity remain vital prerequisites
for achieving harmonious coexistence within a
polycultural world.

When analysing the concepts, it becomes
evident that the term ‘cross-cultural commu-
nication” most accurately reflects the essence
of intercultural interaction in modern scholarly
discourse. In academic literature, for instance
by V. Horlach (2020), this phenomenon is inter-
preted as a multifaceted process of interaction
between representatives of different cultural
communities, characterised by the diversity of
communicative styles, strategies, and behav-
ioural patterns. Cross-cultural communication
requires an adequate understanding of the inter-
locutor, considering variations in symbolic sys-
tems, cognitive stereotypes, and cultural norms,
factors that have gained particular importance in
the context of globalisation and increasing cul-
tural interdependence.

Moreover, cross-cultural communication is
often interpreted as a complex process of ex-
change that unfolds within a polycultural envi-
ronment, where participants represent different
linguistic and cultural communities and engage
in continuous interaction aimed at mutual under-
standing and cooperation. As N. Borysko (2018)
observes, such communication goes beyond the
simple transmission of information, it involves
the development of intercultural awareness,
tolerance, and the ability to interpret meaning
through the prism of another culture’s worldview.
In the educational sphere, this process plays a
crucial role in preparing future professionals,
particularly foreign language teachers, to func-
tion effectively in a multicultural and multilin-
gual world. According to the author, effective
cross-cultural communication requires not only
linguistic competence but also the formation of
a broader intercultural outlook that enables in-
dividuals to recognise and respect the diversity
of cultural norms, communicative styles, and be-
havioural expectations. Within this framework,
communication becomes both an educational
and transformative experience: participants learn
to overcome ethnocentric attitudes, reinterpret
cultural assumptions, and establish constructive
dialogue with representatives of other linguistic
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and cultural communities. Thus, cross-cultural
interaction serves as a dynamic mechanism of
personal and professional development, fostering
empathy, reflective thinking, and openness to the
richness of global cultural diversity. In this con-
text, communication unfolds within diverse value
systems and behavioural codes, enabling recipro-
cal influence and mutual adaptation among cul-
tures. Such interaction fosters the development of
communicative flexibility and intercultural sen-
sitivity, leading to more effective dialogue. The
contact between linguistic and cultural groups
thus assumes a bilateral character: it involves a
dynamic exchange of values, linguistic norms,and
social practices that gradually reshape the partic-
ipants’ worldview. Through this ongoing intercul-
tural dialogue, rigid stereotypes are replaced by
more nuanced, multidimensional perceptions of
the Other, better reflecting the real complexity of
cultural diversity. This transformative process en-
hances participants’ communicative competence,
encouraging the refinement of speech strategies
and greater awareness of cultural context. As a
result, cross-cultural interaction not only elimi-
nates prejudices but also promotes deeper mutu-
al understanding, empathy, and tolerance - quali-
ties that constitute the foundation of meaningful
communication and the effective exchange of
ideas in a globalised world (Solodka, 2016).

Cross-cultural competence constitutes a
fundamental component of professional activity
in the context of globalisation and internation-
al cooperation. It encompasses the development
of the ability to communicate effectively and ap-
propriately with representatives of other cultural
backgrounds, taking into consideration the value
systems, social norms, behavioural conventions,
and communicative styles. As M. Byram (1997)
emphasised, cross-cultural competence inte-
grates not only linguistic and pragmatic skills but
also the capacity for critical cultural awareness,
the ability to interpret and relate cultural mean-
ings in intercultural encounters.

According to W. Gudykunst et al. (1997), ef-
fective intercultural communication requires
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understanding both the cognitive and affective
dimensions of human interaction. The anxiety/
uncertainty management theory explains that
competence involves reducing uncertainty about
cultural others and managing one’s emotional
reactions to difference. Hence, developing such
competence implies not only knowledge about
other cultures but also the flexibility, empathy,
and openness necessary to adapt communica-
tion strategies in diverse contexts (Chirkov, 2024).
From a complementary perspective, G. Hofst-
ede et al. (2010) argue that cross-cultural com-
petence entails awareness of how deep-seated
cultural dimensions, such as power distance, in-
dividualism versus collectivism, and uncertainty
avoidance, influence perception and behaviour
in professional and social communication. The
ability to identify, analyse, and overcome cultur-
al barriers therefore becomes a distinctive fea-
ture of cross-cultural competence. In this sense,
cross-cultural competence is not limited to the
accumulation of factual knowledge about other
cultures; rather, it represents a dynamic combi-
nation of cognitive understanding, communica-
tive adaptability, and reflective sensitivity that
enables individuals to build constructive rela-
tionships across cultural boundaries. Such com-
petence is essential for fostering mutual respect,
collaboration, and successful interaction in a rap-
idly globalising world.

Contemporary models of cross-cultural com-
petence development describe this process as
a gradual progression through several interre-
lated stages, from initial awareness of cultural
differences to adaptation and eventual integra-
tion of new communicative strategies. At the
first stage, individuals become conscious of the
existence and significance of cultural diversity,
recognising that the norms and values repre-
sent only one possible worldview among many.
As J. Banks (2016) emphasises, this awareness
forms the foundation for culturally responsive
education and professional practice, helping in-
dividuals move beyond ethnocentric perspec-
tives towards a more pluralistic and inclusive
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understanding of human interaction. The next
stage involves adaptation, during which individ-
uals learn to modify the communicative behav-
iour and attitudes to interact effectively in mul-
ticultural environments. J. Berry’s (1997) model of
acculturation provides an important theoretical
framework for this phase, suggesting that suc-
cessful intercultural adaptation requires a bal-
ance between maintaining one’s cultural identity
and engaging with new cultural systems. Through
this process, individuals develop cognitive flexi-
bility and emotional resilience that allow func-
tioning appropriately across diverse cultural set-
tings. The final stage, integration, is characterised
by the internalisation of intercultural sensitivity
and the habitual use of flexible communication
strategies. Many international corporations and
organisations implement structured cross-cultur-
al training programmes to enhance these abilities
among the employees. Such programmes focus
not only on the acquisition of cultural knowledge
but also on the cultivation of empathy, tolerance,
and openness to cultural diversity as essential
professional competencies. As a result, cross-cul-
tural competence becomes a dynamic process of
personal and professional growth that fosters
mutual understanding, collaborative efficiency,
and innovation in global contexts.

A polycultural environment stimulates the
emergence of new forms and models of interac-
tion grounded in mutual respect, cooperation,and
creative synergy. Such an environment encourag-
es individuals to transcend cultural boundaries
and engage in dialogue that values diversity as
a source of enrichment rather than division. The
comparative analysis of related concepts reveals
that the term ‘cross-cultural” most comprehen-
sively captures the specificity and complexity
of contemporary intercultural processes. Unlike
“multicultural” or “polycultural’, which primarily
describe coexistence or mutual influence among
different cultural groups,the concept of “cross-cul-
tural” emphasises the dynamic process of interac-
tion, negotiation, and the constructive overcom-
ing of cultural differences in shared activities.

In this sense, cross-cultural competence be-
comes not only a desirable professional skill but
also a crucial dimension of human interaction
in an interconnected world. It reflects the ability
to communicate effectively and ethically across
cultural boundaries, to interpret diverse cultural
meanings, and to transform potential misunder-
standings into opportunities for cooperation and
innovation. The development of such competence
fosters intercultural understanding, enhances
teamwork, and strengthens the foundations of
social cohesion in a globalised context. Thus, cul-
tivating cross-cultural competence can be viewed
as one of the key determinants of successful
communication, professional adaptability, and
sustainable collaboration in the modern interna-
tional environment.

Conclusions
The results of the present study indicate that
the concepts of “intercultural”, “multicultural’,
“polycultural’, and “cross-cultural” exhibit signifi-
cant semantic distinctions that must be carefully
considered in both academic research and prac-
tical application. Intercultural communication
emphasises dialogue and mutual understanding
between cultures; multiculturalism focuses on
the coexistence of different cultural commu-
nities; polyculturalism highlights the mutual
influence and interpenetration of cultures; and
cross-cultural communication centres on the
active overcoming of barriers between cultur-
ally distinct groups. Clear terminological differ-
entiation among these concepts enhances the
development of effective models for cultivating
cross-cultural competence. The conducted analy-
sis revealed both the theoretical interconnected-
ness and the practical distinctions among these
concepts within contemporary academic and pro-
fessional discourse. It demonstrated that while
all four terms relate to diverse forms of cultural
interaction, only ‘cross-cultural communication”
fully encompasses both the comparative and
adaptive dimensions essential for the effec-
tive development of cross-cultural competence.
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In the contemporary context of globalisation,
the notion of cross-cultural communication
most accurately reflects the realities of inter-
action among individuals from diverse cultural
backgrounds. The development of cross-cultural
competence has emerged as an essential prereg-
uisite for successful professional activity within
multicultural and polycultural environments,
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business, and diplomacy. By integrating theo-
retical insights with applied strategies, such
initiatives can contribute to the formation of
professionals capable of effective, respectful,
and innovative intercultural engagement in an
increasingly interconnected world.
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TepmiHonoriyHe po3MeXXyBaHHSAl NOHATb «MiXKKYNbTYPHUW»,
«MONIKYNbTYPHUNA», «KMYNBTUKYNbTYPHUIN» | «kKPOC-KYNbTYPHUIN»
Y KOHTEeKCTi (hOpMyBaHHSI KPOC-KYNbTYPHOI KOMMETEHTHOCTi

OneHa TypiuunHa

AcucteHt

HauioHanbHWi1 yHiBepcuTeT BiopecypciB i NpUpoaoKOPUCTYBaHHS YKpaiHu
03041, Byn. lepois O6opoHu, 15, M. Kuis, YkpaiHa
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7775-9750

AHOTaLifl. AKTyanbHICTb [JOCHIOKEHHS 3YMOB/IEHA 3pOCTaHHAM rnobanisauiiHMxX Mpouecis, Wo 3
KOXHWM pOKOM HabyBaloTb yce 6inblioro BnAMBY Ha BCi chepu cycninbHoro xuTta. CyyacHuii cBiT
XapaKTepPU3YETbCA IHTEHCMBHUMM MIrpauiiHMMKM MOTOKaMK, MDKHApOAHOW cniBnpauel y coepi
OCBIiTW, €KOHOMIKM, MOMITUKM Ta KYNbTypW, LLO 3YMOB/IOE HEOOXiAHICTb edeKTUBHOI B3aeEMOAIi
MK NpeACTaBHUKAMM Pi3HUX KYAbTyp i CUCTEM LiHHOCTEM. Y LMX YMOBAX YMiHHSA Hanaromxyeatu
KOHCTPYKTUMBHY KOMYHiKaLilo, pO3yMiTW KYNbTYpHi KOAM Ta YHWKATU MiXKKYNbTYpHUX GapepiB CTae
BXX/IMBOIO CK/1AA0BOK NpodeciiHOi KOMMNETEHTHOCTI cydacHoro daxiBus. MeToto cTaTTi 6yno getanbHe
TEPMIHOMOMYHE PO3MEXYBAHHS MOHATb KMDKKYABTYPHUM», KMONIKYNBTYPHUN», «KMYNbTUKYNBTYPHUI»
i «KpOC-KYNbTYPHUI» Y KOHTEKCTI GOPMYBAHHS KPOC-KYNbTYPHOI KOMMETEHTHOCTI, @ TakoX BUSBNEHHSA
iXHbOro B3aEMO3B'3KY Ta cneumdiku 3aCTOCYBaHHS B HAYKOBOMY AMCKYPCi. Y LOCNIAXEHHI BUKOPUCTAHO
METOAM TEOPEeTUYHOrO aHanisy HayKoBOi NiTepaTypu, MOPIBHANBHOrO aHanisy KAHYOBUX TEPMIHIB,
y3arasbHEeHHS, CMCTeEMATU3aLii Ta iHTepnpeTauii HayKoBux mkepen. Pe3ynbrati aHanisy 3aceigumnu, Wwo,
nonpwm neBHY CUHOHIMIYHICTb, KOXKHE 3 MOHATb MaNio BNacHe 3MiCTOBE HAaMOBHEHHS Ta Bifobpaxkano pisHi
acnekTu KyNnbTypHOI B3aEMOAIT. 30KpeMa, MyNbTUKYIbTYPHA KOMYHiKaLis akLeHTyBana Ha CniBiCHYBaHH
M Pi3HOMAHITHOCTI KynbTyp Yy MeXax OAHOro COLiyMy; MiDKKYAbTYpHa KOMyHiKauis nigkpecauna
BAX/IMBICTb Aianory, B3aEMOPO3YMiHHS Ta TONEPAHTHOCTI MiX MPeLCTaBHMKAMMU Di3HUX KYNbTYPHUX
rpyn; KpOC-KynbTypHa KOMyHiKauis ¢okKycyBanacb Ha akTUBHIM B3aEMOAIT MiX HOCIIMU iCTOTHO
BiAMIHHUX KYNbTYPHUX CUCTEM, LLO Nependayunno aHanis BigMiHHOCTEN i nofonaHHs 6apepiB; HaTOMICTb
NONiKyNbTYpHA KOMYHiKaL,if BTiNWNA iLet0 rapMOHiIMHOrO B3aEMONPOHUKHEHHS KYbTYp NpU 36epexeHHi
HaLiOHaNbHOT IAEHTUYHOCTI KOXHOI 3 HMX. [TpaKkTUYHA LiHHiICTb pob0TH Nonsrae B ToMy, WO ii pe3ynbTati
MOXYTb 6YTU BUKOPUCTaHi AN po3pobneHHs eGeKTMBHUX OCBITHIX NPOrpaM i TPeHiHriB, CNIPAMOBAHUX
Ha GOPMYBaHHS KPOC-KYNbTYPHOiI KOMMETEHTHOCTI MabyTHiX daxiBLiB MiXXHapoaHoro npodinto

KnioyoBi cnoBa: TepMiHoMOrif; KOMYHiKaLis; KynbTypHa B3aEMOAIS; robanisauis; KynbTypHi BiAMiHHOCT;
couianbHa iHTerpauis
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