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Y cmammi po3ansHymo rpobnemy nepcriekmus po3sumky HayKosux KOMYHIKamueHUX
docnidxeHb | KOMyHiKamueHoOI oceimu 8 yHieepcumemax. AxkademidyHa cgbepa cyc-
MibHUX, coujianbHUX ma 2yMaHimapHux Hayk mpaduuiliHo npedcmaerneHa y
CMpYKmMypi 8UUUX Has4YaslbHUX 3akniadie ma IXHiX Hag4arnbHUX rpospamax makumu
Kracu4yHuMUu eaymaHimapHumu oucyuniiHamu, SIK fiHeesicmuka, cbinosioeisi, 8u84eHHs
iHO3eMHUX MO8, XypHaricmuka, nedazoeika, rcuxosnoeaisi, inocogpisi. Li ducyurnmniHu
2r1uboKo YKOpIHEeHI | Maromb HoOpMamugHUU crmamyc y cucmemi auWoi oceimu, npome y
bacambox yHigepcumemax ocmaHHiM Yacom Habyearomb MonyrnspHOCMI npospamu i3
obniacmi coujonoeii, nonimosoeii, MeHedxmeHma, OepxaeHoe20 yrpasniHHs, b6i3Hecy i
npaesa, Kynbmyporoeii, 3853ku 3 epomadcekicmio. [lposedeHe OocridxeHHs1 Oae
ysi8rIeHHA Mpo me, SK akadeMiyHa CriflsHoma rpe3eHmye c€eoi noensou wodo
KOMYHiKauii, sIK po3ymie KOMYHIKamueHi rpouecu, sIKoeo 3Ha4yeHHs Hadae OCHOBHUM
KOHUenuisam i npobrneMHUM numaHHsM KOMYHIKOMoeil, Yu yeaxae HeObXiOHUM 8UBHEHHS
KOoMyHiKauii ik QucyurniHu, a makox siki KynbmypHi mpaduuii G OUCKypcu eusiers-
IombCSl Yy 8UCIIOBIMI0BaHHSX 8ukadadig. Aemopu pobrsimb SUCHOBOK Mpo me, W0
iHcmumyuioHarnbHa npUHanexXHicme eidigpae supiwarnbHy pofib y MOMY, SIK PECrOH-
OeHmu pi3HUX (baKyribmemie KoHuenmyarnisyromb KOMyHikauito U posansdaroms ii
HayKoei | npakmuyHi nepcriekmusu. AHari3 pesyribmamig orumyeaHHsI rnposoouscs 3
ro3uuiti couyiokynbmypHo2o rnioxody: emnipuyHi OaHi Oynu rnpoaHanizosaHi y binbuw
WUPOKOMY KyIbMmYypPHOMY KOHMeKcmi, abu eiocrioOKyeamu, siK ucrioentosaHi nid yac
onumysaHb oerisidu Pe3oHYomb i3 KyrnbmypHUMU MEPEKOHaHHSIMU PecrioHOeHmis,
MPaKMUKOIO CriifikysaHHs U mpaduuiamu.

Krirodoei criosa: komyHikauisi, KOMyHikamueHi 00CniOXeHHs, KOMyHiKamugeHa ducyunsii-

Ha, oar1s008ull aHaris, CoOUioKyIbmypHa rnepcrekmuea.

B cmambe paccmompeHa rnpobrieMa repcrekmue pa3eumusi Hay4YHbIX KOMMYHU-
KamueHbIX uccriedosaHuli U KOMMyHUKamueHo2o obpa3osaHusi 8 yHugepcumemax. C
ro3uyud coyuoKyibmypHo20 nodxoda daHa xapakmepucmuka KoHUenmyarbHbIX udet
amnupuveckoeo uccrnedogaHus. OnucaHbl pesynbmambl orpoca npernodasamersnel
coyuarnbHbIX U 2ymaHumapHbIx OUCUYUNIUH yHU8epcumemos, rnpedcmasieH Hay4HbIl
aHanu3 omeemos pecrioHOeHMo8 Ha HEKOMOopPbIe 80MpoChl, coeraHbl COOMeemcmasy-
roujue 8bi8o0bI.

Krouesble crioga: KOMMYHUKauusi, KOMMYHUKamueHble uccriedosaHusi, KOMMYHUKa-
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museHas ducyurnuHa, 0630pHbIL aHarnu3, CoOUUOKYIbMypHasi repcrekmusa.

This paper offers an analysis of a survey, conducted among faculty of universities on the
topic of how communication, communication studies, and education are viewed today
academia. While continuing discussions about communication and communication
training are taking place, there are few empirical studies looking at the development of
the discipline and communication education. With this in mind, the authors conducted a
study to explore two questions: how educators view communication and communication
studies; and how they view the need for communication education at the university level.
This study provides initial insights into how academics express their views on
communication and communication science — what language they use to discuss
communication issues, what meanings they assign to the basic concepts and issues,
and what cultural traditions and discourses inform their perspectives. Also, this study
involves primarily the faculties of more traditional higher educational institutions
representing the socalled psycho-pedagogical sector. It might be useful to extend this
line of research to the faculties of more modern universities, representing new social
departments and programs. As we can see from this study, institutional affiliations play a
critical role in how different faculties conceptualize communication and view the
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prospects for communication research, and eventually for communication education.
This analysis was undertaken from a sociocultural perspective: the empirical findings
were analyzed in a broader cultural context to see how the expressed views resonate
with broader cultural beliefs, practices, and traditions.

Key words: communication, communication studies (science), communication discipline,
survey analysis, sociocultural perspective.

Formulation and justification of the relevance of the problem. The issue of
communication and communication education in today's science, viewed from a
sociocultural perspective, presents an interesting dilemma. During the past several
decades, we have witnessed an increased interest in scholarly research, professional
practices, and a higher education perspective toward what one may call a "communication
agenda". Today, regional universities are offering communication-related programs,
including specialized communication areas, such as Advertising and Public Relations and
Linguistics and Intercultural Communication, which just a few decades ago did not exist.
One can also see a growing number of communication and related courses elsewhere in
the university curricula. The very terms communication (kommunikatsia), communication
studies (kommunikativistka / kommunikologia), and communication competencies
(kommunikativnie kompetentsii) not only have become an active part of the academic
vocabulary, they have also become integrated into broader social discourse. The
"communication agenda" has thus become a part of the discussions among various
groups of scholars and practitioners. These discussions arise in traditional academic
communities, in alternative intellectual circles, and in the business space.

One could claim that these trends seem to manifest a growing development and
institutionalization of the study of communication as an academic field. However, can one
really support this claim? What do we actually know about the development of
communication as a discipline, particularly as manifested in academic communities in the
regional universities, many of which still maintain a more traditional structure of learning?
How can we even define that there is (or there is not) a "problem with communication
education?" There is a striking lack of empirical research that could support our informed
perspectives on the status of the development of communication as a discipline.

Analisis of recent research and publications.

The study implements a sociocultural approach and draws from a set of ideas
(Baxter, 2011; Craig, 2008; Pearce, 2007; Shepherd, John, & Striphas, 2006) which allow
a look at "the problem of communication in society", or the formation of the discipline as a
cultural discourse, or better yet, as an interplay of discourses about communication [2; 3;
4; 5;11; 13].

The phenomenon of human communication, its nature, and role in the society has
attracted a good many people thinkers within different disciplinary traditions: linguistics,
philology, literary and arts studies (Mikhail Bakhtin, Dmitriy Likhachev); existential
philosophy (Nickolai Berdyaev) and humanistic, psychology (Tamara Florenskaya);
semiotics (Yury Lotman); methodology of systems thinking (Georgiy Schedrovitsky); and
social perspective (Arkadiy Sokolov), just to name a few. Among these disciplinary
perspectives and intellectual traditions, the psychological tradition particularly stands out. It
was the work of renowned psychologists in the second half of the twentieth century
(A. N. Leontiev, S. Rubinshtein, B. Lomov, A. A. Leontiev, L. Buyeva, A. Bodalev,
V. Myasischev, B. Parygin, P. Yacobson, G. Andreyeva, M. Kagan, etc.), who examined
the issue of communication in its broadest theoretical, philosophical, sociocultural, and
sociopsychological context. This school of thought has been deeply integrated and
remains influential in the academic curriculum for social science and humanities in
universities.

Most work of those authors dates back to the second half of the previous century,
and at that time, the general term used to define the phenomenon, both in the common
language and academic discourse, was obshenie (pronounced obsh-yen-i-ye).

The purpose of the article. Based on this line of research and with this framework
in mind, the authors decided to explore what perspectives on communication and
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communication studies exist in academia today, by posing the following research
question: How do educators conceptualize communication and communication studies?

The maine material of the stuty. The academic field of Social Sciences and
Humanities is traditionally represented in the structure of higher education institutions and
their curricula by such classical humanities disciplines as linguistics, philology, language
studies (including teaching foreign languages), journalism, psychology, pedagogy, and
philosophy. These disciplines are deeply rooted and have a well-established status in the
system of higher education. Their schools and departments (fakultety and kafedry), and
their areas of training are still the most prevalent in the structure of regional universities all
over the country. Recently, programs in sociology, management, public administration,
business and law, culturology, and public relations have also become popular in regional
universities (the situation with the leading national universities has been somewhat
different).

The authors has undertaken an exploratory study to find out how communication,
communication studies, and communication education are viewed today academia,
particularly among faculty members at universities and institutions of higher education.
The study particularly targets faculty members in the field of social sciences and
humanities because they are the primary "intellectual force" responsible for educational
practices and they are the ones who form and frame perspectives on a given discipline.

Survey question 1: How the participants understand communication. It is important
to note that there are two words that denote communication: kommunikatsia and
obshenie. Both words are translated into English as communication, but the first word has
a latin origin, and the second word is of russian origin where the root also means "shared,
having in common". In everyday discourse, the term kommunikatsia traditionally has been
associated with the technical means of connection, while obshenie commonly means
human interaction and connectedness. In recent decades, the meaning of the term
kommunikatsia has broadened — it is often used in standard combinations such as
intercultural communication, social communications, or communicative competencies.
Thus, both terms kommunikatsia and obshenie are used quite often, and sometimes
interchangeably. However, an ambiguity exists: it is not uncommon to hear questions or
inquiries about how the two terms are different.

The results show that the respondents associate communication most frequently
with four terms / concepts: obshenie (approximately 60 % of responses), interaction (about
37 %); information, information forwarding and information exchange (about 22 %), and
connection, connectedness (about 17 %).

Other associations include such words as dialogue, feedback, understanding,
contacts, the other, discussion, empathy, togetherness/commonness, conversation, and
speech. However, those associations are fairly infrequent and constitute 1 % or less of all
responses. It is interesting to note that while obshenie was named in this question most
frequently, understanding, in contrast, was named only a few times.

Some respondents introduce setphrases, or clichés: intercultural communication,
nonverbal communication, communication theory, communication competencies,
communication culture, referring to them as commonly used either in their own disciplines
or as a part of broader academic, or even everyday vocabularies. The use of such
setphrases (like communication competencies) suggests that the terms have become an
integral part of a regular academic vocabulary. However, it does not mean that people
who use them can clearly describe what those words mean to them — and this is what
some respondents openly admit in their comments.

Some participants gave a more extensive description of communication. For
example: an ability to construct / structure relationships, an ability to explain one’s own
point of view (teacher of municipal governance); an ability to express one’s own thoughts
and listen to what a conversation partner has to say (teacher of english as a foreign
language); an encounter and a conversation between persons, search for understanding
and agreement (teacher of philosophy); a variety of different forms of relationships and
obshenie between / among individuals and groups (teacher of philosophy); experiencing /
living through, encounter, life, breathing, development, culture (teacher of psychology);
communication is: two-sided, effective, correct, coherent (teacher of culturology). One can
see an expected trend here: quite often, those definitions and elaborations represent the
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participants’ disciplinary affiliations, and as such can be seen as projections of the
participants’ disciplinary identities. For example, teachers of foreign languages tend to
identify communication with instrumental language skills: to conduct a conversation, to
express one’s own thoughts, and understand what the other has to say; while teachers of
philosophy and psychology tend to express a broader view on communication as a
characteristic of human existence.

Survey question 2: Obshenie versus kommunikatsia. As stated earlier, most
scholars associate communication with obshenie, and survey item aimed at shedding
more light on how the respondents see a difference between the two concepts. The
results show that participants express a wide array of opinions and conceptualizations,
which may be categorized into the following three perspectives:

1. Kommunikatsia is a broader category than obshenie; they relate as whole and
part, obshenie being a form of kommunikatsia. The rationale for this approach is that
"obshenie implies a direct contact between interacting individuals, while kommunikatsia
can be also mediated" (teacher of philosophy); or "obshenie is an interpersonal
communication, something which is more specific in relation to kommunikatsia" (teacher of
sociology). This perspective was expressed most frequently by those who teach
philosophy or have a social science background.

2. Obshenie is broader than kommunikatsia, it embraces kommunikatsia as a
component. This perspective was expressed mostly by respondents who teach
psychology and pedagogy, which is also representative of their disciplinary affiliation. As
mentioned earlier, this perspective is rooted in a long-standing psychological intellectual
tradition, and it was adopted by the Soviet theory of pedagogy. Pedagogy has been
known as a discipline, the theoretical foundation of which was "based on" psychology. So,
there is a reason why most faculties who represent the departments of pedagogy and
pedagogical, psychology express this particular view.

An additional explanation of why obshenie is broader than kommunikatsia is
provided by a psychologist: kommunikatsia can be viewed as "a situation of obshenie". In
other words, this respondent views kommunikatsia as situational versus obshenie as
immanent to human nature.

3. Kommunikatsia and obshenie are synonymous, they have close meanings and
can be viewed as similar concepts, yet at the same time with their own connotations:
obshenie characterizes interpersonal interactions, while kommunikatsia has an additional
connotation as exchange of information; kommunikatsia is a scholarly term, obshenie is a
more conversational, "humane" term; kommunikatsia denotes something more artificial,
purposefully designed, intentional; obshenie is more natural, humane; kommunikatsia is
technological, obshenie is closer to philosophy; kommunikatsia requires reflexivity and
reflection, while obshenie does not; kommunikatsia is rational, and obshenie is more
emotional; obshenie is something psychological; it has a stronger psychological
component; kommunikatsia is goaloriented, purposive / purposeful; it has pragmatic
expectations, while obshenie is not like that, sometimes it can be foolish ("have no
sense"). "On the one hand, these terms can be viewed as synonymous; on the other
hand, the term kommunikatsia seems to be used talks very seldom (mostly by specialists,
although it’s not clear of what kind), except for the phrase communication culture" (teacher
of pedagogy).

4. Obshenie and kommunikatsia are two separate concepts (this perspective was
expressed by those respondents who teach philosophy): kommunikatsia is first and
foremost a process of transmitting information between two interconnected systems,
including antropo-sociocultural systems; it is a process of coding and decoding information
or meanings (teacher of philosophy); obshenie characterizes specifically the relationship
between human subjects; it is a way of being, characterizing a person interconnected with
other people. Obshenie cannot be reduced to just exchange of information or social and
psychological contacts. It is a much more complex process (teacher of philosophy).

In summary, an analysis of responses shows that in participants’ perceptions, the
two concepts obshenie and kommunikatsia are associated with different sets of meanings
and connotations. Kommunikatsia is associated mostly with information and information
exchange, channels, technological dimensions, purposefulness, strategies, and
effectiveness. It is also viewed as orderly, correct, or rule-governed, artificial, and
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pragmatic. Conversely, obshenie is associated with humans and humanness, human
psychology, person-to-person connectedness, dialogue, feedback, and emotions. It is also
viewed as being natural, not orderly, to the extent of being foolish and messy. One more
distinction that can be drawn from responses is that kommunikatsia is viewed as
situational (or, as we would define, syntagmatic), while obshenie as immanent (or
paradigmatic).

One could posit that this conceptualization of obshenie by respondents is fairly
close to the concept of interpersonal communication in English. However, unlike with
interpersonal communication in the US tradition, where understanding of the other, other-
orientedness, interconnectedness and interdependence are recognized as the basic
cornerstone principles, the accounts on this question do not seem to frequently connect
obshenie to understanding the other, taking the other's perspective. The terms
understanding and mutual understanding, empathy and the other were referenced only a
few times.

Along the same line, the approach to interpersonal communication in the USA
embraces meaning as a key concept, and a whole vocabulary is built around it: meaning-
making, shared meanings, negotiating meanings, coordinated management of meanings,
and so on.

Many respondents refer in their accounts to a structural model of obshenie
traditionally established through the discipline of psychology. In that model, the process of
obshenie is structured as having three dimensions or components: communicative
(information transmission and exchange), interactional, and perceptual. This supports the
conclusion that this theoretical perspective is still among the dominant ones in the
academic discourse, particularly in the field of pedagogy, including foreign languages, and
psychology. An information exchange model of communication also seems to be well
adopted by many faculties (and may be considered as another communication-related
discourse); yet, conceptually, it does not contradict, but rather extends the existing
psychological model.

Many respondents (including the ones who do not represent psychology and
pedagogy) associate kommunikatsia / communication with information and information
transmission and exchange, which implies that the faculties’ perspectives may not be
informed by other theoretical perspectives and ideas about communication, such as
transaction model, constitutive model, co-construction and negotiation of meanings,
communication as a flow of social meanings, or ideas that emphasize the constructive and
transformative role of communication.

So far, we can see that there is no emerging consensus on how the participants
view kommunikatsia and obshenie. In fact, the presented views are often oppositional, and
in terms of frequency, no perspective among the groups prevails over others. This
indicates, among other things, that currently existing theories in humanities have not yet
addressed this conceptual challenge by offering a comprehensive explication, elabration,
and comparative analysis of the two concepts and that the theoretical work oof developing
these constructs and perspectives still lies ahead.

Survey question 3: The value and need of studying communication. All respondents
recognize positively, with no doubts that studying communication is important for both an
individual and a society, and they bring up a whole spectrum of reasons why. Studying
communication is generally viewed as a powerful resource to make things work better in
all spheres of life and on all levels — national societal, international and intercultural,
professional and career, personal relationships, and individual development and self-
actualization. Thus, the respondents unanimously recognize the universal value of
studying communication and its practical value. This practical value is often stated in the
most general terms and categories: to improve professional relationships; to improve the
level of communicative competence; to provide effective and productive obshenie; to
construct the right relationships; to know and understand the processes of social life, to
acquire communicative competence, etc.

As anticipated, most respondents emphasized the pragmatic need or purpose of
studying communication: to improve obshenie (interactions and relationships), to be
effective in building interactions and relationships, to optimize interpersonal relations, to be
more productive, to have more successful cooperation and partnerships, to achieve goals.
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More than one-third of responses (about 35 %) emphasize that studying communication is
instrumental "to make things better".

As far as the contexts — what things to improve — a broad scope of situations,
purposes, and environments is outlined. The most frequently noted ones are: personal
growth and professional purposes: to better understand the basics of social life and people
around, to be successful, to be able to overcome communication failures, for self-
actualization, for competent professional interactions; cultural and educational purposes:
to improve individuals’ communication competence and the level of communicative culture
in the society; cooperation in society: for better cooperation, for building partnerships, and
better relation-ships in different environments, for intercultural and international contacts.

Within this wide array of practical purposes and social contexts, the following points
stand out:

1. The respondents show complete unanimity on this question: studying communi-
cation is undoubtedly important and has a broad social meaning and value.

2. Most respondents frame their accounts, why it is important to study
communication, in fairly broad social categories: "to optimize the process of human
interactions in different spheres of life and activity", "to enable the development of social
competencies", "for self-development and self-actualization". In contrast, very few
respondents define it in terms of everyday practical need: "to be able to identify the
reasons for communication failures and the ways to overcome them" and "to learn
different behavioral strategies and techniques to manage everyday life situations".

3. The majority of respondents use the perspective and language of their academic
field to answer the question. The psychologists emphasize personal growth and self-
actualization, pedagogues — acquiring necessary knowledge and skills, foreign language
teachers — enabling competencies in intercultural communication.

4. Consistent with the previous responses, about 20 % of respondents emphasize
the information approach to the issue: it is important to study communication "in order to
prevent information distortion, to understand better how the information exchange takes
place and to know the causes, to be able to transmit information correctly". This further
represents the information exchange discourse and confirms again that the corresponding
model (communication as information exchange) is relatively well spread out among this
academic community.

5. Along with the information exchange approach, a different vocabulary was used
to answer the question. Some psychologists and representatives of applied social
departments recurrently used phrases like "to effectively construct/build relationships,
interactions, and communication”. Such phrasings manifest that the authors associate
com-munication with "active doing", work, activity and construction, and this interpretation
may be viewed as some indication of "relational construction" approach.

Very few respondents speak about studying communication in the context of
everyday situations, such as "to be able to identify the reasons for communication failures
and the ways to overcome them", or "to learn different behavioral strategies and
techniques to manage everyday life situations". This suggests that many respondents may
not associate communication with applied research and may not envision this kind of
research as helpful in addressing their everyday life problems.

Conclusions and directions for future research. This study provides initial
insights into how academics express their views on communication and communication
science — what language they use to discuss communication issues, what meanings they
assign to the basic concepts and issues, and what cultural traditions and discourses
inform their perspectives.

Overall, it is not clearly evident from these responses that faculty members
associate communication with a practical discipline and applied research, focused on
diverse communicative practices. Our assumption is that many educators are not aware of
how much modern communication research contributes to managing social problems and
as such, improving social interaction. Perhaps, had this knowledge been appropriated by
them, their view on communication, both as practice and as an area of study would have
been different.

Future research should broaden and diversify the sampling by engaging
participants from other academic disciplines. Also, this study involves primarily the
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faculties of more traditional higher educational institutions representing the so-called
psycho-pedagogical sector. It might be useful to extend this line of research to the faculties
of more modern universities, representing new social departments and programs. As we
can see from this study, institutional affiliations play a critical role in how different faculties
conceptualize communication and view the prospects for communication research, and
eventually for communication education.

This analysis was undertaken from a sociocultural perspective: the empirical
findings were analyzed in a broader cultural context to see how the expressed views
resonate with broader cultural beliefs, practices, and traditions.

Another important theme worth exploring within a sociocultural perspective is: how
the existing social practices affect the development of communication disciplines in the
country. We hope that the findings of this study, and the questions raised will serve as a
stimulus for new empirically grounded interpretive and conceptual studies.

References

1. Andreyeva, G. Sotsialnaya psihologia [Social psychology] / G. Andreyeva. — Moskva :
Nauka, 1994.

2. Baxter, L. Voicing relationships: A dialogic perspective / L. Baxter. — Thousand Oaks,
CA: Sage, 2011.

3. Baxter, L. Engaging theories in interpersonal communication: Multiple perspectives /
L. Baxter, & D. Braithwaite (Eds.). — Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage, 2008.

4. Boyatzis, R. Transforming qualitative information: Thematic analysis and code
development. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage, 1998.

5. Craig, R. Communication in the conversation of disciplines / R. Craig // Russian
Journal of Communication. — N 1(1). — S. 7-23. — 2008.

6. Kagan, M. Mir obschenia: Problema mezhsubyektnyh otnoshenii [The world of
obshenie: The problem of intersubjective relations] / M. Kagan. — Moskva : Politizdat, 1988.

7. Kashkin, V. (2014). Russian communication studies: A semi-clandestine science.
Russian Journal of Communication. — 2014. — N 6(1), — S. 89-92.

8. Leontiev, A. A. Psihologia obshenia [Psychology of obshchenie] / A. A. Leontiev. —
Moskva : Smysl|, 1974/1997.

9. Littlejohn, S. Theories of human communication (10th ed.) / S. Littlejohn, & K. Foss. —
Long Grove, IL: Waveland Press, 2010.

10. Parygin, B. Anatomia obshenia [Anatomy of obshchenie] / B. Parygin. — SPb. :
izdatelstvo Mikhailova, 1999.

11. Pearce, W. B. Making social worlds: A communication perspective / W. B. Pearce. —
Malden, MA : Blackwell, 2007.

12. Sokolov, A. Metateoria sotsialnoi kommunikatsii [Metatheory of social communi-
cation] / A. Sokolov. — SPb. : Russian national library, 2001.

13. Shepherd, G. Communication as ... : Perspectives on theory / G. Shepherd,
J. John, & T. Striphas (Eds.). — Thousand Oaks, CA : Sage, 2006.

68



