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Abstract
MYTHS: intercultural dialogue is not included into foreign language teaching; the process of teaching is conducted in monocultural environment; a teacher and students belong to the same native culture; a teacher normally uses a foreign language for professional purposes only. 
REALITY: FLT can only prepare for intercultural dialogue.
DIDACTICAL PURPOSES: FLT should be aimed at developing positive intercultural competence characterized by partners’ desire for mutual understanding; FLT should cultivate a tolerant attitude towards linguistic and cultural mistakes.
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1. Introduction

Recently the phrase “intercultural dialogue” has been used in virtually all languages as the term meaning communication between individuals with different cultural backgrounds and speaking different languages. However, its meaning has become too obscure and mythologized. The term “intercultural dialogue” is now used in a variety of contexts and most surprising meanings which obscure its original definition are attributed to it. It’s true that the meanings of the words become obsolete if they are used too frequently. 
We assume intercultural dialogue has become a trendy metaphor. The mythologization and metaphorization of the notion “intercultural dialogue” was particularly vivid when the paradigm of linguistic education changed from foreign languages teaching to foreign language and culture teaching. The introduction of cultural and sociocultural component into foreign language teaching resulted in the notion “intercultural dialogue” acquiring following meanings: as a form of intercultural communication; as a goal of foreign language and culture teaching; as a concept and as an approach to teaching a foreign language; as a method and a way of teaching. 
This paper is aimed at demythologizing the notion “intercultural dialogue” using its unbiased analysis which is of considerable importance for both theory and practices of foreign language teaching since the transparent view on this phenomenon in theoretical linguistic didactics lays foundation for the development of efficient methodical systems in education.
2. Myths about Intercultural Dialogue

The process of demythologization of the notion “intercultural dialogue” started long ago. As a result, it’s used currently in scientific papers, treatises and other forms of methodical literature without any control by both authors and readers. In a short period of time they’ve become accustomed to the familiar term used in many works on methodology and few even think about its true meaning! The concept of “intercultural dialogue” has become such an integral part of the professional discourse between foreign language teachers that now any methodical article without intercultural dialogue being mentioned is considered inappropriate (mauvais ton). 
This tendency contributes to mythologization of the widely accepted notion “intercultural dialogue”. Mythologization process is supported by certain myths among which we can outline the following:
The first myth: intercultural dialogue actually takes place during a school lesson or an academic seminar. 
In order to demythologize this misconception we should make clear that the direct meaning of intercultural dialogue is communication between individuals with different cultures and speaking different languages using a common language. 
If one takes a look at a classroom, they are going to see the scene typical of schools and universities in many countries. Pupils and students learn a foreign language under the supervision of a teacher who belongs to the same cultural background! He’s not a native speaker but a specialist linguist professionally speaking a foreign language which was their pedagogical major in a specialized institution of higher education. 
Obviously intercultural dialogue in a classroom is usually quite artificial. The sole exception is the situation when a teacher is a native speaker of that particular language. 
Thus, the process of learning and mastering a foreign language unfolds in the monocultural environment where the actual intercultural dialogue is impossible since there’s no individual belonging to a different cultural background.

The second myth stipulates that while learning a foreign language students simultaneously learn the culture of the country where that language is spoken.
This myth has become widespread among foreign language teachers and specialists in linguistic didactics who have convinced themselves that learning a foreign language allows to learn a foreign culture as well. Some authors earnestly assume that while learning a foreign language students integrate into a foreign culture, undergo the process of acculturation and develop “sociocultural images of a foreign country and participants of intercultural communication” (Sysoev, 2001. p.96).
These assumptions are totally unjustified on the grounds that the goals of foreign languages teaching such as learning cultural phenomena of a foreign country and basic information about its native speakers and their traditions and customs have been substituted by pursuing incorporation, interculturation and acculturation. Such changes in theoretical linguistic didactics have a negative influence on practical foreign language and culture teaching because acculturation in the conditions mentioned above is impossible even in linguistic universities, not to mention secondary schools. Immigrants are known to have been unable to integrate into a foreign culture despite the fact that they have been living in a foreign country for twenty or even more years. And attempts of acculturation of those who learn a foreign language without being in language environment and speak a foreign language with natural flaws are even more futile. 
Obviously, learning fragments of culture of a foreign country cannot be considered as acculturation on a receptive level.
One should also add that acculturation in foreign languages teaching is not only impossible but, actually, unnecessary. Let us try to explain this assumption. Let us start with setting goals. Why is it essential to make pupils and students who learn foreign languages integrate into a foreign culture?
As a rule, the supporters of this conception argue that it’s vital for normal communication with native speakers and functioning in a foreign culture. If one gets to the bottom of this argument, they realize that normal communication requires being similar to the partner in an intercultural dialogue in a communicative sense. 
This reasoning leads to the assumption that if learners can speak a foreign language perfectly and understand a foreign culture as if they were native speakers, communication between them cannot be qualified as intercultural since it uses the common language and unfolds in the common cultural environment. Consequently, there cannot be any intercultural dialogue.
However, these are only hypothetical suppositions. In reality in the environment of organized teaching it’s impossible to reach that level of speaking a foreign language. We strongly believe that learning a foreign culture to the extent that it becomes like a native one is important only for those individuals who learn foreign languages to deliberately change their permanent residence, i.e. for potential immigrants who aim it assimilating into a new culture as fast as possible, integrate into it in order not to give themselves away and behave like everyone else does.
In actual communication between individuals of different cultural backgrounds there’s no need to integrate into a foreign culture. Learning cultural phenomena of a foreign country and communication and behavior strategies of foreign partners is necessary only for the sake of better understanding. 
The obvious conclusion is that mastering a foreign culture is a myth because one cannot fully comprehend what they cannot actually see and have only heard about, i.e. what they know on a receptive level only. The term “receptive culture-oriented linguistics” has lately appeared in Russian linguistic didactics. One should point out that this term quite accurately reflects the real process of teaching learners a foreign culture (Vartanov, 2009)
The third myth: in foreign language teaching methodology “intercultural dialogue” does not involve interaction between different cultures and is regarded merely as a linguistic didactical metaphor. Cultures cannot make a dialogue because it’s only representatives of different cultures with quite individual cultural development levels who meet and interact with each other. One should clearly see the difference between actual communication and artificial communication in a classroom, i.e. preparation for actual communication. Interaction of individuals who speak different languages and have different cultural backgrounds and have no common language for communication is in no way regarded as intercultural dialogue. 
Thus, metaphorically intercultural dialogue is to be considered as the process of learning a foreign language implying hypothetical communication with its native speakers in future.
The fourth myth stipulates that while learning foreign languages learners should master communication and behavior strategies and tactics of native speakers, their potential partners in intercultural communication, and imitate them. 
Dispelling this myth we should repeat that imitating foreigners and their communication and behavior strategies and tactics in intercultural dialogue can produce the impression similar to that of a sad clown in the circus. 
We believe that persistent appeals to imitate native speakers in intercultural dialogue are not so harmless as they seem to be. The conception of patterning involves inequality of cultures, if not suppression of one culture by another. 
Some authors suggest renouncing a native ethnic culture in order to achieve a more efficient intercultural dialogue. In particular, Anatoly Berdichevsky writes that “a certain amount of estrangement from a native culture” is required for successful intercultural communication (Berdichevsky, 2010). We have a completely opposite view on the following grounds.
First, distancing oneself from one’s native culture implies becoming closer to the culture of a partner in intercultural communication. The closer the individual becomes to a foreign culture, the less is the reason to call that kind of communication a dialogue as it gradually turns into “a dialogue in a monologue”. The concept of intercultural communication itself as the process of interaction between two individualities and mentalities is lost because distancing oneself from one’s native culture obviously leads to changes in mentality. 
Naturally, no one needs that kind of intercultural dialogue since it resembles a blind talking to a deaf. There’s no trace of interaction between partners with different cultural backgrounds.
In linguistic didactical (methodic) context intercultural dialogue doesn’t mean distancing and abandoning one’s own (national, ethnic) culture. It means readiness and ability to represent one’s culture in intercultural communication. By its cognitive and communicative nature intercultural dialogue is ambivalent, bipolar and based on differences between cultures of its participants. Renouncing one’s culture makes communication pointless. 
If specialists continue promoting conceptions of intercultural dialogue based on monocultural communication, it’s quite possible that the American “melting pot” infection will spread in Europe. 
We should join our efforts to prevent that.

Another no less substantial argument in favor of equal intercultural dialogue is that communication becomes efficient only if participants are interested in each other. 

One myth is supported by another. How else can we describe the assumption that speech and linguistic mistakes of one participant of intercultural dialogue hamper mutual understanding in communication and cultural mistakes not only hinder a dialogue but also irritate native speakers?
We believe that two mutually exclusive theses have become intertwined in this myth. The first one means that it’s typical of foreign language learners to make mistakes while speaking a foreign language. That comes as a natural and explainable fact. It can be proved by the fact that while speaking their native language people make linguistic and speech mistakes and slips of the tongue. That doesn’t affect the process of understanding. If a foreigner cannot speak a language perfectly, he’s bound to make speech and sociocultural mistakes and they do not hinder the process of mutual understanding, either. Even if a thought is incorrectly expressed from a linguistic point of view, a native speaker is able to grasp it while it’s still being formulated. 
The second thesis is even more obvious. Desire to understand each other is the key to mutual understanding in intercultural dialogue. If there’s such a desire, linguistic and speech mistakes and sociocultural and etiquette errors easily go unnoticed.
That means a tolerant attitude towards individuals of different cultures who learn a foreign language to communicate with its native speakers, thus, showing interest and respect towards a foreign country.
III. Reality: Studying intercultural dialogue as a methodical category from the realistic point of view leads to the conclusion that it’s justified and more accurate to talk not about intercultural dialogue in the process of learning a foreign language in a structured educational environment, but about language preparation for it. 
The process of foreign language teaching is solely aimed at making learners ready to communicate with potential partners who speak that language as a native one. However, there are cases when potential partners have to learn that foreign language as well. International conferences like ours today may serve as an example. All the participants have different cultural backgrounds and they speak English as a language of crosscultural communication. Speaking English communicants rely on phenomena of their own culture as a sociocultural component, thus, representing their ethnic culture. Communication at an international conference is to some extent a control test of the progress we have made in foreign language communicative competence.
Let us revert, though, to a classroom where there’s a foreign language seminar. The process of foreign languages teaching ought to be oriented at an actual dialogue. Under the given conditions training for actual intercultural communication is conducted artificially like lip-synching a song while learners have to communicate with foreigners directly, “en direct”, spontaneously “on air”. 
All of the mentioned above convinces us that intercultural dialogue in a linguistic didactical context doesn’t involve real communication. That’s a mythologized and metaphorized concept.

In reality imitation of communication and behavior strategies and tactics of foreign partners in intercultural communication doesn’t resolve the problem of efficient intercultural interaction since the patterning of communicative models and patterns disrupts the sociocultural image of other partner in intercultural communication. Imitating communication and behavior strategies and tactics of native speakers is methodologically incorrect taking into account the fact that one of the participants cannot speak a foreign language perfectly.
Undoubtedly speaking a foreign language without a single mistake (linguistic and socicultural) is an ideal. However, learners from other countries who learn a foreign language in artificial environment of a classroom speak it with varying degrees of imperfection. Taking that into account we should accept that it’s permissible for foreigners to make mistakes which are not communicatively significant. It goes without saying it’s acceptable for them not to be aware of certain sociocultural etiquette and behavior subtleties. 
The mythologization of the “intercultural dialog” phenomenon in theoretical methodology has a negative influence on practical foreign language teaching methodology. We have already discussed that it’s necessary to teach not a foreign language as a discipline but intercultural communication or a foreign culture with all the ensuing consequences. In particular, the goal of intercultural communication is adaptation and integration into a foreign culture.
IV. Didactic Solutions:

One of the most important goals of modern foreign language teaching methodology is elaboration of the theoretical basis for the conception of foreign language and culture teaching based not on linguistic didactic myths but on scientifically proven theoretical assumptions including psychological regularities of learning foreign languages, the theory of speech production in foreign languages and the theory of building foreign language competences.
As a didactic solution of this problem it is suggested that:

1) The goal of foreign languages teaching should be clarified and given an appropriate definition so that learning a foreign language and culture wouldn’t involve distancing learners from their own native (national or ethnic) languages and cultures. The process of learning foreign languages should be based on learners’ native culture. The actual intercultural dialogue requires conscious national and cultural basis of a native language. It’s vital for cultural interpenetration and interaction which are complex and multifaceted processes of intercultural communication. A person can be ready for intercultural dialogue only provided they know about their own culture related to those of foreign countries. Mastering their native culture in the light of foreign languages makes learners’ appreciation of foreign cultures more accurate, deep and adequate. 

Academician D.S.Likhachev wrote, “The burden of cultural values is special. It doesn’t make your step forward harder. It makes it easier. The more values we know, the more sophisticated and sharper we can appreciate cultures of ancient and other countries that are distant in space and time.
For an intellectual any culture of the past or any culture of a foreign country becomes his “own” deeply personal culture which is close to him in a national sense for learning familiar things involves learning foreign things as well” (Likhachev, 1989, p.231).
Learners need communication and behavior strategies and tactics of native speakers in order not to imitate them but achieve adequate understanding of their partner in actual intercultural communication.
2) The intercultural dialogue conception should be filled with new linguistic didactical content including forming a tolerant way of thinking and a tolerant attitude towards cultural phenomena of foreign countries and a tolerant attitude of native speakers towards the participants of intercultural communication whose native language is not a language of communication.
One should admit the inefficiency of patterning as a method of teaching foreign languages based on teaching communication and behavior stereotypes of native speakers, i.e. imitating the model of the indirectly studied culture.
The very idea of intercultural dialogue is disrupted by guides such as “How to communicate with the Japanese”, “How to communicate with Americans”, “How to communicate with the French”, “How to communicate with Russians” which offer stereotypical communication and behavior strategies and tactics of native speakers of foreign languages as potential partners in intercultural communication in order to imitate them as much as possible. 
3) Foreign language and culture teaching should be based on different teaching principles including:

the principle of cooperation;
the principle of political correctness in intercultural communication;

the principle of a tolerant attitude towards partner(-s);

the principle of constructive communication;

the principle of choosing a communication language and combining languages in communication processes;

the principle of allowing no manipulation and tricks in communication.
4) The new conception of foreign language teaching should take into account the probability of learners, i.e. those who prepare for intercultural dialogue being unable to learn all foreign competences to full extent because a foreigner who knows all the competences to full extent becomes a bilingual and bicultural individual. Communication with such a person can hardly be described as intercultural since learning all the components of foreign communicative competences turns interaction into monocultural communication. 
Summing up all the requirements for intercultural dialogue in specialized literature leads to a sad conclusion. A foreign language learner just like a sapper has no right for making a mistake in communication, social or sociocultural aspects. He’s recommended to stay within national and cultural traditions of native speakers of the language he cannot speak perfectly. 
In intercultural dialogue it’s possible to retain one’s own national and cultural features of communication and follow communication and behavior tactics adopted in one’s native culture because the core of intercultural communication is the difference between cultures and mutual desire to understand each other. 
The practice of intercultural communication has a lot of examples when perfect knowledge of a foreign language and sociocultural skills are not the key to productive intercultural dialogue due to the lack of tolerance.
5) Tolerance is the key concept in intercultural communication. Modern psychologists define tolerance as an individual’s ability to accept other individuals’ opinions, lifestyle and behavior that are different from his own without any objections and reluctance (Bondareva, Kolesov, 2003). This definition can be applied to actual intercultural communication meaning respect for cultural diversity and variety of behavior and communication rules, rules of self-expression, way of thinking and actions. The UN Declaration of Principles on Tolerance stipulates that tolerance is harmony in difference… the virtue that makes peace possible, contributes to the replacement of the culture of war by a culture of peace (Declaration…, 1995).
Tolerance towards a partner in intercultural dialogue proves that conceptions and recommendations to imitate partners in communication and criticize the foreign language level of individuals with different cultural backgrounds are misleading. 
Tolerance towards a partner in intercultural dialogue involves absolute acceptance of partners’ behavior and communication style provided, of course, they do no direct or indirect harm to any of the participants. The whole point of the principle of tolerance in intercultural communication was briefly and fully described by S.G. Ter-Minasova who wrote, “People! Be tolerant, respect other cultures and life will become easier and more stable. Patience and Tolerance are the key formula to intercultural communication” (Ter-Minasova, 2000, p.260). 
The notion of tolerance which is widely spread in scientific literature is defined as a readiness to make one’s own and others’ position equal on value scale. But that’s not everything. After the positions are equal, one should match the difference between potentials. It’s only after the difference between potentials is balanced when one should start searching for a neutral decision that is suitable for everyone.
We believe that tolerance and the tolerant attitude towards partners in intercultural communication cannot be simplified and schematized. Tolerant attitude is based on tolerant mentality and the formation of such a mentality is a long-term and even painful process since it requires changing certain principles. 

Tolerance on a declarative level has no effect on individual tolerant mentality. Without it the principle of the tolerant attitude towards a partner in intercultural communication cannot be implemented.
Thus, the implementation of requirements to foreign language and culture teaching mentioned above will contribute to improving learners’ language skills and training them for intercultural dialogue not as a mythologized notion but as actual equal communication with native speakers. 
