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DIALOGUE OF CULTURES: E. HALL AND F. KLUCKHOHN

The purpose of the study. This paper aims at highlighting some of the main approaches to intercultural dia-
logue — E. Hall's cultural factors and F. Kluckhohn and F. Strodtbeck’s value orientations theory. Methodology. The au-
thors have used anthropological integrative approach, comparative analysis, and philosophical hermeneutics. The scien-
tific novelty. Cultural patterns are largely determined by different reality tunnels: everyone creates his/her own unique
reality, which is recognized as the only one “true reality”. This makes communication more complicated. Nowadays,
global awareness and understanding of other cultures help people to cope with the “difficulties of cultural translation”. To
avoid the threats to effective intercultural communication, we must recognize that Other doesn’t mean Wrong, Other is
just Different. It helps to understand the cultural logics behind cultural differences. One-sided perception caused by cul-
tural and historical differences can be overcome by integrating the other models of thinking, as well as by accepting the
other “rules” of relations between people, including those, which have arisen under other cultural and historical condi-
tions. This will lead to recognition that different cultural systems do not exclude, but successfully complement and enrich
each other. Conclusions. Hall’s theory of culture and F. Kluckhohn and F. Strodtbeck’s value orientation theory contrib-
ute to better understanding of the representatives of other cultures, their attitudes towards the world and ways of com-
munication, as well as promote the ability to be a successful intercultural dialogue’s participant.

Keywords: culture; communication; intercultural communication; intercultural dialogue; E. Hall; high-context
and low-context cultures; monochronic and polychronic cultures; F. Kluckhohn and F. Strodtbeck’s value orientations
theory.

Wlunkapyk Jlidiss BacunieHa, 00kmop eKOHOMIYHUX HayK, npogecop, yneH-kopecrioHoeHm HAH Ykpaiu; Ca-
nama ManuHa BonodumupieHa, kaHOudam icmopu4HUx Hayk, oupekmop konedxy Kuiecbkoz2o yHieepcumemy Kynbmy-
pu; QaHunoea TemsiHa BikmopieHa, kaHduGam ¢binocoghcbkux Hayk, doueHm kaghedpu chinocoghii HayjioHanbHo20
yHieepcumemy b6iopecypcis i npupodokopucmyeaHHs1 YkpaiHu

Oianor kynbTtyp: E. Xonn i ®. KnakxoH

MeTa gocnigpkxeHHA. CTaTTa CnpsAMOBaHa Ha BUCBITINEHHSA OEAKMX OCHOBHUX MiOXOA4IB A0 MiXKKYNbTYPHOI KOMY-
Hikauii - KynbTypHuUx daktopie E. Xonna ta Teopii UiHHiCHMX opieHTauin ®. KnakxoH i ®. Ctpoatbeka. MeTtogonoria ao-
chnifXeHHs. ABTOPW BMKOPUCTOBYBaNv aHTPOMNOMOriYHUIA iHTErpanbHUi nigxia, kKomnapaTtuBHUA aHania Ta ginocodcebky
repMeHeBTMKy. HaykoBa HoBU3Ha poboTu. KynbTypHi natepHu 6arato B HOMY BU3HAYalTbCA HASIBHICTIO Pi3HUX TyHENIB
peanbHOCTI: KOXXEH CTBOPIOE CBOO BNACHY peanbHICTb, sika BUSHAETLCS EAMHOID «CMPaBXHbOK peanbHiCcTo». BiamiHHOC-
Ti B KyNbTYPHUX NaTepHax BUKNMKaTb Npobrnemu B MiXKynbTypHOMY Aianosi. CborogHi rmobansHa iHpopmoBaHicTb Ta
PO3YMiHHS iHLIMX KyNbTyp AoNoMaralTb NoAsiM BNOpaTUCS 3i «CKMagHoLaMm KynbTypHOro nepeknagy». Ons yHUKHEHHS
3arpo3 ePeKTUBHOMY MiXKKYNbTYPHOMY CMiNKyBaHHIO MU MOBWHHI BU3HATH, WO IHWWI He 03Ha4vae HenpaBunbHuii, [HWnA
— ue BigmiHHun. MopgibHe po3yMmiHHA CnpuSaTME YCBIAOMITEHHIO KYNbTYPHOI MOTiKK, WO NpuxoBaHa 3a KynbTypPHUMMU Bif-
MiHHOCTAMW. OpgHOGIYHE CMPUAHATTH, CNPUYMHEHE KYNMbTYPHMMMW Ta iCTOPUYHUMW BiOMIHHOCTSMMW, MOXHa nogonaTu
LWNSXOM iHTerpauii iHWnX MoAenen MUCINEHHS | NMPUIAHATTS iHWKX «NpaBuiy MOBEAIHKU MOAEN, Y TOMY YMChi TUX, SIKi
BUHUKNN B iHWNX KYNbTYPHO-iICTOPU4HUX yMoBax. Lle npussene A0 BU3HaHHS TOrO, WO Pi3HI KyNbTypHi CUCTEMWN HE BU-
KInoYatTb, ane ycnilHO AOMOBHIOWTL i 30arayytoTb ogHa oaHy. BucHoBku. Teopis E. Xonna i Teopisi LiHHICHWUX OpieH-
Tauin ®. KnakxoH i ®. CtpoaTtbeka cnpusitoTe KpaLloMy pO3yMiHHIO NPEACTaBHUKIB iHLIMX KyNbTyp, @ TakoX HagakwoTb
MOXITMBOCTI CTaTK YCNILUHUMW YHaCHUKaMMW MiXKKYNbTYpPHOrO Aianory.

KntouoBi cnoBa: KynbTypa; KOMYyHiKaLisi; MKKyNbTypHa KOMyHiKauis; MiXKKYNbTypHUI gianor; E. Xonn; Bucoko-
KOHTEKCTyarbHi Ta HU3bKOKOHTEKCTYyarbHi KyfbTypu; MOHOXPOHHI Ta MOMIXPOHHI KyNbTypu; Teopis LiHHICHUX opieHTauin
®. KnakxoH Ta ®. Ctpoart6eka.
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Wunkapyk Jludusi BacunbeeHa, OOKMOP 3KOHOMUYECKUX HayK, npoghbeccop, urneH-koppecrnoHoeHm HAH
YkpauHbl; Canama anuva BnadumuposHa, kaHOuOam ucmopuyeckux Hayk, oupekmop konnedxa Kueeckozo yHu-
sepcumema Kynbmypel; [JaHunoea TambsiHa BukmopogHa, kaHOudam ¢hunocogckux Hayk, doueHm Kaghedpsl ¢hurio-
cogpuu HayuoHanbHo20 yHUgsepcumema buopecypcos u rnpupodomnosib308aHusi YKpauHbl

Ounanor kynbTyp: 3. Xonn n ®. KnakxoH

Llenb nccnepoBaHuA 3akniovaeTcs B aHanmM3e HEKOTOPbIX OCHOBHbLIX NOAXOAOB K MEXKYNbTYPHON KOMMYHMU-
Kauum — Teopun KynbTYpHbIX hakTopoB 3. Xonna U Teopun LEHHOCTHbIX opueHTaumn ®. KnakxoH n ®. Ctpoartbeka.
MeTtoponorusa uccnepoBaHus. ABTOPbI UCMONb30BANM aHTPOMNOMOrMYECKMI MHTErpanbHbIA NOAXo4, KOMNnapaTUBHbIN
aHanus n cunocodckyto repmeHeBTUKy. HayuHasa HoBu3sHa paboTbl. KynbTypHble naTTepHbl BO MHOrOM OnpeaensoTes
Hanuunem pasnnyHbIX TYHHENeN peanbHOCTU: KaxKAbli CO34aeT CBOK COBCTBEHHYHO pearnbHOCTb, KOTopas Mpu3HaeTcs
©OMHCTBEHHOWN «UCTUHHOW peanbHOCTbIO». Pasnununs B KyfnbTYpHbIX MaTTepHaXx Bbi3biBAOT NPOGNeMbl B NpoLecce Mex-
KynbTypHoro auanora. CerogHs rnobanbHas MHMOPMMPOBAHHOCTb WM MOHWMAaHWE APYrMX KynbTyp MOMOrawT mogsm
CMpaBUTLCHA CO KCIOXHOCTSAMM KynbTypHOro nepesofay. [ina npegotepalleHns yrpo3 ahOeKTUBHOMY MEXKYNbTYPHOMY
0oOLeHNI0 Mbl OOMKHBI NpU3HaTh, Y4To [pyron He o3HavaeT HenpaBunbeHbid, Opyro — aTo OTnvyarowmincs ot Hac. ATo
OyaeT cnocobCcTBOBaTL NMOHUMAHWMIO KYNbTYPHOW FOTUKW, CKPLITON 3a KyNbTypHbIMU pasnuyinamu. Og4HOCTOPOHHEE BOC-
npuaTMe, BbI3BAHHOE KyNbTYPHBIMU U UCTOPUYECKUMMN PA3NUYNAMU, MOXHO NPeoaoneTb NyTeM MHTerpauum UHbIX MOoAae-
e MbILLNEHNS W NMPUHATUS MHBIX «NPaBun» NOBEAEHWS Moden, B TOM YMCe N TeX, KOTopble BO3HWUKNW B APYIUX KyMb-
TYPHO-UCTOPNYECKUX YCMOBUSIX. DTO NPUBEAET K MPU3HAHWIO TOTO, YTO PasfnyHble KyNbTypHbIE CUCTEMbI HE MCKIoYaloT,
HO ycneLHo AononHsaT 1 oborawatoT Apyr Apyra. BeiBoabl. Teopusa 3. Xonna u Teopusi LEHHOCTHbLIX opueHTaumn .
KnakxoH n ®. Ctpogtbeka cnocobCcTBYIOT fyylleMy NOHUMaHWIO NpeacTaBuTenen Apyrux KynbTyp, a Takke npegocras-
NS0T BO3MOXHOCTb CTaTb YCMELIHbIMY y4acTHUKaMN MEXKyNbTypHOro guanora.

KntoueBble cnoBa: KynbTypa; KOMMYHUKALUMS; MEXKYNbTypHast KOMMYHUKaUWS; MEXKYNbTYPHbIA guanor; 3.
Xonn; BbICOKOKOHTEKCTYarbHble Y HU3KOKOHTEKCTyarnbHble KyNbTypbl; MOHOXPOHHbBIE U MOMMXPOHHBLIE KYNbTypbl; TeOpUs
LIEHHOCTHbIX opuneHTauun @. KnakxoH n ®. Ctpoarbeka.

Introduction. The imperative of contemporary world politics is the interaction of cultures that can be-
come decisive for the 21 century. Since the last century, “societies around the globe have been interwoven
into a complex fabric of interdependent economic, technological, political, and social relationships. This in-
terdependency is a salient characteristic of the world we live in, and the future promises even greater inter-
connectivity, requiring increased cultural knowledge and language abilities” [13, 2]. It is clear that it will not
be possible to establish intercultural contacts at once: meeting representatives of a foreign culture, people
may experience confusion, fear, mistrust, and even aggression [7; 14; 15; 17; 18]. Building intercultural rela-
tionship is a double-edged sward. An intercultural dialogue in its various forms is intensified: we learn and
grow getting in touch with other cultures. We open new horizons, learn to be more tolerant, respect and un-
derstand the other cultures, and enjoy the fact that the world is that diverse. We see that there are other
ways of problem solving and different models of perception of the world. We expand our own set of con-
cepts, principles, values, and ways of resolving conflicts. We explore how to overcome the emotional barriers
and stereotypes of the different ways of thinking and feeling.

However, an increase in intercultural communication also brings anxiety. Challenges that threaten
the very humanity exacerbate problems between members of different political, social, and religious groups
[2; 9]. Thus, for successful communication and peaceful world, we have to go deeper into different cultural
narratives and interpret human nature and condition from diverse cultural perspective, as well as avoid and
overcome interpersonal and intercultural conflicts [3].

Literature review. Key points and ideas for successful intercultural communication were developed
by G. Trager, E. Hall, C. Kluckhohn, F. Kluckhohn, F. Strodtbeck, J. Habermas, N. Luhmann, W. Goode-
nough, C. Geertz, G. Hofstede, V. Gudykunst and R. Brislin.

M. Mamardashvili, Y. Lotman, G. Pomerants, A. Rapoport, B. Uspensky, S. Ter-Minasova contribut-
ed to a new level of understanding of cultural phenomena and intercultural contacts. However still now, there
are more questions than answers. Contemporary issues of intercultural communication are to be studied in
the frame of transdisciplinary paradigm.

The purpose of the study. This paper aims at highlighting some of the main approaches to intercul-
tural dialogue — E. Hall's cultural factors and F. Kluckhohn and F. Strodtbeck’s value orientations theory.

Methodology of the study. The authors have used anthropological integrative approach, comparative
analysis, and philosophical hermeneutics.

Theoretical basis and results. The field of intercultural communication is relatively new — its bounda-
ries were identified in the second half of the 20" century. Intercultural communication is deeply rooted into
cultural anthropology. Thus, culture may be seen as a core of intercultural dialogue. The prominent American
anthropologist E. Hall was a founder of intercultural communication as a special field of knowledge. In his
works, he demonstrated that the worldview and human conduct were largely determined by a whole set of
unconscious cultural patterns. In “The Silent Language” he outlined the theory of culture in general and the
way it controlled human behavior. According to E. Hall, culture is “a mold in which we are all cast, and it con-
trols our daily lives in many unsuspected ways” [4, 52]. In “The Hidden Dimension” [6] he introduced a new
science — proxemics. Proxemics studies how humans use space when they are communicating. Later he

",

introduced his integral vision of culture in his book “Beyond Culture”: “Culture is man’s medium; there is not
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one aspect of human life that is not touched and altered by culture. This means personality, how people ex-
press themselves (including shows of emotions), the way they think, how they move, how problems are
solved, how their cities are planned and laid out, how transportation systems function and are organized, as
well as how economic and government systems are put together and function. However, like the purloined
letter, it is frequently the most obvious and taken-for-granted and therefore the least studied aspects of cul-
ture that influence behavior in the deepest and subtlest ways” [5, 16-17].

E. Hall proposed his interpretation of culture and communication: “Communication is culture - culture
is communication” that immediately became a hot topic in the scientific debates. This led to the emergence
of specialized journals, in which the problems related to communication and culture were discussed. Identify-
ing communication and culture, E. Hall emphasized that human behavior, their gestures, speech patterns
had a symbolic, informational function in communication. The linguistic code exists in parallel with the cultur-
al one, which is rooted in the non-verbal coordinate system [4].

Communication behavioral patterns are not often recognized and taken for granted. Not everything is
verbalized - what people do is often a more important parameter. However, Europeans are accustomed to
the “world of words” and quite often do not interpret communication through the lens of the language of be-
havior: even using seemingly understandable words, one can incorrectly interpret the voice of the different
cultural discourse. E. Hall interpreted culture as the way of people’s living, as the sum of their assimilated
patterns of behavior, attitudes, and material things [4]. Culture governs personal or group behaviors and the
models of this control are beyond the conscious control of the individual. “The Silent Language” represents
the theory of culture and its origin. The main message of the book is that people must be aware of our cul-
tural unconscious. “Culture hides much more than it reveals, and strangely enough what it hides, it hides
most effectively from its own participants. Years of study have convinced me that the real job is not to under-
stand foreign culture, but to understand our own” [4, 53]. This can be achieved through immersion into the
other modes of cultural awareness breaking through culture shock.

Representatives of different cultures are captives of their own models, systems of values, percep-
tions, interpretations, explanations, modes of conduct, etc. [1]. According to E. Hall, the main goal of going
deeper into intercultural communication is to study the needs of the representatives of different cultures to
improve their communication skills. He was the first to study and explain communication as an activity that
could be analyzed. This allowed him to develop his theory of cultural patterns of interaction. E. Hall suggest-
ed dividing cultures into two types: high-context and low-context, that is, he compared cultures depending on
their relation to the context. The level of context determines the type of communication inherent in culture. “A
high-context (HC) communication or message is one in which most of the information is either in the physical
context or internalized in the person, while very little is in the coded, explicit, transmitted part of the message.
A low-context (LC) is just the opposite; i.e., the mass of the information is vested in the explicit code” [5, 91].

HC refers to groups or societies, where people have close connections over a long period of time.
Thus, people usually know what to do, how to do, and what to think. Relationships are quite stable and are
based on trust. Human identity is deeply rooted in groups. Interests of their in-groups are more important
than of the members of the out-groups. Representatives of HC culture highly use non-verbal communication
while verbal messages are implicit, context is more important than words. Around 70% of the world is high-
context [16]. Examples of high context countries include China, Japan, Korea, the Arab countries. These cul-
tures remain virtually unchanged over time. Therefore, much is predictable and the detailed analysis of daily
life is not that necessary. The representatives of HC cultures pay significant attention to the status, hierarchy,
appearance, and way of communication. A large number of hints, subtexts, metaphors, etc. is used. For ex-
ample, if at the negotiation table a representative of LC culture says “Yes”, it means the proposal is accept-
ed. Within HC Japanese culture, Japanese “Yes” can mean “Yes”, “No” or “Maybe”. This is due to the fact
that in business relationships they cannot tell the person “No” and put them in an awkward position, they are
afraid of offending and upsetting people and undermining interpersonal relationships.

In LC cultures, people tend to have many connections but of shorter duration or for some specific
reason. Cultural behavior and beliefs may need to be spelled out explicitly so that those coming into the cul-
tural environment know how to behave. Relationships are not that stable like in HC cultures, they may begin
quickly and end soon. People are mostly goal-oriented and follow procedures to get things done. Unlike HC
cultures, social structure is decentralized and human identity is rooted in oneself and their accomplishments.
Context here is less important than words. Thus, verbal communication is direct and explicit — it's a way of
exchanging information. Examples of low context cultures include Germany, Scandinavia, the United States.

During communication, HC representatives may consider LC representatives to be aggressive, na-
ive, impatient, and arrogant. In turn, the latter believe that the first are difficult to understand: they are inse-
cure, indecisive, and evade giving direct answers. As R. Wilson described it, “Prof. X, who is Japanese,
shares the same model of gravity as Prof. Y, who is Swedish, because they are both physicists; but Prof. X
still lives in a Japanese reality-tunnel when relating to family and friends and Prof. Y is in a Swedish reality-
tunnel when outside the lab in Swedish society. This is why, when not discussing physics, Prof. X might
seem stiff or formal to Prof. Y, who might in turn seem rude or even crude to Prof. X” [19, 15].

Time models also determine the communicative behavior of people. E. Hall proposed a theory of
monochronic (M-time) and polychronic (P-time) cultures. The first system of time (M-time) is characterized by
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focusing on one thing within a given time period, “M-time emphasizes schedules, segmentation, and prompt-
ness” [5, 17]. Representatives of monochronic cultures perceive time linearly: it splits into segments and is
structured. For them it is very important to plan their time. Time appears as a reality of a certain value. The
famous phrase “time is money” arises within this context. Time is the same private property as material
things. The representatives of monochronic cultures are clearly focused on one action. They are punctual,
responsible, and adhere to all arrangements. Within interpersonal relations, time is perceived the same way.
The negative reaction to interference in the activity as well as the idea of the inviolability of the personal
sphere is an indisputable principle in this type of culture. This time perception is typical for the representa-
tives of the United States, Canada, Northern European countries, Germany, Switzerland, Great Britain.

“P-time systems are characterized by several things happening at once. They stress involvement of
people and completion of transactions rather than adherence to preset schedules” [5, 17]. Polychronic time
perception is inherent in Latin American, Arab part of Mediterranean, Sub-Sahara, Native American Indian
cultures. For them every day, every event conceals what is coming next, i.e., something unknown, unpre-
dictable. Time management is not a priority. Within these cultures, communication with others plays a more
important role than the results of activity. “Polychronic people” can do many things at once. For them time
does not that significant - they can often change their plans. Whether they are punctual depend on the rela-
tionships with others. “Advance notice is often referred to in America as “lead time”, an expression which is
significant in a culture where schedules are important. While it is learned informally, most of us are familiar
with how it works in our own culture, even though we cannot state the rules technically. The rules for lead
time in other cultures, however, have rarely been analyzed. At the most they are known by experience to
those, who lived abroad for some time. Yet think how important it is to know how much time is required to
prepare people, or for them to prepare themselves, for things to come. Sometimes lead time would seem to
be very extended. At other times, in the Middle East, any period longer than a week may be too long” [4, 26].

Different ways of handling time may lead to intercultural conflicts; thus cultural awareness is re-
quired. When we divide cultures into high-context and low-context, monochronic and polychronic, we must
remember that each of these types of cultures presupposes their own rules of conduct that govern people’s
lives.

Cultural differences can be obvious or subtle. The way people dress, behave, eat or drink is quite
obvious. However, there are less obvious differences that we take for granted within our cultural space.
These subtle cultural differences are shared perceptions, which lead to actions and behaviors that are ap-
propriate within a certain culture. Cultural patterns exist in a human mind. They encompass beliefs, values,
and norms, which shape our perception of the world.For successful intercultural communication, people must
be aware of their own in-group perceptions, cultural patterns (which are often unconscious) and about those
of the other cultural groups. F. Kluckhohn and F. Strodtbeck’s value orientations theory [11] is a useful tool
for framing cultural patterns. This theory outlines five basic human problems that are common to all peoples
at all times and all places: innate predisposition, man’s relation to nature, time dimension, valued personality
type, and relationship pattern.

The first value orientation spoke to the inherent nature of a human: is he/she basically good, evil or
mixed, and whether we can change ourselves by learning? For instance, F. Kluckhohn described American
view of human nature as evil and perfectible, which had grown out of the Puritan heritage [10]. On the other
hand, Japanese believe that people are inherently good, and this innate predisposition remains unchanged.
Such views are largely attributable to the strong influence of Shinto on Japanese culture and system of val-
ues [20].

The second value orientation - human'’s relationship to nature - provides several options: subjugation
to nature, harmony with nature, and mastery over nature. The idea of active reorganization of the world in-
herent in the Western mentality (mastery over nature) is in opposition to Japanese propensity to perceive
Man - Nature unity/harmony.

The third value orientation deals with time dimension. According to F. Kluckhohn [10], each society
has its own understanding of the past, present and future. Societies differ in which of these dimensions they
emphasize. While dominant American culture is future-oriented and looks ahead, its representatives plan
and set goals, strive for change and grow, past-oriented cultures like Japan, China, Korea value tradition and
experience and tend to view them as a guide when making decisions.

The fourth value orientation describes the modality of human activity (valued personality type) - ori-
entation on activity itself, being or being-in-becoming. Representatives of active type of culture (primarily
Western cultures) prefer activities that lead to achievements, which are measurable. Being-in-becoming is
self-determination through relationships with elements of self-development. In being-oriented cultures a
sense of identity is based on stable relationships and stable social structure - people succeed as a team or
fail alone. It is typical for Chinese, Japanese, Arab cultures.

The fifth value orientation is modality of human relations. F. Kluckhohn proposed three models (ori-
entations): individualistic, collateral, and linear. The first one is typical for North American culture, where
family ties are relatively limited and not so intensive. This model of relationship is focused on individual or
nuclear family. Collateral model represents more intense family ties that go beyond the nuclear family and
include grandparents, uncles, aunts, cousins, etc. It focuses on consensus within a large peer group. Linear
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model is similar to collateral. However, within it the concept of family covers all distant relatives: tribes, clans,
even deceased ancestors, who influence people in decision making. In this case, hierarchical principles and
recognition of higher authority in the group are clearly expressed. This model is typical for many Eastern cul-
tures.

The scientific novelty. These patterns are largely determined by different reality tunnels — emic reali-
ties established by a system of coding, or a structure of metaphors, and transmitted by means of language,
arts, mathematics or other symbolic systems [19]. People perceive and interpret the world through a certain
set of filters, which may be different in different cultures. Everyone creates his/her own unique reality, which
is recognized as the only one “true reality” [12]. Furthermore, intercultural communication largely depends on
the communicative competence of dialogue participants. These differences essentially influence the success
of the communicative process. Participants use special language options and discursive strategies, which
may be quite different in any given culture. This makes communication more complicated. These cultural
differences are a communicative barrier that must be overcome. Such distinctions in cultural patterns cause
difficulties in intercultural dialogue. Nowadays, global awareness and understanding of other cultures help
people to cope with the “difficulties of cultural translation”.

One of the peculiarities of intercultural dialogue is the problem of mutual understanding due to com-
plete or partial ignorance of matrices of another culture. Different cultural identities form different stereotypes
at perceptual level: there is a huge gap between our in-group (our cultural group) and out-groups (other cul-
tural groups). At attitudinal level, stereotypes can become prejudice. We form our preconceived opinions
and judgments about other groups, which, in fact, are not based on experience or reason. The negative form
of prejudice can lead to discrimination at behavioral level. To avoid these threats to effective intercultural
communication, we must recognize that Other doesn’t mean Wrong, Other is just Different. It helps to un-
derstand the cultural logics behind cultural differences. One-sided perception caused by cultural and histori-
cal differences can be overcome by integrating the other models of thinking, as well as by accepting the oth-
er “rules” of relations between people, including those, which have arisen under other cultural and historical
conditions. This will lead to recognition that different cultural systems do not exclude, but successfully com-
plement and enrich each other.

Conclusions. In intercultural dialogue, representatives of different cultures face great difficulties in
communication and mutual understanding, because their perceptions, emotions, thoughts and behaviors
may vary significantly. Hall's theory contributes to better understanding of the representatives of the other
cultures, their attitudes towards the world and ways of communication, as well as promotes the ability to be a
successful intercultural dialogue’s participant. This theory gave impetus to the study of the dialogues of cul-
tures. F. Kluckhohn and F. Strodtbeck provided a wide range of opportunities for the further development of
their theory [8]. Their theory initiated further research, which, in turn, gave rise to the new theories that con-
tributed to the understanding of humans and their interactions.
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