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AHoTauus

Hatanus Kpusga, CBetnaHa Ctopoxyk. COLMOKYNTYpPHOTO onpeferieHue Ha Mex-
OYKYNTYpHUA guanor B KoHuenuuata Ha Mepu [brnac. VscneasaHeto uva 3a uen aa pas-
kpue caMoBUTHOCTTa Ha TUNOBETE KynTypu (0BLWHOCTK), naeHTdmumpanm ot Mepwn [ivrnac, 1 ga
onpefeny BbTPELLHATa rOTOBHOCT Ha TEXHUTE NPEACTaBUTENM 3@ MEXAYKYNTYpPHA KOMYHUKaLMS.
ABTOpUTE N3X0XAAT OT NPeobnaaaBalloTo B CbBPEMEHHMS MHTENEKTYaneH ACKYPC HELOBONCTBO
OT pasgeneHneTo Ha obliecTBaTa Ha "oTBOpeHU" 1 "3aTBopeHn”. [o-cneunanHo Te nogvepTa-
BaT, Ye rnobanHata TEHAEHUMS KbM OTBOPEHOCT Ha obuiecTaTa TpsibBalle fa AOBEAE 4O Mo-
SBaTa Ha KaHTWaHCKMS rpaxdaHWH Ha CBETa, HO A0Bee [0 NoBULIABaHE HUBOTO Ha KynTypHaTa
HETBPMUMOCT U U30CTPSIHE Ha MEXOYKYNTYpHUTE KOHnMKkTU. Kato ce uMa npeaswg ToBa, TWUMO-
norusiTa Ha obLyecTeaTa, KOSTO KOHLENTyanuaupaxa B npousseaeHnsTa Ha K. Mombp, ce Hyxanae
OT 3HAYUTENIHO NMPEOCMUCTSHE, JOMbMBAHE W YTOUHSIBAHE, e4WH OT BapUaHTUTE Ha KOeTo € WHTe-
NeKTyanHoTo HacneacTso Ha Mepu [Jbrnac. Hayynute paspabotku Ha Mepu [brnac, B YacTHoCT
HelHaTa KoHLlenums 3a "rpyna v mapkupaHe", Morat [ja ce npeBbpHaT B TEOPETUYHA OCHOBA 3a
u3crnefsaHe Ha npobnemuTe N NPOTMBOPEUMSITA HA MEXAYKYNTYpHaTa KoMyHuKkauws. Mpeanoxe-
HaTa OT u3crefoBaTtenkara "KynTypHa kapTa" [aBa Bb3MOXHOCT [ja Ce Onpefenu CTerneHTa Ha
OTBOPEHOCTTA Ha NpefCTaBUTENUTE Ha OMpefeneHa KynTypHa cpefja KbM MeXOyKynTypHaTta Ko-
MyHUKaLms, fa Ce NpeaBuan HelHaTa edekTMBHOCT 1 nocneauun. OcBeH TOBa, KOHLEeNUMsTa 3a
rpynata 1 MapkupaHeTo, paspaboTeHa OT n3cnegoBaTenkarta, Moxe ja ce NpeBbpHe B NMOA0TBOP-
Ha TeopeTUYHa OCHOBA 3a NPOYYBaHE Ha KyNTypHWUS UHTeneKT. OCMUCNSIHE Ha COLMANHOTO CTPYK-
TypupaHe ¥ kaTeropusaLus oT rneaHa Touka Ha nogxoaa Ha [Jopkem nossonu Ha Mepu [brnac ga
nokaxe 0COOEHOCTUTE Ha hOPMUPAHETO 1 NMOAABPXKAHETO HA KYNTYPHUTE rpaHMLM C MOMOLLTa Ha
puTyana 1 ja hopmupa opuriHanHa "kKyntypHa kapta", nogdepTaBaiikv YeTupy Tuna coypantu ob-
LLLHOCTY C SICHO U3paseHa onpeenieHa BbTpeLLHa CTPyKTypa. [locneaHaTa nogpexaa coumanHus u
KynTYpHWS! ONUT Ha BCEKM YneH Ha 00LLECTBOTO, ONPeAensinkA 0cOBEHOCTUTE Ha NMOBELEHUETO MY,
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BKJTHOYMTENHO FOTOBHOCTTA 3a MEXAYKYNTYPHO B3aumopgenctame. B TpyposeTe Ha Mepu [Jbrnac
TS CE NMpOsiBABa He CaMO M He TOMKOBA KaTo MIMYHO HAaCTPOEHWE Ha YOBeKa, a kaTo creuudunyHa
1 NpesBapuUTenHO onpegeneHa coumanHa nporpama 3a B3anMOAENCTBUE C MPeACTaBUTENUTE Ha
ApYrv KynTypHW cpeau, TOecT cBoeobpa3Ha MaHTanuTeTHa AMpeKTMBa. T8 OnucBa XxapakTepucTy-
KWTE Ha MMYHOTO NOBEJEHe Ha BCEKM YOBEK, C APy yMH, CE MPEBPBLLA B CXeMaTHU3vpaH Mapkep
3a KynTypHaTa NMpUHaZIeXHOCT Ha YOBEKA W MO TO3W HAYMH yNecHsBa pa3bupaHeTo Ha KynTypHuUTe
pasnuuns 1 MOTUBALMNTE Ha YOBEKA B rpynara.

KnioyoBu aymu: otBOpeHu obLyecTBa, 3aTBOPEHM 0OLLECTBa, MepapxuiHu 06LLecTBa,
"MpbCOTUS", MapriHanu, pa3konHUYECKM aHKTaB, MHAWBMAYaANU3upaHu 00LLEeCTBa, haTanncTUiHL
obuectsa, putyan

AHoTaLif

Hatanis Kpuepa, Csitnana Ctopoxyk. CoLioKynbTypHa BU3HAYEHICTb MiXKKYNbTYp-
Horo pianory B koHuenuii Mepi [yrnac. [JocnigxeHHs cnpsiMoBaHe Ha PO3KPUTTS CBOEPIQHOCTI
BuokpemneHnx Mepi [lyrnac Tunis KynbTyp (CRifbHOT) Ta BUSHAYEHHS BHYTPILLIHBOT FOTOBHOCTI iXHiX
NPEACTaBHUKIB O MDKKYIbTYPHOI KOMYHiKaLlii. ABTOpPM BUXOAATb 3 HE3a[O0BINbHOCTI MaHIBHOMO B
CyyacHOMY iHTeneKTyanbHOMY AUCKYPCi NOAINY CYcninbCTB Ha "BigkpuTi" i "3akpuTi". 30kpema, BOHU
aKLEHTYITb yBary Ha TOMY, LLO 3arafbHOCBITOBA TEHAEHLis 1O BiBKPUTOCTI CycninbCTB Mana 6u
3YMOBWTU NOCTaHHS KaHTIBCLKOrO rpoMagsiHiHA CBITY, HATOMICTb, MPU3BENa A0 3pOCTaHHS PiBHSA
KyrnbTypHOI HETEPMUMOCTI Ta 3arOCTPEHHS MiXKYNbTYPHUX KOHCIIKTIB. 3 ornsiay Ha Le, KoHuen-
TyanisoaHa B po6otax K. Monnepa Tunonorist cycninbCTe noTpedye iCTOTHOrO NepeocMIUCTIEHHS,
[OMOBHEHHS! Ta YTOYHEHHS!, OHWM 3 BapiaHTIB SIKOro CTaB iHTenekTyansHuin fopobok Mepi lyrnac.
Haykosi HanpautoBaHHs Mepi [lyrnac, 3okpema ii KoHUenLis "rpynu Ta po3miTku" Moxe ctaTh Te-
OpPeTUYHUM (hyHLAMEHTOM AOCHIMKEHHS NPOBnemM Ta CynepeyvHOCTER MiKKyNbTYPHOI KOMYHiKawyii.
3anponoHoBaHa gocnigHuLelo "kynbTypHa KapTa" HaZae MOXIUBICTb BUSHAUUTY PiBEHb BiAKPUTOC-
Ti NpeCTaBHNKIB NEBHOrO KYNbTYPHOrO CepefoBILLA A0 MiXKKYNbTYPHOT KOMYHIKaLlii, NpOrHO3yBaTy
ii echekTnBHICTb Ta Hacnigku. Kpim Toro, pospobneHa LOCTigHMLE KOHLenLis "rpyni Ta po3miTkn"
MOXE CTaTW MIiJHOI0 TEOPETUYHOK OCHOBOK BWBYEHHS "KyNbTYPHOTO iHTENekTy". OcMUCIEHHS
couiarnbHoi CTpyKTypu3aLii Ta kaTeropusaLii 3 No3uLii LOPKreiMiBCLKOro Migxody, Hagano Mox-
nuBicTb Mepi lyrnac nokasati 0cobnmBocTi (hopMyBaHHs Ta YTPUMAHHS KyNbTYPHUX KOPLOHIB 3a-
cobamu putyany Ta cchopmyBaTi OpuriHamnbHy "KynbTypHY KapTy", BUOKPEMUBLLM YOTUPU KpawHi
TUNK couianbHUX CMiMbHOT 3 YiTKO 03HAYEHO0 BHYTPILLIHBOK CTPYKTYpOto. OCTaHHS BMOPSAKOBYE
coLjianbHWi Ta KynbTYPHWIA LOCBIA KOXHOTO YreHa CMifbHOTYW, BU3HA4aKum 0cobnnBocTi oro no-
BEAiHKW, B TOMY YMCRi 1 TOTOBHICTb A0 MiXKYNbTypHOI B3aemogii. OctanHs, B poboTax Mepi dyrnac,
NpOSBNSETLCA HE TiMbKM i He CTiMbKW ik 0cobMCTa HanalTOBaHICTb NMIOAWHM, ane sk BU3HaveHa
i Hanepen 3afaHa coljanbHa nporpama B3aeMOfii 3 NpeaCcTaBHUKAMU iHLUUX KyNbTYPHUX ceped-
0BMLL, TOOTO CBOEPIAHA MeHTanbHa AMpekTBa. BoHa Bu3Hayae 0cobnmMBOCTi iHAMBILYaNbHOI No-
BEAiHKN KOXHOI NoAMHM, TOBTO, NMOCTae CxeMaTU30BaHUM MapKepOM KyNbTYpHOI MPUHANEXHOCT
NIOOUHN, TUM CaMUM NOMErLLYe PO3YMIHHS KyMNbTYPHUX BiIMIHHOCTEN Ta MOTUBALLT NIOAUHY B rpyni.

KntovoBi cnoBa: BigkpuTi CycninbCTBa, 3aKpWTi CyCMinbCTBa, iepapXiyHi CycninbCTBa,
“Opya’, MapriHanu, posKomnbHULbKUIA aHKNaB, iHAMBILyanidoBaHi cycninbcTea, daTanicTuyHi cyc-
ninbCTBa, puTyan

Abstract

Natalia Kryvda, Svetlana Storozhuk. Socio-cultural definition of intercultural dialogue
in the concept of Mary Douglas. The research is aimed at uncovering the distinctiveness of the

41



culture types (or communities) identified by Mary Douglas, and at determining the extent of inner
willingness for intercultural communication of the representatives of those culture types. The authors
are motivated by the inadequacy of the prevailing in modern intellectual discourse division of societies
into "open" and “closed" ones. In particular, they emphasize that the global tendency of societies
towards openness should have led to an emergence of Kant's citizen of the world, but instead it led
to an increase of cultural intolerance and an exacerbation of intercultural conflicts. In view of this,
the typology of societies conceptualized in Karl Popper's works needs significant reexamination,
expansion, and clarification; the intellectual work of Mary Douglas accomplishes this goal in its
own way. Mary Douglas's scientific work, in particular her concept of “grid/group” can become a
theoretical foundation for the study of problems and contradictions of intercultural communication.
The "cultural map”, proposed by the researcher, makes it possible to determine the level of openness
of the representatives of a certain cultural environment to intercultural communication, and to
predict its effectiveness and its consequences. In addition, the concept of “grid/group”, developed
by the researcher, can become a useful theoretical basis for the study of "cultural intelligence”.
Evaluation of social structuring and categorization from the standpoint of Durkheim's approach
enabled Mary Douglas to demonstrate the particulars of formation and maintenance of cultural
boundaries by means of ritual and to form an original "cultural map", identifying four extreme types
of social communities with a clear internal structure. The latter organizes the social and cultural
experience of each member of the community, determining the characteristics of his or her behavior,
including the willingness for intercultural interaction. In the works of Mary Douglas, it manifests itself
not only and not so much as an individual’s personal mood, but as a specific and predetermined
social program of interaction with representatives of other cultural environments, that is, a kind of
mental directive. It determines the characteristics of individual behavior of each person; meaning, it
becomes a schematic marker of a person's cultural affiliation, thus facilitating the understanding of
cultural differences and motivation of a person in a group.

Key words: open societies, closed societies, hierarchical societies, “dirt’, marginals,
schismatic enclave, individualized societies, fatalistic societies, ritual

Introduction. The development of globalization processes has led to the expansion of
interconnections among different civilizations, countries, peoples, and cultures. The opening of
borders for a free exchange of socially significant information and for travel has led to a marked
increase in intercultural interaction among governmental institutions, social groups, public
movements, and research and educational institutions. An equally important role in strengthening
intercultural interaction was played by tourism and labor migration. The latter most clearly
demonstrated the need for a comprehensive study of the features and mechanisms of effective
intercultural interaction. The ability to communicate with people from different cultures opens up
plentiful opportunities for personal self-fulfilment and helps to overcome frustration when in a foreign
cultural environment, all while helping to overcome intercultural conflicts in a globalized world.

It's worth noting that the problems of intercultural communication have attracted considerable
attention from researchers since ancient times. However, it was only in the middle of the twentieth
century that this topic grew particularly urgent, as the globalization laid the foundations for a radical
change in modern social relations, which also attracted the attention of intellectual discourse. For
some time it was based on a conceptual basis, which has its roots in A. Bergson's work “Two
Sources of Morality and Religion”, published in 1932. As is known, in this work the researcher
identified the two types of societies, a “closed” and an “open” type, for the first time. According to his
findings, closed societies are characterized by "static" morality and religion, as well as by close-knit
internal connections and indifference to others. Representatives of such societies are always ready
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for an attack and a defense, since they are guided only by "social instinct" (Bergson, 1994, p. 288,
p. 32). Thatis why A. Bergson calls closed societies a “dead end” of social development, as they are
doomed to eternally circle around, with their representatives unable to practice effective intercultural
communication.

Unlike closed societies, open societies, according to A. Bergson, arise due to moral
authorities who seek prosperity for all mankind, and, therefore, focus on a system of historically
variable values (“dynamic” morality and religion). It is thanks to the members of open societies
that social development takes place. According to A. Bergson, it is moving towards an international
(universal) community devoid of antagonisms and built on the principles of ascetic humanism,
which is known to be inextricably linked with the ideal of freedom and creative self-expression.
Strictly speaking, according to A. Bergson, only members of an open society are capable of effective
international communication that transcends cultural (usually ethnocultural) borders and forms a
broad universal coalition based on humanism.

Without going into a deep and comprehensive analysis of the types of societies identified by
A. Bergson, we will only point out the fact that his proposed typology was further developed in the
works of the famous Austrian and British philosopher and sociologist K. Popper. In “Open Society and
Its Enemies” (Popper, 1994), the thinker distanced himself from the religious mysticism proposed
by A. Bergson, and showed that the separation of open and closed societies on a rationalistic basis
makes it possible to carefully analyze the particulars of social development from the standpoint of
social self-realization. In particular, K. Popper emphasized that closed societies resemble living
organisms, as the basis for their association are semi-biological ties, such as blood kinship and the
unity of life and work, of joy and danger. In closed societies all social institutions are sacred and are
built on the basis of taboos, which, without the need for rational justification, define and regulate the
life of the individual and society as a whole. Members of a closed society treat current regulations
(taboos) with great piety and never doubt their truth (Popper, 1994, pp. 195 — 196).

Unlike closed societies, open societies are formed on the basis of free competition, which is
manifested in the constant desire of their members to occupy privileged or most respectable social
or economic niches. Members of open societies reject all sorts of authorities and are critical of
taboos. This, according to K. Popper, often leads to open societies losing the features of a specific
and real group. In most cases members of open societies do not meet with each other; the affairs
are conducted by isolated individuals that communicate through a variety of print media (letters,
telegrams, orders, written directives, etc.), due to which they may not have personal contacts.
Of course, according to K. Popper, this does not mean that members of an open society have
completely lost their human nature and do not need interpersonal communication. On the contrary,
the scientist believes that the emergence of an open society has opened a new, much wider space
for such communication. In contrast to members of a closed society who are limited by organic
ties and are hostile to any manifestations of dissent, representatives of an open society form their
communicative space based on their own beliefs, life guidelines and even on personal gain (Popper,
1994, pp. 196 — 199). In other words, members of an open society, losing the features of a “real
group”, become very flexible and can easily engage in intercultural communication.

Despite the rationality of many theoretical remarks made by K. Popper in “Open Society and
its Enemies” (Popper, 1994), there is no reason to consider his conclusions about the absence of
obstacles to intercultural communication in members of open societies as convincing. Although the
globalization has significantly eroded the foundations of cultural identity (Giddens, 2004; Bauman,
2004; Huntington, 2003; Kryvda, 2016; Storozhuk, 2014; Hoyan et al., 2019), today there is no
reason to say that identity has given up its place to a Kantian citizen of the world who has no
obstacles to free communication. On the contrary, global changes in politics, economics and culture
are accompanied by a constant separation of cultures and peoples, while generating in them a
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desire for cultural self-affirmation and the preservation of their own cultural values. The range
of their resistance is traditionally quite wide: there is a passive aversion to the values of other
cultures, and an active opposition to their spread and establishment. That is why in our day we have
witnessed numerous ethnoreligious conflicts, the strengthening of nationalist sentiments, and the
intensification of regional fundamentalist movements. Contradictions that arise at the community
level penetrate into the depths of public consciousness, thereby defining, and often significantly
limiting, the space and opportunities for personal self-fulfillment in a globalized and, at the same
time, culturally diverse world.

The fundamental need of man to preserve his cultural identity, combined with the constant
desire for personal self-fulfillment in a multicultural world, has attracted the attention of researchers
in recent decades. For example, in researching this problem, in 2003, Christopher Earley and Soon
Ang, building off Howard Gardner's theory of multiple intelligences, introduced to the scientific
community an original concept of “cultural intelligence” (CQ). Its semantic field was determined by a
person's ability to function effectively and to interact in situations characterized by cultural diversity,
without losing his or her own cultural identity. This ability, according to researchers, can not be the
result solely of the cognitive sphere, but appears to be a multidimensional formation of a wide range
of skills. Thus, appealing to the component theory of intelligence (Sternberg, Detterman, 1996), K.
Earley and S. Ang identified four main components of cultural intelligence: 1) the metacognitive
component of CQ, or the ability to acquire and interpret cultural knowledge and build strategies for
acquiring knowledge about other cultures; 2) the cognitive component of CQ, or human knowledge
of their own and other cultures; 3) the motivational component of CQ, or the ability and desire
of a person to focus on the study and understanding of a particular cultural context, and, 4) the
behavioral component of CQ, which is manifested as an ability to carry out verbal and nonverbal
interactions with representatives of different cultures (Ang et al., 2004; Earley PC, & Ang S., 2003).
To identify the level of cultural intelligence, Sun Ang and his colleagues developed and tested the
Cultural Intelligence Scale (CQS), the sub-scales of which correspond to the four aforementioned
components of CQ (Ang et al., 2007).

The emergence of this concept and the tool for measuring cultural intelligence in the setting
of a shortage of viable theoretical and methodological developments in the field of intercultural
communication has led to a rapid upsurge of research on this phenomenon. In this context the
explorations of many foreign (Linn Van Dyne, 2012; Ryan, Deci, 2000) and Ukrainian researchers
(Solodka, 2017; Zelenov, 2016; Yefymenko, 2017) can be mentioned. Despite the remarkable
interest in the issues of formation of cultural intelligence, so far there is no reason to consider them
resolved, in the light of the problems and conflicts that arise in the process of real interaction. To
some extent, they are related to human openness to intercultural dialogue, which, according to the
British researcher M. Douglas, is inextricably linked with collective ideas and the way of organizing
the community.

Purpose. Given the above, the purpose of the article is to uncover the distinctiveness of
the culture types (or communities) identified by Mary Douglas, and to determine the extent of inner
willingness for intercultural communication of the representatives of those culture types.

Presentation of the main material. Turning to the realization of this goal, we consider it
appropriate to emphasize that M. Douglas never aimed to study cultural intelligence. Moreover, her
major works, Purity and Danger (Douglas, 2000), Natural Symbolics: Explorations in Cosmology
(Douglas, 1973), were published in the 1960s and 1970s, long before the emergence of this
concept. Nevertheless, they provide the insight into the origins of tolerance / intolerance towards the
representatives of other cultures, the willingness or unwillingness to engage in an open dialogue with
them, and the causes of persistent acute intercultural conflicts in a unified yet multicultural modern
world. To some extent, it is due to the fact that the problem of defining group boundaries through
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the prism of a binary opposition between “Ours” and “Strangers” (“us” and “them”) has invariably
remained the alpha and the omega of M. Douglas's scientific research. The conclusions drawn
by the researcher in her works are based on Durkheimian standpoints; meaning, the researcher
believes that both modern and primitive people have the same laws and rules of a schematic
organization of their own experience. This theoretical basis has opened wide a way for them to
find in primitive cultures those universal cognitive schemes and categories that organize the whole
social experience and determine the collective phenomena of communities, while determining the
openness and readiness of their members for intercultural dialogue. Interestingly, in contrast to K.
Popper (1994) and A. Bergson (Bergson, 1994), M. Douglas carried out her typology of societies on
the basis of the attitude of members of a particular cultural environment to cultural deviations, i.e. all
that destroys the established order (Douglas, 2000, p. 71).

Given that Douglas called her work “Cleanliness and Danger”, while paying much attention
to the coverage of the attitudes in different cultural environments to the “dirt”, we can assume that it
is the main threat to the established order. However, in reality, this view is erroneous, because, as
the researcher argues, in the process of studying the ritual practices of different peoples, “dirt” is an
integral part of the internal differentiation of society. As a by-product of the formation of identity and
social order, all those deviations that can undermine the foundations of the established order turn into
“dirt”. The relentless cleaning of this “dirt” leads to the formation of an entire pile of undifferentiated
garbage, which the community is trying to avoid; yet, this garbage, interestingly, does not pose any
threat to the existence of the community. However, as soon as a person / community begins to look
for undamaged things in this pile, their identity is restored and begins to threaten the order / identity
(Douglas, 2000, pp. 236 — 238).

According to M. Douglas, rituals are among the main means of fighting the destructive
power of “dirt”. They, as the researcher argues, appealing to the theoretical remarks of E. Durkheim,
organize the experience, revealing to people their social self, thereby forming a social integrity. In
other words, the ritual serves as a means of expressing meaningful social values and organizes the
world, keeping people within the framework of their social roles. Ritual also reflects the idea of the
singularity of space, the ideal social order, and the idea of “dirt” that can destroy the established
world order (Douglas, 2000, pp. 103 — 114).

M. Douglas's conclusions about the characteristics of ordering and differentiation of the
social world by means of ritual do not cause any objections and in general seem quite well-reasoned.
However, at the first glance, the theoretical generalizations made by the researcher in "Purity and
Danger" seem unsuitable for the study of intercultural interaction, at least due to the fact that her
main focus is on the formation of social boundaries and group values by means of ritual. However,
thanks to this formulation of the problem, it becomes possible to explore the openness of group
members to intercultural communication. In particular, when revealing the mechanism of preserving
group unity, M. Douglas simultaneously draws attention to the problem of group boundaries and
social uncertainty, represented by the image of the marginalized. In primitive, as well as in modern
societies, they included people without a clearly defined social status. They, as the researcher
shows in numerous empirical examples, are perceived by society as a source of danger, or a force
capable of destroying the social order. The marginals themselves are not in the best position —
they do not have defined social roles and a designated place in the existing social structure, and,
therefore, they feel vulnerable. In addition, the marginal position of the marginalized can lead to
antisocial behavior, the specifics of which are determined by externally imposed stereotypes and a
constant contact with external (relative to the group) forces. They, as M. Douglas argues, can show
aggressive behavior towards full members of the community, who, in turn, see the marginalized as
a threat to the existence of an established order (Douglas, 2000, p. 147). Strictly speaking, that is
why all measures against the destructive power of the marginalized are usually carried out not by
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the marginalized themselves, but by those to whom they threaten their very existence.

Given that any uncertainty, marginality, or borderline situation is considered by a person
as a source of danger, there is every reason to say that intercultural communication cannot take
place without problems and contradictions. In contacts with representatives of other cultures,
people, as M. Douglas argues, see a threat to their identity, and, therefore, make the contacts with
apprehension. This, in turn, gives reason to doubt the possibility of building a truly “open society”
(K. Popper), whose representatives easily enter into intercultural communication. Our assumption
is fully confirmed not only by the relentless growing intolerance towards the representatives of other
cultures, even among the most developed countries of the Western European world, but also by the
frustration of those who had to migrate to a foreign environment (Heckmann, 2015).

Intolerance of people from foreign cultural backgrounds, migrants’ frustration, and the ever-
increasing need for self-fulfillment have actualized the study of the mechanisms of intercultural
interaction. Often, as evidenced by the research above, it is seen as a personal ability or inner
willingness to engage in intercultural dialogue. Without altogether refuting this point of view, it may
be appropriate to emphasize that the theoretical remarks and conclusions drawn by M. Douglas
clearly indicate that personal attitudes (or desires) are often insufficient for effective interaction
in a multicultural space. As the researcher shows in her work “Natural Symbols”, a person never
manifests himself or herself as just a person, or Kant's citizen of the world, but only as a representative
of a certain group. Accordingly, it is the way the group is organized, its values and worldview, that
determine its readiness / unwillingness for a dialogue with representatives of other cultures.

A conventional topic of human freedom and a social designation of a person is presented in
the intellectual work of M. Douglas in the original concept of “grid/group”. The researcher, analyzing
the primitive, and, along with them, the modern societies, built a special coordinate system in which
the social (or, rather, the solidarity in its Durkheimian meaning) is defined in two dimensions: the
“group”, or the degree of participation / non-participation in a stable and limited social world, the
action of which is manifested as a kind of coercion to solidarity, which the individual feels toward
himself or shows in relation to others; and a “grid”, i.e. the rules and methods of external pressure
and interaction in general, which are fixed in the symbolic systems of each group.

Obviously, the “group”, as a socio-cultural phenomenon that indicates the degree of
involvement of the individual in a limited (physically and in the form of obligations to its members)
social space does not cause any questions and contradictions. Instead, the concept of “grid” is
somewhat contradictory and even complex. The researcher uses it to denote informal rules of group
influence on the individual through ego-focused connections. Grid determines what is appropriate
and desirable in relationships between people, grouped by gender, age, values, etc., thereby
controlling their behavior. Due to this, the grid seems to set the social framework for the social
classification of a person and paves for him or her clearly defined and controlled routes of social
interaction, thus leaving him or her with a minimal space for personal choice.

As can be seen, M. Douglas's interpretation of the social in the coordinate system of “grid/
group” forms the idea of solidarity as a relationship between the formal system of social control (in a
broad sense) and the attitude toward it of the controlled and of the controlling, while at the same time
allowing to predict the change of the type of social organization when changing its basic parameters.
For example, in cases where there is a strong group and a strong grid, a conservative and
hierarchical community is formed, whose members are cohesive and have a complex hierarchical
structure. Such social organization is usually characterized by a high level of centralization and
bureaucracy, so its representatives avoid intercultural interaction whenever possible, seeing it as a
threat to their existence. Members of hierarchical societies are focused on gaining a privileged place
in their own social environment, and, therefore, may be intolerant not only of dissent, but also of the
representatives of other cultures.
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The situation somewhat changes in cases where the grid, i.e. the external rules of community
organization, is weakened, but group unity is maintained. Such communities, as M. Douglas argues,
lose their defined internal structure, and, therefore, are prone to closing in and focusing on their own
values even more than the societies with a strong grid are. In most cases, communities with strong
group unity and weak grid arise in the process of internal contradictions that lead to the formation
of a schismatic enclave within society. Such communities are usually closed to outsiders, who are
perceived as a great threat, due to the fact that the representatives of the schismatic enclave lack
a clearly defined system of rules for the classification of people. Meanwhile, this is the main reason
why, in most cases, egalitarian ties are established within such a community.

In contrast to the xenophobic representatives of the schismatic enclave, or to the egalitarian
community, the members of fatalistic communities do not have a clear position on the others. This
is, in part, due to the fact that the system of rules that determines social structure is eclectic, while
atomized subordination determines the place of each individual in the system of social relations.
With this in mind, the attitude and readiness of members of fatalistic communities will always
depend on their own place in the social hierarchy. In cases where such interaction opens the way to
higher hierarchical positions, individuals who do not have a clearly defined place in the group and
unambiguous rules of its structuring, have no obstacles to intercultural interaction and clarification
of the rules of the “grid”.

Selfishness and a desire for domination that manifest among the so-called social isolates
under certain conditions can inspire intercultural communication, but it does not encourage them to
engage in free and open competition. As shown by M. Douglas, it is manifested only in cases where
the “grid” is significantly eroded and the influence of the group on the person is weakened, thus
laying the foundations of free individualism. Its development leads to a person's loss of interest in
the issues of group identity, furthered by the relentless search for personal gain. Strictly speaking,
it is at this level that the tendency to form an open society, using K. Popper's terminology, can
be seen; a society, members of which are losing their group distinction and the rules of social
structuring, and, therefore, can easily interact with representatives of other peoples and cultures.
Strictly speaking, active individualism in culture appears as a kind of cosmopolitanism devoid of a
deep core of values (Douglas, 1973, pp. 54 - 68).

The identification of four main types of culture allowed M. Douglas to determine the specifics
of the formation of group codons, and to show the origins of marginality, while revealing the social
conditionality of the individual's personal readiness for intercultural communication. At the same
time, perhaps unwillingly, the researcher, continuing the line of E. Durkheim’s theoretical thinking,
laid the foundations of a structural approach in anthropology. According to her concept, each person
is a bearer of the cultural standards that were instilled in the process of one’s upbringing. Usually,
these standards determine a person's behavior and value priorities throughout his or her life. This,
in turn, means that the external regulator of human behavior is not external prescriptions, but a
historically formed type of culture. Social orientations established in culture determine the value
priorities of the individual, while facilitating intercultural communication. After all, it is, indeed, the
knowledge of cultural types and their impact on a person that makes it possible, on the one hand,
to determine the prospects of intercultural interaction, and, on the other, to effectively manage a
culturally diverse team, thereby demonstrating a high level of “cultural intelligence”. It manifests
itself not only (and not so much) through cognition (a deep knowledge of a certain culture), but also
as an ability to correctly interpret the behavior of the representatives of a particular culture in order
to achieve inner harmony within the group by satisfying the inner ambitions of each of the members.

Conclusions. The evaluation of social structuring and categorization from the standpoint
of Durkheim's approach gave Mary Douglas the opportunity to demonstrate the particulars of
formation and maintenance of cultural boundaries by means of ritual and to form an original “cultural
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map’, identifying four extreme types of social communities with a clear internal structure. The latter
organizes the social and cultural experience of each member of the community, determining the
characteristics of his or her behavior, including the readiness for intercultural interaction. The latter,
according to Mary Douglas, is manifested not only, and not so much, as a personal preparedness,
but as a defined and predetermined social program of interaction with the representatives of other
cultural environments, i.e. a kind of a mental directive. It determines the characteristics of individual
behavior of each person; meaning, it becomes a schematic marker of a person's cultural affiliation,
thus facilitating the understanding of cultural differences and motivation of a person in a group. This,
in turn, gives grounds to claim that cultural intelligence requires not so much a vast knowledge of
endless cultural differences, but merely a skill to interpret the internal markers of human behavior.
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