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ABSTRACT

This article explores the communicative behaviornafive
speakers of English, German, Uzbek, and Russiarough
descriptive and comparative analyses of speech sigth as
"address," "greeting,” and "establishing contacttie study
reveals the distinctive national characteristics dan
communicative behaviors of representatives fromiouar
linguistic cultures.
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INTRODUCTION

In the conditions of strengthening the intercultueducational
paradigm the matters of communicative behavior ipecrelevant
for study from pragmatic and linguo didactic poiotview.
Ethnocultural communicative behavior has been shtavn
vary significantly across cultural groups. It wakserved by
Pekerti (2003) that East Asians tend to exhibiticgmntric
communication behavior, whereas Anglo-European New
Zealanders (Pakeha) display idiocentric behaviohesg
differences pose challenges in intercultural intBoas, often
requiring additional time for task completion. Tpigotal role of
culture in shaping communication dynamics has been
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emphasized by Farah (1997), highlighting the ingore of
shared knowledge of linguistic codes and sociodcaltrules.

Building upon this framework, a communication andtural

code approach to ethnonational conflicts was pregds/ Ellis

(2003), emphasizing the influence of culturally-dds
communication codes on conflict resolution. Addiady,

gender differences in communication predispositionsre

identified by Lin (2003), with men reporting high&pprehension
about intercultural communication, greater ethnttem, and
less willingness to communicate interculturally. lIE€ctively,

these studies underscore the intricate interplay colture,

communication, and conflict resolution.

The complex interplay of verbal and nonverbal elesien the
communicative behavior of Uzbek individuals washtighted by
Sabitova (2020). It was found that nonverbal compation,
including facial expressions, spatial positioniggnd emotional
states, significantly enhances the communicatiatgss. This is
further supported by Abidova (2023), who emphasizbd
importance of gratitude as a key component of Verba
communication. Various types of oral communicatiamts in the
Uzbek language and their societal significance wiseussed by
Saparbaeva (2020), further illustrating the muteted nature of
communicative behavior in the Uzbek context.

The purpose of this article is to provide a corivas
description of the characteristics of communicativehavior
among Uzbek, Russian, German, and English-speadengles.
By identifying both general and ethnospecific feasuof their
communication, this study aims to deepen the utaleding of
sociocultural relations and cultural values withimguistic and
cultural communities. "Communicative behavior" efided as a
fundamental component of cultural identity and ovadi
behavior, contributing to a scientific understargdat the culture
of the people.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

In this study, we employ a contrastive analysis hoéblogy
based on the two-way principle: English — Russiabzbek —
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English — German; Russian/Uzbek — English — Gernvae.
recognize the evolving landscape of cross-cultural
communication, where linguistic proficiency alosdnsufficient
for effective interaction. Mastery of ethnospecifiorms and
communication strategies is equally essential.

The chosen model for describing communicative biehav
emphasizes verbal and non-verbal aspects, as weloaial
symbolism, guided by the principle of consistendy¥ithin this
framework, we adopt a contrastive approach, systeafly
comparing native communicative behavior with allsgible
expressions of similar meaning in the cultures unde
examination.

This contrasting principle enables us to identifig @escribe
both commonalities and divergences in communicatizieavior
across the studied cultural groups. Additionaltyallows us to
categorize the manifestations of national spetyficsing a range
of descriptors: very high, high, noticeable, redlcow, and
absence.

Our focus is on everyday culture, manifested inldakavior
and communication of individuals. Drawing on thesrgiional
definition of culture as "a way of life passed oonfi generation
to generation" (Tubbs & Moss 1987), we acknowledbe
inherent complexity of culture while prioritizingsi practical
utility for describing and shaping individual cuitlibehaviors.

To accurately delineate dominant cultural featusesong
Russian, Uzbek, German, and American peoples, @x dpon
established methods and techniques previously emgldn
studies of communicative behavior (Prokhorov & Bier2006;
Essay on American communicative behavior 2001).

RESULTS ANDDISCUSSION

Understanding national character and communicabebavior
Understanding the communicatively relevant featafesational
characters is crucial for effective interculturahemunication. In
Table 1, we examine the main characteristics of rthgonal
characters of Uzbek, Russian, German, and Amernieoples
and their implications for communicative behavior.
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Table 1

Uzbek Russian German Americans
Characterized by|Notable features Known for |Characterized by
hospitality, include their seriousnessindividualism, time
respect for eldersconciliarity, (Emsthafi), efficiency,

the concept of
“ycra,”
patriotism, and
attachment to
family, among
others. Uzbek
culture values
mobility,
cohesion, and
tolerance, while
also
demonstrating a
tendency toward
gullibility and
naivety.
Moreover, Uzbek
communicative
behavior is
influenced by a
belief in the
power of words
and respect for
religion. These
traits influence
verbal and non-
verbal
communication
patterns, shaping
interactions
within Uzbek
society.

sincerity of social
relations,
contemplative
thinking, and a
sense of historical
patience. Everyd
impulsiveness,
imprudence, and
disregard for the
average are also
observed traits.
Moreover,
sRussians exhibit g
strong desire for
justice and nation
self-criticism,
contributing to
their
communicative
style emphasizing
sincerity and
responsibility.
(Formanovskaya
1998; Wierzbicka
1993)

adherence to
rules, efficiency,
organization,
discipline,
neatness, and
unctuality.
ermans uphold

T\%
he concept of

"Ordnung"
(order) and the
"categorical
imperative,"
while also
grappling with
feelings of fear
(Angst) and
striving for
perfection. Theseé
traits reflect in
German
communicative
behavior,
emphasizing
organization and
punctuality in
interactions.
(Hymes, 1977)

practicality, and a
belief in
progressiveness.
Americans value
their exclusivity,
demonstrating
determination,
social mobility, and
a commitment to
equality. Optimism
and a hands-off
approach to private
life are also
prevalent. These
traits influence
American
communication
xstyles, emphasizin
efficiency and
equality in
interpersonal
exchanges.(Hirsh
1987; Langacker
1994;Visson 2005

While individuals may not universally exhibit aiktied traits,

they are significant cultural markers shaping comicative

behavior. As noted by Sternin, socio-historical asgchological
conditions play a role in the manifestation of #hebharacteristics
(Sternin 2006).



CROSS-CULTURAL VIEW ON COMUNICATIVE BEHAVIOURS 73

Understanding the influence of national characters
communication, we turn to standard communicatitaasions
that shed light on verbal and non-verbal manifestat of
behavior: Establishing communication contact, whicbludes
addressing, greeting, acquaintance, and others.

These situations form the basis for analyzing cominative
behavior among the Uzbek, Russian, German, and isamer
peoples, offering insights into the complexitiescobss-cultural
interaction.

In this study, we will examine the initial threecognized
communicative scenarios as addressing, greetings, imitial
contact communicative interaction.

Establishing communication contact: Addressing
Establishing communicative contact involves the auft
addressing, which is a frequently employed commative
element aimed at capturing the interlocutor's &itiarto initiate
interaction. The selection of addressing formsoistingent upon
various communicative parameters such as the oeHlti
dynamics between participants (whether symmetrical
asymmetrical), their socio-psychological proximitythe
prevailing communication setting, and additionalntextual
factors (Pekerti 2003).

Uzbeks demonstrate a distinctive approach to ietegmal
communication, often refraining  from unnecessary
communication with strangers, and are perceived by
representatives of other nationalities as lessabtei In their
communication practices, Uzbeks constantly useessgions of
respect that emphasize the status of a persomriicydar, using
terms of kinship in vocative roles. Conversely, Russian
culture, such family terms (for exampl&ab6yms (babul’-
grandma), nen (ded-grandpa)oren (otets-father)) are mainly
used in colloquial speech, and not as signs ofexsputside the
family context (“Russian and Chinese communicabiebavior”
2002). Addresses like sister and brother are ned asitside the
family sphere of communication by Americans. But feee
addressing like BRO typically used to address a male and SIS
female equivalent in informal conversation espécibketween
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young people. As well as boy, youfgla (fellow) young fella
(fellow), mate- only man to manuv (love), buddy, strangerin
informal communication: Young man, could you help mith
my bags, please. Moreover the addressing BBpo)( is
transferred to Russian language as well (Prokh@&aSternin
2006).

Moreover, unlike Russians, Uzbeks strictly adheradrms
prohibiting referring to people using gender-sgedérms (such
as "woman" and "man"), considering such practicesbée
impolite and disrespectful. Another contrastingeaspconcerns
professional titles; While Russians generally avagterring to
people by their profession, Uzbeks make an exceptih the
termustoz(teacher), which is used with reverence in acdtiatid
religious communities. Also in communications, sudhts of
national character as respect and devotion toioeligre realized,
which in turn is expressed in the presence of suchddress as
Khuzhaka- an address to a man with the signs of having
completed a pilgrimageQksakol — elder” (literally: white-
bearded, gray-bearded) which is completely absentthie
addresses of Russian-speaking peoples (Saparb@29a 2

In Germany and the USA, customary forms of address
includeHerr and Mr./Sir - for men an8irau and Mrs./Madam -
for women, respectively. In Russian society, thera gender-
neutral form of address for women in business comoation—
by position, a common form of address for men awdnen in
informal communication is a reference by name aatdopymic.

Germans emphasize significantly - titles, partidylain
professional contexts where "Herr Doktor" (Mr. Dmgtis added
to doctors and individuals holding doctoral degreegractice
less common in Russian and Uzbek linguistic trad&i In
American addressing titles are not obligatory aawal loe replaced
by Name: My name is Dr. Sarah Smyth. You may calletther
Sarah or Dr. Smyth. An intriguing form of addreasGerman,
"Gnadige" (e.g. was befehlengnadigeFrau®es, Madam?or
What can | do for you, Madam?), equivalent toufoctusas —
merciful" or "Beicokoutmmas — highly respected” in Russian
etiquette, underscores a profound level of resp@ganization,
and discipline among Germans. Conversely, in Rosdais
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address, as noted in tiiplanatory Dictionary of the Russian
Languageedited by D. N. Ushakov (1935-1940), is antiquated
and historically associated with formal addresseshsas
"Munoctussiirocynaps ~ —  Gracious Sovereign" or
"MunoctuBasrocynapeias — Gracious Empress” used in official
pre-revolutionary contexts.

In  American communication, formal nominative and
appellative formulas are typically eschewed whedresking a
group of people. Rather than employing formal ditkuch as
“ladies and gentlemen,” Americans often opt for a
straightforward greeting like "good afternoon, &xli and
gentlemen." Both empirical observations and acadeesearch
highlight a distinctive attribute of Americans—thetase in
engaging with strangers. This trait is particulaiydent in how
Americans establish connections for cooperation and
communication. Contrasting with the norms prevalent/zbek
and Russian cultures, Americans demonstrate a Ieotab
indifference to "embarrassment,” exhibiting confide and a
sense of familiarity in diverse social contexts.

For instance, when encountering a stranger, an isareis
likely to extend a handshake confidently and itatiahe
conversation with a warm greeting. The anticipatesponse is
generally brief and positive, aligning with Amenicasocial
conventions.  Furthermore, American communication is
characterized by a minimal reliance on formal asslf@rmulas,
favoring a more informal approach when addressiggap.

Additionally, the use of names in American addresse
contrasts sharply with Russian practices. Rus&arsoy a wide
range of name variations (e.g. Alexander, Sashaheska)
depending on the speaker's mood, relationship whb
addressee, and other factors. For instance, a matfight
affectionately call her sonChmenska" Sashenka while his
friends call him Cama" Sasha This practice allows for nuanced
expressions of familiarity and affection. Moreovevith the
advent of digital communication, Russians frequente text-
based greetings such aHpiser Privet and various emojis to
convey greetings and emotions. It's common to sEssages like
"Ilpuser s  Kakgena?" (Hi & How are you?) in text
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conversations, reflecting a broader shift towandf®rimal and
versatile modes of communication.

Conversely, in American addresses, typically onlg aame
from the existing paradigm is used. For example,thé
abbreviated form "Alex" is adopted instead of th# hame
"Alexander,"” it becomes universally accepted by ifam
members, friends, colleagues, and others. This naften
becomes a tradition, sometimes entirely supplantiegofficial
name, as exemplified by figures such as Bill Cimand Tony
Blair.

Greetings

In Uzbek culture, greetings reflect the "verticélierarchy of
relations as defined by I. A. Sternin. This hielgremphasizes
oppositions such as “young-old,” “man-woman,” “ficefoe,”
and “familiar-unfamiliar” (Prokhorov & Sternin 2006
According to Uzbek etiquette, the youngest alwaysets the
elder first, regardless of gender. For instangguang person will
greet an older person, one person will greet twajatker will
greet a standing person, and an enterer will gresetated person.
The seated person must quickly stand to respotitetgreeting,
except for elderly individuals who, due to theispected age, are
allowed to remain seated (Sabitova 2020).

Even today, Uzbeks strive to follow these tradisiom\
younger person greets an elder first, and if a goman is in a
car, he must stop and get out of the car. To shespact, he
should be the first to extend both hands and shiag&eelder's
hand two or three times (Saparbaeva 2020). Uzbeke
variety of greetings, such as:

« Assalomualaykum: This traditional greeting remains widely
used, especially in formal or religious contextsd avhen
addressing someone unfamiliar or of higher status.

e Salom: A shortened and more casual version of
"Assalomualaykum,” often used among friends, peansl
acquaintances in informal settings.
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e Qalaysiz? orQalay? (How are you?): A common and
informal inquiry into someone's well-being, oftersed
among friends, family, and acquaintances.

« Nima gap?: A casual greeting meaning "What's up?" or
"What's happening?"

e Salom, galaysiz?; Combining the traditional greeting
"Salom" with the common inquinQalaysiz?to create a
personalized and friendly greeting, often used amoeers
and acquaintances.

Daughters-in-law bow to the elders in the family aasign of
greeting, receiving blessings in return. The waydh greetings
also varies based on age and status. The Uzbekdgadncludes
polite variants of second-person pronousi (singular) and
sizlar (plural), which are translated into Russian by sinegle
word “Ber” (you), and their semantics are determined by exdnt
Incorrect use of these pronouns is regarded agrizamhers and
can even lead to conflicts (Abidova 2023).

Phatic communication formulas in Uzbek such as
“Yakhshimisiz? (Is everything going well with you?),”
“Ishlaryakhshimi? (Are  you doing well?),” and
“Oilangiztuzukmifls everything okay in your family?)” serve to
establish rapport, express friendliness, and maintocial
relationships (Sabitova 2020).

In Russian culture, greetings vary significantlyfammality
depending on the context and the relationship batwe
interlocutors  (Ellis 2003). Formal greetings suchs a
3mpasctByiite (Zdravstvuyte) andloopsiiinens (Dobryy den’)
are common in professional settings and when asldgs
unfamiliar individuals. For instance, a student eeing a
professor's office might say3apasctsyiire (Hello). Informal
greetings likellpuser (Privet) and3moposo (Zdorovo) are used
among friends and peers, reflecting a flexible apph to
formality based on social context. A group of fdsmmeeting at
a café might greet each other wilhuser, pebsra! (Hey, guys!).

With digital communication, Russians frequently uet-
based greetings such Hguser (Privet) and various emojis to
convey greetings and emotions. It's common to sEssages like
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IpuserKaknena? (Hi How are you?) in text conversations (Farah
1997). Phatic communication formulas likkaknena? (How are
you?)” and Yronosoro? (What's new?)” are much less common
and usually reserved for close relationships adftesignificant
period of separation.

In German culture, formal greetings suchGsgen Tagare
still widely used, especially in professional orrf@l settings,
and when addressing someone unfamiliar (Hobday &ty
1999). A German employee might s&ten Tag, Herr Mller
(Good day, Mr. Miiller) upon entering a meeti@uten Morgen
is used in the morning to wish someone a good mgrnand
Guten Abendis used in the evening. Informal greetings like
Hallo andHi are used among friends, peers, and acquaintamces i
informal settings. A student might greet a friendhw'Hallo,
wiegeht's?" (Hello, how are you?).

In digital communication,Hallo is often used in text
messages, emails, or social media chats. Emojiseamaticons
are also commonly used to convey greetings and iensot
(Niemeier 1997). Phrases likéallo, wiegeht'sqHello, how are
you?) combine a casual greeting with a common iygaibout
someone's well-being, often used among friends and
acquaintances.

In American communication, greetings are typicaifprmal
and egalitarian (“Essay on American Communicatiehdior”
2001). Americans are generally comfortable engagmith
strangers, evident when someone walks into a caffep and
says, "Hi, how's it going?" The expected respossbrief and
positive, like "Great, thanks for asking!" This ptiae aligns with
American social norms favoring direct and amiablehanges.

With the rise of digital communication, text-basgeetings
such adHey or Hi are commonly used in messaging apps, social
media, and emails. Emojis are often incorporatdd wtigital
greetings to convey emotion and tone, such as L: /) as a
friendly greeting. Virtual greetings like "Good &ee you" or
"Nice to virtually meet you" have become more comnwath
video calls (Fielder et al. 1990).

Informal greetings like "What's up?" or "How's ibigg?"
remain popular, especially among younger genermstiorcasual
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settings. Phrases like "Hey, how are you?" or "Véhgaing on?"
are frequently used as casual greetings, ofteaviell by a brief
exchange of pleasantries. American phatic commtinita
formulas like "How are you?" "How are you getting?8 and
"What's new?" are conventional and semantically tgmip is
assumed that the answer will be positive ("FineWwefl,"
"Great," "I'm all right," "I'm very well," "I'm vely well indeed")
regardless of the actual state of the interloc{@arirdham 1999).

The hierarchical nature of Uzbek greetings, empinasi
respect and deference based on age and socia, stantrasts
sharply with the egalitarian approach in Americaretings,
which promotes a sense of equality and casualactien. Both
Russian and Uzbek greetings exhibit a higher degiréarmality
and context dependence compared to American ggsetin
particularly in professional and formal settingsheTlinguistic
complexity of Russian and Uzbek greetings, withrthaultiple
name variations and polite pronouns, contrasts wite
simplicity of American naming conventions, allowifay a richer
expression of social relationships and emotion&irssian and
Uzbek interactions (Scollon & Scollon 2001). Gernggieetings,
while formal, also show flexibility in informal sétgs, similar to
Russian practices but distinct from the Americarpleasis on
uniform informality.

Understanding these differences enhances crossalult
communication and provides insights into the satiealues that
shape interpersonal interactions in these diveultaral contexts.
Russian, similar to German, differentiates betwémmal and
informal inquiries (Kakrer?" vs. 'Kakeer?"). Uzbek inquiries like
"Qalaysiz?" are formal but can be softened dependincontext.
American English generally uses the same phraggsdiess of
formality, relying on tone and context for formgliiGerman and
American English include casual inquiries like ‘&klar?" and
"What's up?" Russian and Uzbek inquiries are more
straightforward without the casual equivalentsdifidis 1994).

Initial contact
The process of initial contact in different cultsirgeveals
significant differences in social norms and behavioThis



80 SAIDOVA MARIYA ALEKSANDROVNA

section examines the distinctive approaches t@aliniontact in
Uzbek, Russian, German, and American cultures, avfttcus on
the underlying values and etiquette that shapetimsractions.

In Uzbek culture, initial contact is characterizédy a
reluctance to spontaneously initiate interactidusbeks do not
typically take the initiative to get to know eacther but are
highly responsive when approached with a questiorequest.
They demonstrate a willingness to sacrifice thimretto assist
others (Abidova 2023).

Historically, Uzbeks did not verbally express they when
meeting each other. The phrakagnishgandanxursandmgiglad
to meet you) has long been part of the Uzbek laggulbut as a
set expression, it may have solidified more regethile to global
communication patterns and the introduction of modgolite
expressions.

Asking about age during initial contact is commarlzbek
culture, as it allows for appropriate treatmenteloen age and
status, helping individuals avoid losing face ionfr of others
(Sabitova 2020). When making acquaintances, Uzbdhksre to
specific hierarchical norms: younger people, reigssd of
gender, are introduced to elders, and men introtheraselves to
women. Elders can ask any questions to those peskemhile
the younger ones are deprived of this right. Thédlzproverb
Kattanihurmatqil, kichikniizzatqil(respect the elder, honor the
younger) reflects the importance of showing respeeiders and
honoring  younger individuals during communication
(Saparbaeva 2020).

In social gatherings, it is customary for Uzbekst no
immediately question guests, especially those whdvea
unannounced. Guests are first offered tea, and aitey some
time does the host begin to talk about themselves their
family, prompting the guests to introduce themseled explain
the purpose of their visit. An Uzbek does not liketalk about
himself in front of strangers, he waits for somedtmentroduce
him to others for fear of not finding a “golden médif you say
a lot, they will decide that you are bragging;iiflé, they will
think that there is nothing to say).
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In Russian culture, expressions of joy during @itontact
are well-established and can range from formalnformal. A
formal expression might b&uenspaamosHakomurscs (very
pleased to meet you). Russians are more reserved pbrsonal
questions during initial contact, preferring torstaith formal
introductions and gradually moving to more persot@ics
(Prokhorov & Sternin 2006). The introduction proges does
not play a significant role in making acquaintancasd self-
introduction is allowed.

German expressions of joy during initial contaet pically
formal, reflecting a reserved yet polite demeaifar. example,
Esfreutmich, Siekennenzulerngtis a pleasure to meet you) is
commonly used. Germans are more reserved with p&rso
questions initially, focusing on neutral topics Isucas
WoherkommenS?gwhere are you from?) (Gumperz 1982).

American greetings are generally casual and friendl
Phrases like "Nice to meet you" or "How's it goihg&re
common. Americans avoid personal questions earlythie
interaction, instead focusing on general topics IWhat do you
do?" (Farah 1997). Initial contact often startshwimall talk,
quickly moving to more personal topics if there risutual
interest. The concept of uninvited guests is gdiyera
unacceptable, and meetings are typically arrangedvance.

The hierarchical nature of Uzbek greetings cordgrasgth the
more egalitarian approach in American greetingghBRussian
and Uzbek greetings exhibit a higher degree of &titgn and
context dependence compared to American greeti@gsman
greetings, while formal, also show flexibility informal settings,
similar to Russian practices but distinct from tAenerican
emphasis on uniform informality.

Understanding these differences enhances crosgalult
communication and provides insights into the satiedlues that
shape interpersonal interactions in these divarkaral contexts.

CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTIONS

The comparative analysis of communicative behaviamsong
Uzbek, Russian, German, and English language speakeeils
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significant cultural and linguistic distinctions ath shape
interpersonal interactions. By examining these rdevelanguage
backgrounds, this study provides a deeper undeistarof how
cultural values and social norms influence commatima styles.
Understanding the nuanced communicative behavimsss these
cultural groups is crucial for fostering effectivietercultural
interactions. Recognizing the importance of cultdm@rarchies,
respect, and context-specific communication stydas aid in
navigating social exchanges and mitigating potentia
misunderstandings. Furthermore, awareness of tHd#frences
enhances cross-cultural competence, promoting m@ningful
and respectful interactions in diverse linguistid aultural settings.

Based on these conclusions, the following suggestiare
offered to enhance cross-cultural communication and
understanding:

e Cultural sensitivity training: Implement cultural sensitivity
training programs for individuals engaging in crosdtural
interactions, focusing on understanding and respedhe
hierarchical and formal structures of differenttargs.

e Contextual awareness. Create syllabuses based on the
materials that educate learners to be mindful efdhltural
context when initiating contact.

* Adaptation strategies:. Develop strategies for adapting
communication styles to align with different cullr
expectations.

« Handling personal questions. elaborate educational
materials for students on the varying norms regardi
personal questions. In contexts where asking paftson
questions is acceptable or avoiding personal questcan
help maintain comfort and respect.

¢ Planning and spontaneity: Create and implement materials
to teach to recognize and respect the cultural ssegarding
planned and unplanned visits.

e« Promoting inclusivity: Create practices that promote
inclusivity and respect for all participants in ameraction.
Understanding the cultural importance of specifieegings
and introduction procedures can help create a meleoming
and respectful environment for everyone involved.
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By incorporating these suggestions, individuals k@dners can
foster more effective and respectful cross-cultuné&ractions,
leading to better communication and stronger m@tatiips across
diverse cultural settings.
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