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Abstract. The key idea of the paper consists in suggestion that globalization focuses on the integra-
tion of different cultures under the umbrella of common ideas, norms and values. The globaliza-
tion’s challenge is the necessity of searching the ways and methods of overcoming the intercultural 
barriers among different peoples. The purpose of the research is to analyze the issue of creating a 
symbolic system global culture, the access to cultural code of this system will help the participants 
of intercultural communication to minimize the barriers that prevent the mutual understanding. 
The author guesses that symbols can be seen as the creative technology for shaping universal layer 
of a global culture. To access this “layer” of a global culture, communication subjects must have a 
common cultural code. The creative information and communication technologies help subjects 
of intercultural communication to be able to reveal the cultural codes of other cultural systems. 
The author puts forward the idea of the need for shaping of the universal “cultural knowledge 
network” on creative digital platform. The knowledge of the symbol system of a global culture can 
help all peoples to open new perspective of transcultural communication in the context of creating 
common non-verbal language for mutual understanding.

Keywords: creative technologies, cultural code, culture, intercultural barriers, intercultural com-
munication, global culture, symbol, symbolic system of global culture.

Introduction

Globalization reflects a historical trend of human society evolution. It presents an objective 
process of increasing interaction between countries and peoples. Globalization inevitably 
involves peoples in the “network society” (Castells, 2010), namely to the global intercon-
nected whole. This unity is supra-national and has certain principles, norms and standards 
of functioning. In this connection, the scholars offer the concept of “global community”. 
The conception of “global community” assumes that the peoples who form the society with-
in and outside of a physical space and “who subscribe to a diverse range of  norms and 
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values that inform their visions and perspectives about the world” (Patel et al., 2011, p. 5). 
Metaphorically speaking, McLuhan (2002) puts forward the idea that all world is becoming 
as the global village. The “global village” is a symbolic metaphor of creative space in which 
the world turns into a kind of village, literally becoming smaller and giving its inhabitants 
of the village (average, understandable to most) way of thinking. New kind of world society, 
the network community is grounded on “the hyper-connectivity” (Floridi, 2015). Certainly, 
the influence of globalization on economy, social and cultural sphere leads to the accepting 
of the new system of ideas, norms, patterns and values by the contemporary societies.

If we consider globalization as a socio-cultural phenomenon, the essence of this phe-
nomenon can be clarified in terms of the theory of intercultural communication. The basis 
of the contemporary approach to the globalization analysis in the context of international 
communication was laid by Luhmann (1997), Robertson (2000), Giddens (1986), Gudykunst 
(1997) and other researchers. Thus, in the works of Kim (1988, 2005), the explanation of 
the hidden determinants of social processes observed in globalized societies is presented 
through the prism of the theory and practice of intercultural communications. The idea 
of communication as a central characteristic of cross-cultural processes was developed by 
Casrnir (1999), E. T. Hall and M. Reed Hall (1987), S. Hall (1997), Samovar et al. (2017), 
Sitaram (1976), and Stewart (1973). Globalization is interpreted as the process that creates 
interdependence among societies and cultures that were previously historically divided (Fer-
guson, 2012). Hence, Huntington (1997), Inglehart (2018), Hofstede (1984), Schwartz and 
Sagie (2000), and Triandis (2018) deal with clustering countries according to certain criteria, 
identifying, first of all, how other cultures are different from the Western one.

A few decades of thorough research into intercultural communication indicate the rela-
tive difficulty in establishing effective communication between various ethno-linguistic and 
religious communities (Dodd, 1977; Huntington, 1997; Gokmen, 2019; M. Guirdham & 
O. Guirdham, 2017; Inoguchi, 2007). The participants of communication should overcome 
the cultural barriers: ethnic stereotypes, unfamiliar customs and strange practices, cultural 
differences in verbal and nonverbal communication styles in order to achieve successful 
intercultural understanding (Gudykunst, 1997; Hall & Reed Hall, 1987; Hurn & Tomalin, 
2013; Morain, 2001; Patel et al., 2011). As a result, language and cultural barriers often have 
evaluative and affective consequences for participants in an intercultural context (Samovar 
et al., 2017; Sitaram, 1976). Despite the accumulated experience in the academic literature 
concerning recommendations for overcoming intercultural barriers, modern participants of 
international communication still do not manage to reach complete understanding.

Undoubtedly, the main objective of globalization is to achieve mutual understanding 
in order to find solutions to similar problems faced by global society and avoid different 
threats such as environmental disasters, pandemics, military conflicts, threat of famine, ter-
rorism, etc. How can we achieve mutual understanding when the world is so diverse? This 
is urgency, especially today, when in 2020 the world was faced with the global threats. Not 
for nothing, yet Beck (2008) thought that the globalization contributes to the formation of 
“world risk society”. In 2020, globalization has posed a new challenge to mankind, that is, the 
challenge of human survival in the face of the threat of the pandemic. In 2020–2021 years, 
many countries decided to lockdown, to impose restrictions on interaction with other states 
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and regions of the world. The need to find answers to the challenges of globalization leads to 
the realization of the relevancy to involve the increasing number of various countries in the 
common space of international communication.

Culture can be seen as the semiotic system (Barthes, 1994; Lotman, 2001). To decipher 
the meanings and values of the foreign cultures, the participant of intercultural communica-
tion needs knowledge and understanding of the cultural codes of other cultures. In current 
situation of survival problems all nations and communities it is inevitable to search for a 
generally valid cultural code. Such cultural code makes it easier for participants of interna-
tional communication to coordinate their positions in solving various pressing issues. The 
need to find answers to the challenges of globalization leads to the awareness of the need 
to involve an increasing number of cultures in the single space of meanings and values of a 
global culture.

Remarkably, Hall and Reed Hall pointed out: “Communication is culture, and culture 
is communication” (1987, p. 16). The important driver of the process of shaping symbolic 
system of a global culture is the subjects of communication who are engaged in creative 
thinking. Creativity can be understood as a process where participants of the intercultural 
communication are able overcome any communication barriers. It is worth to underline that 
currently it is important to develop the idea of creativity as the one of the basis values of the 
“creative society” (Kačerauskas, 2017; Stasiulis, 2017). Creativity gives the opportunity to 
analyse of foreign culture not as stranger but as culture with unique cultural code.

The purpose of the research is to analyze the issue of creative shaping a symbolic system 
of a global culture, the access to cultural code of this system will help the participants of 
intercultural communication to minimize the barriers that prevent the most effective mutual 
understanding. In this context the structure of a global culture is interpreted as a system of 
the local, national and regional cultures of a human civilization at whole.

1. Methodology

The research has an interdisciplinary approach, taking into account notions, approaches and 
methods of the information-semiotic conception of culture and the symbolic interaction-
ism. The author also based on the methodology of analytical philosophy with an emphasis 
on symbolic theory. In particularly, for the research task is used to hermeneutical analysis.

2. Culture as a system of various codes

As Geertz (2017) notes, culture is “a set of meanings”. Importantly that the concept of meaning 
is the key to the explication of culture. Culture can be considered as coherent “map of mean-
ing” (Hall, 1997), through which a person is guided in the environment. S. Hall argues that

“the question of meaning arises in relation to all the different moments or practices 
in our ‘cultural circuit’ in the construction of identity and the making of differ-
ence, in production and consumption, as well as in the regulation of social conduct” 
(1997, p. 4).
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Each culture is a hierarchically structured system of different codes. Code is the system 
that sets the particular configuration of signs and symbols; rules for their combination; and 
the correspondence of each sign and symbol to the signified (Eko, 2006). The code of culture 
is the conventional symbolic system that embodied information about human being, society 
and environment as the result of process of categorization and conceptualization. The codes 
of culture act as the coordinate system for the person in the entire spectrum of his/her 
communications. Understanding of cultural meanings depends on an individual’s ability to 
recognize the cultural code and the skills to build communication links.

In terms of information-semiotic approach, the main way to overcome the communica-
tion barrier (not natural or mechanical) is the ability and skills of the recipient on their own 
or through any other means (translator, electronic translator, etc.):

 – to recognize the difference between the code of your own culture and the code of the 
participant from other culture;

 – to translate the code of other people’s culture into the language of your own culture 
(verbally and non-verbally);

 – to perform a reverse response in accordance with the meanings of the code system of 
the participants from other people’s culture;

 – to develop the common realm of meanings and values of mutual understanding 
among intercultural communication participants on the basis of semiotic exchange.

It is also worth saying that cultural subjects (individuals, group, community, society) will 
find a greater mutual understanding if cultural differences are minimized. A vivid illustration 
is the socio-cultural policy of the European Union (EU) to create a single system of symbols 
of the united Europe (Fornäs, 2012). In this case, symbols are significant creative technology 
for creating European supra-national identity (Ten, 2014). Therefore, for any intercultural re-
search addresses the intercultural communication it is mostly relevant to focus on differences 
and similarities in processes and behaviors both at different levels (local, regional, national) 
of one culture and across different cultures.

The critical analysis of the academic literature (Fornäs, 2012; Foret, 2009; Laffan, 1996; 
Manners, 2011; Theiler, 2006) reveals also that symbols, considered as tools of social tech-
nologies for constructing collective identity. They play an important role in the policy of a 
number of states, including EU (Merelman, 2018). For example, Fornäs explores the official 
symbols of the EU (flag, anthem, motto, Europe Day). He concludes that these symbols are 
the “keys of Europe” and help to form a collective supranational European identity (Fornäs, 
2012, p. 56). Thus, symbols can play the relevant role in the special symbolic politics shaping 
the system of symbols of collective identity.

Surely, the values are the basic of the elements of each culture and civilization (Hofst-
ede, 1984; Huntington, 1997; Inglehart, 2018; Gokmen, 2019). Meantime the clash of values 
across civilizations does not always mean the clash of civilizations (Inoguchi, 2007, p. 245). 
At the same time, the transformation of the symbolic system of any culture is a signal of the 
social needs of the future value’s changes. It is interesting to note that today in the political 
life of many countries, symbols are the important creative marker for the expression of the 
political views and the values (for example, red rose as a symbol of the rose revolution in 
Georgia). In 2020, Belarus has been beginning a process of heated public discussions about 
the need to change the state symbols. It is known that state symbols are the technology of 
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forming a collective national identity. Namely, creative approach can help to participants of 
intercultural communication to achieve more better agreement of meanings. Сertainly, in the 
socio-cultural and the political-economic epochs of transition, national and state symbols are 
transformed or rejected. Importantly, the Law of the Republic of Belarus No. 83-Z of January 
4, 2021 “On Amendments to the Law of the Republic of Belarus” about “On State Symbols 
of the Republic of Belarus” (Zakon Respubliki Belarus’, 2021) introduced new amendments 
to the image of the state emblem. The new coat of arms is more creative and it has some 
differences from the previous one, which had roots connected with period of Soviet Union. 
Particularly, on the central symbol of a terrestrial globe is presented the map of Western Eu-
rope and the Atlantic Ocean, a politically pointed change from the previous picture, which 
has showed more territory of Eurasia.

3. Symbolic basis of intercultural communication

Any development of society is impossible without fixing the results of cognitive creative ac-
tivity of human being, as well as the achievements of spiritual and material culture, without 
storing, accumulating and transmitting knowledge and experience in time and space. The 
information-semiotic approach allows to present culture as social information that is stored 
and accumulated by means of symbols created by human community. The world of culture 
represents itself in three aspects: the world of artifacts, the world of meanings, and the world 
of signs and symbols. Therefore, culture is an informational-semiotic system, a set of “texts”. 
The text of culture is a sign-symbolic system (Lotman, 2001). Hence, intercultural com-
munication is interpreted as the exchange of messages (“texts”) between different cultures. 
Each cultural text is written in a specific language. A language of culture is “a set of com-
mon symbols or signs that a joint group of people have mutually agreed to create meaning” 
(Samovar et al., 2017).

It should underline that namely symbol is the unique socio-cultural phenomenon. Firstly, 
Cassirer (1955) stressed the need and importance of developing the concept of “symbolic 
forms”. The origin of human culture is associated with the ability to symbolize (White, 1940). 
According to Cassirer (1955), the basis of human existence in the world is operations with 
symbols. Symbol is a sense-perceived form for expression of ideas, ideals, beliefs, norms, pat-
terns, values of culture. “A symbol is anything that carries a particular meaning recognized by 
people who share culture” (Macionis, 2014). Symbol is a bridge connecting the visible with 
the invisible. Significantly, Jung (1980) thinks that cultural symbol is the form of expression 
collective unconscious. As symbols are interrelated subjective world and objective world, 
they give meanings to things, phenomena and processes. Lévi-Strauss believes that people 
communicate with each other using symbols and signs. Everything is a symbol or sign that 
acts as an intermediary between two subjects (Lévi-Strauss, 1974). As Ferraro and Andreatta 
(2018) write: “Symbols tie together people who otherwise might not be part of a unified 
group”. In the symbolic interactionism, a person learns culture through symbolic meanings 
in the process of socialization. The objects of the physical and social worlds are considered, 
distinguished, systematized, interpreted and assigned meanings in the process of social in-
teraction (Charon, 2009). Peoples and Bailey (2015) explain the link between symbols and 
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culture. When a person learns ideas, norms and values in the process of socialization, he/she 
recognizes the meanings that people in his/her culture attach to symbols. The understand-
ings people share about meaning of symbols affect the patterns of behavior rooted in the 
particular culture. Factually, if individuals did not agree that certain kinds of behaviors using 
special meanings; “social interaction would be far more difficult than it usually is” (Peoples 
& Bailey, 2015). Symbol is

“[…] language that enables you to share the speculations, observations, facts, experi-
ments, and wisdom accumulated over thousands of years – what culture is learned in 
a variety of ways and from a host of sources” (Samovar et al., 2017).

Definitely, symbols preserve and transmit elements of culture in- and inter-communica-
tive processes. Symbol as a form of significant cultural content is a mechanism of intercul-
tural communication among different participants in historical, cultural and spatial dimen-
sions. Actually, intercultural communication is based on the process of symbolic interaction 
between individuals and groups belonging to different cultures (Samovar et al., 2015). Inter-
cultural differences can be interpreted as differences in verbal and non-verbal codes in a 
specific context of communication (Casrnir, 1999; Geertz, 2017; Hall & Reed Hall, 1987). 
Samovar et al. (2015) illustrate the process of how the meaning of a message changes when 
it is encoded by a person in one culture and decoded by a person in another. Accordingly, 
intercultural communication can be seen as a process of exchanging the symbols among 
cultures. The issue of realization of cultural differences of subjects of intercultural communi-
cation lays in their abilities to interpret the symbol of the strange culture in the correctly. If 
subjects of communication have few cultural differences, variants of interpretation of symbol 
must be insignificant.

4. The globalization’s language of symbols

Globalization intensifies the need to communicate dissimilar minds and ways of thinking 
from various cultures in the world. Now different barriers are getting in the way of global-
ization process and obstruct effective intercultural communication. Some of these barriers 
are quite difficult to overcome (first of all, the model of thinking that has been formed in 
the particular culture, the system of traditional values, the understanding of reality, so on), 
while others can be circumvented by changing worldviews and socio-cultural conditions. 
While globalization is not totally able to unify the cultural codes of different cultural sys-
tems, one of the global trends is to create supranational transparent universal cultural code 
which facilitates or at least does not impede communication. The author puts forward the 
idea that globalization needs a special common language to achieve mutual understanding 
of the participants in intercultural communication. For this reason, namely symbols can be 
seen as relevant creative tools, which help to get the participants of interaction the common 
cultural code of a global culture.

The author’s analysis of academic literature on the issue of the symbol allows us to draw 
the following conclusion. Each culture has certain symbols, which are crucial to its distinctive 
characteristics. At the same time the result of the long historical communication between 
different cultures is the forming the common symbols which have conventional nature. Such 
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symbols can be named as “key symbols” (Ortner, 1973), “core symbols” (Schneider, 1980), 
“dominant symbols” (Turner, 1970), “condensation symbols” (Graber, 1976), “symbolic ve-
hicle of meanings” (Swidler, 1986). Noteworthy the condensation symbols can be seen as the 
special symbols, which condense a broad range of ideas and meanings into a single form; 
exhibit a close connection with other related symbols. They are well connected in a network 
of meaning primed by the context (James & Steger, 2014).

Thus, under the influence of globalization processes, as a result of intercultural communi-
cations of various participants of interaction (individuals, social groups, communities, insti-
tutions and organizations), generally the layer of symbols of world culture has been forming. 
In this context, this layer of a global supranational culture is considered as a system of ideas, 
ideals, beliefs, concepts, values, norms that are expressed in the form of symbols. What does 
it mean? Most of the countries around the world agree to assign certain meanings and values 
to these symbols. Examples are the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Or-
ganization (UNESCO) “Declaration of Principles on Tolerance” (1995), “Universal Declara-
tion of Human Rights” (1948), United Nations (UN) “The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation 
of Nuclear Weapons” (2020), and others. Traffic signs, medical emblems, symbols of religion 
(Dreyfuss, 1984), coats of arms and flags of states and organizations, etc. become generally 
significant elements of the international symbolic environment. The brands are also the ele-
ments of the system of a global culture (Stratton & Northcote, 2016).

The leaders of states, interstate unions (for example, EU, Eurasian Economic Union, etc.), 
the international organizations (UN, UNESCO, World Trade Organization, World Customs 
Organization, World Meteorological Organization, etc.), clubs (Group of Seven, Group 
of Twenty, the members of five major  emerging economies (Brazil,  Russia,  India,  China, 
and South Africa), etc.), strategic alliances play the significant role in forming, fixing and 
conveying common values for such global symbols. From 2020 to current day, a huge role 
in international communications in terms of developing a common code for mutual under-
standing plays the World Health Organization.

Hence, symbol can serve as universal non-verbal means of intercultural communica-
tion. Indeed, shaping a symbolic system of the global culture, the access to which will help 
the participants of intercultural communication to minimize the barriers that prevent the 
most effective mutual understanding. The system of symbols of global culture has different 
levels: the local level (symbols of cultures of individual social groups, communities, organiza-
tions, institutions and states), the regional level (symbols of regional countries, international 
unions, transnational companies), the world level (symbols meanings of which are generally 
significant for all subjects of intercultural communication). All together, these “core”, “key”, 
“condensation” symbols have been shaping the special layer in the structure of the global 
culture of humanity.

It is worth noting that the world layer of common symbols of a globe culture has been 
forming in the process of continual cross-cultural communications between different cul-
tures. Every country, every people, every social group and individual can creative contribute 
to the formation of a symbolic system of a global culture. The mutual understanding of 
peoples, nations and cultures provides a complex unity of all human cultures. In order to be 
able to join the heritage of world culture, it is necessary for an increasing number of people 
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of various races, religions, nationalities, and countries to learn and use the shared cultural 
code. It is urgently to search the creative technologies of formation of a common non-verbal 
symbolic language of international communication.

5. The role of digital technologies in breaking intercultural  
communication barriers

It should be note that globalization is the multidimensional process of forming the hu-
man community on the global scale, in conditions of openness and elimination of dif-
ferent barriers to the establishment of material, intellectual, spiritual, ethical, aesthetic 
and other forms of communication between peoples. Globalization offers the idea of the 
post-industrial, network, Internet, digital civilization. All countries as the participants of 
international communications are forced to create a third reality  – digital. One of the 
creative technical means to facilitate mutual understanding in the discussion of global 
problems is information and communication technologies (including digital technolo-
gies). In fact, the information and communication technologies break the paradigm of 
social development, change the image and lifestyle of individuals, groups and communities 
(Betancourt, 2015; Floridi, 2014). Such technologies “deeply impact the human society” 
(Floridi, 2015). Furthermore, new creative technologies help to offer new sight on various 
social problems (Melnikas, 2019). First of all, the unified digital civilization forms the con-
dition for breaking down any language barriers. It is not coincidence that a number of the 
latest innovative technologies are called “disruptive” and “breakthrough”. With the spread 
of the Internet, there are increasingly more resources, that can be accessed through the 
network. The online versions of many electronic dictionaries are available, including those 
that can be supplemented by users (for example, Multitran.com, 2020). The Internet has 
connected translators living in different countries of the world. Every day there are more 
forums, blogs, and resources for translators, where the latter can share their experiences 
and help each other. One of the most famous of these sites are Proz.com (1999–2020b), Ku-
doZ (Proz.com, 1999–2020a), Translatorscafe.com (2002–2020) and Translatorsbase.com 
(2002–2020). As a matter of fact, digital technologies contribute to cracking socio-cultural 
codes. For examples, a number of computer-assisted translation software and websites 
exist for various platforms and access types (Wordfastcom (2020), Sdltrados.com (2020), 
computer program Déjà Vu, translation tools SDLX, so on).

Thus, the upcoming fourth industrial revolution, which is actively introducing new in-
formation and communication technologies, radically and dramatically changes the way of 
life and activities of modern individuals, groups and societies of the 21st century. In the era 
of globalization, the digital revolution offers the opportunities for expanding the spaces and 
flows of cross-cultural communication, changing the key structure of intercultural communi-
cation. Due to new information and communication technologies, ideas, symbols, knowledge 
and skills accumulated by a particular society and culture are widely distributed to other 
socio-cultural systems.

However, the issue of “flow” of information in terms of the concept of Big Data leads, 
on the one hand, to an expansion, and on the other – to a decrease in opportunities for 
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achieving mutual understanding. The fact is that in the era of development of informa-
tion and communication technologies, new barriers appear in intercultural communication, 
which did not exist before the Fourth Industrial Revolution. For example, computer transla-
tion technologies and machine translation allow a contemporary person to get the acceptable 
quality of foreign texts. They demonstrate “the growing need for innovative technological 
solutions to the age-old problem of the language barrier” (Doherty, 2016, p. 947). How-
ever, machine translation and computer-assisted translation tools of the foreign text does 
not yet guarantee the achievement of effective intercultural understanding. The fact is that 
each word or expression of a culture potentially contains different levels for interpretation 
(Geertz, 2017) by the participants of intercultural communication. In this connection, it 
is important to remind about symbol. On the one hand, each symbol potentially obtains a 
number of different meanings. That is why its interpretation is depended of the particular 
context of that symbol’s using. On the other hand, the meanings of symbols are arbitral and 
conventional (Charon, 2009). Exclusively, creative approach can help to forming international 
globalization’s language of symbols. Therefore, creativity is an ability that needs to be devel-
oped in modern society. Creativity is the ability to find the means to overcome cross-cultural 
barriers. It “arises from the interaction between an individual’s thinking and a socio-cultural 
context” (Braslauskas, 2020).

Results and discussion

In the time of shaping the global culture, it is important to draw attention to the real process 
of creating the layer of common symbols of a global culture. In this process, a key role be-
longs to the creative approach. The subjects of international communication will be able to 
free themselves from prejudices, stereotypes and other barriers if they use creative thinking 
to foreign cultures. Effective intercultural communication should have elements of creativity 
(Braslauskas, 2020). As Braslauskas writes:

“Effective intercultural constructive communication is impossible if we do not per-
ceive the barriers to intercultural interaction and do not know the ways of removing 
them” (2020, p. 208).

To overcome cross-cultural barriers in terms of translating the cultural code of a message 
from a foreign culture into the language of your own culture, you can use creative digital 
technologies. It is digital technologies, that can help create a platform for intercultural com-
munication in terms of forming a system of symbols of global culture.

The author assumes that the digital platforms can be served as basis for creating a com-
mon global system of symbols of different levels (ethnic, national, transnational) and types 
(religious, political, legal, etc.). Currently, various subjects of cross-cultural communication 
(bloggers, researchers, organizations, publishers, libraries, etc.) create electronic dictionaries, 
reference books, encyclopedias, and even platforms for discussing the about the universal 
meanings of the particular symbols. For example, Wikipedia.org (2020), Symbols.com (2020), 
Nationalpedia.org (2020). It is relevant to create a universal “cultural knowledge network” on 
the creative digital platform. It can be relevant step to help all people all over the world to 
fond common points for understanding.

http://www.goodreads.com/author/show/189399.Clifford_Geertz
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Therefore, it is actual to use creative approach of development of digital technologies for 
breaking the intercultural barriers. However, we need the efforts of researchers and teachers, 
public and state leaders, international and national organizations to discuss on the assign-
ment of particular meanings to the symbols of the global layer of world culture. Furthermore, 
namely the creative digital technologies can help create a digital platform for intercultural 
communication in terms of forming a system of symbols of global culture. It is possible 
that the upper layer of global culture in the form of a system of consent key symbols can be 
considered as one of the drivers for shaping of “the third culture”. Remarkably, that the third 
culture is harmonized in the realm in which people may communicate beyond their original 
culture (Casrnir, 1999; Fong & Chuang, 2003). The third culture is

“a mutually shared space where members of all cultures can transcend their cultural 
borders to interact on the basis of shared values and beliefs to reaffirm their unique 
identities and voices” (Patel et al., 2011, p. 154).

Metaphorically, a globe culture can be depicted as a giant tree, the crown of which grows 
up and is intertwined at the expense of the branches of a great number of cultures. The upper 
layer of culture (system of “condensation”, “key”, “core” symbols) is the mechanism that help 
the achieve mutual understanding different cultures.

Surely, subjects of cross-cultural communication will achieve a greater mutual under-
standing if they have the common creative language for communication. In this case, we are 
referring to the symbol language. All countries are assigned to the task of forming an agreed 
meaning of the particular symbols. It is crucial to develop a dynamic, multi-level creative 
model of culture: from the micro-level of the individual to the macro level of a global culture. 
Cultural symbols reflect what is happening in society and contribute to rethinking the way 
it works. Spreading common symbols, introducing common holidays, teaching a common 
understanding of world history help to construct the super national global identity in the 
context of evolution perspective of cultural knowledge network. Shaping a creative symbolic 
system of a global culture, the access to which will help the participants of transcultural com-
munication to minimize the barriers that prevent the most effective mutual understanding 
in future.

Currently, it is urgent to construct a common code to the global cultural language in the 
time of pandemic for coherence among various contries in solving critical problems. For 
shaping the system of common symbols of a global culture is necessary to create educatio-
nal and reference materials that will be posted on online creative platforms, and the latest 
digital technologies will help to “break” access to different cultural codes of other peoples 
and cultures. The development of a common “layer” of culture as system of concepts, know-
ledge, ideals, norms, values, beliefs, patterns is the relevant way for acievement of mutual 
understanding among countries in solving global problems that pose a threat to all humanity.

There is a need to ensure the information support and broadcast the cultural symbols of 
the different social (ethnic, religious, cultural, political, etc.) groups and organization of each 
state of the world. At secondary and higher school each person has to know and respect the 
multicultural diversity of the different ethnic and social group, nations by studying mean-
ings of the symbols of the particular world cultures. The new symbolic systems of different 
social communities, countries and regions have been creating. In a changing world there 
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is increasingly necessary to search the meanings of the symbols which can bind all ethnic, 
social and regional communities together on the values of tolerance, trust and openness to 
cooperation. The study of symbols of modern global integration is important to understand-
ing of how the layer of world culture shaping as social-cultural reality. This research may 
serve as a foundation for the further analysis of the national policy dealing with the issues 
of international communication.

Conclusions

In conclusions, it is necessary to note that the contemporary society is characterized by 
increase, acceleration and globalization of social communications. The globalization process 
generates new creative forms and means of intercultural interaction, which make scholars 
rethink traditional concepts, theories and approaches. In this context, there is a growing 
awareness of the need to generalize the knowledge accumulated in the practice of interaction 
between cultures, to more accurately identify cross-cultural differences, features of cultures, 
to reveal the mechanisms of cross-cultural communication and factors that contribute to 
achieving mutual understanding between the subjects of interaction. The solution of these 
tasks will help to outline the contours of the modern creative model of intercultural commu-
nication, which will indicate the points of demarcation of information’s flows, demonstrate 
ways to select the most important points of interaction, aimed at minimizing barriers in the 
process of interaction of subjects, taking into account the index of their cultural distance. 
One should further develop these issues in detail as making an effective intercultural dialogue 
is the necessary condition for the mankind survival at this time.

The knowledge of the symbol systems of a global culture can help all peoples to open new 
perspective of transcultural communication in the context of creation common non-verbal 
language for mutual understanding.
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