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OF POLITICAL COMMUNICATIONS IN THE UKRAINIAN SOCIAL AND POLITICAL SPACE

Statement of the problem in general. Modern
models of democracy imply an increase in the
role of citizens and civil society, in particular, in
making public and political decisions and political
participation in solving wurgent socio-political
problems. Deliberative discourse and the mechanism
of deliberation (discussion) now act as political and
communicative practice of modernizing democracy
as a political system and public development. This
process was facilitated by several factors: 1) the
acquisition of self-organization of civil society of a
global dimension; 2) digital transformation and the
development of information and communication
technologies allowed citizens to directly participate
in political processes and influence the authorities
by revealing their attitude to the management
and political decisions of the authorities; 3) the
formation of a network society, where the dimension
of communicative interaction between political
subjects, citizens, the state and institutionalized
civil society is horizontal communication and
network political space. However, the main factor
in the formation of the deliberative paradigm was
the crisis of modern democracies, and the practice
of rational discussion of socio-political problems
in society has become widespread and implemented
in the political system. In democratic societies, as
I. Pronoza notes, political communication is two-way
and has a high level of openness and transparency
[8, p. 57], which allows society to exercise social
control over the activities of government structures
and political institutions, and the authorities - to
take into account the socio-political interests of
citizens and coordinate the state-in accordance with
the state. In scientific circles, it is noted that it is
precisely the openness and two-sidedness of political
communication that characterizes the concept
of “government of public opinion,” reflecting
democracy as a reverse information exchange
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between the government and citizens, the state and
society [2, p. 55].

Thus, political communication in the context
of the deliberative paradigm of the democratic
process assumes deliberation as a mechanism for
implementing political communications, therefore,
the development of a conceptual model of such a
mechanism is a pressing scientific problem.

Analysis of the latest research and publications.
Among the publications on the problems of political
communication, it is necessary to highlight
the scientific developments and works of such
foreign and domestic authors as: M. Azhazha,
A. Akayomova, B. Berelson, D. Berlo, Yu. Bokoch,
D. Bryant, A. Budanova, A. Vayer, N. Vinner,
T.Voron, Yu.G. A. Vinnichuk, V. Dabizha, A. Danko-
Sliptsova, D. Easton, P. Lazarsfeld, G. Lasswell,
A. Maiboroda, A. Maksimovich, M. Ostapenko,
L. Pai, I. Pronoza, O. Rafalsky, L. Tesfaye, S. Shish,
J. Fish, I. Tsikul, D. Yakovlev and many others.
The problem of deliberative democracy and the
specifics of political communication in deliberative
discourse are considered by foreign scientists:
J. Beset, J. Habermas, D.A. della Porta, J. Dryzek,
J. Cohen, J. Rawls, D. Thompson, J. Fishkin and
others, and domestic researchers: T. Andreychuk,
I. Bartagarieva, E. Batrakina, T. Kadlubovich,
D. Kiryukhin, D. Levchenko, A. Sonik,
N. Onishchenko, N. S.

Formulation of the objectives of the article.
The purpose of the study is to develop a conceptual
model of the deliberative mechanism for the
implementation of political communications in the
Ukrainian socio-political space.

Presentation of the main research material.
Political communication is considered through the
active involvement of citizens in making public
administration decisions as a kind of instrument
for assessing the quantity and quality of democracy



258

Axmyanvui npodaemu pinocopii ma couyionozii

in society, and as a means of legitimizing the
power and political decisions of the ruling elite,
and as a mechanism for maintaining socio-political
stability and sustainability of the political system
of society and the constitutional community, as
a technology of political consolidation. 2, p. 59],
is based on institutional communication between
citizens and the state apparatus. And as V. Stepanov
notes, “political communication, like any other
communication acts, can pursue three goals:
transfer of information, change of opinion, change
of behaviour of those informed. The key to this
process is change of behaviour, since it is the core
of power and governance relations in society”
[10, p. 74]. R. Schwarzenberg believes that political
communication is “a constant process of transferring
political information, a continuous exchange of
political meanings between individuals and political
forces of society in order to achieve agreement,
a process of transferring political information,
through which political information -circulates
between various elements of the political system8].
Thus, political communication acts as a mechanism
of interaction between government structures,
political subjects and citizens and institutionalized
civil society, which is based on information
exchange, and in the context of the deliberative
model of democracy, the process of deliberation
(discussion) of current socio-political problems.

The word “deliberation” (Latin “deliberatio”)
is used in dictionaries on Roman law and means
“to consult”, “to discuss”, “to reflect”, “to
conduct consultations”, “to weigh the pros and
cons” [7, p. 88]. And as T. Sivak notes: “Only in
combination do these synonyms fully reflect its
content, because the word is very capacious and
its inherent nuances do not lend themselves to an
unambiguous translation into Ukrainian. Therefore,
preference should be given to its foreign-language
version, although the Ukrainian translation is also
used in scientific literature: “deliberative process”,
“deliberative democracy” [9, p. 25]. Philosophical
justification for deliberation and deliberativity is
given by J. Habermas: “Deliberativity ... indicates
the adoption of a certain attitude aimed at social
cooperation, namely, the establishment of openness,
a willingness to listen to reasonable arguments
accompanied by statements from others as well as
one’s own” [4, p. 218].

Thus, deliberation implies communicative
interaction with the aim of achieving consensus and
making joint decisions in the process of dialogic
communication, and as a mechanism of political
communication based on openness, discussion,
transparency and feedback between communicants.
The very concept of deliberation as a dialogue,
cooperation and interactive political communication
underlies the emergence and development of the

deliberative model of democracy and determines
the specifics of political communication in the
context of factors of modern social development
and renewal of systems of state and political
governance in democratic societies. Based on the
author’s definition of political communication
as a communication process of mutual exchange
of political information, it can be noted that the
mechanism of political communication ensures and
regulates the interaction of the authorities and
citizens aimed at achieving consensus in making
political and administrative decisions between
the state and society, maintaining the stability
of the political system. And its implementation
implies the use of certain forms, methods and
technologies. As S. Denisyuk notes, the mechanisms
for implementing political communication are “a
set of specific forms and methods for implementing
political and communicative processes in order
to optimize the transmission and assimilation
of politically important information, influence
on public opinion, etc.” [5, p. 21]. Moreover, the
author notes that it is political technologies that
act as a practical expression of the mechanisms
for implementing political communication, the
purpose of which is for political subjects to obtain
and retain political power, to create conditions for
well-established communication between political
institutions and citizens on the basis of a symbol
that is understandable and acceptable in a particular
society.

Thus, it is possible to define the concept
of “mechanism for implementing political
communications” as a complex of information
and communication methods, technologies and
forms of communicative interaction between
political subjects, government bodies, citizens and
civil society, the purpose of which is to optimize
information exchange, consensus acceptance of
political and managerial potentials in political
participations of wvarious political participations
in political participations of various political
participations in political participations of various
political citizens.

Considering that in the conditions of modern
social development and fundamental changes in
the format of democratic processes in society, a
spreading deliberative model of democracy and
political communication is being introduced,
acquiring a format of discussion, debate and
dialogue in order to develop rational consensus
decisions. communicative dialogue interaction of
political subjects, government bodies, citizens and
civil society in the format of discussion and debate
(deliberation), the main goal of which is to attract
citizens to political participation in the development
of arational and consensus solution to current socio-
political problems with its subsequent legitimization
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by theauthoritiesand consolidationin the normative-
political. Thus, it is possible to develop a model of a
deliberative mechanism for the implementation of
political communications, which we based on: linear
communication models. G. Lasswell, J. Gerbner,
Shannon-Weaver, nonlinear models of S. Schram,
T. Newcomb, a model of political communication in
the theory of communicative action of J. Habermas,
models of political communication in deliberative
democracy. As the main structural elements of the
conceptual model of the deliberative mechanism for
implementing political communications presented
below, we have defined:

— dimensions of ensuring the functioning of the
deliberative mechanism for implementing political
communications, creating the conditions for its
effective and efficient application: 1) normative and
legal dimension; 2) institutional and organizational
dimension; 3) information dimension; 4) scientific
and methodological dimension;

— deliberation (discussion) as the leading
technology of the deliberative mechanism for
implementing political communications;

— current socio-political problems and situations
that require solutions; legislative initiatives;
proposals and draft decisions of the executive
authorities at different levels of government and
local self-government; strategic directions for the
development of the state and society; programs of
political parties;

— channels of political communication through
which existing socio-political problems are updated
and disseminated in society, and to some extent
public opinion is formed on their solution: traditional
media (television, press, radio), social Internet
media, social networks, blogs, chats, forums, etc.;

— subjects of political communication: in the
presented model, political communication, according
to the deliberative paradigm, occurs at the subject-
subject level — dialogic communication relations
between government bodies, political institutions,
citizens, civil society institutions, the scientific
and expert environment, the Internet community,
influence;

— feedback between the communicator and
the addressee, acquiring the features of dialogic
communication;

— levels of political communication in the
deliberative model of democracy (according to
J. Habermas): 1) between political subjects (political
parties, political factions in parliament, executive
authorities); 2) between political subjects and
citizens and civil society institutions through
the media; 3) between citizens and civil society
organizations;

— deliberative  instruments of  political
communication and forms of political participation
of citizens (e-governance, e-democracy, e-petitions,

public discussions and hearings, advisory
consultations, advisory polls, mini-publics, forums,
conferences, etc.);

— the result of the functioning of the deliberative
mechanism for the implementation of political
communications throughreports, recommendations,
requirements regarding a rational consensus
solution to a stated socio-political problem,
legislative initiative, draft management decisions;

— taking into account the decisions presented
in the deliberation process by authorities and their
legitimization in the normative-legal field.

The conceptual model of the deliberative
mechanism for implementing political
communications is presented in Fig 1.

Let usdwell on individual dimensions of ensuring
the functioning of the deliberative mechanism for
the implementation of political communications in
the Ukrainian socio-political space (table 1).

The normative and legal dimension of ensuring
the functioning of the deliberative mechanism for
the implementation of political communications
involves legal regulation of communication
interaction between the state and society,
government bodies and political institutions with
citizens, and is aimed at standardizing the process
of political communication in accordance with
democratic principles and the foundations of social
development.

The main normative and legal acts regulating the
processes of communication interaction of political
entities and the public in the Ukrainian socio-
political space are: the Constitution of Ukraine, the
Civil Code, the Criminal Code, the Laws of Ukraine
“On Electronic Communications”, “On Citizens’
Appeals”, Electronic Document Management”, “On
Electronic Digital Signature”, etc.

Among the main areas of improvement of the legal
framework for the functioning of the deliberative
mechanism, it is necessary to note the regulation
and standardization of the process of legitimization
of consensus decisions of deliberation (on current
socio-political problems; discussion of legislative
initiatives, proposals and draft decisions of the
executive authorities of various levels of public
administration and local self-government; strategic.
The institutional and organizational dimension
of ensuring the functioning of the deliberative
mechanism for the implementation of political
communications provides for the establishment of
communicative and organizational relationships
between the subjects of political communication
in order to attract them to participate in the
deliberation process to develop common rational-
consensus decisions. It should alsobe noted thatin the
context of this dimension it is necessary to solve the
following tasks (based on the tasks of communication
interaction in public administration identified by
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Table 1

Dimensions of ensuring the functioning of the deliberative mechanism for the implementation
of political communications

political communication in accordance with democratic
principles and foundations of social development

Measurement Function Directions for improvement
Legal regulation of communication interaction between the |Regulation and normalization
Regulatory and lezal state and society, state authorities and political institutions | of the process of legitimizing
din%ensiony g with citizens, and aimed at normalizing the process of consensus decisions of deliberation

by authorities in the regulatory and
legal field

Institutional and
organizational dimension

Establishing communicative and organizational
relationships between subjects of political communication
in order to involve them in the process of deliberation on the
development of joint rational and consensus decisions

Creation of a separate collegial
body at different levels of
public administration to solve
organizational problems of the
deliberation process

Informational dimension .
ormational dimensio in cyberspace

Ensuring the independence of national media and security

Development of a single information
platform to achieve transparency and
accessibility of citizen participation
in deliberative practices

Scientific and
methodological dimension

Application, along with traditional ones, of modern
information and communication technologies

Incorporation of foreign experience
in the use of deliberative tools of
political participation (for example,
mini-publics)

Source: author’s development.

T. Lomakina[6, p. 146]): 1) strategic planning in the
subject area of political communications for further
deliberation on the planned topic; 2) organizational
regulation of the sphere of political communications;
3) establishing coordination between political
communication entities with the aim of including
them in the deliberative process; 4) increasing the
need for personal interaction between political
entities and citizens and representatives of civil
society organizations.

Among the main areas of improving the
institutional and organizational support for the
functioning of the deliberative mechanism, it is
worth noting the creation of a separate collegial
body at different levels of public administration to
resolve organizational problems of the deliberative
process.

The development of the measurement of
information support for the functioning of the
deliberative mechanism for the implementation of
political communications consists in: 1) ensuring
the independence of national and security in
cyberspace; 2) using, along with traditional, modern
information and communication technologies for
subject-subject relations in the field of political
communications; 3) simplifying the process of
information exchange between political entities
and civil society; 4) using information services for
interaction with citizens to discuss (deliberate)
current socio-political problems, bills, etc. One
of the priority areas of improvement is the
development of a unified information platform
to achieve transparency and accessibility of
citizen participation in deliberative practices. The
scientific and methodological dimension involves
the development of deliberative practice tools,
which is expressed in: 1) methodological support

for holding deliberative communication events;
2) development of standards for working with
the public when making management decisions in
the context of holding public discussion events;
3) development of a methodology for training
professionals (facilitators) to hold deliberative
events. A necessary condition for improvement is
the incorporation of foreign experience in the use of
deliberative instruments of political participation
(for example, mini-publics). Conclusions and
prospects for further research. Thus, summarizing
the results of the study, the following conclusions
can be made:

— firstly, the peculiarities of political
communication in the context of the deliberative
paradigm of modern democracy are: deliberative
democracy is based on communication that takes the
format of discussion, debate and dialogue in order
to develop rational consensus decisions; deliberation
(as a discussion) acts as an institutionalized social
and political practice based on the principles of
rationality, inclusiveness, search for consensus,
publicity, equality;

— secondly, the conceptual model of the
deliberative  mechanism for implementing
political communications in the context of modern
social development is based on the following
provisions: 1) the model is based on: linear
communication models of G. Lasswell, J. Gerbner,
Shannon-Weaver, nonlinear models of S. Schram,
T. Newcomb, the model of political communication
in the theory of communicative action of
J. Habermas, models of political communication
in deliberative democracy; 2) deliberation
(discussion) acts as the leading development of the
deliberative mechanism for the implementation
of political communications; 3) the dimensions
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of ensuring the functioning of the deliberative
mechanism for the implementation of political
communications, creating the conditions for
its effective and efficient application are
defined as: normative-legal, institutional-
organizational, informational, scientific-
methodical dimensions; 4) in the presented
model, political communication, according to
the deliberative paradigm, occurs at the subject-
subject level — dialogical communication relations
between government bodies, political institutions,
citizens, civil society institutions, the scientific
and expert environment, the Internet community,
influencers in social networks; 5) the result of the
functioning of the deliberative mechanism for
the implementation of political communications
is expressed through reports, recommendations,
requirements regarding a rational consensus
solution to the stated socio-political problem,
legislative  initiative, draft management
decisions; 6) the condition for the effectiveness
of the deliberative process is the consideration of
the decisions presented in the deliberative process
by the authorities and their legitimization in the
normative-legal field.

A promising direction for further research
is the identification of promising areas for the
development of Ukrainian society, which will
improve and increase the effectiveness of the
mechanism of political communication in the post-
war period of Ukraine’s restoration.

Bibliography

1. Akaymova A. Political communication as a process
of interaction of political subjects. Political management.
2011. No. 1. Pp. 87-91.

2. Bondar G.L. Communicative policy in the activities
of a civil servant: a textbook. Mykolaiv: Publishing house
of Petro Mohyla ChDU, 2015. 300 p.

3. BorisenkoO.P., ChernokalovaK.O.Communication
as a tool of public administration: modern trends. Public
administration and customs administration. 2020.
No. 2 (25). Pp. 58-62.

4. Habermas Y. Engaging the Other: Studies in
Political Theory; [trans. from German by A. Dakhniy,
scientific ed. by B. Polyarush]. Lviv: Astrolabiya, 2006.
416 p.

5. Denisyuk S.G. Political communication: value
foundations and mechanisms of implementation in
the conditions of modern social development: author’s
abstract of the dissertation for the degree of Doctor of
Political Science 23.00.03 — political culture and ideology.
Kyiv, 2013. 39 p.

6. Lomakina T.A. The mechanism of communication
interaction between subjects of the state and non-state
sectors in the public administration system in Ukraine:
dissertation for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy in
the field of public administration and administration;
specialty 281 — public administration and administration;

field of knowledge - public administration and
administration. Kyiv, 2023. 232 p.

7. Onishchenko A., Levchenko D. Legitimacy of power
as a key element of deliberative democracy. Grani. 2021.
No. 24(5). Pp. 87-91.

8. Pronoza I.I. The role of political communications
in the modern information space. Scientific journal
«Politicus». 2021. Issue 3. Pp. 58-63.

9. Sivak T. Deliberative democracy as a basis for
the formation of strategic communications in Ukraine.
Scientific Proceedings of the Institute of Administrative
Sciences in Czestochowa. 2017. No. 1(15). Pp. 23-33.

10. Stepanov V.Yu. Theoretical and methodological
aspect of political communication in the system of public
administration. Investments: practice and experience.
2010. No. 12. Pp. 73-75.

Summary

Popovych Y. M., Marakin V. I. Conceptual model of
the deliberative mechanism of Political communications
in the Ukrainian social and political space. — Article.

The article substantiates the conceptual model of
the deliberative mechanism for the implementation
of political communications in the Ukrainian socio-
political space. The definition of the concept of
“deliberative mechanism for the implementation of
political communications” is presented as a complex of
information and communication methods, technologies
and forms of communicative dialogue interaction of
political entities, government bodies, citizens and
civil society in the format of discussion and debate
(deliberation), the main goal of which is to attract
citizens to political participation in the development
of policies and procedures by the authorities and their
consolidation in the regulatory and legislative field.
The conceptual model of the deliberative mechanism
for the implementation of political communications in
the context of modern social development is based on
the following provisions: — deliberation (discussion)
acts as a leading technology; dimensions of ensuring
the functioning of the deliberative mechanism for the
implementation of political communications, creating
the conditions for its effective and efficient application
are defined as: normative-legal, institutional-
organizational, informational, scientific-methodical
dimensions; political communication according to the
deliberative paradigm occurs at the subject-subject
level; The condition for the effectiveness of the
deliberative processis the consideration of the decisions
presented in the deliberation process by government
bodies and their legitimization in the normative-legal
field. It was determined that the features of political
communication in the context of the deliberative
paradigm of modern democracy are: deliberative
democracy is based on communication, which takes
the form of discussion, debate and dialogue in order
to develop rational consensus decisions; deliberation
(as discussion) acts as an institutionalized social and
political practice, which is based on the principles
of rationality, inclusiveness, consensus-seeking,
publicity, and equality.
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Anoranig

ITonosuw A. M., Mapaxin B. I. KonnenryaapHa
MOJeJdb  JeJi0epaTUBHOIO MEXaHi3My IOJITHUHHX
KOMYHIKaLiil B YKPATHCAKOMY IPOMAa/iChKO-IIOJiTHIHOMY
npoctopi. — Crarrs.

B crarTi 00T'pyHTOBAHO KOHIIETITYAIbHY MOZAEE ei0e-
PaTUBHOTO MeXaHi3My peaJjisaIfii HOJiTHYHNX KOMYHiKa-
il B YKPAiHCHEKOMY IPOMAACHKO-IOJITHYHOMY IIPOCTOPI.
ITogano BW3HAUEHHS IOHATTS «/eai0epaTUBHUNA Mexa-
HisM peaJsisamii moTiTHYHNX KOMYHIKAIii» AK KOMILJIEKC
iH(opMaNiHHO-KOMYHIKAIIHHNX METOMiB, TEXHOJOTi# i
(opm KOMyHIKaTUBHOI Aiay0roBOi B3aEMOil MOMiTHYHIX
cy0’eKTiB, OpraHiB [ep:KaBHOTO VIPaBIiHHA, TPOMAaLIH
i TpoMafiIHCBKOrO CyCIiJbcTBa y (opMaTi 06roBOpeHHS
i puckycii (memiGeparrii), OCHOBHOIO METOI0 AKOTO € 3aJIy-
YeHHS TPOMAfAH A0 MOJITHUHOI ydacTi y BUPOOJEHHL
PaIioHAJBHOTO i KOHCEHCYCHOI'O DillIeHHA 3 aKTYaJbHUX
CYCILIBbHO-TIONITHYHUX IPOOJIEM 3 HOTO MOJABIIIO0 JIeTi-
TUMi3alli€l0 BJIAJ0K0 i 3aKpilIeHHS B HOPMATHUBHO-3aKO-
HogaBuomy moji. KomiemryaiabHa MoJenb IenibepaTus-
HOTO MeXaHisMy peaJjisallii mOJITHYHUX KOMYHIKaIlifi B

YMOBaX CY4YaCHOTO CYCIiJIBHOTO POBBUTKY I'PYHTYETHCS
Ha HACTYIHMUX TIOJIOKEHHAX: Aesibeparia (00TOBOpeHH:)
BHUCTYIIa€ K NPOBifHA TeXHOJOrid; BUMipamu 3abesIie-
yeHHA QYHKII0HYBaHHSA [eibepaTHBHOTO MeXaHi3My pea-
Jiganii moJiTUYHUX KOMYHiKaIiif, 110 CTBOPIOIOTH YMOBU
714 #oro eeKTUBHOTO i pe3yJIbTaTUBHOTO 3aCTOCYBAHHSA
BU3HAYEHO: HOPMATUBHO-IPABOBUH, iHCTUTYIIiHO-0OP-
raHisamiiamii, iH(GopMAmiiHWI, HAYKOBO-METOAWNYHII
BUMipH; IIOJTMYHA KOMYHiKaIisg BigmoBigHO memibepa-
TUBHi#l mapagurmi BinOyBaeTheA Ha Cy0’€KT-CY0’ €KTHOMY
piBHi; YMOBOI0 PE3yJbTATUBHOCTI AeIi6EPATHMBHOTO IIPO-
IIeCy € BpaxyBaHHSA IPeCTaBIeHUX B IpoIieci geribeparii
pimeHp opraHaMu BJafu i iX JeriTumaiis B HOpMATHUB-
HO-IIpaBOBOMY 110.Ii. ByJi0 Bu3HAUeHO, 1110 0COOIUBOCTAMU
moyituuHOl KOMYHIKaIii B KOHTeKCTi menibepaTuBHOI
mapagurMy Cy4yacHoOI IeMOKpaTii €: B OCHOBI JesribepaTuB-
HOI IeMOKpaTii JIe:KUTh KOMYHiKaIlif, 1o HabyBae (hopmat
00TOBOpeHH:A, AMCKYCii Ta Aiamory 3 MeTol0 BUPOOJIEHHS
parioHaJlbHMX KOHCEHCYCHUX pillleHb; mexibOepartis (I
00TOBOpEHHS) BUCTYMAE AK iHCTUTYIiOHATi30BaHA COIIi-
aJbHA i OJIiTMYHA IPAKTHUKA, B OCHOBI SIKOI JIeXKaTh IPUH-
OWOU PaIliOHAJBHOCTI, iHKJIIO3UBHOCTI, MOITYKY KOHCEH-
cycy, mybiuHOCTi, piBHOCTI.

Knawouosi crosa: momiTuuHa KOMYHiKaIisg, TpoMaasaH-
CbKe CYCIiJIBCTBO, KOMYHIKaTHBHA B3a€EMOJIifA, AeMOKpa-
Tif, mexibepailisa, geriOepaTWBHA JEeMOKpATif, MeXaHi3M
peasisamii moiTHYHUX KOMYHIiKaIii.



