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RITUALIZATION OF PUBLIC RELATIONS COMMUNICATIONS IN POSTMODERN SOCIETY:
THEORETICAL ASPECT

The article objective is to theoretically substantiate the preconditions and consequences of the rit-
ualization of public relations communications in a postmodern society.

Research methodology. In order to achieve the objective of the research, the following methods
are used: descriptive, analysis and synthesis method, systematization and generalization to discern
the main scientific approaches to the study of ritual as a social and communicative phenomenon to
identify parameters for ritual and PR communication;, comparative and historical method is implied to
determine the regularities of genesis and interaction of ritual and PR communication in public space;
structural and functional method is applied to identify the functions of ritual in public relations commu-
nications under conditions of postmodern society.

Results. One of the prerequisites for ritualization of public relations communications is the genetic
kinship of ritual and PR through their entrenchment in public space. PR technologies effectively exploit
the potential of ritual as a means of structuring reality, and ritualization in postmodern PR communica-
tions becomes one of the mechanisms of creating simulated hyper reality. The negative consequenc-
es of ritualization in public relations are formalization and dumbing down of communication processes,
which lead to loss of public confidence and can have a negative impact on the quality of society de-
velopment. At the same time, under conditions of information environment saturation, the effective-
ness of PR enhances the ritual communication techniques: reducing the level of critical perception
through the appeal to the primary structures of archetype, preponderance of the non-verbal compo-
nent over the verbal one, showmanship and periodicity of exposure.

Novelty. The novelty of the research lies in the substantiation of theoretical bases, including the
preconditions and consequences of ritualization of communications of public relations in post-modern
society.

The practical significance of the research is in the possibility of implementation of theoretical
concepts of the article in a field of research in the different spheres of social communications, such as
public relations.
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l. Introduction

Ritualization is a general trend in the development of social communications in postmodern society.
In the conditions of transformation of values and loss of semantic priorities, as well as total simulacri-
zation (J. Baudrillard) of all spheres of social activity that are characteristic of postmodernism, the ritu-
al loses its sacred meaning, becoming a technology of mass influence. Understanding the mecha-
nisms and consequences of this influence is one of the urgent tasks of researchers of public relations,
because PR has a key role in establishing dialogue in society.

In the multidisciplinary field of ritualistic studies formed the idea of ritual as a socio-communicative
phenomenon that «acts as a conductor of ideas, values, giving people's behavior organization, order
and consolidation» [12, p. 58]. Due to such capabilities, the ritual or its elements are part of many PR
technologies’ arsenal.

The issue of ritual is reflected in the studies of researchers of political PR and propaganda
(A. Bashuk, O. Zaslavska, Yu.Malovana, O.Osypova, D.Pavlov, H.Pocheptsov, N.Khoma,
O. Sheihal, S. Shomova), corporate PR (V. Klimov), as well as media (N. Bachurina, I. Yerofieieva,
M. Petrushkevych, A. Chernykh, O. Yuferieva) and advertising (L. Khavkina). However, to intensify
and deepen research in this promising direction, it is necessary to form a proper theoretical and meth-
odological basis, taking into account all the achievements of multidisciplinary ritualistic studies and in
accordance with the challenges of modern social development.
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Il. Research objective and methods

The article objective is to theoretically substantiate the preconditions and consequences of the ritu-
alization of public relations communications in a postmodern society.

To achieve the research objective, the following methods were used: descriptive, analysis and syn-
thesis, systematization and generalization — to determine the main scientific approaches to the study of
ritual as a socio-communicative phenomenon, establishing identification parameters of ritual and PR
communication; comparative-historical method — to identify patterns of genesis and interaction of ritual
and PR communication in public space; structural-functional one — to clarify the functions of ritual in the
communications of public relations in the postmodern era.

lll. Results

As a subject of study, the ritual is traditionally of interest to anthropologists, ethologists, culturolo-
gists, philosophers, as well as sociologists, psychologists, linguists. Their research has laid the foun-
dation for ritualistic studies and has interdisciplinary methodological potential.

It is worth noting that the multifaceted nature of the phenomenon of ritual causing the polydiscipli-
narity of its studies, at the same time prevented the emergence of its generally accepted comprehen-
sive definition. In the classical sense, ritual is «a means of cultivation and a form of expression of reli-
gious and mythological consciousness» [13, p. 6]. In anthropology, the ritual is interpreted more broad-
ly: as any formal actions according to the established pattern, which express the general or social
meaning through a symbol [11, p. 317].

Representatives of sociological science significantly influenced the formation of a socio-
communicative approach to understanding ritual and rituality. In their interpretation, the ritual appears,
first of all, as a «regulator of social relations» [13, p. 4], the strength of which influence is conditioned
by the use of the possibilities of symbolism for the representation and transportation of meaning.

The inclusion of the ritual issues in the research discourse of social communications today is impos-
sible without taking into account the concept of communication as a ritual proposed by the American re-
searcher James Carey (1975). Ritual communication, according to the author, is not so much an act of
information transfer, as a public manifestation of support for public beliefs [19, p. 15]. In contrast to the
traditional transmission model of communication, in which information is disseminated for the purpose of
influence and control [19, p. 12], the task of ritual communication is «to develop and maintain an orderly,
meaningful cultural world...» [19, p. 15], in particular through the translation of images based on existing
symbols and associations in the cultural space. This determines the ritual communication’s inherent
spectacularity, which also compensates for its relative «uninformativeness». In particular, J. Carey em-
phasizes the expressiveness of ritual communication, its focus on the manifestation of aspirations and
feelings, on the inner satisfaction of the participants. It is due to participation in the ritual the individual is
identified as a member of a certain community [19, p. 12].

The attributive characteristics of ritual communication outlined by J. Carey (appeal to feelings, use
of images-symbols, elements of spectacularity, contribution to identification of participants) are actual-
ized in PR practice in order to influence public opinion in favor of the customer.

The basis for the interaction of ritual communication and communication of public relations is their
genetic kinship due to rootedness in public space. It is the archaic ritual that scholars consider to be
the historical origins of the formation of publicity [9, p. 84]. There is also every reason to consider the
rituals of archaic society as a protoform of PR, as pointed out, for example, Russian researcher
M. Shyshkina: «Throughout all human history, the sphere of public communication has functioned as a
sphere where practices originated and implemented, which today can be considered as predecessors
and prototypes of public relations, ... and then the practices of public relations itself were implement-
ed» [18, p. 74].

PR historians state that public relations of the rulers of the Ancient World, the Middle Ages and the
New Age was carried out through numerous forms of ritual communication, but the direct identification
of archaic rituals with modern PR technologies is considered incorrect [10, p. 49]. Indeed, ritual com-
munication is based on sacred knowledge and, of course, is not instrumental [17, p. 35], in contrast to
PR, which has an applied nature and uses the techniques of ritual communication in favor of the in-
volved subject-customer.

The comparison of ritual and PR communication is of interest in the perspective of their attitude to
the myth. The myth represents itself in the ritual and is cultivated through it. In the myth, a human from
the very beginning sought to generalize and organize own ideas about the world around, and with the
help of rituals tried to make this world manageable.

As for public relations, scholars have recognized: «this phenomenon is already mythological one in its
nature and the tasks it sets itself» [2, p. 225]. This activity is also based on the natural human desire for
harmony, so with the help of appropriate technologies, in particular, mutual understanding is achieved be-
tween the subject and his/her target audience. To do this, new social myths are created as options for in-
terpreting real events [2, p. 228]. The justification for the myth-making of PR can be considered the formu-
lated by one of its founders A. Lee the task «to encourage people to believe that corporate governance
pursues a sincere goal to gain their trust» [cit. ex 19, p. 105]. PR rituals are a means of symbolic represen-
tation of myths created by PR technologists.

15



ISSN 2219-8741. [lep>xaBa Ta perionm

The functions of the ritual are in some way correlated with the goals and functions of PR, thus ena-
bling the application of ritualization techniques in the practice of public relations.

One of the first scholars, described functions of ritual in society, was the eminent French sociologist
E. Durkheim; he included to them socialization (preparation of the individual for life in society, cultiva-
tion of the necessary qualities); integration (renewal and consolidation of group unity); reproduction
(renewal and maintenance of traditions, norms, values of the group); psychotherapy (creating condi-
tions for psychological comfort of social life, especially in crisis situations) [1, p. 30-32]. All these func-
tions can be correlated not only with some functions, but also with the goals of public relations, be-
cause it is understood that the implementation of functions ensures the achievement of goals.

In that way, the functions of socialization and reproduction performed by the ritual correlate with the
PR function of adaptation (according to M. Shyshkina's classification). Its essence «consists in the ac-
quisition by an individual of social properties and qualities, assimilation of social norms» [18, p. 105].
With the integration function of the ritual correlate such functions of PR as the formation of social com-
munities and social mobilization, which «are realized latently as an additional or side PR effect» [18,
p. 47].

Performing by ritual communication within the public relations psychotherapeutic function makes it
possible to achieve such inherent PR goals as: harmonization of relations between the organization
and the public (S. Black, E. Bernays, O. Kryvonosov); creating an effective system of communication
between the subject and his/her environment or the public (T. Hunt and J. Grunig, M. Shyshkina). Psy-
chotherapeutic, «anti-crisis» function of the ritual as a function of «a special means of overcoming crit-
ical situations by establishing role and interpersonal relations» [15, p. 54] is especially relevant for
corporate PR.

Finally, the comparison of the goals of ritual and PR communication gives grounds to draw conclu-
sions about the nature of their relations in the process of PR subject positioning. If PR is a communi-
cation that is carried out between social subjects in order to achieve mutual understanding through the
identification of common ideas or common interests, then ritual communication is a public manifesta-
tion of support for social beliefs [19, p. 15]. If the purpose of public relations is to harmonize the rela-
tions between the subject/organization and the public, than the ritual serves as a means, a tool by
which «social relations are balanced, conflicts are resolved» [8, p. 85].

«Ritualization of the public sphere» [3, p. 34] is one of the mechanisms of creating a simulative hy-
perreality, which replaces the true reality with signs of reality, or simulacra (J. Baudrillard [4, pp. 37—
38]). PR technologists take an active part in these processes, giving ordinary events the status of sig-
nificant ones, creating images that have little in common with their carriers, and so on.

Ancient people created rituals in order to organize the chaos of their reality, but in the conditions of
postmodern transitivity, a human no less needs certainty and orderliness of existence. However, ritual-
ization in the context of simulacrization creates a seeming order, so most likely it should be considered
as a manipulative technology. Ritual in the PR communications of postmodern society loses its sacred
meaning, it already not so much symbolizes the involvement of people in socio-cultural life, as imitates
it, or becomes its simulacrum. As the Ukrainian researcher H. Nivnia rightly remarks, «ritual remains a
ritual, as long as it is performed in connection with the sacred and the exchange of significant socio-
cultural meanings... ritual action, during which there is no movement of socio-cultural meanings,
should be regarded as ritualized behavior»[14, p. 74]. For this reason, in relation to PR, it is more ap-
propriate to apply the very concept of ritualization, and the attempts of some authors to consider PR
technologies «as a certain sacred knowledge», to associate modern PR specialists with ancient
shamans [4, p. 20] we consider incorrect. As a kind of modern social rituals, PR ritual acts as a mech-
anism of social/group integration, introduction of PR myths and their support in the mass conscious-
ness, harmonization of relations between the PR subject and his/her target audience.

In the conditions of postmodern uncertainty and simularcization of public life, subjects to maintain or im-
prove their social status attach more importance to the formal features of ritual action than to its meaning-
creating potential. One of the consequences of this is the consolidation in the everyday consciousness of
the negative connotative meaning of the «ritual» word, when it is assumed that it is «only a formal proce-
dure, ie the values and meanings attributed to the ritual action are not really the values and meanings of
the individual performing the ritual» [7, p. 164].

Similarly, the formalization of ritual in PR practices together with the loss of socially significant con-
tent leads to negative effects. For example, the depletion of the nature of corporate communications
due to their excessive ritualization can cause team members to lose initiative and motivation for self-
improvement in favor of the organization, which is one of the goals of corporate culture and corporate
PR.

The negative consequences of ritualization in public relations communications are distraction from
important information by focusing on external effects, as well as formalization and primitivization of
communication processes, which can lead to loss of audience trust and thus negatively affect the quality
of social development.

But, despite the outlined dangers, ritualization has significant prospects in postmodern PR communi-
cations. In the conditions of information space saturation, growth of contacts’ number, and also fierce
competition of public relations with advertising and propaganda, «efficiency is put in direct dependence

16



Cepis: CouianbHi KomyHikauii, 2020 p., Ne 4 (44)

on dramatic and aesthetic properties of the message» [16]. Due to this, the communication possibilities
of the ritual are actualized, the demand for its inherent methods of influence grows. In particular, with the
help of ritualization one of the most effective ways of «“capturing the audience” is realized — the fo-
cus on professional activation of the archetypal unconscious» [6, p. 406], which has a strong influ-
ence on the emotions and subconscious of a human, helping the transmitted information to overcome
the barriers of critical thinking. The lack of rational argumentation, the predominance of the nonverbal
component over the verbal one, and the spectacularity inherent in the ritual make it possible to attract the
audience's attention in the conditions of information overload.

The periodicity inherent in the ritual, which corresponds to professional methods of activity and allows to
duplicate PR information repeatedly, to reproduce it in a new form as various measures (messages) for
long-term, systematic influence on public opinion, acquires instrumental significance in PR practice.

IV. Conclusions

The conducted study made it possible to formulate the following conclusions.

One of the prerequisites for the ritualization of public relations communications is the genetic kin-
ship of ritual and PR due to their rootedness in public space. In PR technologies, the potential of ritual
is effectively used as a means of structuring reality, and in postmodern PR communications, ritualiza-
tion becomes one of the mechanisms for creating simulative hyperreality. The negative consequences
of ritualization in public relations are the formalization and primitivization of communication processes,
which lead to a loss of public trust and can negatively affect the quality of social development. At the
same time, in conditions of information space saturation, the effectiveness of PR is enhanced by tech-
niques inherent in ritual communication: reducing the level of critical perception through appeal to the
primary structures of the archetype, the predominance of nonverbal over verbal, spectacularity, fre-
quency of influence.

The practical significance of the study lies in the possibility of introducing the theoretical provisions
of the article into the research field of various social and communication spheres, in particular public
relations.

Prospects for further study of the stated problem we see in a detailed study of the ritual communi-
cation techniques used in the practice of public relations.
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ManTtyno H. b. Putyanisauifa komyHikauin nabnik pMnenweHs y cycninbCTBi NnocTMoOepHy:

TEODETVI‘-IHVIVI acrnekT

Mema cmammi — meopemuy4Ho obrpyHmysamu nepedymMosu ma Hacrioku pumyarsidauii KOMyHi-

Kauit nabnik punetweHs y cycrinbcmei MoCmmMOOepHY.

MemoOdonoezisi docnidxeHHs1. []ns peanizauii Memu A0CriOXeHHS 3acmocosaHo maki Memodu: oriu-

coeul, aHanizy U cuHme3sy, cucmemamu3auii ma y3acanbHeHHs — O/l 8U3HAYEHHS] OCHOBHUX HayKOBUX
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nioxodig 00 susYeHHsI pumyarly siK coujaribHO-KOMYHIKamueHo20 (heHOMEHY, 8CMaHOBMeHHs ideHmuci-
KauitiHux rnapamempie pumyarbHoi ma PR-KoMyHiKkauyi; ropieHsribHO-icmopu4HUL — 0718 8USIBITEHHS 3aK0-
HoMipHocmel reHe3u Ui 83aemodii pumyaribHOi ma PR-KoMyHikauii @ rmybiidHOMYy rpocmopi; CmpyKmypHo-
QyHKUjOHanbHUU — 0r1s 3’cysaHHs QYHKUIU pumyarny 6 KOMyHikauisx nabiik punelueH3 8 ymoeax
r1ocmmoOepHy.

Pe3ynbmamu. OdHieto 3 nepedymos pumyarisauii KomyHikauiti nabsik puneliweH3 € 2eHemu4Ha crio-
pidHeHicmb pumyarny ma PR depe3 ix ykopiHeHicmb y nybniyHomy rpocmopi. Y mexHomnoeisx PR egbek-
MmuBHO  8UKOpUCMOBYIOMb  MOMeHUjasl  pumyarny 5K 3acoby CmpyKmypyeaHHs  pearibHOCHi,
a 8 PR-komyHikauisix nocmmodepHo20 Yacy pumyarnizauisi cmae OOHUM 3 MexaHi3Mi8 CIMBOPEHHST CUMY-
JIAMUBHOI eineppearnibHocmi. HeezamueHumu HacniOkamu pumyanizauii 8 nabrnik pusneliweH3 € ghopmarii-
3ayis ma npumimusisauis KOMyHikayitHUX rpoyecie, Wo npu3godsms 0o empamu 008ipu epoMadCbKocmi
U MOXymb He2amueHO Mo3Hadvamucsi Ha SSKocmi CycriiflbHo20 po3sumky. BodHouac 8 ymosax HacuyeHo-
cmi iHgbopmauitiHoao ripocmopy eghekmusgHicmb PR riocunoroms ripumamanHi pumyarbHit KoMyHikauil
rpUtoOMU: 3HLXKEHHST PIBHSI KPUMUYHOCTMI CRIPUUHSAMMS Yepe3 anensyito 00 nepeuUHHUX CIMPYKmMyp apxe-
muroeoeo, nepesaxaHHsi HegepbasibHO20 KOMIIOHeHma Had eepbarbHuM, 8Uud08UWHICMb, Mepioduy-
Hicmb erinuey.

Hoeu3sHa. HosusHa docnidxeHHs rornsi2zae 8 obrpyHmyesaHHi meopemuyHux 3acad, 30Kpema rnepe-
Oymoe i Hacnidkie pumyarnizauii KomyHikayit nabsik puneluweH3 y CyCcrinbcmei nocmmodepHy.

lNMpakmuy4He 3Ha4eHHs1 OOCIIOXEHHS MoIi2ae 8 MOXJ/IUBOCMI 8rP08adKeHHS CQhOPMYIbOB8aHUX Y
cmammi meopemuyHUX MoJIoXKeHb y 00CHIOHUUbLKE r10M1e Pi3HUX coyialbHOKOMYHIKauitHUX cgbep, 30-
Kpema nabiriik puneluweHs.

Knro4voei crioea: pumyari, pumyariizauisi, couianbHi KoMyHikauji, mocmmodepH, nabriik punetiliH3, Mig.

ManTyno H. B. Putyanusauua koMmmMyHUKauuin nabnuk punenileHs B obiecTse noctMmogepHa:
TeopeTU4eCKMN acnekT

Lenb cmambu — meopemuyecku obocHo8amb npedrocklrIku U nocrnedcmeusi pumyanu3ayuu
KoMMmyHUKayul nabnuk punetiweHs 8 obujecmese nocmmodepHa.

Memodonoeus uccnedoeanusi. [ina peanusayuu yenu uccredogaHusi bbiiu npuMeHeHbl makue
mMemoObl: onucameribHbIl, aHanu3a u cuHmesa, cucmemamu3ayuu u obobujeHusi — ripu ornpederie-
HUU OCHOBHbIX Hay4YHbIX Mo0Xo008 K U3y4YeHUto pumyarna Kak couyuasibHO-KOMMYHUKamueHo20 ¢heHo-
MeHa, ycmaHos/ieHUU udeHmugbukayuoHHbIX napamempos pumyarnbHol u PR-KOMMyHUKauyuu; cpas-
HUMebHO-ucmopuyeckul — npu onpedesieHUU 3akoHOMepHocmel eeHe3uca U e3aumoldelicmeusi
pumyarnbHol u PR-koMMyHUKayuu 8 nybsiudHOM rpocmpaHcmee; cmpyKmypHO-(byHKUUOHaTbHbIU —
Or1s 8bIsICHEHUSI QYyHKUUL pumyarna 8 KOMMYyHUKauyusix nabruk punelueH3 8 yCrio8usix nocmmooepHa.

Pe3ynbmamsbi. O0HOU U3 rpedrnocbiIoK pumyanusayuu KoMMyHUKkayul nabnuk punelweHs3 se-
nigemcs eeHemu4eckoe podcmeo pumyarna u PR yepes3 ux ykopeHeHHOCmMb 8 rnybru4HOM rpocmpaH-
cmee. B mexHonoeusx PR aghghekmueHO ucronb3yemcsi rnomeHyuan pumyana Kak cpedcmea
CmMpyKmypuposgaHusi peasibHocmu, a 8 PR-KoMMyHuUKayusix nocmmodepHO20 8peMEHU pumyaru3a-
uusi cmaHosumcsi OOHUM U3 MexaHU3Mo8 co30aHusi cuMmynsmueHol auneppearnbHocmu. Hezamus-
HbIMU riocriedcmeusMu pumyanu3ayuu 8 nabnuk punelweH3 sensomcs ghopmanuszauyus u npumu-
mueu3ayusi KOMMYHUKaUUOHHBIX Mpoyeccos, 4mo npueodum K ympame 0osepusi obuecmeeHHocmu
U MOXem HeeamueHO 8/1usimb Ha Kadecmeo obujecmeeHHo20 pa3sumusi. B mo xe epewms, e ycrnosu-
X HacblWeHHoCmU UHGbopMayUoOHHO20 npocmpaHecmea sghghekmusHocmb PR ycunuearom ceou-
CmeeHHble pumyarnbHOU KOMMYHUKaUUU rpueMbl; CHUXKEHUE YPOBHS KPUMUYHOCMU 80CMpUSIMUs Ye-
pes anensayuro K NepeuYyHbIM cmpykmypam apxemurnu4yeckoeo, rnpeobnadaHue HesepbasibHO20 KOM-
rnmoHeHma Hal g8epbarsibHbIM, 3PEULLHOCMb, NepUOOUYHOCMb 8030elicmeus.

HoeusHa. HosusHa uccriedogaHus 3akio4aemcsi 8 060CHO8aHUU Meopemu4eckux OCHO8, 8 Yac-
mHocmu npednockinoK u crnedcmeul pumyanu3ayuu KOMMyHUKauyul nabnuk punelweH3 8 obwecm-
8e rnocmmooepHa.

lNpakmuyeckoe 3Ha4eHuUe uccriedo8aHusi 3aKno4aemcs 8 03MOXHOCMU 8HEOPEHUS CqhopMyru-
pOBaHHbIX 8 CMambe Meopemu4yecKUX MofoxeHul 8 uccredosamesibCKoe Mosie pasHbIX coyuarbHo-
KOMMYHUKaUUOHHbIX cghep, 8 YacmHocmu nabriuk punelweHs.

Knroueeble cnoea: pumyarn, pumyanu3ayus, coyuasibHble KOMMYyHUKauuu, nocmmooepH, nabnuk
punedwHs, Mug.
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