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Information has become a decisive strategic resource in modern international relations,
transforming power competition and national security paradigms. Hybrid aggression launched
by the Russian Federation against Ukraine since 2014 has demonstrated how manipulation
of information seeks to undermine democratic governance, destroy national cohesion, and weaken
support for international alliances. In this context, strategic communication has become a crucial
instrument of democratic defence, ensuring the protection of information sovereignty, resilience
of citizens, and effectiveness of crisis governance.

This article examines the evolution of Ukraine’s strategic communication system during 2014-
2025, identifying transformations in institutional coordination, public messaging, media literacy
initiatives, and international partnerships. Special attention is paid to the theoretical debate
between <«information warfare» and <«public diplomacy», highlighting the risks of reducing
communication to militarized messaging that treats audiences as targets rather than citizens.
The findings demonstrate that Ukraine is shaping a new model of communication for democracies
under attack: combining security measures with transparency, dialogue, and public engagement.

The methodological basis of the study includes content analysis of official communication
strategies, international reports, and academic discourse, supplemented by the examination
of practical initiatives implemented during wartime. This approach allows for a comprehensive
assessment of how strategic communication contributes to national resilience, counters
disinformation, and builds trust in public institutions. The article also defines key challenges for
the next stage of Ukraine’s recovery, including the need to balance operational secrecy with public
accountability, to improve coordination among state and civil actors, and to integrate strategic
communication into long-term democratic development. Ultimately, the research argues that
Ukraine’s experience forms an important reference for strengthening strategic communications
of states facing external aggression and hybrid threats.

Key words: strategic communication, information warfare, hybrid aggression, national
resilience, democratic governance, public diplomacy, disinformation.

HaymeHko M. M. CTtpareriyHa KOMyHikauUisi B iH¢popMaUiHHIiA BilHIi YKpaiHn

IH@opmauiss y cyyacHOMYy CBIiTi NepeTBOPUIACS Ha K/IOYOBUI CTpaTeriyHnit pecypc, Lo BU3Ha-
Yae AMHaMIKy MiKHapoAHMX BIAHOCWUH i 3MIHIOE YSBEHHS Mpo cuiy, b6e3rneky T1a ynpasJliHHS.
li6puaHa arpecis Pocivicbkoi ®eaepadii npotu YkpaiHnn, posnoyata y 2014 p., npoAEMOHCTPyBa-
na, Wo AeCTPYKTUBHI IHGOPpMaLiViHi BrINBN BUKOPUCTOBYETLCS SIK IHCTPYMEHT MiApUBY AEMOKPa-
TUYHOIO BPSiflyBaHHS, py¥iHYyBaHHS HaLiOHabHOI €E4HOCTI Ta nociabieHHs MigTpUMKN MiKHapoa-
HUX COI03IB. Y Unx ymoBax CTpaTteriyHi KomyHikauii Habyim 3HaqyeHHs K/I4Y0BOro iHCTpyMeHTa
JAeMOKpaTu4YHoi 060poHU, rokanKaHoro 3abesrnedyBaTu 3axucT iHHOPMaLUiiHOro CyBEpEHITETY,
CTIMKICTb rpOMaAsiH i pe3y/ibTaTUBHICTb KPU30BOIro yrpasJ/liHHS.

Y crartri npoaHasnizoBaHo €BOJIIOLII0 CUCTEMU CTpaTeridyHnx KOMyHikauivi YkpaiHu y 2014-
2025 pp., BusBAEHO TpaHcopmauii B iIHCTUTYUIiVHIN KoopAuHaLii, my6aiyHux noBiAOM/IEHHSIX,
rnporpamax MefiarpaMoTHOCTI Ta MiKHapoAHoOMy napTHepcTsBi. OKpeMy yBary rnpuvgizieHo teope-
TUYHINA ANCKYCIT MiXK rigxogamm «iHhopMaLifiHOI BiiHU» Ta «ny6/i4HOI Annaomarii», Lo Aa€ 3Mory
OKPEC/TUTU PU3NKN PEAYKLIT KOMYHIKaLil 4O MiiTapn30BaHUX MOBIAOM/IEHb, Y SIKUX PoOMajgsiHu
pO3rs4arTbCsl IK 06°EKTU B/IMBY, @ HE K Cy6’e€KTH B3aemMofii. Pe3ynbtatn AOCNIA)KEHHS CBiA-
yaTtb, WO YKpaiHa ¢oopMye HOBY MOAEb KOMYHIKaLii AEMOKPATUYHOI AepKaBu B yMOBax arpecii,
rMoEAHY YN 6E3MEKOBI 3aX0AN 3 BIKPUTICTIO, 4ia/loroM 1a y4yacTio rpoMafCbKOCTi.

MeTo40/10ri4YHy OCHOBY AOC/IAXEHHS CTAHOB/ISITb KOHTEHT-aHasli3 oQilifiHuXx CTpaTeriii KoMyHi-
Kayii, MbkHapoAHuX 3BITiB | HAYKOBOIo ANCKYpPCy, @ TaKoxX aHasi3 NpakTu4yHux iHiyiatns, peanizo-
BaHuX y nepioa BOEHHOIro CTaHy. Takuii nigxig 3abesneqdye KoMaeKCcHy OUiHKY poJsli cTpateriyHnx
KOMYHIKaUin y 3MIUHEHHI HaLUioHaIbHOI CTIMKOCTI, NpoTuAii Ae3iHopmalii Ta nigBuLyeHHi 40Bipn
[0 filepXXaBHUX IHCTUTYUIN. ¥ pob0Ti TaKoX BU3HAYEHO K/IOYOBI BUKJIMKU HACTyrnHOro erary Bij-
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HOBJIEHHS! YKpaiHu: HeoOXiAHICTb MOEAHAHHS 0NepaTUBHOI CEKPETHOCTI 3 nMy6/1iuHO0 MiA3BITHIC-
THO, YAOCKOHAa/IEHHST KOOPANHALIT MiXX AePXaBHUMN N TPOMaASIHCbKUMU aKkTopaMmu Ta IHTerpawis
CTpAaTeriyHnx KOMYHIKauiv y JOBroCTPOKOBY MOJITUKY AEMOKPATUYHOIO PO3BUTKY.
3pob1eHO BUCHOBOK, L0 YKPAiHCbKNI 4OCBIA (POPMYE LIIHHMEI OPIEHTUP AJ151 MOCUIEHHS CTpaTe-
riYHUX KOMYHIKaUin AepxaB, SKi NpoTUAIOTL 30BHILLIHIN arpecii Ta ribpuaHnmM 3arpo3am.
KnroyoBi cnoBa: cTtpaTteriyHi KOMyHiKauii, iHopmauiiHa BiviHa, ribpuaHa arpecis, Hawuio-
Ha/lbHa CTifiKICTb, AEMOKPATUYHE BPSAYyBaHHS, nybaidHa Anraomartis, Ae3iHpopMaLjis.

Purpose of the Study. Information
as a domain of confrontation has increas-
ingly shaped the structure of global poli-
tics, becoming a key arena where states
compete for influence and security [1; 4].
Unlike traditional wars focused on material
destruction, information warfare seeks to
undermine a society’s psychological resil-
ience and its ability to mobilize resources
for defence. By attacking shared mean-
ings and collective identity, adversaries
aim to erode trust in institutions, diminish
national cohesion, and weaken the legiti-
macy of state decisions [2]. This approach
allows hostile actors to achieve strategic
results without large-scale kinetic opera-
tions - turning information into a decisive
weapon for shaping geopolitical outcomes.

Ukraine has become a frontline state in
this transformation, facing the most inten-
sive and prolonged information aggression
in Europe since 2014. Russia has system-
atically targeted Ukraine’s media space
and digital platforms through narratives
designed to manipulate public percep-
tions, deepen internal polarization, dis-
credit democratic institutions, and weaken
the country’s partnerships with interna-
tional allies [2; 6]. These operations have
combined propaganda, cyberattacks, psy-
chological pressure and the instrumen-
talization of historical memory, regional
differences, and linguistic issues - all to
destabilize the Ukrainian state from within.

Following the full-scale invasion in
February 2022, strategic communica-
tion evolved into a core wartime capabil-
ity essential for maintaining situational
awareness, ensuring effective crisis gov-
ernance, and consolidating society around
the shared goals of resistance and sur-
vival. Ukrainian authorities, civil society
organizations, and independent media
developed a coordinated system of com-
munication intended to counter disinfor-
mation, strengthen morale, and preserve
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public trust under extreme conditions.
In this context, strategic communication
functions as a safeguard of democracy -
not a tool for its restriction - as it relies
on transparency, public accountability,
and citizen engagement even in times
of armed conflict [8; 9].

Therefore, studying Ukraine’s commu-
nication response is crucial not only for
understanding its national resilience but
also for developing a broader theoretical
framework for democratic states confront-
ing hybrid aggression. Ukraine’s experi-
ence offers important insights into how
open societies can defend their information
sovereignty while upholding democratic
values - and strengthening international
solidarity - in the face of authoritarian
threats.

Strategic communication in
the Ukrainian context is defined as
a coordinated system of actions aimed
at strengthening state resilience - ensur-
ing timely crisis information, protecting
the information environment, fostering
morale, and upholding the legitimacy
of democratic institutions throughout
wartime conditions [3; 4]. This system
is implemented through integrated coop-
eration among governmental authorities,
civil society actors, independent media,
and international partners - a model that
reflects a multi-actor approach to security
governance that emerged as a necessity
under hybrid aggression [5; 7].

Analysis of Recent Research
and Publications. Modern security stud-
ies emphasize the shift from hard power to
influence power, where the ability to shape
the information environment becomes
a decisive component of geopolitical com-
petition [1]. Ukraine’s experience demon-
strates that transparent communication,
credibility in messaging, rapid counterac-
tion to manipulation, and sustained trust
between state and citizens are not merely
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supporting functions - they are existential
for national defence. The erosion of pub-
lic cohesion directly weakens a country’s
capacity to resist aggression, making
communication a strategic battlefield in
its own right.

The conceptual debate on whether war-
time communication should be conceptu-
alized primarily as «information warfare»
or as a continuation of «public diplomacy»
remains ongoing. Szostek argues that
excessive militarization of communication
risks oversimplifying audiences as opera-
tional «targets», reducing success to per-
suasion metrics and neglecting the ethi-
cal foundation of democratic engagement
[8]. Instead of falling into one extreme,
Ukraine has built a hybrid model that inte-
grates protective measures against infor-
mation threats with transparency, dia-
logue, and civic partnership — a balance

that preserves fundamental freedoms
even during full-scale war [9].
Democratic resilience literature

identifies four interconnected dimensions
strengthened through communication
activities: cognitive resilience - the ability
of citizenstodetectmanipulation; emotional
resilience - maintaining motivation
and willingness to resist; institutional
resilience — sustaining trust in decisions
taken by the authorities; and international
credibility — securing and reinforcing global
support for Ukraine’s struggle [3; 5]. The
evolution of public attitudes from 2014 to
the present confirms that exposure to
information threats can generate adaptive
learning at the societal level, mobilizing
people to defend democratic sovereignty
and national identity ratherthan weakening
them.

In democratic societies, legitimacy is
inseparable from accountability, free access
to credible information, and the co-cre-
ation of meaning between state and citi-
zens. Communication becomes not simply
a channel of influence but a mechanism
through which authority is justified, con-
tested, and reaffirmed. Therefore, in
Ukraine’s case, strategic communication
operates as a source of legitimacy - rein-
forcing not only military capabilities but
also interpretive authority over national

reality, ensuring that the narrative
of resistance, sovereignty, and demo-
cratic future remains owned collectively
by the Ukrainian people and recognized
globally.

The Russian Federation has devel-
oped a systemic and long-term strategy
of information pressure against Ukraine,
aimed not at communication per se but
at the deliberate transformation of pub-
lic consciousness and political behaviour
in ways that undermine democratic
statehood [1; 2]. This multidimensional
aggression pursues several strategically
interconnected goals: weakening the polit-
ical legitimacy of Ukrainian authorities,
demoralizing citizens by fostering fear
and uncertainty, fracturing national iden-
tity through divisive narratives, dimin-
ishing Ukraine’s credibility in the inter-
national arena, and provoking internal
conflicts to reduce cohesion and stability
[2; 6]. The purpose is not simply to dis-
seminate false messages but to system-
atically shape the interpretive frameworks
within which Ukrainians perceive them-
selves and the war - shifting public emo-
tions, beliefs, and actions in favour of Rus-
sian objectives.

Russia’s influence operations are dis-
tinguished by persistence, multi-platform
implementation, covert infrastructure,
emotional manipulation, and rhetorical
imitation of democratic discourse. Their
continuity since 2014 gradually produces
fatigue and normalization of aggression;
the use of television, Telegram channels,
and dark-social networks ensures pene-
tration into diverse segments of society;
the reliance on proxies, pseudo-activists,
and hidden media structures helps con-
ceal direct involvement of Russian actors;
the exploitation of trauma and despair
aims to suppress rational decision-mak-
ing; and the appropriation of language
about “rights” and “protection” attempts
to shift moral blame for war consequences
onto Ukraine. Taken together, these com-
ponents reflect a model of information
confrontation in which psychological dam-
age becomes more destructive than cog-
nitive distortion. Instead of convincing
audiences of a specific lie, the Russian
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approach often aims to destroy trust in
any information - a phenomenon referred
to as strategic nihilism.

One of the core mechanisms of this
strategy is systematic targeting of societal
vulnerabilities that have historical or war-
time roots - including collective trauma
caused by invasion and displacement,
lingering distrust associated with corrup-
tion, regional and linguistic heterogeneity,
and emotional exhaustion from continuous
alerts and instability. By activating these
vulnerabilities, adversarial messaging
seeks to erode solidarity and reduce will-
ingness to engage in collective defence.

A further dimension is the creation
of alternative «realities» in which Ukraine
is framed as an «artificial state», inter-
nally divided, fully dependent on exter-
nal actors, responsible for escalation,
or incapable of self-governance [1; 6].
The strategic goal of these narratives is
the denial of Ukraine’s agency - internally
by discouraging democratic participation
and externally by challenging international
recognition of Ukraine as a sovereign deci-
sion-maker.

Presentation of the Main Research
Material. Since 24 February 2022, Rus-
sian information warfare has become even
more explicitly synchronized with kinetic
military operations. Disinformation cam-
paigns are deployed to sow panic in cit-
ies under attack, sabotage humanitarian
evacuations by spreading false alerts,
justify war crimes through dehumanizing
propaganda, and erode trust in Western
partners - one of Ukraine’s most critical
enablers of defence. These actions demon-
strate that information aggression is not
a supplementary or parallel conflict - it
constitutes a full-fledged operational front
designed to destroy national resilience
at its psychological and political core.

Ukraine’s response to information
aggression has undergone a profound
transformation since 2014. What initially
developed as fragmented and reactive
crisis communication has evolved into
a holistic and institutionalized capability
that now functions as a core component
of national security. This evolution rests
on three mutually reinforcing pillars: cen-
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tralized state coordination, active civil
society participation, and strong, strategi-
cally oriented international partnerships -
together forming an integrated ecosystem
of information resilience capable of coun-
tering hybrid threats in real time [3; 7].

Following the escalation of hostilities
in February 2022, Ukraine significantly
strengthened its state-level strategic com-
munication architecture. Key institutions
such as the Government Communication
Coordination Center, the Centre for Coun-
tering Disinformation [6], the Strategic
Communications Department of the Armed
Forces, and the Ministry of Digital Trans-
formation became central actors in safe-
guarding the information domain. Each
performs a distinct function: unifying offi-
cial narratives and crisis messaging to
prevent panic and sustain trust; detecting
and suppressing hostile influence to ensure
information sovereignty; ensuring mili-
tary communication tailored to the needs
of defence and morale; and countering
cyber threats while strengthening digital
resistance to disinformation. These insti-
tutional capacities operate according to
several fundamental principles — proactive
communication rather than delayed reac-
tion, strict adherence to accuracy as cred-
ibility becomes a weapon of democracy,
a human-centered narrative emphasising
dignity and unity, as well as high opera-
tional speed reflected in daily briefings
and instant debunking.

Yet state coordination alone would not
be sufficient without the decisive contri-
bution of Ukrainian civil society, which has
become a multiplier of national resilience.
Independent actors and volunteer net-
works continue to play a leading role in
monitoring manipulation, especially on dig-
ital platforms; developing media literacy
programmes for youth and adults; sup-
porting trauma-sensitive communication;
and acting as trusted mediators between
state institutions and citizens. Notable
initiatives - including StopFake, Detec-
tor Media, and VoxCheck - have estab-
lished international credibility as pioneers
in open-source fact-checking since 2014.
Their partnership with the state is coop-
erative rather than subordinated, preserv-
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ing democratic legitimacy while expanding
the reach of truthful information.

Ukraine’s resilience has also been
strengthened through strategic diplomacy
and deep cooperation with international
partners. Collaboration with the EU East
StratCom Task Force [7], NATO institutions
such as CCDCOE, UN platforms dedicated
to media freedoms, and leading global
outlets including BBC, DW, AFP and Asso-
ciated Press has positioned Ukraine as
a reliable source of verified information.
Cooperation with major technology com-
panies — Meta, Google and Telegram - sup-
ports rapid content moderation and dis-
ruption of hostile disinformation networks.
As a result, Ukraine has secured recog-
nition as a frontline defender of the free
informational world, providing the inter-
national community with accurate report-
ing and visual evidence of Russian war
crimes, which reinforces accountability
mechanisms and narrative dominance in
global public opinion.

All these components form a systemic
architecture in which governmental, soci-
etal, international, technological and local
community actors operate as intercon-
nected layers rather than isolated units.
This multilevel synergy has produced sig-
nificant results by 2025: a marked rise
in civic identity expressed through unity
across regions and languages; consis-
tently high trust in defence institutions,
surpassing 90% according to research
[2]; strengthened international narra-
tive that frames Ukraine as a defender
of Europe and democratic values; reduced
reach of hostile propaganda networks;
and the institutionalization of media liter-
acy education, with more than three mil-
lion citizens taking part in resilience-build-
ing initiatives. Collectively, this experience
demonstrates that an open democracy,
grounded in transparency and social par-
ticipation, can prove stronger and more
adaptable than an authoritarian regime
that relies on coercion and manipulation.

Ukraine has therefore shown that infor-
mation resilience is not only a protec-
tive measure - it is an active capacity
that empowers society to resist aggres-
sion while preserving democratic iden-

tity and legitimacy even under existential
threat.

Strategic communication during war-
time inevitably operates at the intersec-
tion of security imperatives and pub-
lic diplomacy. The urgency of defending
the information domain often prioritizes
swift persuasion and rapid operational
decisions, as delaying communication
may create vulnerabilities that adversar-
ies readily exploit [4]. Yet democratic sys-
tems cannot fully adopt the “zero-sum”
logic that underlies authoritarian informa-
tion warfare, because such an approach
risks eroding the very foundations - plu-
ralism, accountability, and respect for
citizens - that they are defending [8].
Therefore, Ukraine’s experience indicates
that communication aimed exclusively
at changing people’s beliefs or behaviour
is insufficient in the context of democratic
defence. Instead, strategic communica-
tion must simultaneously enable informed
choice, support emotional resilience, pro-
tect human dignity, and empower society
to co-produce security in partnership with
state institutions.

The primary goal of wartime messag-
ing in @ democracy is not merely to con-
vince - but to preserve the interpretive
capacity of society: the collective ability
to understand events, make autonomous
decisions, and maintain trust in shared
reality. In this regard, Ukraine’s commu-
nication strategy places the emphasis on
transparency, clarity of information, pub-
lic-facing explanations of state decisions,
and inclusion of diverse voices from all
parts of the country. By doing so, the gov-
ernment and civil society help ensure
that resilience arises not from imposed
unity, but from conscious agreement on
the necessity of resistance.

Scholars warn, however, that democra-
cies implementing strategic communica-
tion in wartime may face two significant
ethical risks. The first involves the weap-
onization of communication, where mes-
saging becomes coercive rather than infor-
mative - a risk Ukraine mitigates through
strict transparency and verifiable accuracy
in official briefings. The second relates
to paternalism, when authorities treat
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citizens as passive “targets” rather than
partners in shaping the public agenda [3].
Ukraine’s reliance on collaboration with
independent media and civil society orga-
nizations demonstrates that it is possible
to defend the information space without
reducing individuals to objects of influ-
ence, maintaining their role as active con-
tributors to national resilience [8; 9].

A crucial dimension of strategic com-
munication is the safeguarding of morale,
which functions as a security resource
rooted in hope, trust, shared purpose,
and belief in a democratic future. Ukrainian
communication continuously connects
defence efforts with protection of val-
ues - freedom, dignity and life - reinforc-
ing the understanding that armed resis-
tance is not only a military necessity but
also a moral obligation to defend the soci-
ety’s identity and rights. Such narrative
framing strengthens motivation, counters
despair, and sustains public readiness to
endure hardship, ultimately contributing
to the psychological dimension of resil-
ience that authoritarian regimes frequently
underestimate.

The international dimension of Ukraine’s
strategic communication is increasingly
visible as the country positions itself as
a global security communicator. Ukraine
has become a central actor in shaping
the global discussion on hybrid threats,
resilience, disinformation defence,
and media literacy - bringing a dem-
ocratic perspective into what was long
considered a technical or security-only
domain. At the core of Ukraine’s mes-
saging lies the conviction that Ukraine
defends not only its own freedom but
the security order of Europe. Through
clear and honest communication, Ukraine
succeeds in maintaining sustainable sup-
port from allies, counteracting attempts to
shift responsibility for the war, and ensur-
ing that the aggressor is held accountable.
EU institutions confirm that Ukraine has
become the principal beneficiary of Euro-
pean support for strengthening informa-
tion resilience in the context of Russian
propaganda [10].

A distinctive hallmark of Ukraine’s
external communication is what can be

defined as diplomacy of evidence. By
systematically documenting war crimes,
communicating about humanitarian
catastrophes, and highlighting the civilian
dimension of war, Ukraine produces infor-
mational evidence for international courts,
global media, and the collective historical
record - a struggle for truth that under-
pins international law. Recent research
emphasizes that Ukraine’s information
security resilience is strongly reinforced by
legal and institutional measures designed
to manage the informational dimension
of warfare [11; 12].

Furthermore, Ukraine’s experience
increasingly influences the architec-
ture of global information security pol-
icy. Ukrainian lessons are already applied
in the reform of EU strategies regarding
information sovereignty, while simultane-
ously becoming a reference point for other
democracies exposed to hybrid aggres-
sion. Scholars describe information resil-
ience as the «crux of survival» in wartime
Ukraine - thereby transforming the coun-
try into «a laboratory for democratic resil-
ience under insecure times» [13]. In this
sense, Ukraine today stands not only as
a case of resilience but also as a driver
of normative change in the evolving inter-
national order.

Despite extreme and prolonged pres-
sure, Ukraine demonstrates continuous
progress in key parameters of democratic
resilience rather than decline — underscor-
ing the strategic role of communication
as both a stabilizing and mobilizing force.
One of the most significant outcomes is
the unprecedented level of social cohe-
sion that has emerged during the war.
Cross-regional solidarity has deepened
around national sovereignty and demo-
cratic values, accompanied by wide partic-
ipation in volunteer initiatives and strong
interpersonal trust. These trends confirm
that national identity has consolidated
rather than fragmented under conditions
of aggression [3]. Wartime communication
grounded in dignity, empathy and shared
responsibility directly contributes to this
unity.

Institutional trust has also increased.
Transparent crisis communication reduces
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the risk of panic and destructive emo-
tions and supports confidence in deci-
sion-making. Public opinion surveys show
extremely high support for the Armed
Forces of Ukraine — above 90% - as well
as growing trust in local authorities, emer-
gency management structures, and volun-
teer organizations [2]. Legitimacy is thus
continuously co-produced through open,
consistent and fact-based communication.

A further dimension is psychological
resilience, where Ukrainian strategic mes-
saging emphasizes the protection of life,
justice, and a democratic future. This val-
ue-driven framing sustains motivation
to resist even during traumatic moments
and uncertainty, reinforcing citizens’ under-
standing of their role in collective defence
[5]. Communication, therefore, becomes
a moral and psychological capability that
directly supports defence operations.

Finally, the rise of media literacy has
contributed to a unique culture of critical
information engagement. Citizens actively
identify manipulation, share verified knowl-
edge, and participate in community-driven
educational efforts, turning media literacy
into a core component of national secu-
rity. It becomes not merely an educational
tool but cognitive infrastructure embed-
ded within society - strengthening resil-
ience against hybrid threats.

Thus, across social cohesion, institu-
tional legitimacy, psychological endur-
ance and information literacy, empirical
indicators confirm that communication
is a strategic driver of Ukraine’s national
resilience.

Ukraine’s experience demonstrates that
a democratic state is capable of defend-
ing itself without resorting to the meth-
ods associated with authoritarian infor-
mation warfare. Strategic communication
plays a fundamental role in sustaining
the legitimacy of resistance - explaining
why defence is necessary, strengthening
confidence in strategic goals, and framing
participation in defence as a shared civic
mission. Legitimacy is upheld through
a truth-first approach, including honest
acknowledgment of challenges and losses,
which ensures that public support is built
on trust rather than coercion. Recent anal-

yses highlight that democratic resilience is
not only preserved but actively reinforced
under wartime conditions in Ukraine [14].

A distinctive feature of Ukraine’s com-
munication is its human-centric charac-
ter. Instead of demonizing the adversary
or reducing citizens to passive recipients,
Ukrainian messaging prioritizes personal
stories, community voices, acknowledg-
ment of trauma, and protection of vul-
nerable groups. This approach maintains
human dignity - a core dividing line
between democratic and authoritarian
systems - while strengthening motiva-
tion and a sense of civic agency. Studies
of Ukraine’s strategic narrative empha-
size its connective nature, linking indi-
vidual experiences to collective identity
and thereby reinforcing democratic legit-
imacy [15].

Looking ahead, strategic communica-
tion will remain essential for addressing
key post-war challenges. These include
healing social trauma, rebuilding trust in
communities affected by occupation or dis-
placement, and ensuring inclusive engage-
ment of veterans and internally displaced
persons in public life. Long-term defence
of truth will be crucial to prevent histori-
cal revisionism and attempts to legitimize
aggression. Internationally, Ukraine must
counteract emerging “war-fatigue” narra-
tives that threaten sustainable allied sup-
port, while ensuring continued account-
ability for war crimes. Communication is
therefore not only a tool of war - it must
remain a strategic investment in peace
and democratic recovery [14].

Conclusions. This article examined
the evolution of Ukraine’s strategic com-
munication during the 2014-2025 period,
demonstrating its transformation into
a crucial component of national defence,
international diplomacy, and democratic
resilience. The findings indicate that com-
munication is not a secondary or sup-
portive activity, but an essential element
of state power in conditions of hybrid war-
fare. Control over narratives, perception,
and credibility directly influences Ukraine’s
capacity to resist aggression and sustain
operational coherence under extreme
pressure.
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Strategic communication has proved
fundamental to protecting information
sovereignty. By maintaining trust in demo-
cratic institutions and countering attempts
to erode national unity, Ukraine prevents
the destabilizing effects that hostile influ-
ence operations seek to provoke. Cru-
cially, democratic defence in Ukraine relies
on public participation: instead of coercive
messaging, authorities and communica-
tors promote civic agency, transparency
and collaboration with society. This shared
commitment strengthens both legitimacy
and morale.

The role of civil society has emerged
as a decisive multiplier of national resil-
ience. Volunteers, educators, independent
media and fact-checking initiatives signifi-
cantly limit the effects of disinformation
and ensure that truthful information circu-
lates rapidly and credibly within communi-
ties. Their efforts highlight that resilience

is co-produced by state and non-state
actors working in partnership.

Finally, Ukraine is shaping an evolving
normative standard for democratic security.
Its experience illustrates how democracies
can defend themselves against authoritarian
hybrid warfare without sacrificing the val-
ues they seek to protect. By integrating
ethical responsibility with strategic messag-
ing, Ukraine contributes to the development
of global approaches for safeguarding infor-
mation sovereignty and upholding truth in
the international arena.

Defending truth therefore becomes
synonymous with defending freedom -
andwith preservingtherighttoademocratic
future. Ukraine’s strategic communication
model stands not merely as a national
response, but as a global example, proving
that democracy is capable of strength,
adaptability and victory even under
the most complex hybrid threats.
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