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INSTRUMENTS AND MECHANISMS FOR IMPLEMENTING POLITICAL

COMMUNICATIONS IN THE UKRAINIAN SOCIO-POLITICAL SPACE
(EXPERT SURVEY RESULTS)

Based on the expert survey results, the article identifies the most effective instruments and
mechanisms for implementing political communications in the Ukrainian socio-political
space. The leading trends in the implementation of new mechanisms and instruments
for implementing political communications are considered: firstly, the dominance of
certain forms of political communication in different countries depends on the model of
democracy — representative, participatory, deliberative; secondly, the mechanisms and
instruments of political communication in the participatory model of democracy are
presented in all democratic countries, including Ukraine, but their effectiveness depends on
the authorities taking into account the recommendations and proposals provided by citizens
and civil society; thirdly, deliberative instruments of political communication are present
in different models of the democratic process in the format of mini-publics; fourthly, among
the areas of application of the online format of political communications, the following
can be distinguished: development and implementation of e-government and e-democracy
instruments; promotion of the image of political and political parties; use of social networks
by citizens as a platform for political participation and discussion (deliberation). It has
been determined that the main instruments for implementing political communications
under martial law are online social media and classical media (television, press, radio).
Deliberative instruments of political participation in the format of discussion and consensus
decision-making on problematic socio-political issues in Ukrainian society have not become

widespread or have not been used at all in practical terms.

Key words: political communication, socio-political space, participatory democracy,

deliberative democracy, mini-publics, electronic democracy, social Internet media.

Relevance of the research topic. Modern directions of social development,
social changes, development of information and communication technologies,
renewal and reformatting of political processes in democratic societies contribute
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to the emergence and implementation of mechanisms and instruments for imple-
menting political communications. Despite the rather strong influence of traditional
communication channels and instruments in the political sphere (classical mass
media, forms of communicative interaction during the electoral process, etc.), today
the instruments that meet the development of modern societies are gaining leading
importance. Therefore, we will focus on the consideration of the mechanisms and
instruments for the implementation of political communications, which have a trend
for further development and application in modern models of democracy.

However, it is necessary to note some problematic aspects of such an analysis.

Firstly, the distinction between the concepts of “mechanisms” and “instruments”
implies the definition of the breadth of application: the mechanism is a broader con-
cept that includes all aspects of the functioning of the institution of political commu-
nication (object, subject, goals, result), while the instruments for the implementation
of political communications have procedural and technological characteristics, the
application of which depends on the theoretical methodology.

Secondly, the identification of the most popular and available mechanisms and
instruments for the implementation of political communications implies their iden-
tification both in the national, Ukrainian, and in the global and European political
space.

Thirdly, the emergence and development of the latest mechanisms and instru-
ments for the implementation of political communications are influenced by global
and local factors: globalization, which promotes the incorporation of the best political
and communication practices of other countries and their interpenetration; informa-
tization, in our opinion, today has the greatest influence on the reformatting of the
process of political communication on a global scale, despite the political structure
and, importantly, the dominance of a certain model of democracy in a particular
country; integration, which contributes to the creation of common and unified mech-
anisms and instruments for the implementation of political communications (for
example, the practice of political communications in the EU); the Russian-Ukrainian
war has a significant impact on the communication interaction between the govern-
ment and society, as well as on the mechanisms and instruments of international
political communication.

Fourthly, the dominance of certain forms of political communication in different
countries depends on the model of democracy — representative, participatory, delibe-
rative, however, these models do not exist in their "ideal" form, and their elements
are involved in all developed democracies, therefore, almost all the mechanisms and
instruments for implementing political.

Analysis of recent research and publications. Among the publications on
the problems of political communication of such authors as: M. Azhazha, A. Akayo-
mova, Yu. Bokoch, A. Budanova, A. Vayer, T. Voronova A. Dorofeyev, A. Vinnichuk,
V. Dabizha, A. Danko-Sliptsova, A. Maiboroda, I. Pronoza, Fanishin, T. Shlemkevich,
I. Tsikul, D. Yakovlev and many others.

Methodological basis of the research. The methodological basis of the disser-
tation is general scientific methods of cognition of social phenomena and processes
and sociological methods of obtaining empirical data. The following methods were
used in the research: logical-historical, structural-functional and comparative anal-
ysis; analysis and synthesis.
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Identification of previously unresolved parts of the problem to which the
article is devoted. The scientific work identifies the most effective tools and mech-
anisms for implementing political communications in the Ukrainian socio-political
space; it examines the leading trends in the implementation of new mechanisms and
tools for implementing political communications.

Formulation of the objectives of the article, presentation of the main
material of the research with full justification of scientific results. The pur-
pose of the study is to determine the most effective instruments and mechanisms for
implementing political communications in the Ukrainian socio-political space based
on the results of an expert survey.

In modern scientific discourse, there are many definitions of the concept of “political
communication”. Yes, the most famous and widespread definition of R.-J. Schwarzen-
berg is the process of transmitting political information, through which information
circulates between elements of the political system, as well as between the political
and social systems. The continuous process of information exchange is carried out
both between individuals and between those who govern and those who are gove-
rned, with the aim of achieving agreement (Akaymova, 2011, p. 89).

In domestic political opinion, there are quite a lot of interpretations of the concept
of “political communication”. According to V. Dabizha, “political communications are a
complex set of processes, methods, acts, circulation, transmission, exchange and inter-
action between various elements of the political system: the state, political forces, civil
society, population groups and individuals, etc. Yu. Tishchenko defines systemic political
communication as a process that covers the political sphere of human life, through which
communication occurs between government bodies, political parties, public organizations
and movements, officials, voters, and the population. The establishment and reproduc-
tion of communication processes between political parties and voters, and voters' aware-
ness of the activities of political parties contribute to the legitimization of political enti-
ties in society, which is an integral part of the institutionalization of democracy and its
consolidation” (Tyshchenko, Bayor, Tovt, Horobchyshyna, 2010, p. 10). I. Pronoza, ana-
lysing the existing definitions of the concept of “political communication”, identified the
following characteristic features and groups of interpretations (Pronoza, 2021, p. 76-77):
1) political communication is a public discussion primarily about the distribution of the
budget and powers; 2) political communication acts as a targeted action through the use
of various forms of communication by political competitors; 3) political communication as
a dynamic element of the political system that completely forms socio-political attitudes
in the mass consciousness; 4) political communication is considered as a communication
process consisting of such elements as political subjects and institutions, mass media,
audience, media messages, and the level of their interaction; 5) political communication
as a plane of influence on the recipient of the message.

To assess the effectiveness of some tools and mechanisms for implementing politi-
cal communications, an expert survey was conducted (August 2024 — December 2024,
n = 158). Given the martial law and the full-scale Russian-Ukrainian war, the expert
survey was conducted via the Internet (e-mail correspondence, Facebook social net-
work, Telegram channels). The sample was random, randomized by the professional
status of the expert (scientist, university teacher; public figure, representative of a
public organization; deputy of a regional or city council, representative of a political
party; journalist, media representative, blogger).
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Evaluation of the effectiveness of some tools and devices for implementing politi-
cal communications (Fig. 1-2).

According to experts, the leading places in the effectiveness rating are occupied by
social online media (66%) and classical media (65%), which in the structure of polit-
ical communication act as channels for transmitting and exchanging political infor-
mation. Moreover, social online media have a feedback function, and classical media
act only as transmitters of political information and messages. Of particular impor-
tance at the present stage of social development are social media, the emergence of
which contributes to the development of the latest information and communication
technologies for the implementation of communication on the Internet. Information
and communication technologies act as a relevant form of political communication,
which in turn leads to the emergence of new channels and methods of communica-
tion interaction between political entities, among which civil society is acquiring a
more significant role in political processes. The Internet space is characterized by the
interactivity of communication, which in the context of political communication is
called “network activism” and “cyberactivism”, which are understood as information
activities and organizational actions for the political mobilization of citizens (Tesfaye,
2021, p. 137-138). The Internet space and the features of its media environment
form a new procedural model of political communication, the mediatization of poli-
tics, manifested in such moments as the emergence of new socio-political and public
movements through the unification of local communities through computer networks
and the expansion of opportunities for direct participation of citizens in political pro-
cesses (Shlemkevych, 2022, p. 128). L. Tesfaye highlights the following features of
the Internet as a political communication space: structured audience, “horizontal”
communication, content generation by users, influence of user assessments on the
perception of messages, high mobilization potential, unlimited, multimedia “current
political situation, public opinion influencers, processes of horizontal communication
between citizens and online platforms on which political communication processes
take place” act (Tesfaye, 2021, p. 62). Thus, in the modern information space, qual-
itatively new structural elements of political communication are formed: firstly, the
subjects are the network community (as Internet users); representatives of govern-
ment bodies involved in e-government; information services of political parties and
blogs and websites of public organizations; secondly, new channels of political com-
munication arise — social media (social networks, blogs, chats, forums, etc.).

Social networks play a special role in the modern information society as a channel
of political communication, which allows expressing one's views on social and political
events in society, and given the global nature of network communication, on events
in the international political space. Social networks in general and in the Internet
space in particular, which can be defined in political discourse as an instrument of
political pressure and control, provide an opportunity for new forms of social coordi-
nation carried out without a formal leader and acting as factors of political freedom
and political will, and facilitate the transition from representative democracy to par-
ticipatory democracy. As A. Dorofeev and A. Dubinka note, a social network can be
considered in two aspects: firstly, as a channel of political communication, which is
characterized by interactivity, information exchange and feedback between subjects
of political communication (government bodies, officials, political parties, political
leaders, civil society institutions); secondly, the social network itself acts as a net-
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work community, which is characterized by certain values, political and civic orien-
tations, communication models and norms, etc. (Dorofeev, Dubinka, 2022, p. 101).

One of the significant aspects of social networks as channels of political commu-
nication in modern society is also their use in the electoral and election processes
through the use of tools for shaping public opinion with the introduction of digital
marketing technology, which today is “a new, but very promising way to promote
political ideas or candidates through forums, blogs. Catches” (Dotsenko, 2014, p. 97).

On the other hand, social networks have become a significant part of e-govern-
ment, where government and administrative bodies carry out their professional
activities both in an additional communication channel and by establishing a dia-
logue with civil society.

Thus, based on the analysis of the role of social media as a channel of politi-
cal communication and the influence of social networks on political and government
relations and processes, on the activities of various political and institutional enti-
ties, we can talk about the relevance of forming a new model of political communi-
cation based on the principles of involving citizens in the decision-making process
through the use of modern information and communication technologies.

Taking into account the influence of the process of informatization of public-state
relations, experts give a fairly high assessment of the use of information and commu-
nication technologies in public administration, namely the use of electronic govern-
ance and democracy tools (52%). Elections as the main tool of representative democ-
racy (43%) occupy a significant place in the resulting rating.

Social online media (social networks, .. I 6%
Classical media (television, press, radio) I 5%
Communicative partnership in the.. HEEE N 3%
Organization of events for the press (as. . I 2%
Tools of e-government and democracy I 5%
Political participation of citizens. . K 3%
Petitions/citizens' appeals IEEEEEG—GSGS—— 32%
Public discussions/public hearings as. . K 30%
Communication through organizations, .. IS 23%
Conducting business events (seminars, .. HEEE 23%
Communication through informal .. K 17%
Public consultations I 17%
"Citizen juries" (CJs) as a format of a.. NS 16%
"Consensus conferences” (CCs) as.. NN 15%
"Advisory (deliberative) polls (DP) as.. I 15%
"Citizens' Assemblies" (CAs) as a mini-.. I 11%

Fig. 1. Evaluation of the effectiveness of instruments and mechanisms for implementing
political communications (8 answers were possible)

65



ISSN 2707-5206. Misicnapooni ma nosiimuuni 0ocsiioxwcerns. 2025. Bun. 39

Of particular importance for this study is the definition of the evaluation of the
effectiveness of mechanisms and instruments for implementing political communica-
tions in the context of the participatory and deliberative model of democracy.

Mechanisms and instruments for implementing political communications in the
participatory model of democracy are based on the principle of political participation
of citizens. Unlike representative democracy, where political participation is mainly
represented in the electoral law, participatory democracy involves the involvement
of citizens in political processes, making management decisions (especially at the
local level, at the level of local self-government), therefore the main instruments for
implementing political communication concern interactive communication between
citizens of all citizens. Among the instruments of political communications in the
model of participatory democracy, one can highlight petitions/appeals, public discus-
sions/public hearings, public consultations.

Communicative partnership occupies a special place in the interaction of the
authorities and civil society. The basis of partnership interaction is dialogue and
cooperation, and in the context of the communicative paradigm of interaction between
the authorities and government bodies and civil society, this is the establishment of
effective communication in order to promote political participation of citizens, and the
implementation of public control over the implementation of management decisions.
As A. Rachinskaya notes: “Communicative partnership is not just a combination,
division, coordination of the competencies of government bodies, local government
bodies, and the public, but also the rational use of the buffer, mediating role of part-
nership between the state and the population, citizens” (Rachynska, 2020, p. 138).
In general, communicative partnership as a mechanism for implementing politi-
cal communications in the participatory model of democracy can be quite effective
and productive, provided that there is active political participation of citizens and
assistance to the state through the standardization of this process. According to the
results of the expert survey, the tools of participatory democracy as a democracy of
“participation” (petitions, appeals, public hearings and discussions, public consulta-
tions, organization of business events) are represented by estimates in the range of
17-32%. A special place is occupied by the mechanism of communication partnership
between government bodies and civil society (63%) and the organization of PR meas-
ures (62%).

The crisis of representative democracy, the delegitimization of democratic struc-
tures and the public's lack of confidence in the protection of its rights and interests
by representatives elected through the electoral procedure, the advisory nature of
the instruments of participatory democracy have led to the so-called “deliberative
turn”, the essence of which was to renew the democratic process. In the deliberative
model of democracy, political communication as a process of deliberation (discussion)
presupposes the direct involvement of government representatives or civil society
institutions in dialogue and discussion of current socio-political problems and polit-
ical practices, the product of which is a rationally substantiated, consensus deci-
sion on the stated problems. Deliberative instruments of political communication
are present in various models of the democratic process (especially in the model of
participatory democracy), but, according to H. Lafont (Lafont, 2019), “it is neces-
sary to transfer the instruments of deliberative (partially deliberative) democracy
from the status of a “useful application” (Kononenko, 2023, p. 343). Summarizing all
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the developments on the mechanisms and instruments of the deliberative paradigm,
T. Andreychuk identified three main areas of research in the practice of deliberative
political communication aimed at legitimizing political power through the mecha-
nisms and instruments of discussion and debate (Kononenko, 2023, p. 32):

— the first direction provides for deliberative political communication within the
framework of communicative interaction between different branches of government
and parliamentary discussions and debates on the adoption of legislative acts (J. Bes-
sette, M. Steenbergen, J. Tulis, J. Ur, J. Steiner and others);

— the second direction concerns public participation — deliberative events with the
participation of citizens, representatives of civil society organizations, during which
a thorough discussion of socially important decisions and initiatives takes place
(J. Dryzek, D. Kahane, K. Ross, J. Forester and others);

— the third direction (synthesized) provides for the involvement in the discus-
sion of a wide range of institutions and associations, “including informal networks,
mass media, organized advocacy groups, schools, foundations, private and non-profit
institutions, legislative bodies, executive authorities and courts” (Mansbridge et al.,
2012, p. 2). Thus, in the deliberative model of democracy there are many different
mechanisms and instruments that form new practices of political discourse and have
significant legitimation potential in making public and political decisions. Here we
really need to agree with the opinion of D. Della Porta that “in normative debates,
deliberative theories really promote communication spaces, exchange of opinions,
construction of common definitions of the public good, which are fundamental for the
legitimization of public decisions” (Porta della, 2013, p. 7). Deliberative instruments
of political communication are present in different models of the democratic process
(especially in the model of participatory democracy). The basic instrument of polit-
ical communication in the deliberative version of democracy today are mini-publics
(Citizens' Juries, Consensus Conferences, Planning Centres, Advisory (deliberative)
Polls, Citizens' Assemblies). The format of mini-publics as instruments of political
communication in the deliberative model of democracy today has the potential to
strengthen political participation in making public and political decisions. Deliber-
ative democracy tools, presented as different formats of mini-publics, received an
efficiency rating of 11% to 17%. This is due to the fact that such forms of political
participation in the format of discussion and consensus decision-making on problem-
atic socio-political issues in Ukrainian society have not become widespread or have
not yet been used in practice.

Differences in the efficiency ratings of political communication tools and mecha-
nisms in various professional groups of experts were also analysed (Fig. 2):

— scientists have determined that in this period of development of Ukrainian soci-
ety and under martial law, the most effective and efficient tools and mechanisms of
political communication are: communicative partnership between government bod-
ies and civil society (70%), classical media (68%) and social online media (68%).

For them, the tools of deliberative democracy — different formats of mini-publics —
also turned out to be more significant; — representatives of public organizations gave
the highest rating to communication partnership in interaction between the author-
ities and society (73%), social online media (63%) and PR events for the press (61%);

— representatives of political parties, regional and local deputies prefer classical
media (70%), PR events for the press (57%) and social online media (54%). It should
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be noted that, compared to other groups of experts, they give a higher rating to the
instruments of representative (elections) and participatory (petitions, hearings, con-

sultations) democracy;

Communication through informal channels
using personal connections
Communication through organizations,

when the intermediate link is political...

Political participation of citizens through
elections

Electronic governance and democracy tools

"Citizens' assemblies” (CAs) as a mini-

public format (a tool of deliberative...

"Consensus conferences” (CCs) as mini-
publics
Communicative partnership in the
interaction of government and civil society
"Deliberative (deliberative) polls" (DP) as
mini-publics

Public consultations

"Citizen juries" (CJs) as a mini-public
format (a tool of deliberative democracy)
Public discussions/public hearings as tools
of participatory democracy

Parties/citizen appeals

Social online media (social networks, blogs,
chats, etc.)
Organization of press events (as a direction
of PR services in political institutions)
Conducting business events (seminars,
conferences, etc.)
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Fig. 2. Evaluation of the effectiveness of tools and mechanisms for implementing political
communications depending on the professional status of experts (it was possible to choose
8 answers)

— representatives of the mass media gave the highest rating to such instruments
of political communication as social online media (77%, and the highest figure among
other professional groups of experts), classical media (69%) and PR events for the
press (69%).

Conclusions of the research and prospects for further research in this
direction. Therefore, summarizing the results of the study, the following conclu-
sions can be made.

The leading trends in the introduction of new mechanisms and tools for implement-
ing political communications in the global and national dimensions are considered:
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firstly, the dominance of certain forms of political communication in different countries
depends on the model of democracy — representative, participatory, deliberative; sec-
ondly, the mechanisms and tools of political communication in the participatory model
of democracy are presented in all democratic countries, including Ukraine, but their
effectiveness depends on the fact that the authorities take into account the recommen-
dations and proposals provided by citizens and civil society: petitions/appeals, public
discussions/public hearings, public consultations, public consultations; thirdly, deliber-
ative tools of political communication are present in different models of the democratic
process (especially in the model of participatory democracy). The basic instrument of
political communication in the deliberative version of democracy today are mini-publics
(Civic Juries, Consensus Conferences, Planning Centres, Advisory (deliberative) Polls,
Citizens' Assemblies). The format of mini-publics as instruments of political commu-
nication in the deliberative model of democracy today has the potential to strengthen
political participation in making public and political decisions; fourthly, among the
areas of application of the online format of political communications, the following can
be distinguished: development and implementation of e-government and e-democracy
instruments; promotion of the image of political and political parties; use of social net-
works by citizens as a platform for political participation and discussion (deliberation)

Novelty of the research. The results of the expert survey made it possible to
determine that the main instruments for implementing political communications in
martial law are online social media and classical media (television, press, radio).
Deliberative instruments of political participation in the format of discussion and
making a consensus decision on problematic socio-political issues in Ukrainian soci-
ety have not become widespread or have not yet been used at all in practical terms.
A promising direction for further research is the development of a model of a deliber-
ative mechanism for implementing political communications.
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Kadeapa moJIiToJIOorI Ta 3araJIbHOIIPABOBUX JUCIIUILIIH
Hamionansanit yHiBepeuTeT «3amopisbKa IIOTITeXHIKAY,
ByJI. JKyKoBCchKOrO, 64, 3amopimkiks, YKpaiHa

IHCTPYMEHTU 15| MEXAHI3MU PEAJII3AIIIT TOJIITUYHUX
KOMYHIKAIIN B YKPAIHCBEKOMY CYCIIIVIBHO-ITIOJIITUYHOMY
IIPOCTOPI (PE3YJIBTATHU EKCIIEPTHOI'O JOCJ/III:KEHHI)

Peziome

3a pesysbraTaMW eKCIEPTHOrO OIUTYBAHHS BHU3HAYEHO HAWOLIbII edeKTUBHL
IHCTPpYMEHTH ¥ MeXaHI3MH peasidalfll IIOJITHYHHX KOMYHIKAINNA B YKPAIHCHBKOMY
CYCILIBHO-IOJITUYHOMY IIpoCTOpl. PO3rJISHYTO HpOBIAHI TEHIEHINl BIIPOBAIMKEHHS
HOBUX MEXaHI3MIB Ta IHCTPYMEHTIB peasIidaliil IOJITHYHUX KOMYHIKAIIIA: II0-IIepIie,
JIOMIHYBAHHS THX UM 1HIIKX )OPM IIOJITHIHOI KOMYHIKAIIIl B PI3HUX KpalHaxX 3aJIesKUTh
BII MomeJ AeMOKparii — IIpeACcTaBHHUIbKOI, HApPTUIUIATOPHOI, AOPaIyoil; Mo-Ipyre,
MEXaHI3MH ¥ IHCTPYMEHTH IIOJIITUYHOI KOMYHIKAIl B HAPTUIUIATOPHINA Momesl
JIeMOKPATII € B YCIX JeMOKPATUYHUX KpalHax, BKJIIOYHO 3 Y KpalHoo, ajie IX e(DeKTUBHICTD
3aJIEKUTD Bl ypaxyBaHHs BJIAI00 PEKOMEH IALIIN 1 IIPOIIO3UIIIH, K1 HAJAI0Th I'POMAISHA
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Ta TPOMAIAHCHKE CYCIILILCTBO; IIO-TPeTe, Aei0epaTHBHI I1HCTPYMEHTH IIOJIITHYHOL
KOMYHIKAI[ll € B PISHUX MOIEJIAX IeMOKPATHYHOIO IIpoliecy y dpopMari MiHIIIyOJIiK;
mo-uyerBepre, cepeld cdep 3acTOCyBaHHS OHJIAMH-(OPMATy IIOJIITHYHUX KOMYHIKAIIIA
MOJKHA BHIUINTH: PO3POOJIEHHS ¢ YIPOBAMYKEHHS 1HCTPYMEHTIB €JIeKTPOHHOI'O
YPALyBaHHS U €JIEKTPOHHOI IeMOKPATil; MIIBUIIEHHS IMIIKY IIOJITHYHHX IIAPTIiH;
BUKOPHUCTAHHA TI'POMANAHAMHU COLIAJbHUX Mepesk AK IUIAT(QOPMH IJIA IIOJIITHYIHOI
yuacri ¥ guckycii. BusHaueHo, 110 OCHOBHUMHM 1HCTPYMEHTAMU Peaidallil IIOJIITHIHOI
KOMYHIKAI[li B yMOBaX BOCHHOI'O CTAHY € COLUAJIbHI Mepes:kl oHyauH 1 kiaacuuri SMI
(Temebauenns, mpeca, pamgio). JlesmiGepaTwBHI I1HCTPYMEHTH MOJITHYHOL ydacTi y
dopmari guckycii Ta NPUAHATTS KOHCEHCYCHHUX pIIIeHb 13 IIPOOJIEMHHUX CYCIILILHO-
MOJIITUYHUX [IUTAHDb B YKPAITHCHKOMY CYCIILILCTBI He HaOyJIM IOIIKpPeHHs a60 B3araJji He
BUKOPUCTOBYBAJIUCA HA MIPAKTHILL.

Kmnro4uoBi ciroBa: mosniTHYHA KOMYHIKAIIISA, COLIAIbHO-IIOIITHYHHII IIPOCTIP, IeMOKPATisa
yuacri, Oopamda OeMOKpAaTis, MIHIIyOIIKH, €JIeKTPOHHA IeMOKpPATIis, COIllaJIbHI
IHTepHeT-MeIia.
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