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interaction marketing.

General statement of the problem and its con-
nection with the most important scientific or prac-
tical tasks. Russia's full-scale invasion of Ukraine,
launched on 24 February 2022, created unprecedented
structural fractures across all social systems. The edu-
cational ecosystem experienced particularly severe
disruptions: over 43 higher education institutions
(HEIs) had been damaged or destroyed by the start of
the new academic year [1], hundreds of thousands of
students and academics were forcibly displaced, and
the labour market underwent radical transformation
driven by mobilisation, enterprise destruction, and
the emergence of entirely new competency demands
linked to defence, reconstruction, and digital service
exports [2].

The 3C-model (Communication-Coordination-
Culture), developed for coordinating HR-marketing
and marketing communications during enterprise
relocation [3], demonstrated that effective informa-
tion exchange and corporate culture alignment are
key determinants of organisational stability under
transformational conditions. The STEEP+S-analy-
sis framework for HEI stakeholder interaction mar-
keting [4] showed that the security dimension of the
external environment has become the defining factor
in Ukrainian universities' strategic stakeholder plan-
ning. Both contributions point to the need for an inte-
grated model linking marketing instruments to human
capital outcomes through stakeholder interaction —
the gap this article addresses.
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According to the KSE Human Capital Chartbook
(2025), unemployment fell from 21.1% in 2022 to
11.5% in early 2025, yet the labour market remains
structurally imbalanced due to skills mismatches,
mobilisation, and migration [5]. Employment in the
IT and digital services sector — characterised by the
most developed university-business HR-marketing
partnerships — demonstrates the highest resilience.
This differential is empirical evidence that stake-
holder marketing integration directly affects human
capital competitiveness.

The academic marketing literature largely treats
education, HR management, and stakeholder gover-
nance as parallel, non-intersecting research streams.
No integrated framework currently explains how the
coordinated deployment of marketing instruments by
and across educational stakeholders generates measur-
able outcomes in human capital competitiveness and
educational system resilience. Addressing this gap is
the purpose of the present study.

Analysis of recent research and publications.
The theoretical foundation of this study spans four
intersecting streams. First, stakeholder theory in
education. R. Freeman's stakeholder approach [6]
establishes the conceptual foundation for analys-
ing multi-actor educational ecosystems. C. Chap-
leo & C. Simms [7] demonstrated that universities
manage complex multi-stakeholder environments
requiring differentiated communication strategies.
E. Mainardes, H. Alves & M. Raposo [8] empirically
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mapped HEI stakeholder salience, identifying busi-
ness and government as primary influence actors. In
the Ukrainian context, O. Rayevnyeva, [. Aksonova
& V. Ostapenko [9] developed a methodical approach
to the formation and adaptive use of purposive forms
of university-enterprise cooperation, identifying both
invariant (universal) and innovation-active (specific)
interaction forms depending on changes in external
marketing conditions.

Second, HR-marketing as an academic domain.
K. Backhaus & S.Tikoo [10] formalised employer
brand theory, while C. Theurer et al. [11] con-
firmed in a meta-analysis the causal pathway from
employer brand equity to talent attraction outcomes.
V. Bugrov et al. [12] documented the experience of
Taras Shevchenko National University of Kyiv as a
frontline university, confirming that effective crisis
communication and psychological support of the aca-
demic community are key HR-marketing competen-
cies of a university in wartime.

Third, marketing analytics and digital transfor-
mation. P. Mikalef et al. [13] demonstrated that data-
driven marketing capabilities mediate the relationship
between organisational resources and competitive
advantage. The OECD Economic Surveys: Ukraine
(2025) identifies a severe skills deficit as a struc-
tural barrier to recovery, underscoring the need for
analytics tools to forecast competency demand [14].
N. Berbyuk-Lindstrom, A. Asatiani & N. Kononova
[15] showed, drawing on Ukrainian HEI data, that
digital technologies are deployed simultaneously
for exploitation (stabilising current operations) and
exploration (discovering new educational formats) in
wartime conditions.

Fourth, marketing communications in stakeholder
networks. S. Vargo & R. Lusch [16], within the Ser-
vice-Dominant Logic framework, position communi-
cation as the primary mechanism of value co-creation
among networked actors. M. Mourad, H. Meshreki
& S. Sarofim [17] showed that integrated marketing
communications significantly influence stakeholder
trust and system-level resilience. The ILO's Ukraine
Recovery Conference URC2025 in Rome described
social dialogue as the "glue" of a functioning labour
market [2] — which is precisely the communica-
tion function in a marketing sense. Y. Zayachuk
[18] demonstrated, drawing on Ukrainian legisla-
tion and 2022-2024 reform documents, that quality
higher education under wartime conditions critically
depends on inter-stakeholder communication.

Formation of the objectives of the article (task
statement). The purpose of this article is to develop
and theoretically substantiate an integrated concep-
tual framework — the SEHA model (Stakeholder-Eco-
system-HR-Marketing-Analytics) — that explains the
regularities through which stakeholder interactions
in the educational ecosystem, mediated by marketing
instruments, determine the sustainability of the edu-

cational system and the competitiveness of human
capital, with particular reference to Ukraine in the
period 2022-2025.

The specific research objectives are: 1) to sys-tem-
atise the theoretical foundations connecting market-
ing instruments with stakeholder interaction patterns
in educational ecosystems; 2) to identify and sub-
stantiate the key regularities of stakeholder influence
on human capital competitiveness drawing on veri-
fied secondary statistical data for 2022-2025; 3) to
construct the SEHA conceptual model and describe
its functional architecture; 4) to formulate practical
recommendations for stakeholders based on the pro-
posed framework.

Presentation of the main research material with
full justification of the scientific results obtained.
The educational ecosystem comprises four primary
stakeholder groups whose interaction quality deter-
mines system outcomes:

1)educational institutions (universities, vocational
schools, research centres);

2) the business sector (enterprises, industry asso-
ciations, HR departments);

3)the state (ministry of education, employment
agencies, regional authorities);

4)civil society (NGOs, professional communi-
ties, alumni networks, military-civilian interface
organisations).

Each group possesses distinctive marketing com-
petencies and pursues partially divergent goals — yet
the overall system outcome, human capital com-
petitiveness, is a joint product of their coordinated
actions.

Rayevnyeva, I. Aksonova & V. Ostapenko [8]
established, as a pre-war empirical baseline for
Ukraine, that university/enterprise interaction forms
can be systematised into an invariant core of univer-
sal partnership models and a set of innovation-active
forms that emerge in response to changes in external
marketing conditions. The SEHA model operationa-
lises this insight by positioning the interaction layer
(Layer 2) as a dynamic, context-sensitive network
whose configuration is driven precisely by such exter-
nal condition shifts — most dramatically illustrated by
the wartime disruption of 2022-2025.

Research paper [4] applying the STEEP+S-analy-
sis instrument developed for Ukrainian HEIs, showed
that the security dimension (the additional "S" com-
ponent) has become a distinct environmental factor
shaping universities' stakeholder interaction strate-
gies in the context of digitalisation and war.

Researcher [3] developed an integrated organi-
sational-analytical model and the 3C-model (Com-
munication-Coordination-Culture) for synchronising
HR-marketing and marketing communications during
enterprise relocation — a direct practical analogue of
the processes under study in the educational ecosys-
tem. The study [3] demonstrated, in the context of
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enterprise relocation, that synchronising HR-mar-
keting and marketing communications through the
3C-model showed retention rates of up to 78% of
personnel compared to an industry average of 52%
when all three dimensions (Communication, Coor-
dination, Culture) are aligned.This finding has direct
applicability to the educational ecosystem: a univer-
sity implementing an integrated marketing strategy
in partnership with business and civil society demon-
strates higher adaptability under crisis conditions.

The SEHA (Stakeholder-Ecosystem-HR-Mar-
keting-Analytics) model describes the mechanism
through which marketing instruments are trans-
formed into human capital outcomes through stake-
holder ecosystem mediation. The model comprises
four layers.

Layer 1 — Input Layer (marketing instruments).
Four instruments enter the ecosystem: HR-market-
ing (employer brand building, talent attraction and
retention, bilateral career partnership programmes);
marketing analytics (labour market data analysis,
competency gap modelling, STEEP+S environ-
mental scanning [4]); marketing communications
(inter-stakeholder signalling, integrated channel
management, 3C-principle Communication-Coordi-
nation-Culture [3]); and marketing research (compe-
tency demand forecasting, stakeholder satisfaction
assessment, educational market analysis).

Layer 2 — Interaction Layer (stakeholder eco-
system). The four stakeholder groups receive and
process marketing inputs through their interaction
network. The quality of this layer is determined by
three measurable parameters: interaction intensity
(frequency and depth of stakeholder contacts); com-
munication alignment (the degree to which messag-
ing across stakeholders is mutually reinforcing); and
trust capital (accumulated relational equity enabling
rapid coordination). The typology of purposive forms
of university-enterprise cooperation established in
[9] — distinguishing invariant universal forms from
innovation-active specific forms — provides the struc-
tural taxonomy for mapping interaction intensity
within this layer. CEDOS launched in 2024 a study
of educational system resilience in Eastern European
countries precisely in this dimension [21]. The ILO's
Local Employment Partnership programmes, imple-
mented in four Ukrainian regions [2], illustrate how
coalitions built on prior institutional capital achieve
significantly higher retraining and labour market inte-
gration outcomes.

Layer 3 — Context Layer (mediation). The trans-
formation of stakeholder interactions into outcomes is
mediated by contextual conditions. Ukraine's wartime
and transitional recovery context of 2022-2025 oper-
ationalises this layer empirically. Real wages fell
by 11% in 2022, recovered by approximately 4% in
2023, and grew by 14% in 2024 [14] — this trajec-
tory reflects progressive contextual stabilisation. The
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Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine's October 2024 Res-
olution enabling HEIs to grant professional qualifica-
tions without a corresponding professional standard
[20] represents the first legislatively anchored mech-
anism for rapid market-signal translation into educa-
tional programmes.

Layer 4 — Output Layer (outcomes). The model
generates two primary outputs: educational system
sustainability (measured through institutional con-
tinuity, programme relevance maintenance, stake-
holder engagement durability, and recovery speed
after disruption); and human capital competitiveness
(measured through graduate employment rates, com-
petency alignment indices, wage premium for edu-
cated workers, and international labour market posi-
tioning). The integration of a feedback mechanism
ensures that output performance informs the adjust-
ment of input parameters, facilitating the ecosystem's
self-regulation in marketing tool allocation.

The conducted research identified and substanti-
ated five key regularities of the SEHA model, which
are detailed below.

Regularity 1: HR-Marketing synergy effect. When
universities deploy employer branding logic sym-
metrically — positioning themselves as developers
of talent rather than merely as credential-granting
institutions — and when this positioning aligns with
the HR-marketing strategies of partner employers, a
synergy effect amplifies graduate employability out-
comes. IOM Ukraine (2024) data record an employ-
ment rate of 67% among the general working-age
population (18-60 years) in August 2024, against
an unemployment rate of 15% among internally dis-
placed persons [19] — a differential partially explained
by unequal access to HR-marketing stakeholder net-
works. The 3C-model [3] demonstrated analogous
retention differentials in the enterprise context, con-
firming the broader applicability of this regularity.

Regularity 2: Communication signal determin-
ism. The quality and frequency of inter-stakeholder
marketing communications directly determines the
accuracy of competency demand signals transmitted
from business to educational institutions. The ILO at
URC2025 in Rome identified strengthening social
dialogue as a central recovery priority [2] —effectively
legitimising the communication function as critical
educational infrastructure. The October 2024 Cabinet
of Ministers reform enshrined the mechanism of mar-
ket-signal translation into curricula at the legislative
level [20], confirming this regularity at the level of
state policy.

Regularity 3: Analytics-navigation effect. Market-
ing analytics, applied to labour market data, gradu-
ate outcome tracking, and skills gap measurement,
functions as a navigation instrument directing edu-
cational trajectory adjustments in response to mar-
ket signals. The KSE Human Capital Chartbook [5]
found that employment growth is occurring exclu-
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sively in the public administration and defence sec-
tor (+27%) — a structural imbalance indicator that
requires analytically grounded programme revision.
The STEEP+S-analysis instrument [4] provides a
concrete analytical tool implementing this regular-
ity: the security dimension captures wartime-spe-
cific external drivers that traditional PESTLE/STEEP
analyses miss, enabling more accurate strategic plan-
ning of HEI stakeholder interaction.

Regularity 4: Institutional trust acceleration. The
speed at which educational systems adapt to crisis
conditions is strongly moderated by the pre-existing
level of institutional trust among stakeholder groups.
O. Rayevnyeva, I. Aksonova & V. Ostapenko [9]
showed that the effectiveness of university-enterprise
interaction forms is contingent on the accumulated
relational capital between partners — the invariant core
of cooperation forms functions precisely because it is
built on stable, long-term trust. V. Bugrov et al. [12]
document that Taras Shevchenko National University
of Kyiv mobilised stakeholder support within the first
weeks of the invasion precisely because of well-de-
veloped trust relationships built before the war. The
ILO LEP programmes in Odesa and Mykolaiv [2]
achieve higher outcomes in communities with prior
coalition interaction experience — direct empirical
confirmation of this regularity.

Regularity 5: Digital communication compensa-
tion. Under conditions of physical stakeholder net-
work disruption, digital marketing communication
channels assume a structural compensation function,
partially reconstructing the information flows previ-
ously mediated by physical proximity. Data on online
learning in Ukraine in 2025 reveal a contradictory
effect: at the regional and national levels, distance
learning is recognised as less effective, yet coverage
remains critically important for displaced populations
[20]. This confirms the necessity of hybrid communi-
cation strategies rather than full digital replacement —
a conclusion consistent with findings on digital tech-
nology use in Ukrainian HEIs [15].

The five regularities identified above are sup-
ported by verified secondary data from authoritative
international and national sources. According to the
KSE Human Capital Chartbook (2025), unemploy-
ment declined from 21.1% in 2022 to 11.5% in early
2025, while total employment reached approximately
10.5 million persons — yet the worker-to-pensioner
ratio has fallen to 1:1, reflecting the structural demo-
graphic challenge facing human capital development
[5]. Employment growth is confined to public admin-
istration and defence (+27%), while production sec-
tors record declines — a structural imbalance demand-
ing analytically driven educational programme
reorientation [5].

IOM Ukraine (2024) documents that the employ-
ment rate among working-age respondents aged
18-60 was 67% in August 2024, with internally dis-

placed persons recording unemployment rates of 15%
compared to 6-8% among the non-displaced popu-
lation [19]. This 7-9 percentage point gap reflects
structurally unequal access to stakeholder HR-mar-
keting networks and confirms Regularity 1.

OECD Economic Surveys: Ukraine (2025) reports
that average wages tracked on Ukraine's largest
employment platform (work.ua) rose by 20% in the
year to March 2025, with the largest gains in con-
struction and IT — sectors with the highest defence
activity and the lowest mobilisation-induced labour
force reduction [14]. This sectoral wage differential
reflects the analytics-navigation effect (Regularity 3)
at work: sectors with stronger data-driven stakeholder
marketing integration show faster competency-de-
mand alignment.

The ILO Ukraine Recovery Conference
URC2025 in Rome (July 2025) identified Ukraine's
highly educated workforce combined with mod-
ernised vocational and digital education as the foun-
dation for recovery [2]. The signed Memorandum of
Understanding between the Government of Ukraine
and social partners on social dialogue reform rep-
resents institutional codification of Regularity 4 (trust
acceleration) at the level of national strategy.

Conclusions from these problems and prospects
for further research in this area. This article deve-
lops the SEHA (Stakeholder-Ecosystem-HR-Mar-
keting-Analytics) conceptual model as an original
integrated framework explicating the mechanisms
through which marketing instruments mediate stake-
holder interaction effects on educational system sus-
tainability and human capital competitiveness. The
model's principal theoretical contribution lies in the
identification and substantiation of five empirically
grounded regularities — HR-marketing synergy, com-
munication signal determinism, analytics-navigation,
institutional trust acceleration, and digital commu-
nication compensation — that collectively constitute
a coherent explanatory architecture for how coordi-
nated stakeholder marketing generates human capital
outcomes under crisis conditions.

The SEHA model emerges from a coherent body
of the author's research connecting enterprise-level
marketing integration with institutional stakeholder
dynamics in higher education. Its four-layer architec-
ture — spanning marketing instruments, stakeholder
interaction, contextual mediation, and human capi-
tal outcomes — provides a structured analytical lens
through which the complexity of educational eco-
system governance can be both theorised and opera-
tionalised. The five identified regularities are not iso-
lated observations but interdependent mechanisms:
HR-marketing synergy creates the talent pipelines that
analytics navigates; communications transmit the sig-
nals that trust accelerates; and digital channels com-
pensate when physical networks fail. Together they
form a systemic logic that explains why some educa-
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tional ecosystems sustain human capital competitive-
ness under crisis conditions while others fragment.
The empirical validation of the model, grounded
in verified secondary data from authoritative inter-
national sources, demonstrates that the differential
in human capital competitiveness outcomes across
sectors and regions is substantially explained by the
pre-existing depth of stakeholder marketing integra-
tion. Ukraine's wartime and transitional recovery
context serves as a critical stress-test of the model's
crisiss-mode dynamics, confirming that digital mar-
keting communication channels and analytics capa-
bilities function as resilience infrastructure precisely
when physical stakeholder networks are disrupted.
The practical utility of the SEHA model manifests
across three levels of application. For higher edu-
cation institutions, the model prescribes a strategic
reorientation from recruitment-focused marketing
toward bilateral stakeholder value co-creation, ele-
vating HR-marketing and marketing analytics to the
status of core institutional competencies rather than

support functions. For business stakeholders, for-
malised data-sharing and communication protocol
agreements with university partners constitute stra-
tegic investments in long-term talent pipeline resil-
ience. For the state, educational policy instruments
should explicitly incentivise stakeholder marketing
integration through shared analytics platforms and
inter-stakeholder communication infrastructure — a
direction which the SEHA model provides the con-
ceptual grounding to systematise and scale across
Ukraine's post-war educational recovery.

Directions for further research include: empirical
quantitative testing of the SEHA model using pri-
mary survey data from Ukrainian stakeholder groups;
development of a composite Stakeholder Marketing
Integration Index enabling cross-regional bench-
marking; extension of the model to post-war recon-
struction and EU accession contexts; and compara-
tive analysis of stakeholder marketing integration
patterns across conflict-affected educational systems
in other countries.
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Ye M. I, Xapxiscoxuii nayionanvHuti ekonomiunuu yHieepcumem imeni Cemena Kysneys. Cmeiikxonoep-
opienmoganuit HR-mapkemunz ¢ oceimuiii exocucmemi: iHmezpoeana MapKemMuHz06a Mooenb 3a0e3neuenns
KOHKYPEHMOCHPOMONCHOCHI 1I00CbKO20 KANimasy 6 ymoeax ilinu ¢ YKpaiui.

Anomauia. Mema oocnioxycenns. B npoyeci docniooicenns po3podneno inmezposany MapkemuHe08y KoHyen-
myanvHy modens SEHA (Stakeholder-Ecosystem-HR-Marketing-Analytics), wjo po3xpueac 3aKoHOMIpHOCMI 611U~
8y 63aEMOOii CMelKxon0epie oceimu, HAyKu, Oi3Hecy ma epoMAdAHCLKO20 CYCRITbCMEA HA CMILKICb 0C8IMHbOIL
cucmemu ma KOHKYPEeHMOCNPOMONCHICMb TH00CHKO20 KANIMaiy 8 YM0o8ax 80EHHO20 4acy ma 8iOHO6IeHHs 8 YKpa-
ini. Memoouxa 0ocnioxyceHnn. Y pobomi 3acmoco8ano cucmemuuli nioxio 00 anaizy CMeukxoni0epHoi 63aEmo0ii
8 0CBIMHLOMY NPOCMOPI, MEMOOU MAPKEMUH2080i AHANIMUKYU MA CMAMUCIMUYHO20 AHANI3Y 6epUDIKOBAHUX 8MO-
DPUHHUX OGHUX MIDCHAPOOHUX Ma HAYIOHANbHUX opeaHizayill. Teopemuuty 0CHOBY CTAHOGIAMY: MEOPis CMELKXOI-
Oepis, konyenyii HR-mapxemunzy ma 6pendy pobomooasys; 102ika OOMIHY8AHHS NOCLYe, MAPKEMUH208a AHAI-
muxa sk 02cepeno KOHKYPEeHMHUX nepesaz; MemoouyHuil nioxio 00 ¢opmyeants opm 63aemodii yrigepcumenty
ma nionpuemMcms. 3aznaueni meopemuKo-memoouyHi iIHCMpyMeHmu 3acmoco8ano 0 N06y008U A8MopPCbKOi KOH-
yenmyanvHoi mooeni SEHA ma eusgnenHs 3aKkoHOMIpHOCMEN 8NIUEY MAPKEMUH20801 83aeMO0Ii cmelikxondepie Ha
KOHKYPEHMOCHPOMONCHICTD T100CbK020 Kanimary. Pesynomamu. Busasneno ma meopemuuno oOIpyHmosaro n'amo
KIIOY08UX 3AKOHOMIDHOCIEN CMEUKXON0epHOi MapKemuneo8oi 63aemooii: epexm HR-mapxemunzo6oi cunepeii
Midic yHigepcumemamu ma Oi3HecoOM, 0emepMIHYIoYd Polb MAPKeMUH208UX KOMYHIKAYIN y (hOpMYSanHi CueHAig
nonumy na KomnemeHuii' HaeieauiZZHa qbyHKui}z MApKemuHe080i aHaimuky 014 Kopu2y6anHs. OCBIMHIX MPAEKMO-
Pil; npuckopioganvhuil eghpexkm IHCMUMYYIiHOI 008IpU Y NOOOIAHHI KPUSOBUX PO3PUBLE; KOMREHCAmOpHA Pynryis
L;uqbpoeux MAPKeMUuH206UX KOMYHIKAYill 6 YMOBAX PYUHYGAHHS qbls’ulmux cmeukxom)epnux mepeoxc. Hoﬁydoeauo
yomupupienegy mooenrv SEHA, axa exnouac: incmpymenmansuuti pieensv (Input Layer), inmepaxyitinuil picens
(Interaction Layer), mediayitinuii pieenv (Context Layer) ma pe3ynomamusnuii pisens (Output Layer). IIpakmuy-
Ha 3nauywicmy pe3ynvmamie. Mooeno SEHA naoace ynigepcumemam, 0epicasHum opeanam ynpasiiuHs 0Ceimoio
ma 6izHec-acoyiayiam npaKmudHull incmpymenmapii 01s no6y006u eheKmusHUX MApKeMUH208Ux cmpameaiii 63a-
€MOOTT 31 cmelikxonoepamu 8 yMo8ax mpuedanoi Kpusu ma no8oEHHO20 GioHo8aeHHA. Pesynomamu € ocnosoro 0na
PO3POOKU QOPOHCHBOI KAPMU MAPKEMUHE0601 THmezpayii cmelxkxoi0epie 0c8imHboi exocucmemu 8 KOHmMeKcmi €6-
poinmeepayitinux pecpopm Yrpainu.

Knrwouoei cnosa: HR-mapxemune; mapkemune08a aHanimuxd, MapKemuH208i KOMyHiKayii, cmetikxonoepu ocei-
Mu; KOHKYPEHMOCHPOMONCHICMb TI00CbKO20 Kanimany, cmiikicmo ocgimnvoi cucmemu; SEHA-modens;, mapke-
MUH208T 00CAIONHCEHHS; BOEHHA eKOHOMIKA, MAPKEMUHe 83AEMOOII.
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