BopgHouac, BapTo NigKPecnuTu, WO J[OCNILXKEeHHA MofibHUX ribpuaHUX YTBOPeHb He
06MEXYETbCA CyTO BHYTPIWHLOK CTPYKTYPOK, a BUXOAWTb Y MAOWMHY MDKKYNbTYPHOT
KOMYHiKaLii Ta nepeknafo3HaBcTBa. 3rigHo 3 JaHVMKW, OTPUMaHUMU P. JTyLeHKOM, MybTUMOAa bHI
maTepianu, 30KpeMa Yy >KaHpax MOMITUYHOro AWCKYpCy, BMMarawTb CcheuudivyHux cTpaTerii
penpoaykuii npu nepeknagi Ana 36epeXKeHHs TXHbOro nparmMaTtuyHOro noTeHuiany. CKnagHicTb
nonsrae B TOMY, WO MYNbTUMOAANbHI KOHCTPYKUIT (40 AKMX MW BIigHOCUMO | MeMu, | Kagpu
Bi[lEOIHTEPB'KD) 4ACTO MICTATb HaLiOHANbHO 3abapBfeHUt KOMMOHEHT abo cneumdiyHi antoa3il,
[LeKOyBaHHA SKUX 3aNeXuTb Bif (POHOBMX 3HaHb ayauTopil. OTXe, ajekBaTHe BifTBOPEHHS
aHrIOMOBHUX TIOPUAHUX KOHCTPYKLUINA Yy LiNbOBIA KynbTypi MOTpebye He nuwe MOBHOI, ane i
CEMIOTUYHOT aganTauii, uwo6 YHWKHYTW BTpaTM CMWUCNOBUX 3B’A3KIB, SIKi, 3a CMOCTEPEXEHHSM
P. JlyueHka, € KpUTUYHHUMW AN NONITUYHOT KOMYHiKauil (Lutsenko, 2024, c. 115-116).

TakuM YMHOM, MOXXHA CTBEPXXYBATH, WO ri6pUAHI (hpa3eonoriyHi Ta MEMOBI KOHCTPYKLIT B
aHrIOMOBHOMY AMUCKYpCi 6a3yroTbCA Ha CKNafHIN KOTHITUBHIM CUHeprii BisyanbHOro ob6pasy (fk
Tpurepa MeTOHIMIYHMX acouialin) Ta BepbanbHOro TEKCTY (SK 3aco0y KOHKpeTusauil uu
anto3iinHOro nocunaHHsA). Po3yMiHHS L€l B3aeMOAil € KAY0BUM ANA NOfanbWMX AOCAILKEHb
MeXaHi3MiB MaHiNynaTUBHOIO BM/IMBY B Mepexi IHTepHerT.
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In the contemporary media environment, propagandistic communication, particularly
russian, operates less through explicit agitation and more through subtle discursive mechanisms

such as legitimation, framing, and the symbolic normalisation of specific interpretations of reality.
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This shift requires a methodology capable of systematically identifying discursive markers of
propaganda within russian institutional media discourse.

The proposed methodological framework integrates critical discourse analysis (Fairclough,
2001; van Dijk, 2006), framing theory (Entman, 1993; Scheufele, 1999), social identity theory
(Tajfel & Turner, 1979), contemporary classifications of propaganda techniques in computational
linguistics (Barron-Cedefio et al., 2019), and a semiotic approach. Together, these perspectives
enable a move from an abstract understanding of propaganda to an operationalised system of
linguistic and symbolic indicators.

Critical discourse analysis (CDA) conceptualises language as a social practice through
which power relations and ideology are reproduced. Discourse does not simply describe reality but
actively constructs it. Particular emphasis is placed on strategies of positive self-presentation and
negative other-presentation, central to propagandistic texts. Through lexical, syntactic, and thematic
analysis, CDA uncovers implicit ideological assumptions. In russian propagandistic discourse, this
approach reveals how aggression is normalised and political authority legitimised. CDA, therefore,
provides a macro-level analysis of discursive power.

Framing theory explains how the media shape interpretation by selecting and emphasising
particular aspects of events. Frames define problems, attribute causes, make moral evaluations, and
suggest solutions. In russian discourse, war is frequently framed as “defence,” “liberation,” or the
“restoration of historical justice.” Such framing reduces cognitive dissonance and directs audiences
toward preferred meanings. It also demonstrates how certain interpretations are foregrounded while
others are marginalised. Framing theory thus addresses the cognitive structuring of propaganda.

Social identity theory highlights how group identity is constructed through the opposition of
“us” versus “them.” Intergroup differentiation fosters internal solidarity and strengthens collective
cohesion. Russian propagandistic discourse systematically constructs a morally superior in-group
and a delegitimised or dehumanised out-group. This mechanism facilitates mobilisation and
justifies violence. The theory, therefore, explains the emotional and psychological dimensions of
propaganda beyond linguistic form, showing how discourse activates collective identity.

Contemporary computational research provides structured classifications of propaganda
techniques, including loaded language, appeal to fear, flag-waving, exaggeration, and causal
oversimplification. These approaches operationalise propaganda analysis by identifying recurring
linguistic patterns and measuring their frequency. This is particularly relevant for russian discourse,
where influence often relies on repetition and pattern consistency. Computational tools thus provide
empirical support for qualitative analysis.

An essential complement to this framework is the semiotic approach which examines visual

and symbolic mechanisms through which ideology is naturalised as self-evident. Drawing on
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Barthes’ concept of myth, it explains how state symbols, rituals, memorial spaces, and national
colours sacralise political decisions in russian discourse. Composition and spatial organisation
create effects of monumentality and inevitability, embedding propaganda in culturally coded images
rather than explicit argumentation.

In conclusion, russian propagandistic discourse is therefore a multi-layered phenomenon
requiring an integrated analytical framework. Only by combining discursive, cognitive,
psychological, computational, and semiotic approaches can it be understood as a system of
interacting mechanisms of discursive and symbolic power.
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CyuacHa noninapagurmanbHa Ta nofigucymniiHapHa NiHrBiCTMKA [ae MOX/UBICTb 3
OHOBNEHMX MO3ULIA NPOIHTEPNPeTYBaTU CTaTyC ribpMaHMX / NONikoAoBUX TekcTiB. [ibpuansauis
TEKCTOBMX (OpM B CBOIA OCHOBI MOXe Matu BepbanbHO-BidyaNibHY, ayAio-BepbasbHy,
ayaio-BisyanbHy €AHOCTi. Marwunm Ha MeTi po3koayBaTu TiGpuaHe MOBiAOMEHHS, HeobXigHO

BCTAaHOBUTW TeHAEHUIT KOAyBaHHS Ta BWU3HAYUTU KOAW PIi3HUX CEMIOTUYHUX CUCTEM, AKi
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