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Abstract

T’— pap—r consi–—rs stu–yin‘ t’— p—rc—ption an– —ff—ctiv—n—ss of m—–ia cont—nt in t’— 
Russian-lan‘ua‘— social n—tworks, analyzin‘ t’— caus—s t’at aff—ct t’— p—rc—ption an– 
–istribution of n—twork cont—nt. T’— mat—rial us—– was t’— –atabas— of t’— Russian 
social n—twork VKontakt—. A cross-–isciplinary multimo–al approac’ an– psyc’olin-
‘uistic analysis w—r— us—–. T’— stu–y r—v—al—– t’at t’— p—rc—ption of cont—nt, t’— suc-
c—ss of posts (t’— maximum numb—r of lik—s, r—posts, comm—nts, t’— ac’i—v—m—nt of 
t’— aut’orɌs communicativ— ‘oal Ɉ transf—rrin‘ us—rsɌ actions from onlin— to oflin— 
mo–—) —nsur— a sourc— of –istribution (t’— symbolic capital of t’— aut’or incr—as—s 
t’— si‘niicanc— of t’— t—xt w’—n it is p—rc—iv—– by t’— n—twork community), t’— us— 
of f—atur—s of t’— curr—nt communicativ— situation an– t’— accuracy of t’— imp—rativ— 
strat—‘y.

Keywords: social m—–ia, sp——c’ p—rc—ption,  –i‘ital cont—nt, s—mantic rol—.

1. Introduction

T’— importanc— of lan‘ua‘— l—arnin‘ an– communication in Russian-lan‘ua‘— social n—t-
works, an– probl—ms of cont—nt —ff—ctiv—n—ss is –—t—rmin—– by t’— ‘rowt’ in t’— num-
b—r an– activity of Run—t us—rs. T’us, in S—pt—mb—r 2018, t’— au–i—nc— of t’— Run—t 
amount—– to 1 773 385 284 us—rs (accor–in‘ to Liv—Int—rn—t). Data illustratin‘ t’— 
statistics for Octob—r an– Nov—mb—r ar— pr—s—nt—– in Tabl— 1.

1 The work was carried out within the framework of the RFBR project «The structure and content 
of ideas about a person, state, power in the linguistic consciousness of Russian speakers (Republic of 
Crimea)» (19-012-00295 A)
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Table 1 
Main indicators of Runet sites trafic

Social n—twork Authors Authors M—ssag—s

Browsin‘ 2 277 233 933 2 334 978 477 2 334 523 814

S—ssions 424 100 001 411 191 791 407 634 892

Visitors 149 451 614 149 936 458 147 830 604

Av—ra‘— onlin— 1 194 984 881 392 1 194 555

Av—ra‘— activ— 
onlin— 573 665 633 563 710 352

Av—ra‘— –uration 
(min.) 5.6 5.9 5.9

Vi—ws p—r visitor 15 16 16

T’— most popular Russian-lan‘ua‘— r—sourc— VKontakt— (s—— Tabl— 2) vi—ws 
its—lf as a platform –—si‘n—– to brin‘ p—opl—, s—rvic—s an– compani—s to-
‘—t’—r by cr—atin‘ simpl— an– conv—ni—nt communication tools. T—c’nical 
an– communication f—atur—s of t’— r—sourc— in–icat— it is in ’i‘’ –—man– 
amon‘ us—rs: 97 million us—rs p—r mont’; 6.5 billion m—ssa‘—s p—r –ay; 
1 billion «lik—s» p—r –ay; 77% us—rs of mobil— platforms; 500 million vi–—o 
vi—ws p—r –ay; 86 lan‘ua‘— v—rsions (s—— ’ttps://vk.com/about).

Table 2 
Statistics for social networks (January 2018)

Social n—twork Authors M—ssag—s

VKontakt— 26 633 778 410 168 754

Insta‘ram 10 396 161 89 995 624

Fac—book 1 824 256 53 266 232

Twitt—r 1 010 690 41 184 629

My worl– (my.mail.ru) 66 957 4 336 042

Liv—Journal 59 523 3 387 579

(’ttps://br-nalyt-ics.ru/statistics/aut’or?’ub_i–=16048an––at—=201708an–c
ountry_i–=20an–p—rio–_typ—=mont)

Wit’ t’— —xpansion of t’— virtual spac—, transformations b—‘an to occur in t’— 
functionin‘ of sp——c’ structur—s t’at ar— caus—– by t’— n——– to a–apt 
to n—w communicativ— con–itions. M. Martin b—li—v—s t’at t’— «n—w lan-
‘ua‘—» was form—– in t’— Int—rn—t in or–—r to comp—nsat— for t’— lack 
of non-v—rbal an– parav—rbal m—ans of communication [1]. In–——–, w—b-
communication formats t’at r—plac— spok—n lan‘ua‘— communication to 
som— —xt—nt, —v—n if t’—r— ar— au–itory compon—nts, s’oul– comp—nsat— 
for t’— lack of information t’at is transmitt—– usin‘ parav—rbal, mimic, 

https://br-nalyt-ics.ru/statistics/author?hub_id
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pantomimic, prox—mic m—ans. In a––ition, t’— virtual spac— impos—s a––itional sp—-
ciic mo–—s on a sp—ciic communicativ— situation. Conv—r‘—nc— an– multi–im—nsion-
ality of onlin— communications r—quir— a cross-–isciplinary approac’, mix—– m—t’o–s 
t’at ar— us—– in many stu–i—s t’at r—pr—s—nt various asp—cts of int—raction in t’— w—b 
—nvironm—nt [2-6].

T’—r— is alr—a–y an —xt—nsiv— r—s—arc’ tra–ition r—v—al—– in analysis of cont—nt an– n—twork 
int—ractions. In particular, t’— sp—ciics of communicativ— proc—ss—s in social n—t-
works, t’— impact on political an– social proc—ss—s w—r— stu–i—– in [7-10].

R—c—ntly, analysis of n—twork communications ’as b——n pr—s—nt—– by r—s—arc’ in t’— i—l– 
of multimo–al –ynamic n—tworks [11], as w—ll as bimo–al an– t’r——-mo–al n—tworks 
[12-14]. On—-mo–al «fri—n–-fri—n–» communications ar— of littl— int—r—st for r—s—arc’—rs.

R—s—arc’ in a multimo–al p—rsp—ctiv— ’as b—com— wi–—spr—a– in r—c—nt –—ca–—s [15Ɉ17]. It is 
a multimo–al approac’ t’at s——ms to b— t’— most a–—quat— in analyzin‘ n—twork con-
t—nt, sinc— it allows conv—rsion of –ata an– information comin‘ t’rou‘’ various c’ann—ls.

Analysis of t’— m—–ia spac— as a multimo–al sp’—r— is also b—comin‘ incr—asin‘ly wi–—-
spr—a– in various stu–i—s [18-19]. M—anw’il—, it is –ificult to –isa‘r—— wit’ t’— opinion of 
D. Crystal, t’at, w’at—v—r t’— cultur— of t’— Int—rn—t, it is still lar‘—ly bas—– on t—xts [20].

T’— probl—m of cont—nt —valuation r—mains t’— most important task, bot’ for —–ucational, 
an– sci—ntiic, social, public an– ot’—r purpos—s. To–ay, t’—r— ar— two approac’—s to 
solvin‘ t’is probl—m: usin‘ t—c’nical r—sourc—s an– –ir—ct p—rc—ption by a ’uman an– 
—xp—rt —valuation. In particular, automatic t—xt —valuation b—com—s quit— popular in 
—valuation of L2 writt—n works w’—n t—ac’in‘ a for—i‘n lan‘ua‘— an– t—stin‘ a lar‘— 
numb—r of stu–—nts [21-24]. T’us, t’— Co’-M—trix pro‘ram was wi–—ly spr—a– an– 
positiv—ly rat—– by —xp—rts, alt’ou‘’ r—s—arc’—rs not— a numb—r of ot’—r probl—ms 
associat—– wit’ its us— [24Ɉ25].

An important crit—rion of a–—quacy an– obj—ctivity is t’— comparison of t’— r—sults obtain—– 
usin‘ softwar— an– –ir—ct ’uman participation, for —xampl—, from prof—ssional —xp—rts 
(s——, for —xampl—, [26]. It is t’— contamination of t’—s— two approac’—s, t’— compari-
son of t’— r—sults obtain—– by automatic m—ans an– wit’ t’— –ir—ct participation of t’— 
’uman, usin‘ analytical proc—–ur—s t’at s——ms to b— t’— most corr—ct solution to t’— 
probl—m of i–—ntifyin‘ t’— accuracy an– a–—quacy of t’— cont—nt —valuation.

On— s’oul– focus on t’— issu— of cont—nt —ff—ctiv—n—ss. To–ay, a sufici—nt amount of r—-
s—arc’ conirms t’at comput—r mo–—ls usin‘ –i‘ital footprints of p—opl— ar— capabl— 
of –ia‘nosin‘ a p—rsonɌs c’aract—r wit’ a ’i‘’ –—‘r—— of accuracy. T’us, pr—–ictiv— 
analytics bas—– on t’— construction of psyc’olo‘ical portraits an– b—’avior mo–—ls of 
actors ar— pr—s—nt—– in [27]. R—s—arc’—rs consi–—r t’— «lik—» to b— a univ—rsal –i‘ital 
footprint [27-29]. In a––ition, r—posts an– comm—nts ar— also bri‘’t mark—rs of ’i‘’ 
–—man– for particular cont—nt in a n—twork —nvironm—nt.

T’us, wit’in t’— fram—work of t’is stu–y, t’— followin‘ in–icators will b— consi–—r—– as in–i-
cators of t’— —ff—ctiv—n—ss an– r—l—vanc— of (–—man– for) n—twork cont—nt: t’— numb—r 
of lik—s, r—posts, an– comm—nts as w—ll as t’— ac’i—v—m—nt of a communicativ— ‘oal 
(in t’is cas—: switc’in‘ from onlin— to oflin— communication, or‘anizin‘ an opposition 
m——tin‘).
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2. Identiication of causes affecting the perception and distribution of 
network content

T’— ‘oal of t’is stu–y is to i–—ntify t’— caus—s t’at aff—ct t’— p—rc—ption an– 
–istribution of n—twork cont—nt.

R—s—arc’ qu—stions ar—:

• W’at –—t—rmin—s t’— p—rc—ption of n—twork cont—nt by actors?

• W’at inlu—nc—s t’— —ff—ctiv—n—ss of n—twork cont—nt?

• W’at cont—nt is most popular in a n—twork —nvironm—nt an– attracts t’— 
att—ntion of us—rs?

T’— mat—rial for t’— stu–y was t’— –atabas— of t’— social n—twork VKontak-
t— (Marc’ 2017) associat—– wit’ opposition m——tin‘s t’at took plac— on 
Marc’ 26 un–—r t’— conv—ntional nam— «On vam n— Dimon»/«H—Ɍs not 
Dimon for you» (#DimonOtv—tit/#Dimon will tak— r—sponsibility). T’— pro-
t—sts w—r— caus—– by t’— –istribution of t’— inv—sti‘ativ— ilm by A. Navalny 
in t’— n—twork about t’— activiti—s of Prim— Minist—r Dmitry M—–v—–—v.

• cont—nt of involv—– actors Ɉ n 43 712,

• cont—nt of activ— actors Ɉ n 15 021,

• r—l—vant posts Ɉ n 23 602,

• numb—r of wor–s Ɉ n 470 893,

• numb—r of c’aract—rs Ɉ n 3 569 442.

T’— cont—nt is us—– on t’— basis of t’— rul—s of VKontakt—2 sp—cii—– in p. 7.1.3., 
as w—ll as art. 1274 of t’— civil co–—.

2.1. Research method

T’— stu–y involv—– a cross-–isciplinary multimo–al approac’. Cont—nt analysis, 
s—mantic an– psyc’olin‘uistic analysis w—r— also us—– to corr—ctly int—r-
pr—t t’— p—rc—ption of t’— cont—nt.

Formal analysis was p—rform—– in sta‘—s, combinin‘ quantitativ— an– qualita-
tiv— m—t’o–s of analysis.

2 P. 7.1.3. By posting on the Site his/her lawfully owned Content, the User grants the 
other Users a non-exclusive right to use it in the framework of the functional provided 
by the Site by viewing, reproducing (including copying) and other rights exclusively for 
the purpose of personal non-commercial use, except where such use infringes or may 
infringe the right owner’s interests protected by law.
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2.1.1.  Procedures

T’— s—qu—nc— of actions –urin‘ t’— analysis corr—spon–—– to t’— followin‘ al‘orit’m:

I. S—l—ction of us—rs involv—– in t’— s—mantic i—l– «On vam n— Dimon»/«H—Ɍs not 
Dimon for you» (#DimonOtv—tit/#Dimon will tak— r—sponsibility).

I.1. S—l—ction of activ— actors t’at ‘—n—rat— cont—nt wit’in t’— fram—work of t’is 
s—mantic i—l–.

I.2 Analysis of communicativ— n—twork actions an– –i‘ital footprints of activ— 
actors.

II. Cont—nt analysis.

II.1. I–—ntiication of a common n—twork of conc—pts c’aract—rizin‘ t’— —ntir— 
coll—ct—– –atabas—, an– t’— t’—matic structur— of t’— analyz—– cont—nt (usin‘ 
T—xtAnalyst 2.0 an– Automap).

II.2. Allocation of two typ—s of posts: –atabas— 1 wit’ t’— maximum numb—r of 
–i‘ital footprints; an– –atabas— 2 wit’ z—ro in–icators of –i‘ital footprints. 
Bot’ ‘roups w—r— analyz—– usin‘ T—xtAnalyst2.0.

II.3. Analysis of t’— two ‘roups usin‘ t’— m—t’o– of s—mantic –iff—r—ntial.

At t’— sta‘— of cont—nt r—s—arc’, t’— s—mantic n—twork common for t’— w’ol— corpus 
an– t’— t’—matic structur— of t’— analyz—– cont—nt —xtract—– from t’— n—twork w—r— 
form—– usin‘ t’— T—xtAnalyst pro‘ram.

T’— list of t’— most si‘niicant notions an– conc—pts (’avin‘ t’— ’i‘’—st rank) b—arin‘ t’— 
main m—anin‘ (s—mantic loa–) obtain—– from t’— s—mantic n—twork, ma–— it possibl— 
to –—t—rmin— t’— cor— of information, t’— s—mantic acc—nts most important for actors.

T’— i–—ntiication of t’— t’—matic structur— of t’— s—l—ct—– n—twork cont—nt ma–— it pos-
sibl— to –—scrib— t’— cont—nt in t’— form of a ’i—rarc’y of r—lat—– topics an– sub-topics 
t’at r—l—ct t’— basic conc—pts an– corr—spon– to t’— no–—s of t’— n—twork notions. 
T’— tools us—– allow—– cr—ation of a ’i—rarc’ical t’—matic structur—, i–—ntiication of 
t’— basic topic an– r—v—lation of t’— r—lations’ips wit’ sub-topics t’at form multi-
l—v—l s—mantic n—tworks.

In a––ition, t’— cont—nt was analyz—– r—‘ar–in‘ t’— conn—ctivity of t’— subj—ct tr——. Topic 
clust—rs t’at —m—r‘—– as a r—sult of c’an‘in‘ t’— t’r—s’ol– for t’— w—i‘’t of r—lation-
s’ips in t’— n—twork of notions (t’— br—ak of mor— or l—ss stron‘ r—lations’ips) w—r— 
i–—ntii—–. Suc’ analysis of t’— coll—ct—– –atas—t allow—– analyzin‘ t’— structur— of t’— 
consoli–at—– m—–ia t—xt in various s—ctions an– at various l—v—ls of s—mantic –—pt’.

2.1.2. Tools

TextAnalyst 2.0 is syst—m for automatic s—mantic t—xt analysis. T’— T—xtAnalyst t—c’nol-
o‘y is int—n–—– for t’— automatic statistical formation of a ’omo‘—n—ous (associa-
tiv—) s—mantic n—twork of t—xt (w’ic’ is a s—mantic portrait of t’— t—xt) –—scribin‘ 
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a c—rtain situation. T’— s—mantic n—twork is a ‘rap’, w’—r— t’— s—t of 
v—rtic—s corr—spon–s to t’— conc—pts of t’— t—xt, an– t’— arcs corr—spon– 
to t’— r—lations’ips of t’—s— conc—pts in t’— t—xt. Bot’ t’— v—rtic—s an– t’— 
arcs of t’— n—twork ’av— w—i‘’t c’aract—ristics r—l—ctin‘ t’— ranks of t’— 
conc—pts an– t’—ir r—lations’ips in t’— t—xt.

Suc’ a s—mantic portrait mak—s it possibl— to r—v—al t’— s—mantic cor— of t’— 
t—xt, w’ic’ c’aract—riz—s t’— situation –—scrib—– in t’— t—xt to t’— full—st 
—xt—nt.

T’— form—– s—mantic n—twork of t’— t—xt can b— us—– to i–—ntify t’— t’—matic 
structur— of t’— t—xt. T’— minimal tr——-lik— sub-‘rap’ of t’— s—mantic 
n—twork obtain—– from it by br—akin‘ w—ak r—lations’ips an– r—v—alin‘ t’— 
most si‘niicant v—rt—x is t’— tabl— of cont—nts of t’— t—xt c’aract—rizin‘ 
its s—ctions wit’ r—‘ar– to corr—latin‘ int—rconn—ct—– par—nts an– c’il–r—n 
of various l—v—ls.

T’— s—mantic n—twork of t’— t—xt is form—– in s—v—ral st—ps. (1) At t’— irst st—p, 
information t’at ‘—n—rat—s information nois— is r—mov—– from t’— t—xt: 
stop wor–s, s—rvic— wor–s an– common wor–s ar— r—mov—–; l—mmatiza-
tion is p—rform—–, w’ic’ mak—s t’— subs—qu—nt analysis sustainabl—. (2) 
At t’— s—con– st—p, a fr—qu—ncy n—twork of t’— t—xt is form—– by com-
binin‘ t’— wor– pairs foun– in t’— s—nt—nc—s of t’— t—xt into c’ains. T’— 
fr—qu—ncy of occurr—nc— of wor–s in t’— t—xt in t’is n—twork c’aract—riz—s 
t’— w—i‘’ts of t’— v—rtic—s, an– t’— fr—qu—ncy of occurr—nc— of wor– pairs 
in t’— s—nt—nc—s of t’— t—xt c’aract—riz—s t’— w—i‘’ts of t’— arcs. (3) At 
t’— t’ir– st—p, t’— w—i‘’ts c’aract—ristics of t’— v—rtic—s ar— r—calculat—– 
usin‘ an it—rativ— proc—–ur—, takin‘ into account t’— conn—ctivity of t’— 
v—rtic—s in t’— n—twork. T’— v—rtic—s associat—– wit’ a lar‘— numb—r of 
v—rtic—s wit’ lar‘— w—i‘’ts r—c—iv— a ‘r—at—r w—i‘’t compar—– to ot’—r 
v—rtic—s.

T’us, t’is r—-rankin‘ of v—rtic—s tak—s into account t’— conn—ctivity of wor–s 
in t’— t—xt to a –—pt’ of n st—ps, w’—r— n corr—spon–s to t’— numb—r of 
it—rations in t’— r—-rankin‘ proc—–ur— (in t’— T—xtAnalyst pro‘ram, n = 
10). Accountin‘ for wor– r—lations’ips in t’— t—xt to a –—pt’ of n st—ps –is-
tin‘uis’—s t’— al‘orit’m for constructin‘ a subj—ct tr—— from al‘orit’ms 
for t’—matic mo–—lin‘, w’ic’ us—s t’— so-call—– mono-‘ram mo–—l of 
t—xt (ba‘-of-wor–s), in w’ic’ wor–s ar— consi–—r—– as non-r—lat—– to —ac’ 
ot’—r in t’— t—xt.

Automap―is a t—xt minin‘ tool t’at allows —xtraction of information usin‘ n—t-
work analysis m—t’o–s; it supports t’— —xtraction of s—v—ral typ—s of –ata 
from unstructur—– –ocum—nts.

Gephi― (algorithm―Force―Atlas―2) is softwar— for visualizin‘ n—twork structur—s 
[30].

Tableau―is a platform for cr—atin‘ visual analytics, or int—ractiv— –ata visualization.
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2.2. Results and discussions

I.  At t’— irst sta‘— of t’— stu–y, all us—rs w’o s’ow—– int—r—st in t’— opposition 
m——tin‘ w—r— i–—ntii—–. T’os— involv—– in t’— lin‘uistic mo–— w—r— analyz—– by 
v—rbal cont—nt coll—ct—– by t’— ’as’ta‘s #–imonotv—tit containin‘ t’— ori‘inal 
aut’orɌs cont—nt an– us—r cont—nt about activ— actors wit’in t’— sp—cii—– s—mantic  
i—l–.

Verbal content analysis scheme

1. I–—ntiication an– analysis of t’— s—mantic i—l–.

1.1. Explicit m—ans of —xpr—ssin‘ int—ntions, —valuations, opinions.

1.2. Dir—ct m—ans of inlu—nc— (—ff—ct, p—rsuasion).

1.2.1. Sp—llin‘ an– ‘rap’ic tools.

1.2.2. Sp——c’ tools:

1.2.2.1. P’on—tic.

1.2.2.2. L—xical.

1.2.2.3. Morp’olo‘ical.

1.2.2.4. Syntactic.

1.2.2.5. Stylistic.

1.3. Implicit —xpr—ssion of int—ntion, —valuation, opinion:

1.3.1. Sp—llin‘ an– ‘rap’ic tools.

1.3.2. Sp——c’ tools:

1.3.2.1. L—xical.

1.3.2.2. Morp’olo‘ical.

1.3.2.3. Syntactic.

1.3.2.4. Stylistic.

1.3.3. R’—torical m—ans.

1.3.4. Sp——c’ m—ans of inlu—nc—.

1.3.5. Associativ— links.
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T’— r—sults of –ata coll—ction, analysis an– clust—rin‘ of t’— involv—– us—rs ar— 
pr—s—nt—– as visualization (i‘. 1).

Fig. ͷ. )Бvolved users who reacted to the March ͸ͼ АeetiБg

T’— al‘orit’m of clust—rin‘ t’— ‘rap’ v—rtic—s was p—rform—– accor–in‘ to [31]. 
T’— analysis us—– only t’— cont—nt ‘—n—rat—– by r—al us—rs. T’— artiicial 
—ntiti—s w—r— r—v—al—– usin‘ a proil— analysis: no fri—n–s, no or a small 
amount of visual –ata (p’oto wit’out a particular us—rɌs fac—), no posts 
from ot’—r us—rs wit’ links to t’— actor, activity only –urin‘ c—rtain p—rio–s 
corr—spon–in‘ to si‘niicant tim— p—rio–s associat—– wit’ political —v—nts, 
as w—ll as b—lon‘in‘ to alr—a–y known botn—ts. In t’— cours— of t’— stu–y, 
t’— SocialDataHub t—c’nolo‘y was us—–, w’ic’ ma–— it possibl— to auto-
matically analyz— t’— proil— in t’— social n—twork.

I.1. Furt’—r, an analysis was p—rform—– t’at allow—– i–—ntiication of activ— ac-
tors w’o ‘—n—rat—– som— cont—nt wit’in t’is s—mantic i—l– an– w’o took 
–ir—ct part in prot—st —v—nts. T’— analysis was p—rform—– usin‘ a v—rbal 
mo–— (aut’orɌs cont—nt) an– a visual mo–— Ɉ accor–in‘ to t’— –ata of static 
visual mat—rials usin‘ t’— SocialDataHub al‘orit’m, w’ic’ provi–—s an 
accuracy of up to 85%.

Analysis of t’— main c’aract—ristics of t’— actors an– t’— t’r—— clust—rs of par-
ticipants by obj—ctiv—s.

I.2. T’— analysis of communicativ— n—twork actions ma–— it possibl— to i–—ntify 
an– rank t’— –i‘ital footprints of activ— actors for furt’—r r—s—arc’.

T’— communicativ— n—twork b—’avior was analyz—– accor–in‘ to t’— followin‘ 
sc’—m—:

1. T’— numb—r of «lik—s».

2. T’— numb—r of posts on a r—l—vant topic.
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3. Communicativ— r—sourc—s:

3.2. Pr—f—rr—– strat—‘i—s (ritual, p—rsuasiv—, imp—rativ—, provocativ—).

3.3. Tactics of –ir—ct communicativ— impact.

3.4. Tactics of in–ir—ct communicativ— impact.

4. Numb—r of r—posts on t’— r—l—vant topic.

5. Numb—r of comm—nts.

6. Numb—r of links.

7. Numb—r an– c’aract—ristics of ‘roups.

8. Numb—r of m—ssa‘—s.

9. Int—‘rat—– communication r—sourc—s of in–ir—ct inlu—nc—.

T’— r—sults ar— pr—s—nt—– in i‘. 2.

Fig. ͸. Ratio of digital footГriБts ȋlikes, reГosts, coААeБtsȌ

II. Cont—nt analysis.

II.1. At t’— initial st—p of t’— cont—nt r—s—arc’, fr—qu—ncy conc—pts, a common 
n—twork of motions t’at c’aract—riz— t’— —ntir— coll—ct—– –atabas—, an– t’— 
t’—matic structur— of t’— analyz—– cont—nt w—r— i–—ntii—– (s—— Fi‘. 3).

It is natural t’at t’— —ntir— information ’i—rarc’y in t’is cont—nt b—lon‘s to a sin‘l— topic, 
’as t’— app—aranc— of a tr—— wit’ a sin‘l— root: «DimonOtv—tit». T’— maximum w—i‘’t 
of t’— notion (100) was foun– for t’— followin‘ nominations: DimonOtv—tit/M—–v—–—v/
Dimon/OnVamN—Dimon/OnNamN—Dimon (Dimon will tak— r—sponsibility/M—–v—–—v/

R—posts
Comm—nts
Lik—s
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Dimon/H—Ɍs not Dimon for you/H—Ɍs not Dimon for us), m——tin‘ / prot—st 
a‘ainst corruption, Russia/country, Tv—rskaya, citi—s, –—tain—–.
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ʦл̭̌т̽ ̏л̭̌т̛ ̏л̭̌т̛̥́ ̏л̭̌т̽̀

ʤк̶̛̛ ̌ќ̶̛ ̌к̶̛̜ ̌ќ̶̵̛ ̌к̶

ʤлек̭е̜ ʤлек̭е́ ʤлек̭ее̥

ʤ̏то̌̚к ̌то̌̚к̛ ̌̏то̌̚ке

̌̏то̌̚ко̏ ̌̏то̌̚к̌ ̌̏то̌̚ку

ʥо̬̽̍̌/̍о̬̽̍е

ʤ̦т̛ко̬̬уп̶̛о̦̦̼̜ ʤ̦т̛ко̬̬уп̶̛о̦̦о̐о
ʤ̦т̛ко̬̬уп̶̛о̦̦о̥

Fig. ͹. FreДueБcМ coБceГts

T’— maximum r—lations’ip w—i‘’t for t’— conc—pt of corruption in t’— common 
–atabas— was assi‘n—– to t’— followin‘ nominations: m——tin‘s a‘ainst 
corruption (74), citi—s (45), M—–v—–—v (42)/Dimon (38), country (41).

T’— analysis of t’— t’—matic structur— of t’— coll—ct—– cont—nt r—l—cts t’— main 
cont—nt of t’— int—‘rat—– m—–ia t—xts associat—– wit’ m——tin‘s a‘ainst 
corruption t’rou‘’out t’— country, an– t’— p—rsona of an oficial from t’— 
top ‘ov—rnm—nt —c’—lons  w’o provok—– public outra‘— an– s—rv—– as 
a catalyst for t’— prot—st mov—m—nt.

II.2. In accor–anc— wit’ t’— s—l—ct—– crit—ria for t’— —ff—ctiv—n—ss an– –—man– 
for t’— cont—nt, t’— posts w—r— rank—– by t’— numb—r of –i‘ital footprints.

II.2.1. Furt’—r, m—–ia t—xts w—r— i–—ntii—–, w’ic’ caus—– t’— ‘r—at—st 
r—sonanc— in t’— n—twork —nvironm—nt (–atas—t 1). 
F—atur—s of –atas—t 1:
m—mory siz— Ɉ 98 KB;
numb—r of posts Ɉ 40;
numb—r of wor–s  Ɉ 2 226;
numb—r of c’aract—rs Ɉ 16 031;
numb—r of lik—s Ɉ 52 040;
numb—r of comm—nts Ɉ 7 295;
numb—r of r—posts Ɉ 3 813.

As w—ll as m—–ia t—xts t’at –i– not caus— any r—action at all from t’— n—twork 
community (–atas—t 2). 

F—atur—s of –atas—t 2:
m—mory siz— Ɉ 97 KB;
numb—r of posts Ɉ 119;
numb—r of wor–s  Ɉ 1 830;
numb—r of c’aract—rs Ɉ 14 763;
numb—r of lik—s Ɉ0;
numb—r of comm—nts Ɉ 0;
numb—r of r—posts Ɉ 0.

ʦл̭̌т̽/̏л̭̌т̛/̏л̭̌т̛̥́/̏л̭̌т̽̀ 

ʤк̶̛̛/̌ќ̶̛/̌к̶̛̜/̌ќ̶̵̛ ̌ к̶ii 

ʤлек̭е̜/ʤлек̭е́/ʤлек̭ее̥ 

ʤ̏то̌̚к/̌то̌̚к̛/̌̏то̌̚ке 

/̌̏то̌̚ко̏/̌̏то̌̚к̌/̌̏то̌̚ку 

ʥо̬̽̍̌/̍о̬̽̍е 

ʤ̦т̛ко̬̬уп̶̛о̦̦̼̜/ ʤ̦т̛ко̬̬уп̶̛о̦̦о̐о/ 

ʤ̦т̛ко̬̬уп̶̛о̦̦о̥ 
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II.2.2. T’— construction of t’— s—mantic n—tworks for bot’ –atas—ts ma–— it possibl— 
to r—v—al t’— most si‘niicant information —mp’asiz—– by t’— aut’ors of t’— 
m—ssa‘—s. 

In s—mantic n—twork 1, t’— notions r—f—rrin‘ to t’— initiator of prot—st mov—m—nts ’av— t’— 
‘r—at—st w—i‘’t. T’— c—nt—r of t’— s—mantic n—twork, t’— r—l—vant information ar— 
p—rsonaliz—–; t’— att—ntion of us—rs is conc—ntrat—– on t’— political l—a–—r w’o initi-
at—– t’— m——tin‘s, w’o b—com—s t’— un–isput—– l—a–—r of opinions, ‘r—atly —xpan–in‘ 
t’— virtual —l—ctorat—.

Curiously, s—mantic n—twork 2 r—pr—s—nts a wi–—r s—t of information clust—rs. Notions 
c’aract—rizin‘ t’— caus—s for t’— prot—st m——tin‘s ’av— t’— maximum w—i‘’t. T’— 
c—nt—r of t’— s—mantic n—twork, t’— r—l—vant information ar— not only conn—ct—– wit’ 
t’— opposition l—a–—r, but also r—pr—s—nt t’— or‘anization (ACF, Anti-Corruption Foun-
–ation), w’ic’ con–uct—– t’— anti-corruption inv—sti‘ation; t’— s—mantic focus is also 
on t’— r—action of t’— aut’oriti—s, n—‘ativ— attitu–— to t’— m—–ia information policy, —tc.

T’— t’—matic structur— of –atas—t 1 (m——tin‘ Ɉ 100) is not to b— inf—rior r—‘ar–in‘ –atas—t 
2 (m——tin‘s Ɉ 100; ir— —xtin‘uis’—r Ɉ 99).

T’— associativ— n—tworks wit’ a nucl—ar nomination «M——tin‘» i–—ntii—– in t’— mat—rials 
of t’— 1st an– 2n– –atas—ts ar— ‘—n—rally i–—ntical (s—— i‘. 4, 5). M—anw’il—, it s’oul– 
b— not—– t’at t’— associativ— s—arc’ a‘ainst t’— bas— of –atas—t 1 r—v—al—– a ‘r—at 
si‘niicanc— of t’— —ff—ct of cov—rin‘ t’— m——tin‘s ’—l–, t’—ir t—rritorial –istribution, 
–—t—ntions, —tc.

Fig. ͺ. Associative search agaiБst the base of dataset ͷ

II.3. At t’— inal sta‘— of t’— stu–y, t’— p—rc—ption of cont—nt was t—st—– wit’ t’— –ir—ct 
participation of t’— subj—cts usin‘ t’— s—mantic –iff—r—ntial m—t’o–. T’— focus ‘roup 
consist—– of 20 participants (a‘—– 20-25, 60% f—mal—s, 40% mal—s). T’— r—sults also 
s’ow—– no si‘niicant –iscr—pancy in t’— p—rc—ption of –atabas— 1 an– –atabas— 2 (s—— 
Fi‘. 6).
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Fig. ͻ. Associative search agaiБst the base of dataset ͸
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Fig. ͼ. Results obtaiБed usiБg the seАaБtic differeБtial Аethod

T’us, t’— s—mantic an– lin‘uostylistic c’aract—ristics of –atabas— 1 an– –ata-
bas— 2 ar— almost t’— sam—, in contrast to t’— c’aract—ristics of n—twork 
—ff—ctiv—n—ss, w’ic’ oppos— t’— two –ata clust—rs as t’— most —ff—ctiv— 
an– t’— l—ss —ff—ctiv— on—s.

3. Conclusion 

T’— r—sults of t’— stu–y su‘‘—st t’at t’— p—rc—ption an– —ff—ctiv—n—ss of n—t-
work cont—nt is –—t—rmin—– by a compl—x of caus—s. 

T’— —ff—ctiv—n—ss of t’— cont—nt, t’— –—‘r—— of r—action of t’— n—twork com-
munity –—p—n–s on t’— l—v—l of symbolic capital of t’— sourc— of cont—nt 
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–istribution, takin‘ into account t’— c’aract—ristics of t’— communicativ— situation 
an– t’— succ—ss of t’— imp—rativ— strat—‘y us—–.

T’— si‘niicanc— of n—twork cont—nt is –—t—rmin—–, irst of all, by t’— actor, w’o is r—co‘-
niz—– as t’— aut’or of a particular m—ssa‘—. T’— c’arisma of t’— opposition l—a–—r, 
as w—ll as t’— circl— of ’is/’—r companions w’o –istribut—– t’— cont—nt t’at con-
stitut—s –atabas— 1, play—– a lar‘— rol— in t’— int—nsity of information wav—s. T’— 
–—man– for cont—nt ‘—n—rat—– by t’— l—a–—r of opinions (inclu–in‘ a clos— circl— 
of actors) an– t’— succ—ss of posts (t’— maximum numb—r of lik—s, r—posts, com-
m—nts) provi–— in many r—sp—cts t’— actorɌs symbolic capital, w’ic’ incr—as—s 
t’— si‘niicanc— of t’— t—xt w’—n it is p—rc—iv—– by t’— n—twork community. Data-
bas— 2 was ‘—n—rat—– by or–inary us—rs of t’— n—twork wit’ a small symbolic  
capital.

T’— cont—nt ‘—n—rat—– by t’— actor wit’ t’— ‘r—at—st symbolic capital is t’— most popular 
in t’— n—twork —nvironm—nt, attractin‘ t’— att—ntion of us—rs. Of cours—, it s’oul– 
b— not—– t’at t’is provision is tru— to a ‘r—at—r —xt—nt in a c—rtain s—‘m—nt of t’— 
n—twork —nvironm—nt an– t’— circl— of actors w’o ar— inlu—nc—– by a c—rtain opinion  
l—a–—r.

T’— s—l—ction of a–—quat— communication tools, t’— succ—ssful solution of topical tasks 
mak—s it possibl— for t’— opinion l—a–—r to activ—ly inlu—nc— public opinion in t’— 
n—twork an– –—stroy t’— boun–ari—s of onlin— an– oflin— communications, translat— 
virtual int—ntions into r—al actions. Prot—sts a‘ainst corruption on Marc’ 26, 2018, ac-
cor–in‘ to oficial –ata, involv—– 70 000 p—opl— (unoficial –ata su‘‘—st a muc’ ’i‘’—r 
i‘ur—) in 100 citi—s of Russia.

Cont—nt i–—ntii—– an– analyz—– in t’— cours— of t’— r—s—arc’ can b— c’aract—riz—– as im-
pl—m—ntin‘ an imp—rativ— strat—‘y aim—– at t’— irrational sp’—r— an– ’as a stron‘ 
—motional c’ar‘—.

T’is communication strat—‘y corr—spon–—– to t’— acut— n——– in t’— Russian soci—ty (—sp—-
cially for youn‘ p—opl—) of social justic—, a ‘r—at prot—st pot—ntial of a –—structiv— typ—. 
In particular, –—spit— t’— cl—ar m—ssa‘— of t’— action (#Dimon will tak— r—sponsibil-
ity), t’— prot—st was mostly of an un–iff—r—ntiat—– natur— («Enou‘’!»).

T’— main c’aract—ristics of t’— a––r—ss—— (activ— actors) w—r— also tak—n into ac-
count w’—n impl—m—nt—– in t’— cont—nt: t’— social inactivity of t’— actors is com-
bin—– wit’ pra‘matism, t’— –—sir— for comfort an– sustainabl— w—ll-b—in‘, w’ic’ 
must b— provi–—– by —xt—rnal forc—s an– not by t’— participants t’—ms—lv—s. In a–-
–ition, on— s’oul– ’i‘’li‘’t t’— cravin‘ for p—rsonal fulillm—nt, ’yp—rtrop’i—– 
s—lf-—st——m, an– —‘oc—ntrism a‘ainst t’— back‘roun– of ‘—n—ral –issatisfac-
tion. It is in–icativ— t’at t’— prioriti—s of t’— participants of t’is prot—st action ar— 
in t’— sp’—r— of ’obby (music, cin—ma, t—c’nical innovations, —tc.) an– sports  
(cyb—rsport).

Anot’—r important f—atur— is t’— –—sir— for ‘amiication, w’ic’ is b—comin‘ t’— l—a–in‘ 
communicativ— tr—n–. On— can talk about ‘amiication as a typ— of lin‘uistic con-
sciousn—ss (s’o— tossin‘ Ɉ a symbol t’at Al—x—y Navalny took from t’— ilm «Wa‘ t’— 
–o‘», toy –ucks, b—’avior wit’ sp—cial polic— forc—s). In a m—–ia t—xt, t’is is —xpr—ss—– 
in sarcastic tonality an– postmo–—rn –iscours—.
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It can b— assum—– t’at t’— ‘rowt’ of t’— prot—st pot—ntial in t’is situation is as-
sociat—– mor— wit’ t’— —ff—ctiv— work of t’— Navalny t—am wit’ a c—rtain 
‘roup of actors, an– not wit’ sustain—– political activity.

R—‘ar–in‘ t’— motivation of t’— prot—st m—–ia cont—nt actors, t’— followin‘ 
can b— conclu–—–: analysis of t’— –ata in–icat—s a lack of stabl— politi-
cal pr—f—r—nc—s an– a wi–— ran‘— of political vi—ws of t’— actors. An– t’— 
—xplicit support of NavalnyɌs position was —xpr—ss—– only by t’— youn‘—st 
actors w’o mak— up t’— clust—r «n—op’yt—s» (n—wcom—rs). «I–—olo‘ical 
activists» an– «’—–onists» —xpr—ss—– a wi–— ran‘— of ass—ssm—nts from 
in–iff—r—nc— to –isapproval, –isappointm—nt an– sarcasm towar–s t’— op-
position l—a–—r.

To a c—rtain –—‘r——, t’is situation can b— —xplain—– by t’— lack of a common 
a‘—n–a. In a––ition to t’— anti-corruption pat’os, t’— m——tin‘ participants 
w—r— unit—– by a n—‘ativ— attitu–— towar–s t’— f—–—ral m—–ia, an —t’ical 
int—rpr—tation of corruption, an– a r—l—ction on t’— form—– opposition 
«yout’ vs pow—r».

It s’oul– b— conclu–—– t’at t’— p—rc—ption of cont—nt in t’— n—twork lar‘—ly 
–—p—n–s on t’— actor, w’o is i–—ntii—– as t’— aut’or of t’— m—ssa‘—, in 
proportion to t’— volum— of ’is/’—r symbolic capital an– t’— –—‘r—— of 
inlu—nc— as a l—a–—r of opinions, on t’— r—l—vanc— of t’— curr—nt com-
municativ— situation pr—s—nt—– in t’— n—twork —nvironm—nt an– on t’— 
—ff—ctiv—n—ss of t’— imp—rativ— strat—‘y.
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