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usage and comprehension by native speakers; the pragmatic component; the topicality/outdatedness of ideologeme in con-
temporary ideological worldview. This classification provides additional information about the types of ideologemes.

KEYWORDS: cognitive linguistics; ideologeme, concept; classification of ideologemes.

AUTHOR’S INFORMATION: Malysheva Elena Grigorievna, Doctor of Philology, Associate Professor, Head of De-
partment of Journalism and Media Linguistics, Faculty of Philology and Media Communication, Dostoyevsky Omsk State
University, Omsk, Russia, e-mail: malysheva_eg@mail.ru.

TRANSLATOR’S INFORMATION: Pirozhkova Irina Sergeevna, Candidate of Philology, Associate Professor, De-
partment of Intercultural Communication, Rhetoric and Russian as a Foreign Language, Institute of Philology, Culturology
and Intercultural Communication, Ural State Pedagogical University, Ekaterinburg, Russia, e-mail: irene22@live.ru.

FOR CITATION: Malysheva, E. G. Ideologeme as Lingo-cognitive Phenomenon: Definition and Classification /
E. G. Malysheva; transl.into Engl. by I. S. Pirozhkova // Political Linguistics. — 2019. — No 1 (73). — P. 134—144.

1. ldeology and ideologeme: definition of Chronotope in the Novel”, 1937-1938, “From

concepts the Prehistory of Novelistic Discourse”, 1940)
“the term “ideology” is used both in its conven-
tional meaning — ideology is “the leading idea,
the axis or conception” [Spirkin 2009], and in
the “acquired” meaning — ideology as “a unity
of ideas, myths, beliefs, political slogans, public
declarations of parties and philosophic concep-
tions” [New philosophic dictionary 2003]. This
interpretation of ideology, “being non-religious
in its essence ..., proceeds from the compre-
hended and “reconstructed” reality, is focused
on people’s interests and aims, and on manipu-
lation and control of people by means of altera-
tion of their consciousness” [New philosophic
dictionary 2003].

Using the terms ideology and ideologeme
to describe language stratification, M.M. Bakh-
tin builds his theory in the following paradigm:
“the national language, being unified when
viewed as an abstract phenomenon,” is divided
into “verbal-ideological and social layers”, “into
languages-ideologemes”, each of which has its
own “socio-ideological environment”, “its slo-
gan, its own abusive language and its own

© Malysheva E. G., 2019
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The term “ideologeme” was introduced by
M.M. Bakhtin to name the forms of ideology that
exist in reality [Bakhtin 1975; 1994 and others].
Today it is used in many branches of science:
philosophy and history, culture study and lin-
guistics and many others.

In the variety of definitions of this phenome-
non that exist due to the peculiarities of the ob-
ject and scope of research in different branches of
science, the common feature of these definitions is
the characteristics outlined by M.M. Bakhtin:
ideologeme is explication, a means of represen-
tation of this or that ideology. It is important to
mention that M.M. Bakhtin treated both ideo-
logeme and ideology in the broad and even se-
miotic sense; that is why many researchers find
similarities between the views on society, human
nature and language of M.M.Bakhtin and
R. Barth [see Kosikov 2009].

Worthy of note is that in Bakhtin’s concept
worked out in the 1930-s (“Discourse in the
Novel”, 1934-1935, “Forms of Time and of the
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compliments” [Bakhtin 1975: 101, 104], and
none of the languages “can provide a holistic
view of the world” [Kosikov 2009: 10].

It is important to mention that different ideolo-
gies are often biased and false; and thus R. Barth
comes to the idea of joining ideology and myth.
He names this phenomenon “meta language” or
“secondary semiotic system” or “secondary lan-
guage” without any semiotic differentiation of
these concepts. Barth defines ideology as a
mythological construction within the frames of
general history that meets the interests of cer-
tain groups of people [Barth 1996].

R. Barth’s view is quite peculiar (for in-
stance he interprets a sign as a unity of the de-
noted and the denotator), however, the correla-
tion between ideology and myth revealed in his
works plays a great role in the modern interpre-
tation of the essence of ideological mecha-
nisms. Thus, “the status of ideology as embod-
iment of relations between discourse and social
topic is described in contemporary philosophy
in terms of credibility” [New philosophic diction-
ary 2003]. Mind that it is credibility, not identity.

Moreover, when describing ideology, N.l. She-
stov defines it as “a political myth sanctioned by
a political institution” [Shestov 2005: 95], which
is constructed both non-verbally (demonstra-
tions, state and military symbols, etc.) and ver-
bally (for instance, euphemisms, labels, stereo-
types, political terms, lexical repetitions, periph-
rases, parallel syntactical constructions, meta-
phors and others).

In general, the role of ideology in the 20th
and 21st centuries is hard to overestimate:
ideologization and politicization are typical of
those spheres of human activity and human
existence which should not be “involved” into
ideology as they are marked as “being above
ideology and politics”. This happens to the
sphere of world-class sport, which in 2016—
2018 became a ground for violent information
war against Russia and a means of temporary
isolation of Russia as an independent country
on the sports arena.

In our opinion, the events mentioned above
prove once again the fact which is found in
many cultural, historical, sociological and lin-
guistic research works: even phenomena that
have nothing to do with any spheres of politics,
state, power or ideology may sometime come
under the influence of ideology. In this connec-
tion, we find interesting the views on the trans-
formations in the Soviet ideological worldview of
cultural concepts into concepts-canons [Shkai-
derova 2007: 19-28] and the idea of K.A. Alek-
seev that “the level of achievements in sport by
a country often becomes a marker of stability of
this country, and even resilience of the nation in
general. It is applicable to almost any socio-
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political system, dominant ideology and cultural
paradigm” [Alekseev 2009].

However, in this part of the paper we are
trying to answer the following question: phe-
nomena of what level may be called ideolo-
gemes, i.e. which of them perform the function
of ideology representation and appear as the
“form of ideology” or ideological “sign”?

Going back to the statements given above,
we may conclude that the “father” of the con-
cept “ideologeme” is M.M. Bakhtin, philosopher
and literary scholar. In his view, ideologemes
are both sociolects taken as a whole and lan-
guage and/or conceptual “markers” of such
sociolects. However, it is obvious that he spoke
about the worldview reflected in these “lan-
guages-ideologemes”, which, in his opinion,
was “heavily inadequate to reality”, and con-
tained only “a piece, one element of the world”,
“opinion”, “ideologeme”, some “hypotheses of
meaning” [Bakhtin 1975: 105 and further]. The
quotations contain theoretical provisions that
determined the “flow of ideas” of contemporary
linguists and culture experts who focus on totali-
tarian discourse and totalitarian language. Be-
sides, the quotes show that the term ideologeme
is multifold in the works of M.M. Bakhtin, which
may be explained by the ambiguity but at the
same time applicability of the phenomenon.

So, in contemporary linguoculturology and
political linguistics (as well as in culturology,
sociology and history), we are witnessing the
growing interest to the phenomenon of
ideologeme, which is due to the study and de-
scription of specific linguistic and conceptual
features of the totalitarian period of the Soviet
Union and the totalitarian language of the Sovi-
et era [Kupina 1995, Torokhova 2006, Odessky,
Feldman 2008, and others].

However, in all the studies mentioned
above, the concept ideologeme is interpreted
differently.

In this research we have singled out two
approaches to the definition of ideologeme and
interpretation of it in terms of linguistics — a
broad definition and a narrow definition.

Thus, giving a definition of totalitarian lan-
guage, E.A. Zemskaya underlines that it is ... a
kind of a system of ideologemes, a means of
reflection and formation of ideology-driven mind
of a “Soviet man” [Zemskaya 1996: 23]. This is
a broad linguoculturological approach to the
concept of ideologeme.

A similar definition of the described phe-
nomenon is given in the paper by T. Novikova
[Novikova 2006] and in the monograph “D.S.P.
Soviet ideologemes in Russian discourse of the
1990-s” by G.Ch. Guseynov [Guseynov 2004],
which analyze “the forms of existence of
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ideologemes” and the ways of representation of
ideologeme in texts.

Such statements make it possible to sup-
pose that an ideologeme is interpreted by the
researcher as an element of non-verbal layer, a
conceptual unit, which is embodied in the ele-
ments of a language; however, it is obvious that
“the form of existence of an ideologeme” is
ideologemes of different types which appear on
different levels of the text — from the minimal
unit or a sign (letter-ideologeme (in Russian
these are the letters soft sign or yer (eps), b (6),
n (H), e (e); inflection-ideologeme, case inflec-
tion for instance (izmena Rodiny and izmena
Rodine, Federativhaya Respublika Germanii
and Federativhaya Respublika Germaniya)); to
the ideologeme—name (toponym, ergonym,
etc.); ideologeme-quotation (for example trans-
formed statements of Stalin). Besides, from the
point of view of G.Guseynov, ideologemes in-
clude obscene and swear words, which had
ideological function in the Soviet period. The
Russian (Cyrillic) alphabet is considered to be a
macroideologeme of the USSR for the speakers
of non-Slavonic languages. The author singles
out ideologeme-accent in mass media commu-
nication, cinema, theatre and everyday speech.
On the basis of Stalinisms or Stalin’s prizes re-
ferred to in everyday speech, the linguist shows
the development of ideological speech in gen-
eral and explains the “vitality” of ideologemes-
Stalinisms in the post-soviet discourse.

Thus, G.Ch. Guseynov, on the one hand,
treats ideologeme as any language unit (includ-
ing a text or a group of texts), which “marks” the
Soviet ideology for native speakers; on the oth-
er hand, it is obvious that there are ideolo-
gemes of “the other level” — ideologemes as
conceptual elements of ideology, which are rep-
resented in language with the help of the
abovementioned units of different levels.

An even broader approach or culturological
interpretation of an ideologeme is found in the
monograph “Map of our Motherland: ideolo-
geme between a word and body” by G. Gusey-
nov [Guseynov 2005], which discusses “sym-
bolic geography”: a map is viewed as an ideo-
logical element, a kind of ideologeme, which is
proved, in the author’s view, by the attractive-
ness of the map of our country and its frequent
use in advertising and political and TV dis-
courses.

Speaking about the linguistic definition of
the term ideologeme in its narrow meaning, it is
important to refer to the views of N.A. Kupina,
A.P. Chudinov, T.B. Radbil and other prominent
linguists, who agree that an ideologeme is a
verbal unit, a word which “is connected directly
to an ideological denotatum” [Kupina 2005: 91]
and “has an ideological component in its mean-
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ing” [Chudinov 2007: 92]; “any verbal denomi-
nation of spiritual values meaningful for a per-
son, when the direct meaning of a word is
blurred and the emphasis is laid of pure evalua-
tive, emotional and expressive connotations
which are not based on the content of the word”
[Radbil 1998: 22].

Going into detail, N.A. Kupina defines an
ideologeme as “a belief (prescription) ex-
pressed in the form of a language” [Kupina
1995: 43], “language unit, whose semantics
covers ideological denotatum or is superim-
posed on the semantics of non-ideological
denotatum” [Kupina 2000: 183].

From this perspective, totalitarian language
is a “hypertext of ideologemes”: “totalitarian
language is systemic” and “it has its own vo-
cabulary that can be presented as a number of
clusters of ideologemes” which are “accompa-
nied by precedent texts from the so-called orig-
inal sources” [Kupina 1995: 138].

So, in contemporary linguistics, ideologeme
is interpreted as a comparatively stable lexical
unit that represents the basic ideological views
and values in the language and that plays a
special role in totalitarian language; the other
interpretation views it as a unit of any language
(or even text) level the function of which is ex-
plication of the system of ideological dominants.

However, we believe that the described
phenomenon is, first of all, a mental and cogni-
tive unit (this view does not contradict Bakhtin’s
interpretation of an ideologeme), of ideological
worldview which is found in the text (including
creolized texts) and even in discourse in the
form of language units belonging to different
levels of the language system and also in the
form of signs from other semiotic systems.

In our opinion, ideologeme should not be
limited to a word or any other language unit.
Probably the word is the most typical means of
ideologeme representation, but it is not the only
possible variant.

Such “cognitive-based” approach to the phe-
nomenon under study is found in the works by
N.l. Klushina and A.A. Miroshnichenko.

The latter, being the author of the linguo-
ideological method of analysis [Miroshnichenko
1995], suggests identifying two units lingveme
and ideologeme defining them as “praxeme of a
language” and “praxeme of consciousness” ac-
cordingly.

A value-based language correlation that
appears between an ideologeme and a ling-
veme is called by the author a linguo-ideolo-
geme; the author of this approach underlines
that it is a material and a product of linguo-
ideological paradigms.

From the point of view of A.A. Miroshni-
chenko, a certain ideologeme (in its metaphysi-
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cal and axiological meanings) is expressed by a
certain lingveme. “It means that an ideologeme
is a concept, while a lingveme is an indicator of
linguo-ideologeme”. It should be mentioned that
A.A. Miroshnichenko emphasizes that ling-
veme, i.e. a means of language representation
of an ideologeme, is “any unit of language, as
well as any syntactical or semantic relation in
language... The meaningful absence of the
proper language unit or relation (ellipsis) may
also serve as an indicator of linguo-ideologeme”
[Miroshnichenko 1995].

N.l. Klushina defines ideologeme through
the paradigm of communicative stylistics, which
determines the view of the linguist on this phe-
nomenon.

She defines ideologeme “as a central con-
cept of publicism”, “as a unit of communicative
stylistics”, “the basic intentional category of a
publicistic text and publicistic discourse”, which
gives a “certain ideological modus to a
publicistic text”; finally, an ideologeme is ana-
lyzed within the paradigm of communicative
stylistics — it is “the main idea that has political,
economic or social meaning, for the sake of
which the text is written” [Klushina 2008: 38-39].

The latter of the definitions seems too
vague and imprecise, however this approach is
also important for this research as: in an at-
tempt to differentiate the notions of ideologeme,
concept and mental stereotype, N.I. Klushina
admits that, firstly, they are units of the same
level — mental and cognitive; secondly, the
ideologeme, as well as the concept and mental
stereotype, is represented in the scope of the
texts of a certain discourse.

Yet, according to N.l. Klushina linguistic
representation of an ideologeme is realized via
verbal means such as “worldview-driven gen-
eral word, more often a figurative word or met-
aphor bearing a strong suggestive potential’
[Klushina 2008: 38]. This statement, in our opin-
ion, limits the potential of ideologeme represen-
tation: probably it would be better to talk about
the main way of linguistic representation of an
ideologeme on the lexico-semantic level and to
underline the fact that it is true primarily for print
media texts.

To be fair, we should mention that N.I. Klu-
shina names some more ways of “a certain idea
(ideologeme)” representation in a publicistic
text. They are: “author’s evaluation, interpreta-
tion of reality, nomination and stylistic manner
of narration chosen by the addresser (verbal
aggression, approval or emphasized objective-
ness)” [Klushina 2008: 5].

In general, differentiation between such
cognitive universals as ideologeme, concept
and mental stereotype in the thesis by N.I. Klu-
shina is undertaken, in our opinion, for practical
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purposes. Even within the frames of one re-
search, the notions are often interrelated, and it is
impossible to define one of them without the use
of the other (which is determined by the proximity
of these cognitive units, especially the notions
ideologeme and concept) and to work out a clas-
sification in which these notions would reveal dif-
ferences when classified on the same grounds.

So, from the point of view of this study,
ideologeme is a unit of the cognitive level — a
certain multi-level concept, in the structure of
which (in the nucleus or on the periphery) there
are ideologically marked conceptual features
that embody collective, and often stereotypical
or mythological interpretation of power, state,
society, political and ideological institutions that
exists in the minds of native speakers.

Ideologeme is a mental unit that is charac-
terized by national specificity, dynamic seman-
tics, strong evaluative potential, and frequency
and variety of ways of representation via signs
of different semiotic systems, primarily of the
language system.

The use of verbal markers of an ideolo-
geme — keyword, cliché, metaphors, etc. —
is one of the main ways of its verbal realization.

Ideologemes are found not only in basic
discourses (ideological, political, mass media
and publicistic), but also in a number of other
discourses: advertising, sport, educational, sci-
entific, religious, entertaining, everyday and
others; however, even within the frames of most
of types of discourses in which ideologeme is
not a conceptual dominant, it still performs its
main function — “the author’s purposeful ma-
nipulation of an addressee (reader’ [Kupina
2003: 269].

It should be underlined that in different pe-
riods of the country’s history, the scope of
ideologemes may be different and may include
concepts that are not connected with ideology
or politics. It happens when an ideological fea-
ture becomes prominent in the structure of a
concept (for instance, ideologization of the con-
cepts GOSPODIN (sir) and TOVARISHCH
(comrade) in the Soviet period; or ideological
connotation of the concepts SOVETSKY
BALET (Soviet ballet), SOVETSKY UCHENY
(Soviet scholar), and SOVETSKOYE YAZYKO-
ZNANIE (Soviet Linguistics). Contemporary
discursive tendencies in the sphere of politics
and mass media make it possible to say that
the concept SPORT is highly ideologically
charged at this stage).

2. Classification of ideologemes

Development of classification of ideolo-
gemes, or their typology is probably as compli-
cated as determination of the semantic board-
ers of this phenomenon.
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As it frequently happens in the development
of any classification, one of the most important
issues is identification of correct and precise
grounds for this classification and determination of
the “main” or “leading” ground for classification.

In modern linguistic research works we find
some typological and generic classifications of
ideologemes, the peculiarities of which are de-
termined by the aim and object of research or
scientific area they belong to.

In his study of functioning of ideologemes-
words, A.P. Chudinov has singled out two main
kinds of ideologemes depending on their usage
by the members of different political parties and
movements.

The ideologemes of the first kind “are inter-
preted differently by the members of different
political groups” [Chudinov 2007: 92], which is
manifested in the emotional coloring of the word
onto which “evaluation of the phenomenon is
transferred” [ibid.]. The linguist provides the
following example: the ideologemes narod
(people) and svoboda (freedom) are frequent in
discourses of different political parties, but their
meanings may be different and depend on polit-
ical views of the speakers.

The ideologemes of the second kind “are
used only by the supporters of certain political
views; they show the attitude to the phenome-
non named” [Chudinov 2007: 93]. Thus, the
linguist gives the following examples: the
ideologeme strany narodnoy demokratii (coun-
tries of people’s democracy) is frequent in the
Soviet political language and has a positive axi-
ological connotation there, and the ideologeme
sovetskiye satellity (Soviet satellites) is frequent
in the language of political dissidents and has a
negative axiological connotation.

From the point of view of publicistic dis-
course, N.I. Klushina singles out several types
of ideologemes: social ideologemes and per-
sonal ideologemes.

Social ideologemes are cognitive phenom-
ena that “reflect the views and beliefs of the
society at a certain stage of its development”
[Klushina 2008: 39], N.l. Klushina also de-
scribes different kinds of social ideologemes
from the point of view of their “temporal fea-
tures” (and thus — from the point of view of the
urgency of ideologemes and, consequently,
their frequency and different ways of their rep-
resentation).

So, on the “axis of time” we find “historical,
contemporary and futurological ideologemes
that reflect the history and the search for ideas
important for the development of society (for
example, the historical ideologemes derzhava
(state) and messianism (messianism) and the
futurological ideologeme natsionalnaya ideya
(national idea))” [Klushina 2008: 40].
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“Personal ideologemes”, according to N.I.
Klushina, are built around any state leader, any
prominent political leader and heroes/anti-
heroes of the time. Personal ideologemes are
based on the image of every head of the coun-
try, from “tzar” to a president. Such ideolo-
gemes sink into mass consciousness in the
form of stereotypes constructed by mass me-
dia; the following personal ideologemes are
found: vozhd’ mirovogo proletariata (leader of
the world’s proletariat) — about Lenin, genialny
vozhd’ i uchitel (ingenious leader and teach-
er) — about Stalin, genialny konstruktor (ingen-
ious engineer — about Khrushchev), verny
leninets (loyal Lenin’s disciple) — about Brezh-
nev, arkhitektor perestroiky (perestroika archi-
tect) — about Gorbachev, tsar Boris — about
Yeltsin, etc.” [Klushina 2008: 40].

We do not have any serious objections
against the abovementioned classifications of
ideologemes, but we would like to comment on
the choice of terms and, moreover, on the
meaning of the terms in the given context.

If we proceed from the usual meaning of
the word “social” (“public, referring to the lives
of people and their relations in society”
[Ozhegov, Shvedova 1995: 741]), then the use
of this word to name a group of ideologemes
does not seem perfect, as any ideologeme,
even a personal one, is socially significant due
to the peculiarity of this concept.

Besides, temporal characteristics is not a
prerogative of the so-called social ideologemes:
personal ideologemes, as it follows from the
given examples, may be classified on the scale
of past/present.

It seems that the author wanted to empha-
size the differences in the nature of the cogni-
tive categories under description, although she
did not attempt at linguo-cognitive analysis of
the phenomenon. Thus, social ideologemes
(even if we take into account that ideologemes
of a totalitarian language undergo “simplifica-
tion”, “steterotypization” and desemantization of
not only language means of expression but also
of conceptual features of the mental universal)
are abstract (in terms of I.A. Sternin) con-
cepts — concepts-notions, concepts-frames or
concepts-gestalts and they make either a con-
cept consisting of the “more general essential
features of an object or phenomenon, the result
of reflection and comprehension” (notion), or
“mental multi-component concept in the unity of
its constituent elements, a multidimensional
image, a sum total of standard knowledge
about an object or phenomenon” (frame), or “a
complex, integral functional structure that puts
the diversity of separate phenomena in order
in the mind” (Gestalt) [Popova, Sternin 2003:
72-74].
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Anyway, we realize that when analyzing dif-
ferent kinds of “social” ideologemes it is often
impossible to establish which group of abstract
concepts it belongs to, but the abstract nature
of information incorporated in the ideological
phenomenon, and, moreover, the multi-layer
structure of the cognitive pattern of the concept
are important features of such ideologemes.

Personal ideologemes in their turn or “ideo-
logical vocatives” (the term used by T.V. Shkai-
derova) — concepts of the precedent names of
political leaders — are the “main components of
the nucleolus of knowledge and representation”
[Shkaiderova 2007: 117] and they possess the
gualities of such universal as archetype [for
more details see Jung 1987: 229, Kuzmina
1999: 193].

The characteristic of personal ideologemes
as ideologemes-archetypes is justified by the
fact that they help ideological worldview to get
the features of a mythological one. This fact, by
the way, is mentioned by almost all researchers
of the Soviet totalitarian discourse, including
N.I. Klushina, who argues that “any ideologeme
risks to become a mythologeme, as mass me-
dia propagate a certain ideology. The restraint
mechanism here is freedom of speech, free
access to information and existence of publica-
tions expressing different political views”
[Klushina 2008: 41]. In contemporary Russian
political discourse the recent tendency of “de-
mythologization” of ideologemes-archetypes
and some other kinds of ideologemes is re-
placed by the “new cycle” of mythologization of
these units due to the change of extralinguistic
factors [Kuzmina 2007, Malysheva 2009].

So, the undertaken analysis proves that lin-
guists singe out those types of ideologemes
that are relevant to the scientific area they do
their research in or to the goals of their study.
But even in this case it is often impossible to
eliminate the “plurality” of criteria used in the
classification of the phenomenon under analy-
sis.

Our study does not purport to provide a
comprehensively complete classification of
ideologemes, but we have worked out one
based on some essential grounds.

Thus, to classify ideologemes, it is im-
portant to take into account the following char-
acteristics: topicality/out-of-datedness of an
ideologeme in modern ideological worldview
and in contemporary discourses of different
types (first of all political and publicistic and also
those that are closely connected with them);
and the peculiarities of pragmatic and commu-
nicative characteristics of an ideologeme (axio-
logical features of the content of ideologeme,
peculiarities of its comprehension by the native
speakers, etc.).
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This classification, as well as the other few
classifications that are present today, is not per-
fect and may be criticized, but it is useful for this
research as it provides additional information
about the types of ideologemes.

So, we have worked out the classification
based on the following grounds:

1.According to the nature of conceptualized
information:

ideologeme-notion (people, flag, hymn,

democracy);

ideologeme-frame (Olympic Games, sport,

congress, the State Duma);

ideologeme-gestalt (freedom, equality);
ideologeme-archetype (Lenin, Stalin,

Brezhnev, Gorbachev, Yeltsin, Putin, Ni-

kolay II).

2.According to the sphere of usage and com-
prehension by native speakers:

common ideologemes interpreted differ-

ently (people, freedom, Russia);

common ideologemes interpreted in the

same way (sport, fatherland, hymn);

special ideologemes interpreted in the
same way (Soviet soldiers-rescuers (cf. in-
vader)).
3.According to the pragmatic component (ax-
iological potential, peculiarity of comprehension
by native speakers including those who support
different political parties):

ideologemes with a positive axiological

mode (Motherland, flag, fatherland);

ideologemes with a negative axiological
mode (terror, fascism);

ideologemes with a mixed axiological

mode (patriotism, president, will, democra-

cy, people).
4.According to topicality / outdatedness of
ideologeme in contemporary ideological world-
view:

ideologeme-historism (Soviet people, so-

cialistic competition, Communist party,

tsar);

new ideologeme (or modern ideologeme)

(financial crisis, peace-enforcement, na-

tional idea, tolerance, extremism, Crimea,

pension reform);

reactualized ideologeme (Governor, Du-

ma);

universal ideologeme (Motherland, flag,

hymn, patriotism).

It is necessary to describe this classification

in greater detail.

We believe that all ideologemes can be
subdivided into two groups: common ideolo-
gemes and special ideologemes. This state-
ment correlates with the view of A.P. Chudinov,
who writes about ideologemes used by the
speakers-representatives of different political
parties and movements, i.e. common ideolo-
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gemes. At the same time there is a description
of another group of ideologemes, which “ex-
press a specific view on a certain phenomenon”
and thus “they are used only by supporters of
certain political views” [Chudinov 2007: 93].
Such ideologemes may be called special
ideologemes. And if common ideologemes may
be associated with various cognitive features by
native speakers (which depends on the political
views of the speaker), special ideologemes al-
ways have a constant set of cognitive proper-
ties as they are used only by the members of
one political group, or the advocates of the
same political views. It is interesting that the
conceptual nucleus of a special ideologeme as
a rule coincides with the conceptual nucleus of
another special ideologeme, which names the
same phenomenon in the “political vocabulary”
of another party or political movement. The es-
sential difference between special ideologemes
always touches upon their conceptual layers, in
which pragmatic and evaluative connotation about
the object/phenomenon is found, which is reflect-
ed in the pragmatic macro-component of the ver-
bal marker of the special ideologeme — a key-
word or key phrase. The following examples can
illustrate our ideas: the ideologemes soviet sol-
dier-rescuer in the contemporary publicistic and
political discourses in Russia and invader in the
discourses of the same kind in Poland, Baltic
States, Ukraine, etc. are characterized by the
same denotatum, but they have opposite prag-
matic connotations; cf. terrorists in Syria — in
modern Russian media and liberal opposition in
modern American media; Chechen terrorists —in
Russian mass media and Chechen freedom
fighters in American mass media.

It is natural, and this fact is underlined by
many scholars, that ideologemes of this type
are used primarily as a tool of manipulation of
mass consciousness and as a means of trans-
formation of the addressee’s worldview. Thus,
words that represent similar cognitive units in a
language are called pragmemes by M.N. Ep-
stein; he defines this concept as “self-notional”
words “that assess their own thingness and ob-
jectify their evaluativity”, in the lexical meaning
of which “semantic aspect — relation of the
word to the named phenomenon — is closely
connected with its pragmatic aspect — the atti-
tude of the speaker towards the subject ...
Such words as objectivism, idealism, opportun-
ism, vigilantism, conspiracy, feverish, inveter-
ate, accomplice, close up on the one hand, and
objectivity, materialism, pacifism, initiative,
commonwealth, quick, experienced, ally, team
up on the other hand may act as complete
communicative units” [Epstein 1991: 19-33].

As different from the view of A.P. Chudinov,
we believe it is possible to identify one more
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type of ideologemes on the basis of the sphere
of their usage and peculiarities of comprehen-
sion by the speaker.

These are common ideologemes of “uni-
versal” nature, the meaning of which is under-
stood in the same way by almost all native
speakers regardless of their political views.

The number of such phenomena in con-
temporary Russian political and ideological
worldviews is very small, but we believe they do
exist; we may name the following: the Great
Patriotic War, and, since recently, flag and
hymn, as well as sport — these ideologemes
are frequent, common and they have the same
“set” of conceptual features and the same ideo-
logical structure for most native speakers. They
have positive connotations.

We suppose that the list of such ideolo-
gemes is culture-bound (this is probably a con-
stitutive feature of ideologemes in general), and
is determined by geopolitical and socio-eco-
nomic conditions of development of the society.
In our opinion, American ideological worldview
includes the following “universal” ideologemes:
hymn, flag, democracy and elections. It is clear
that the classifying features of ideologemes are
not constant and they may vary and adjust to
extralinguistic factors.

As for the third group of ideologemes in our
classification, we think it is important to com-
ment on the ideologemes with a mixed axiologi-
cal mode. This group includes common ideolo-
gemes, the axiological mode in the meaning of
which may be different — from positive to neu-
tral and even negative.

Thus, many texts of the so-called “civil jour-
nalism” circulating in social networks, blogs,
etc. are different form “official” political and
publicistic discourses as they show a negative
attitude to such ideological phenomena as pres-
ident, power, Russia, and Russian on all lan-
guage levels; but they express a positive atti-
tude to such ideologemes as socialism, com-
munism, Soviet Union, and some others. Admit-
tedly, the “variation” of the pragmatic compo-
nent of an ideologeme does not always depend
on political views of the speaker.

The “plurality” of evaluation reflected in lin-
guistic representation of an ideologeme is often
explained by a complex of extralinguistic factors
such as the socio-political and economic situa-
tion in the country and the world, as well as the
political atmosphere in society, and many oth-
ers. A good example of such ideologeme is pat-
riotism, the axiological mode of which has al-
ways been ambiguous in the Russian ideologi-
cal worldview [Sandomirskaya 2001, Gavrilova
2005, Deklenko 2003, Nozhenko 2008, Odes-
sky, Feldman 2008, and others], the other ex-
amples are the ideologeme USSR or the “per-
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sonal ideologeme” Brezhnev the axiological
mode of which is changing due to the transfor-
mation of the attitude to the “epoch of stagna-
tion” in society.

The fourth group of ideologemes is ex-
tremely important in our classification as it in-
cludes ideologemes the characteristics of which
depend on the topicality / outdatedness of the
phenomenon named from the point of view of
contemporary ideological worldview.

Thus taking into account the socio-political
life in the Russian ideological worldview we sin-
gled out ideologemes-historisms — ideologe-
mes that are irrelevant in contemporary political
and publicistic discourses and which are used
to illustrate historical events or in case of
search for “historical correspondent” to modern
ideological realia (compare the frequency of
references to the Russian empire and the Sovi-
et Union in the context of potential and real
might of modern Russia; USSR is also men-
tioned in the context of achievements in sport).

The group of new ideologemes or modern
ideologemes includes phenomena that are
known to the majority of native speakers, com-
mon and actively used in political and other dis-
courses of post-Soviet Russia, such as legal
state, national self-consciousness, modernization,
pension reform, etc. Worthy of note is that the list
of modern ideologemes is rather heterogeneous
and unstable; the border between this group and
the others is blurred and changeable.

At the same time, it should be mentioned
that the content and evaluative meanings typi-
cal of ideologemes of different types are deter-
mined first of all by the peculiarities of the so-
cio-political structure of the country, “typology”
of governmental bodies, and geopolitical and
economic situation in the world.

One more kind of ideologemes should be
singled out due to the influence of the socio-
political situation on the ideological worldview —
they may be called universal ideologemes
present in ideological worldview disregard of
socio-political structure and views of political
elite.

At the same time, in spite of the undeniable
urgency of such ideological phenomena, the
semantics of universal ideologemes and their
axiological mode correlate with the “system of
values” existing at a certain period of time and
with political and ideological beliefs of the native
speakers including those belonging to the ruling
party.

It should be underlined one more time: the
system of universal ideologemes is a set of
“ideological invariables”, which, regardless of
the change of their content and, consequently,
the means of their verbal representation, are
always up-to-date, topical and popular among
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the members of different political parties and
the national linguo-cultural community at large.

By the way, the universal nature of these
phenomena lies in the fact that they have simi-
lar features in other ideological worldviews, dif-
ferent from Russian, due totheir ideological in-
variability, although they may be different in a
number of specific conceptual features and
consequently in the frequent ways of represen-
tation in a language.

Among the universal ideologemes of the
Russian ideological worldview we may find the
concepts PATRIOTISM, MOTHERLAND, FLAG,
HYMN, RUSSIA, and NATIONAL CHARAC-
TER. We believe that a prominent role in the
contemporary Russian (and not only Russian)
ideological worldview is played by the universal
ideologeme SPORT, which has essential cogni-
tive differences from the abovementioned kinds
of ideologemes, although it may be classified
on the same grounds [Malysheva 2010].
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muna MHO20YPOGHEB020 KOHYENmMd, 8 KOSHUMUGHOU CMPYKMype KOMOopo20 GblOCISIIOMCsl UOCON02UYECKU MAPKUPOBAHHbLE
KOHYEeNnmyaivbhvle NPUHAKU, 3aKI04aiomue 6 cebe KOLIeKMmueHoe, 4acmo Cmepeomuntoe u 0axce Muporosusuposannoe
npedcmaesnenue HOCUMeIell s13bIKa 0 GIACMU, 20CYOapPCmee, Hayul, 2pANCOGHCKOM 00wecmee, NOIUMUYEeCKUX U U0eoio2ude-
cxux uncmumymax. Hoeonoeema — MbiciumenbHas, KOZHUMUGHAS. YHUBEPCANUS], eOUHUYA UOCONIOSUYECKOL KAPMUHbL MUpd,
Komopasi 06beKmusupyemcst 6 mekcme (6 mom yucie 6 mekcme Kpeoluso8aHHOM) U — wupe — 6 OUCKYpce COOCMBEEHHO
SAZBIKOBLIMU OUHUYAMU PA3HLIX YPOGHEll, @ MAKJce 3HAKAMU Opyeux cemuomuyeckux cucmem. Kpome moeo, ¢ Hacmosiwyei
cmamve npeOnPUHUMAEmcs NONbIMKA KIACCUDUKAYUU UOOT02eM NO HemblpeM PA3HbIM OCHOBAHUSM: XAPAKmMep KOHyen-
myanusupyemou ungopmayuu, cghepa ynompedieHuss u NOHUMAHUS HOCUMENSAMU A3bIKA, NPASMAMU4ecKull KOMROHEHM,
AKMYATLHOCIb/HEAKMYAIbHOCHb UOC0I02eMbl 8 COBPEMEHHOU UO0e0NI0UNeCKOU Kapmune mupa. J{annas rkiaccuguxayus
OONOIHAIEM U YIMOYHSIEM Yice UMEIOUUECs. 8 HAYYHO TUmepamype npeocmasieHusl 0 munax uoeoio2em.
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