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THE INSTRUMENTALIZATION
OF SCIENCE BY RUSSIAN
PROPAGANDA: METHODS,
FORMS, AND MECHANISMS
OF DISSEMINATION

Abstract

The propagandistic instrumentalization of science occurs not only through academic
text content but also through institutional authority, territorial affiliations, biblio-
graphic metadata, and publishing infrastructure. These practices may confer signals of
academic legitimacy on politically oriented claims and increase their potential inter-
national visibility; infrastructural presence alone is not treated as evidence of legitima-
tion. However, this infrastructural dimension of propaganda has received considerably
less scholarly attention than message content. This study identifies and systematizes
the methods through which scholarly communication is instrumentalized for propa-
ganda, using contemporary Russian practice as an empirical case. Designed as a quali-
tative documentary multiple-case study, its empirical basis comprises a purposively
constructed corpus of 2024-2026 monitoring materials, primary documents, prior
studies, institutional web resources, and bibliographic records. Inductive-abductive
analysis, thematic document coding, and cross-case comparison yielded a preliminary
analytical typology of three methods: content-based construction of politically useful
knowledge; authority- and institution-based legitimation; and affiliation-based territo-
rial normalization of annexation. These methods are implemented through material,
organizational, and digital forms, including scholarly texts, editorial boards, institu-
tional statuses, affiliations, metadata, DOIs, scientometric databases, and publishing
partnerships. At the theoretical level, the three methods are interpreted through four
proposed analytical mechanisms: producing politically useful knowledge or ignorance;
leveraging the cultural authority of science; politicizing classifications and standards;
and organizing visibility and international circulation. The resulting configurational
model demonstrates that these methods, forms, and proposed analytical mechanisms
combine dynamically rather than forming a rigid sequence. The findings provide ev-
idence-based reference points for auditing academic journals, university affiliations,
metadata, indexing databases, and publishing partnerships.

Keywords propaganda, science, academic integrity, scholarly
communication, institutional legitimacy, metadata,
scientometric databases, information operations, Russo-
Ukrainian war

JEL Classification D83, 123, M15, Z18

INTRODUCTION

Science is a social institution endowed with a high degree of authority.
Scientific claims are commonly perceived as products of specialized ex-
pertise, verifiable procedures, and professional scrutiny. This trust creates
not only the social value of science but also the possibility of its political
instrumentalization. Unlike an ordinary propaganda message, a claim
published in a scholarly article and supported by a university affiliation,
an editorial board, a DOI, and indexing in an international database ac-
quires additional signals of credibility. Under such conditions, analysis
must address not only the content of the message but the entire chain
through which it is produced, authorized, normalized, and disseminated.

http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/kpm.10(4).2026.01 /I
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Following the beginning of Russia’s aggression against Ukraine in 2014, and especially after the full-
scale invasion in 2022, the Russian scientific system became part of a broader process of state mobiliza-
tion. Russian universities and academic institutions supported state policy through public statements
(Russian Union of Rectors, 2022), research and educational practices (Plastun et al., 2025), and par-
ticipation in integrating seized Ukrainian institutions (Plastun & Kozmenko, 2025). At the same time,
Russian journals and institutions retained a substantial presence within international publishing and
scientometric infrastructures (Plastun et al., 2025). This combination of domestic political mobilization
and external academic visibility creates conditions under which scholarly forms may serve as channels
for the international legitimation of Russian state narratives.

Research on propaganda has largely focused on the deliberate production of ignorance (Proctor &
Schiebinger, 2008), disinformation (Benkler et al., 2018), pseudoscience (Pigliucci & Boudry, 2013), the
politicization of expertise (Pielke, 2007), or restrictions on and measurement of academic freedom
(Spannagel & Kinzelbach, 2023). By contrast, the interaction among academic texts, institutional sta-
tuses, digital identifiers, databases, and publishing partnerships has received considerably less attention
(Plastun et al., 2025; Plastun & Kozmenko, 2025). Accordingly, this article examines contemporary
Russian practice not as a collection of isolated violations but as a configuration of propaganda-driven
knowledge governance.

The research question is formulated as follows: Which recurring practices within the contemporary
Russian academic system confer markers of academic authority and infrastructural visibility on politi-
cally predetermined claims? The article argues that the defining feature of such practices is not political
subject matter per se, but the systematic orientation of evidence selection, institutional authorization,

and infrastructural circulation toward supporting a predetermined political outcome.

1. LITERATURE REVIEW

Classical definitions of propaganda emphasize
the deliberate and systematic shaping of audience
perceptions, attitudes, and subsequent behavior
(Jowett & O’Donnell, 2019). In academic settings,
its specificity lies in the deployment of science’s
unique epistemic authority to support politically
oriented claims. However, political subject matter,
an isolated methodological error, authorial bias,
or a routine conflict of interest is not in itself suffi-
cient to classify a scholarly practice as propaganda
(Godber & Origgi, 2023; Oreskes & Conway, 2010;
Stanley, 2015). Building on these foundational ap-
proaches, this article proposes an operationaliza-
tion according to which a practice is considered
propagandistic when there is documented evi-
dence of a combination of political orientation,
recurrence, and the active utilization of scientific
content, academic status, administrative classifi-
cations, or digital infrastructure to authorize, nor-
malize, or circulate a politically significant claim.
A defining feature of the content-based construc-
tion of politically useful knowledge is systematic
selectivity in the use of evidence: purposefully se-
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lecting primary sources that support a predeter-
mined conclusion, omitting relevant alternative
interpretations, and applying unequal evidentiary
standards to competing claims. This crucial dis-
tinction prevents propaganda from being conflat-
ed with any politically charged statement or any
routine violation of academic integrity norms.

Propaganda is increasingly understood as a dynam-
ic social process in which content production, dis-
semination, audience exposure, reception,and belief
change constitute distinct analytical stages (Baden
et al., 2026). A similar distinction directly applies
to scholarly communication: signals of academic
authority, message accessibility, and direct societal
impact are related but not identical. Audience re-
ception depends heavily on baseline characteristics,
prior ideological attitudes, and the broader infor-
mation ecosystem (Scheufele & Krause, 2019; West
& Bergstrom, 2021). Accordingly, indexing in ma-
jor bibliometric databases, publishing availability,
or search engine visibility indicates the possibility
and structural reach of material circulating within
the academic environment, rather than guaranteed
cognitive acceptance by readers.

http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/kpm.10(4).2026.01



The strategic manipulation of knowledge con-
tent can be interpreted, among other theoreti-
cal perspectives, through the lens of agnotology,
the cultural production and study of ignorance.
Ignorance may arise not only from the natural in-
completeness of empirical data but also from se-
lective source deployment, systematic omission of
viable alternatives, unequal evidentiary require-
ments, and the deliberate manufacture of artifi-
cial doubt (Oreskes & Conway, 2010; Proctor &
Schiebinger, 2008).

Complementary research on the socio-epistemic
boundaries of scientific knowledge shows that
the scientific status of a claim is determined not
merely by its intrinsic content. Procedures, profes-
sional roles, peer-review apparatuses, and insti-
tutional gatekeepers play an essential role in con-
ferring scientific status on a given claim (Gieryn,
1983). From this boundary-work perspective, po-
litically oriented knowledge construction is iden-
tified not by the raw political conclusion itself, but
by the structural relationship between claims and
evidence, the rigorous consideration of alternative
explanations, and the precise way epistemic un-
certainty is represented or suppressed.

Institutional authorization constitutes another
distinct, crucial level of this process. Universities,
national academies, peer-reviewed journals, edi-
torial boards, and professional academic statuses
provide powerful signals of competence and reli-
ability that are frequently perceived by audiences
independently of the intrinsic logical quality of
the underlying argument. Individual scholar de-
cisions are not the sole relevant factor; organiza-
tional norms surrounding openness, transparent
verification, and systematic error correction are
equally critical. Baird and Calvard (2019) describe
systemic practices of structural closedness, neg-
ligence, and indifference to truth as organiza-
tional epistemic vices. Under such institutional
conditions, systemic environments can sustain
the reproduction and escalation of unreliable or
politically useful claims without requiring direct,
coordinated intention among all participating
individuals. This perspective is particularly vital
for analyzing authority- and institution-based le-
gitimation: the systemic reproduction of a claim
across academic channels does not necessarily
imply a shared political or ideological intention

http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/kpm.10(4).2026.01
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among every participating scholar, journal editor,
or technical intermediary involved.

Classifications and scholarly communication in-
frastructures fundamentally shape how the ori-
gin, official status, and territorial attribution of
knowledge are represented globally. Classification
systems do not merely describe objective reality;
they actively embed normative categories into
standardized digital records and routine adminis-
trative procedures (Bowker & Star, 1999; Jasanoft,
2004). In the material examined here, territo-
rial and institutional classifications may directly
reproduce politically significant jurisdictional
claims within author affiliations, library cata-
logues, and bibliographic metadata.

Publishing and scientometric platforms establish
the foundational conditions of technical accessi-
bility, algorithmic search visibility, and interna-
tional circulation for such standardized records
(Plantin et al., 2018b). Their overarching infra-
structural role directly conditions the represen-
tation and subsequent digital reproduction of a
bibliographic object, though this mechanical fa-
cilitation does not automatically imply explicit
endorsement of the object’s underlying narrative
content.

The concept of information laundering helps inter-
pret shifts in the perceived legitimacy and status of
a claim as it moves between different institutions,
platforms, and media contexts. A strategic change
of distribution channel, publication format, or
institutional setting can obscure the original po-
litical source of a message and endow it with bor-
rowed reputational signals (Klein, 2012). In schol-
arly communication, such legitimizing signals
include a prestigious university name, national
academy affiliation, peer-reviewed publication
status, a registered DOI, presence in an interna-
tional indexing database, or formal co-publishing
partnerships with prominent commercial global
publishers.

In this article, information laundering is deployed
as an explanatory analogy rather than as a sepa-
rately established empirical mechanism. Passage
through such technical and institutional channels
does not definitively prove a shared political inten-
tion among all actors involved; technical oversight,
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administrative inertia, commercial profit moti-
vation, or inadequate peer-review due diligence
must always be considered as competing, alterna-
tive explanations.

At the same time, not every politically charged state-
ment or isolated claim constitutes a full-fledged
narrative. In strategic communication, a narrative
is understood as a coherent, structured account in-
tegrating specific actors, systemic causes, core con-
flicts, historical interpretations, and a desired future
trajectory (Szostek, 2017). Individual academic utter-
ances or isolated argumentative assertions are more
accurately classified as claims, analytical frames, or
ideological clichés when they fail to form a fully ar-
ticulated, coherent narrative structure (Sadler, 2026).
This distinction is vital for analyzing specific politi-
cal content that may be authorized or normalized
through standard academic forms.

Knowledge content, its formal institutional autho-
rization, and its embedding within administrative
classifications and digital infrastructure represent
related but non-equivalent levels of analysis. A
false institutional affiliation, fictitious editorial-
board membership, duplicate DOI assignment,
or incorrect bibliographic record primarily con-
cerns core issues of research integrity, publication
ethics, or metadata governance. The normative
framework documents of ALLEA (2023), COPE
Council (2021), and Crossref (2021) serve as essen-
tial baselines to distinguish among these technical
and ethical categories. Classifying such practices
as constitutive elements of propagandistic instru-
mentalization represents a distinct analytical step
that strictly requires a documented, empirical
connection to a politically oriented claim or frame,
alongside a recurring practice of authorization,
normalization, or infrastructural reproduction.

The historical Soviet experience provides essential
context for these dynamics, illustrating how au-
thoritarian governance structures establish long-
standing precedents for the strategic interaction be-
tween scientific research, state control, and politi-
cal propaganda. Historical investigations into the
Soviet scientific public sphere, the ideologization of
academic expertise, and institutional gatekeeping
demonstrate how scientific production can be sys-
tematically subordinated to state policy across dif-
ferent historical eras (Andrews, 2013; Lovett, 2024).
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Andrews (2013) analyzes the transformation of
the scientific public sphere from late Imperial
Russia through the Khrushchev era. Andrews
demonstrates that while the state sought to pop-
ularize and deploy science as an instrument of
enlightenment and ideological modernization,
scientific discourse remained a dynamic, com-
municative arena where state control, academic
authority, and public engagement constantly in-
tersected. This shows that even under centralized
control, state-sponsored scientific enlightenment
functioned as a key mechanism to legitimize po-
litical ideology through popular and institution-
al channels.

David-Fox (2011) investigates the complex rela-
tionships between religion, science, and the con-
cept of “political religion” within the Soviet sys-
tem. Marxism-Leninism positioned Soviet science
not merely as a secular technical enterprise, but as
a totalizing, quasi-religious framework designed
to replace traditional belief systems. By analyzing
how academic expertise and scientific discourse
were infused with state doctrine, his work illus-
trates how political regimes transform science in-
to an ideological instrument to enforce socio-po-
litical orthodoxy and claim exclusive epistemic
authority.

Lovett (2024) explores how the Soviet state con-
trolled and suppressed demographic and popu-
lation research between 1964 and 1982. Lovett
demonstrates that when empirical findings
threatened state narratives regarding socio-eco-
nomic progress and public welfare, institutional
gatekeepers deployed strict censorship mecha-
nisms, effectively forcing researchers to distort
data or frame population studies through ideo-
logically acceptable filters. This case illustrates
how authoritarian systems actively produce
useful knowledge” or deliberate ignorance by
restricting permissible research interpretations
and aligning scientific publishing with state pro-
paganda goals.

Together, these historical precedents reveal how
the deployment of scientific authority, the politi-
cization of expertise, and administrative control
over research output have deep institutional roots
that continue to inform contemporary practices of
academic instrumentalization.

http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/kpm.10(4).2026.01



Russia’s full-scale invasion of Ukraine has inten-
sified the urgent need to examine how politically
oriented claims become deeply embedded in aca-
demic texts, institutional statuses, territorial affili-
ations, bibliographic metadata, and international
publishing infrastructure. Systematizing these
multi-layered practices in contemporary Russian
science is necessary to identify recurring struc-
tural features, rigorously distinguish propaganda
from adjacent forms of academic misconduct, and
establish robust, evidence-based frameworks for
auditing global scholarly communication.

2. AIMS

The study aims to identify and preliminarily sys-
tematize the methods and forms of propagandis-
tic instrumentalization of scholarly communica-
tion by analyzing contemporary Russian practices
involving scientific knowledge, academic institu-
tions, scholarly publications, and the international
infrastructure for knowledge dissemination.

3. METHODS

The study is designed as a qualitative documen-
tary multiple-case study aimed at comparing re-
curring practices across different institutional and
infrastructural contexts (Yin, 2018). The analysis
employs inductive-abductive reasoning and the-
matic document coding. The inductive component
means that categories of propagandistic instru-
mentalization were not predefined but emerged
from recurring empirical practices. The abductive
component involved iteratively comparing the
resulting categories with theories of propaganda,
agnotology, the cultural authority of science, the
politics of classification, and infrastructure stud-
ies. The analytical process moved from individ-
ual empirical cases and initial codes to grouping
similar practices, interpreting their possible com-
municative functions, aligning the resulting cat-
egories with the proposed analytical mechanisms,
and formulating the labels used for the methods of
propagandistic instrumentalization.

For example, identifying Simferopol as part of

Russia in scholarly publications was initially cod-
ed as a “change in geographic affiliation,” then

http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/kpm.10(4).2026.01
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as the recurring reproduction of a Russian terri-
torial classification, in terms of its possible com-
municative function as normalization of annexa-
tion, and at the theoretical level as politicization
of standards and classifications. The recurrence
of such operations led to the analytical category
“affiliation-based territorial normalization of an-
nexation,” defined in the typology as one method
of propagandistic instrumentalization of scholarly
communication.

The empirical basis of the study was a purpo-
sively assembled corpus of analytical reports
and monitoring materials produced by the Sumy
State University Think Tank “Research of Fakes
and Propaganda in Russian Science” in 2024-
2026  (https://thinktank.sumdu.edu.ua/) (see
Appendix A). These reports contain initially ver-
ified cases, including analyses of publications
by Russian scholars, metadata in Scopus/WoS,
Crossref records, institutional affiliations, the ac-
tivities of seized Ukrainian universities, institu-
tional support by Russian higher education insti-
tutions for aggression against Ukraine, and official
correspondence with members of Russian journal
editorial boards. The sources aggregate empiri-
cal information on Scopus/Elsevier cooperation
with Russian publications, the role of European
publishers and organizations, the effectiveness of
sanctions against Russian science, the reliability of
the international composition of editorial boards,
the Springer Nature-Pleiades partnership, terri-
torial-affiliation manipulation, and multiple-DOI
schemes.

This body of data was used for contextual triangu-
lation and to trace cases back to primary sources.
The article applies secondary qualitative document
analysis and thematic coding, with empirical cases
serving as the basis for constructing a generalized
conceptual model. The list of analytical reports
and publications is provided in Supplementary
Materials 1 (see Appendix A).

The unit of analysis was an individual document-
ed practice involving the use of a scholarly text,
academic status, classification, or infrastructure
that could contribute to the legitimation, nor-
malization, or circulation of a politically oriented
claim. Such units included, for example, an article
reproducing an official political claim or frame;
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Table 1. Selected quantitative characteristics of the data used

Data category

Quantitative characteristic

Materials of the Sumy State University Think Tank “Research of
Fakes and Propaganda in Russian Science,” 2024-2026

pus database

sian scholars

Institutional affiliations

7 analytical reports and 20 media publications

1,500+ entities, including 400+ higher education institutions and
30+ research institutions and organizations

140+ Russian journals, of which 70+ were involved in generating
fictitious DOIs

2,000+ identified cases

identifying occupied Ukrainian territory as part
of Russia in an affiliation; listing a scholar on an
editorial board without consent; assigning mul-
tiple DOIs to the same material; or distributing
a journal of a sanctioned institution through an
international publisher. Cases involving editorial-
board anomalies, multiple DOIs, indexing, or in-
ternational publishing were retained for boundary
analysis but were counted as evidence of propa-
gandistic instrumentalization only when a docu-
mented connection to a specific politically ori-
ented claim or frame was established. Units were
grouped not by document type but by the nature
of the operation and its documented position in
the communication chain. A document, biblio-
graphic record, institution, and recurring practice
were treated as distinct nested levels of analysis
rather than equivalent observations.

Coding proceeded in five stages. First, each case
received a descriptive code without assignment to
a predefined classification, for example “reproduc-
tion of a state narrative,” “Russian designation of
Ukrainian territory,” “editorial-board member-
ship without consent,” “multiple DOIs for one
text,” or “international circulation of a Russian
journal.” Second, similar codes were grouped by
type of operation and context. Third, the possible
communicative function was interpreted, includ-
ing the production of politically useful knowl-
edge, legitimation, normalization, the appearance
of international recognition, or increased infra-
structural visibility. Fourth, the resulting catego-
ries were compared with theoretical approaches
to propaganda, agnotology, the cultural authority
of science, classification politics, and knowledge
infrastructure. Finally, recurring categories were
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integrated into an analytical typology of methods
of propagandistic instrumentalization of scholarly
communication.

The categories were also related to the integrative
concept of “propaganda-driven knowledge gover-
nance,” understood here as the systematic use of the
content, authority, classifications, and infrastruc-
ture of science to produce, legitimate, normalize,
and circulate politically desirable representations.

To avoid conflating propaganda with error or mis-
conduct, three mandatory criteria were assessed
at the level of each practice: political orientation,
academic instrumentalization, and a documented
connection to the communication chain. Political
orientation meant support for a specific state or
geopolitical claim, frame, or narrative. Academic
instrumentalization involved the use of scientific
content, the authority of a scholar, institution, or
journal, or classifications, metadata, or a platform.
A documented connection to the communication
chain was established through actual publication,
indexing, reproduction, or transmission of the rel-
evant material or record. Recurrence was assessed
at the level of the analytical category rather than
the individual case and was established when a
series of similar practices occurred within one
or more institutional or infrastructural contexts.
Legitimation, normalization, or dissemination
was coded separately as an analytical inference
and was not used as a self-sufficient inclusion cri-
terion. Institutional embeddedness was treated as
an additional reinforcing criterion.

Methodologically, intention, function, and effect
were distinguished. Propagandistic intent was

http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/kpm.10(4).2026.01



not attributed to international databases, publish-
ers, or other infrastructural actors without direct
documentary evidence. Where technical dissemi-
nation, commercial intermediation, or failure to
respond appropriately after documented notifica-
tion of a problem was established, such actors were
classified as infrastructural intermediaries. Their
actions or inaction could increase visibility and
the potential for circulation, but were not treated
as independent evidence of propagandistic intent
or actual audience effects.

To establish the origin of an error or politically
significant record, four metadata layers were dis-
tinguished: data supplied by the author or institu-
tion in a manuscript or profile (source metadata);
a record created or edited by the publisher (pub-
lisher metadata); metadata deposited by a Crossref
member in the DOI registry (Crossref deposit);
and the import, matching, and normalization of
the record in Scopus, Web of Science, or another
database (database normalization). Responsibility
was attributed to a specific actor only where evi-
dence showed that the disputed value originated,
was modified, or was retained at a level under that
actor’s control. The presence of the same error in a
final database record and in publisher or Crossref
data was not in itself treated as sufficient evidence
of origin.

The number of methods was not predetermined.
Given purposive case selection and the absence of
independent double coding of the entire corpus,
the result is defined as an analytical typology de-
veloped from Russian material rather than a defin-
itive universal classification. The research design
does not permit measurement of actual audience
exposure, reception, belief change, or behavior.

Within the source-claim audit, all references
were classified by evidentiary role: primary ob-
jects of analysis — scholarly articles, institution-
al statements, affiliation and bibliographic re-
cords; primary infrastructural sources — Scopus
and Crossref records and publisher and insti-
tutional pages; secondary analytical materi-
als — reports and prior studies by the authors;
and theoretical and normative sources. Factual
claims concerning a specific text, affiliation, or
bibliographic record were checked against an
available primary source. Analytical reports

http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/kpm.10(4).2026.01
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were used to identify cases, establish context,
and triangulate evidence, but did not substitute
for primary evidence.

Russian  publications containing politically
charged claims were treated as objects of analysis
rather than as independent evidence that those
claims were true. Theoretical sources were used
to define concepts, and normative documents to
formulate criteria of appropriate practice. Where
a primary record was unavailable, this was stat-
ed explicitly, and the corresponding finding
was not used for strong attribution of intent or
responsibility.

4. RESULTS

Comparative analysis of the selected cases, en-
compassing scholarly publications, institutional
documents, and bibliographic metadata, identi-
fied three recurring methods of propagandistic
instrumentalization of scholarly communication:
the content-based construction of politically use-
ful knowledge; authority- and institution-based
legitimation of politically oriented claims; and
affiliation-based territorial normalization of an-
nexation. The methods differ in the immediate ob-
ject of the operation: in the first case, the content
of knowledge; in the second, its academic author-
ity and status; and in the third, the classificatory
and affiliation attributes of knowledge. In indi-
vidual cases, these methods may overlap and may
be implemented through scholarly texts, journals,
editorial boards, universities, institutional pro-
files, digital identifiers, databases, and publishing
platforms.

At a higher level of analytical abstraction, the
three methods are related to four proposed analyt-
ical mechanisms: the production of politically use-
ful knowledge or ignorance; the use of the cultural
authority of science; the politicization of classifi-
cations and standards; and the organization of vis-
ibility and international circulation. Methods and
mechanisms are not interchangeable: a method
denotes a recurring operation, whereas a mecha-
nism describes a theoretically grounded logic
through which that operation may contribute to
the legitimation, normalization, or circulation of
a politically oriented claim. One method may be
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associated with several mechanisms, and the same
mechanism may support different methods. The
proposed mechanisms are not treated as fully veri-
fied causal chains.

Four analytical dimensions are distinguished
in presenting the results: method, form, mecha-
nism, and political content. A method denotes a
recurring operation on the content, status, classi-
fication, or visibility of knowledge. A form is the
material, organizational, or digital carrier of that
operation. A mechanism describes the proposed
explanatory logic through which the operation
may contribute to legitimation, normalization, or
circulation. Political content comprises the claim,
frame, or strategic narrative that may thereby be
authorized, normalized, or disseminated. Table 2
summarizes these dimensions. Depending on the
case, the practices may occur separately, combine,
or emerge at different points in the communica-
tion chain.

Thus, the typology has two levels of abstraction:
the empirical level comprises the three identi-
fied methods, while the theoretical-analytical
level comprises the four proposed mechanisms.
Visibility, accessibility, and potential legitimating

function are not equated with actual reception,
belief change, or audience behavior, because these
effects were not measured in this study.

Each of the three empirically identified methods
is considered below, from its defining features to
specific forms and cases of implementation.

Method 1: Content-based construction of politi-
cally useful knowledge (an operation on the con-
tent of an academic claim). This method involves
incorporating politically oriented claims, frames,
or narratives into academic argumentation so that
they take the form of scholarly explanations, in-
terpretations, or conclusions. In the corpus exam-
ined, empirical indicators included the recurrent
reproduction of politically predetermined causal
explanations, the presentation of normative-po-
litical assessments as academically substantiated
conclusions, and alignment with official state nar-
ratives. Selective citation, omission of relevant al-
ternatives, asymmetric evidentiary standards, and
concealment of uncertainty may serve as addi-
tional indicators, but require separate verification
at the level of the argument structure and source
base of a specific text. A characteristic form is the
integration of a politically oriented narrative into

Table 2. Distinguishing analytical mechanisms, methods, forms, and political content

Level of . .
. Main question Conceptual content Example
analysis :
i Atheoretically grounded logic: production
o of politically useful knowledge or ignorance;
What explanatory logic links P 4 ) g 4g . -
. ; ) . i use of the cultural authority of science; i Academic status may lend a political
Analytical the practice to possible S L .
) - ) . politicization of classifications and standards; claim the appearance of expert-
mechanism legitimation, normalization, L L . . )
. ; organization of visibility and circulation. A validated knowledge
i or circulation? i L o :
; i mechanism is not treated as a fully verified H
i causal chain i
‘ i Content-based construction of
What recurring operation is . ) olitically useful knowledge;
gop A recurring operation on the content, status, P Y S know'eoge;
performed on the content, L A authority- and institution-based
Method i P i classification, or visibility of knowledge. Three i~~~ % - .
i status, classification, or " methods were identified empiricall i legitimation of politically oriented
visibility of knowledge? P v claims; affiliation-based territorial
normalization of annexation
: i Scholarly article, editorial board,
Form i Through what is the method i The material, organizational, or digital carrier : author affiliation, institutional profile,
implemented? of the method DOI, translated journal, publishing or
scientometric platform
H ) . ) : “Occupied territories are Russian”;
Which politically oriented ) ) ) . " u.p| ) tort ) uss! )
. ) o A claim, frame, or strategic narrative with Ukraine is responsible for starting the
Political claim, frame, or narrative is ) - " ou ; .
} : which the relevant practice has a documented | war”; “the collective West or NATO is
content authorized, normalized, or ) ) ) ) o
) ) connection at war with Russia, while Russia is the
disseminated? o -—
victim of aggression

Note: Authors’ synthesis based on theories of propaganda (Ellul, 1973; Stanley, 2015; Jowett & O’Donnell, 2019), agnotology
(Proctor & Schiebinger, 2008), classification politics (Bowker & Star, 1999), and infrastructure studies (Plantin et al., 2018a;
2018b). The same narrative may be disseminated through several methods and forms, while one form may serve different

narratives; these concepts are therefore not interchangeable.
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an academic text equipped with specialized termi-
nology, references, and formal attributes of schol-
arly publication. This is not synonymous with
pseudoscience, because individual facts, sources,
or methods may be valid; the object of analysis is
the process through which a politically oriented
explanation acquires academic form and authority.

Examples from contemporary Russian practice il-
lustrate this logic. The article “Zigzags of the Post-
Imperial Syndrome,” published in Herald of the
Russian Academy of Sciences and internationally
distributed by Springer/Pleiades, portrays Russia
as a victim of the “West” and “NATO,” which
allegedly cultivated a nationalist, Russophobic,
and neo-Nazi Ukraine, accompanied by the glo-
rification of Bandera, discrimination against the
Russian language, calls for repression against hat-
ed Muscovites, and simultaneous saturation with
weapons. As a result, Russia is said to have “ex-
hausted all diplomatic resources” and to have been
“forced to launch a special military operation” to
“protect the people of Donbas” (Garbuzov, 2022).

Merkuryev and Rubtsov (2024), in “Genocide
of the Russian-speaking population of Donbass.
Criminological and criminal law justification,”
describe an alleged genocide of the Russian-
speaking population of Donbas by the “Kyiv re-
gime” and link it to the criminal ideology and
practice of Nazism.

Alexandrova (2025),in “Crimes of the Kiev Regime
Against the Civilian Population of Ukraine After
the 2014 Coup,” purportedly “analyzes” crimes of
the “Kyiv regime” against civilians in Crimea and
the Donetsk and Luhansk “People’s Republics,”
reproducing familiar Russian propaganda frames
concerning the “Kyiv regime,” the “2014 coup
d’état,” “neo-Nazi armed formations,” and the
“bloody crimes of the Kyiv regime,” among others.

Kiknadze (2022) “examines” the “demilitariza-
tion” and “denazification” of Ukraine during the
“special military operation,” the characteristics of
“UkrainianNazism”andthe “crimesof Banderites,”
and presents Ukraine as an anti-Russian bridge-
head of the United States and NATO that posed
a military threat to the Russian Federation and
was preparing aggression against it. This, in the
article’s framing, led to Russia’s “adequate actions”
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to “protect its national security, save the people of
Donbas from genocide, and liberate the fraternal
people of Ukraine from neo-Nazism.”

The cases analyzed directly demonstrate the re-
curring transfer of official political claims and
frames into an academic format. They show aca-
demicized representations that shift responsibil-
ity for the war onto Ukraine and Western states,
portray Ukrainian identity as an “anti-Russian
course,” and deploy the frames of “neo-Nazism,”
“genocide,” and external threat.

Method 2: Authority- and institution-based legiti-
mation of politically oriented claims (the object of
the operation is the academic authority and status
of the source of the claim). This method involves
using the academic status of scholars, university
leaders, research institutions, professional associa-
tions, or scholarly publications as a source of au-
thority for a politically oriented claim, frame, or
narrative. Unlike content-based knowledge con-
struction, where the primary operation concerns
the formation of the academic argument itself, the
key issue here is who authorizes the claim and
which academic or institutional status is used to
reinforce it.

A direct example is the 2022 statement of the
Russian Union of Rectors, in which leaders of
Russian universities publicly supported the actions
of the state authorities in the war against Ukraine
(Russian Union of Rectors, 2022). This case there-
fore satisfies the evidentiary threshold for Method
2: the political claim is identifiable in the state-
ment, and collective academic status is document-
ably used to authorize it. Here, a political position
receives an additional signal of authority through
the collective status of the rectors and the univer-
sities they represent. Academic legitimation does
not mean that institutional affiliation makes the
political claim true; rather, the claim is presented
on behalf of actors endowed with socially recog-
nized status as experts and academic authorities.

A separate form of this method is the use of the
status of a research institution or publication to
sustain the academic authority of politically ori-
ented content. Such a classification requires a
documented connection between a specific claim
or narrative and the relevant academic actor; an
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institution’s membership in a politically engaged
organization or its presence in an international
database is not sufficient by itself.

International indexing and publishing presence
must therefore be analytically distinguished from
legitimation itself. A contrasting boundary case
clarifies this evidentiary threshold. According to
the Faculty of Psychology at Lomonosov Moscow
State University, Lomonosov Psychology Journal
was accepted for indexing in Scopus on December
19, 2025. MSU was also among the signatories
of the Russian Union of Rectors statement, and
its rector, Viktor Sadovnichy, headed the union
(Faculty of Psychology, Lomonosov Moscow State
University, 2025; Russian Union of Rectors, 2022).
However, the coexistence of these facts establishes
institutional association and international biblio-
graphic visibility only; it does not demonstrate a
connection between the Scopus indexing decision
and a specific politically oriented claim. This case
was therefore excluded from the evidentiary basis
for Method 2 and retained solely as a boundary
case illustrating infrastructural visibility.

Similarly, the distribution of Russian journals
through international publishing channels creates
conditions for academic visibility and potential
circulation. Such cases can primarily be treated as
infrastructural forms that may support legitima-
tion or circulation, but they do not substitute for
evidence of a legitimating operation itself. Unless
a documented connection to an identifiable politi-
cally oriented claim is established, such cases are
classified as infrastructural visibility only and do
not constitute evidence for Method 2.

Method 3: Affiliation-based territorial normaliza-
tion of annexation (an operation on the classifica-
tory and affiliation attributes of knowledge). This
method involves changing the geographic and in-
stitutional attributes attached to knowledge. For
coding and interpretation, territorial status was as-
sessed against Ukraine’s internationally recognized
borders rather than against de facto control or uni-
lateral national designations. This benchmark was
grounded in United Nations General Assembly
Resolution 68/262 for Crimea and Sevastopol
and Resolution ES-11/4 for the Donetsk, Kherson,
Luhansk, and Zaporizhzhia regions (United
Nations General Assembly, 2014, 2022).
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Within this framework, identifying an occupied
Ukrainian city or institution as Russian is not a
neutral technical detail: the affiliation becomes
a recurring jurisdictional claim (for example,
“Sevastopol, Russia” or “Donetsk, Russia”). The
operation occurs simultaneously at two lev-
els: substantively, through the representation of
Russian jurisdiction as an established fact; and
technically, through corresponding affiliations
in bibliographic records (Plastun et al., 2025).

Forms of this method include author affilia-
tions, institutional profiles, maps, bibliograph-
ic records, publishing templates, and library
catalogues. Repetition of the same designation
across systems creates a cumulative infrastruc-
tural trace: the political claim becomes part of
a machine-readable reality and is reproduced
through search, analytics, and subsequent publi-
cations. The legitimation of seized universities is
a broader version of the same operation: not only
territory but also institutional history, personnel,
and academic capital are appropriated (Plastun
& Kozmenko, 2025).

According to the bibliometric analysis by Plastun
et al. (2025), hundreds of Scopus-indexed publi-
cations in 2022-2024 contained affiliations iden-
tifying occupied Ukrainian cities as part of the
Russian Federation. For Crimean cities, the share
of such designations remained very high, while
for Donetsk and Luhansk it increased markedly
after 2022. Detailed data by international pub-
lisher for 2023-2024 are presented in Table 3.

According to Plastun et al. (2025), biblio-
graphic records also contain Russian affilia-
tions for Kherson, a city located in one of the
Ukrainian regions whose attempted annexation
by the Russian Federation was rejected in United
Nations General Assembly Resolution ES-11/4
(United Nations General Assembly, 2022). This
suggests that bibliographic infrastructure may
reproduce neither actual administrative control
nor internationally recognized territorial status,
but a unilateral Russian territorial claim.

If this example shows the reproduction of a ter-
ritorial claim at the level of an individual affilia-
tion record, a related practice at the institutional
level is the incorporation of seized Ukrainian in-
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Table 3. Number of Scopus-indexed publications with affiliations identifying Ukrainian cities as part

of the Russian Federation, 2023-2024

Source: Plastun et al. (2025).

Publishers Sevastopol Simferopol Donetsk Yalta Kerch Luhansk
“Total 625 (435) 413 (381) 115 (124) 75 (54) 29"(“12) 23(18) .
Sprmger Nature/ PIelades 194 (115) 4 (56) 0(47) 5(3) 7 (3) 10 (14)
MDPL 65 (21) 5(12) 500) 125 201 Y
EDPScience 43(32) 2(23) 44 11(12) 8(1) L0
L 37(19) < ) 30 62 72 A0
ElseV|er 24 (36) 9 (17) 3(5) 0(1) 1(2) 0(0)

Note: The table reports the number of publications for 2023; figures in parentheses refer to 2024. The unit of counting is the
unique Scopus EID of a document. Separate searches were conducted for each city using the AFFILCITY field and publication
year; attribution to the Russian Federation was determined from the country specified in the affiliation record. Records were
deduplicated by EID and, where unavailable, by DOI or a combination of title, year, and first author. Language versions with
different EIDs were counted separately. Publisher information was taken from Scopus metadata and checked against the

journal website.

stitutions into the Russian academic system and
the subsequent reproduction of their Russian at-
tribution. Affiliation-based territorial normal-
ization therefore encompasses not only city or
country labels but also the representation of the
institutional identity of seized organizations as
Russian.

Plastun and Kozmenko (2025) report that dur-
ing 2014-2024, 1,536 educational and research
institutions were located in or displaced from
occupied territories. Within this set, the authors
identified 289 Ukrainian higher education insti-
tutions appropriated by Russia. The use of the
names, physical assets, and institutional legacies
of such organizations may contribute to normal-
ization of

One channel through which such institutional
attribution is reproduced internationally is the
presentation of staff from seized institutions
in programs of international academic events.
For example, the program of the International
Geographical Union (IGU) Regional Conference
scheduled for August 17-21, 2026 lists partici-
pants and speakers from the A. O. Kovalevsky
Institute of Biology of the Southern Seas of the
Russian Academy of Sciences (Supplementary
Materials 2). This Ukrainian research institution
was seized and incorporated into the Russian in-
stitutional system after the annexation of Crimea.
Presenting it under a Russian institutional name
reproduces Russian jurisdictional attribution in
an international academic context.

http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/kpm.10(4).2026.01

5. FORMS
OF IMPLEMENTATION
AND THE
CONFIGURATIONAL
MODEL

The analysis shows that methods of propagandis-
tic instrumentalization and the forms through
which they are implemented constitute differ-
ent analytical levels. Methods differ by the im-
mediate object of the operation - the content of
knowledge, the academic authority and status
of its source, or its classificatory and affiliation
attributes — whereas forms denote the material,
organizational, or digital environments through
which such operations may be carried out. Thus,
one form may be relevant to several methods, and
the same method may be implemented through
different forms. A scholarly article, for example,
may contain a politically oriented academic ex-
planation, while its institutional presentation
may additionally generate signals of academic
status. An affiliation record performs a classifica-
tory function, while its reproduction in publish-
ing and scientometric systems gives that classifi-
cation broader visibility.

Organizational practices capable of generating
signals of academic authority include the presen-
tation of editorial-board membership. The mate-
rial examined contained cases in which scholars
were listed without consent and their names were
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Figure 1. Configurational model of the propagandistic instrumentalization of scholarly

commun

not removed after direct requests. The presence of
deceased or inactive individuals on such lists was
treated as an indicator requiring further verifica-
tion rather than as self-sufficient evidence of delib-
erate fabrication (Plastun et al., 2026).

At the digital level, relevant practices include
the creation and linking of bibliographic re-
cords, including multiple-DOI cases that may
complicate the establishment of provenance and
relationships among versions of the same object
(Plastun & Kotelnykova, 2026). Multiple DOIs
are not in themselves evidence of manipulation,
because separate identifiers may correspond to
different versions or formats. Cases were con-
sidered problematic where version relationships
were not transparently indicated, the same ob-
ject was duplicated without an established edi-
torial basis, or records created a misleading im-
pression of provenance (Crossref, 2025). Such
bibliographic practices
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ication

Accordingly, neither editorial-board anomalies
nor multiple-DOI cases were treated as evidence
of propagandistic instrumentalization in the ab-
sence of a documented connection to an identifi-
able politically oriented claim or frame; otherwise,
they remained publication-ethics or metadata-
governance issues.

Synthesizing the findings made it possible to pro-
pose a configurational model of the propagandis-
tic instrumentalization of scholarly communica-
tion that relates the three empirically identified
methods to four theoretically proposed analytical
mechanisms and their forms of implementation.
The model shows how content-based construction
of politically useful knowledge, authority- and
institution-based legitimation of politically ori-
ented claims, and affiliation-based territorial nor-
malization of annexation may be associated with
the production of politically useful knowledge or
ignorance, the use of the cultural authority of sci-
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ence, the politicization of classifications and stan-
dards, and the organization of visibility and inter-
national circulation.

The model also represents potential trajectories of
academic circulation: publication and dissemina-
tion, metadata creation and transmission, index-
ing, search and discovery, and subsequent citation,
reuse, or institutional signaling. These stages do
not constitute a universal cycle and do not imply
that every object passes through the entire se-
quence. Figure 1 summarizes possible configura-
tions of methods, forms, analytical mechanisms,
and circulation trajectories.

The four mechanisms shown in Figure 1 are theo-
retically grounded analytical interpretations. The
links among elements of the model do not form a
mandatory sequence or universal causal chain. A
scholarly text may acquire international visibility
without affiliation-based territorial normalization;
a politically significant territorial classification
may be embedded in a publication that is other-
wise politically neutral in content; and a platform
may provide visibility to a record without author-
ity- and institution-based legitimation of a specif-
ic political claim. Reverse links are also possible:
for example, international indexing or publishing
presence may be used by an institution as a signal
of external academic recognition.

6. DISCUSSION

The findings specify the processual and infrastruc-
tural dimensions of propaganda: propagandistic
instrumentalization may occur not only through
the content of an individual message but also
through the interaction of academic institutions,
classifications, and technical standards (Baden et
al., 2026; Plantin et al., 2018b). The recurrence of
these practices and their documented

These methods do not form a mandatory sequence
and may operate separately or combine in differ-
ent configurations. The organization of interna-
tional visibility may support the circulation of
outputs produced by any of these methods, but
such links must be established separately. At the
same time, documented accessibility or visibility
does not in itself demonstrate reception, persua-
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sive effects, or behavioral influence on audiences
(Scheufele & Krause, 2019; West & Bergstrom,
2021). Accordingly, the four proposed mecha-
nisms are used here as theoretically grounded an-
alytical interpretations of how the observed prac-
tices may contribute to legitimation, normaliza-
tion, or circulation.

The Russian case adds an important element: le-
gitimating functions and dissemination potential
may arise through interactions among actors with
different intentions. A Russian institution may de-
liberately construct a political narrative; a schol-
arly journal may provide it with academic form; a
scientometric database may mechanically import
metadata; and an international publisher may
manage a commercial portfolio. The system as a
whole, however, may create cumulative conditions
for legitimation and normalization that no single
element would create independently. This change
in the status of a claim can be interpreted by anal-
ogy with information laundering: movement
across channels and institutional contexts may
obscure its original provenance and endow it with
borrowed reputational signals (Klein, 2012). Here
the concept is explanatory rather than a separately
established empirical mechanism. Alternative ex-
planations - technical error, administrative iner-
tia, commercial motivation, or inadequate verifi-
cation — must therefore be assessed for each actor.
A systemic function should not automatically be
attributed to the intentions of all participants.

From a knowledge-governance perspective, this
problem lies at the intersection of knowledge
quality and provenance, research integrity, publi-
cation ethics, metadata governance, and research
security. Traditional control mechanisms focus
on manuscript content, plagiarism, and peer re-
view, whereas affiliations, editorial-board com-
position, sanctions compliance, DOI registration,
and territorial metadata are generally governed by
different institutions and procedures. The prob-
lem is not only a lack of rules but also fragmented
responsibility. The present study does not test a
specific governance intervention. It nevertheless
identifies a policy-relevant vulnerability arising
from the fragmentation of responsibility across
the scholarly communication system. One result-
ing policy implication is that publishers, databases,
and other infrastructure providers could consider
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provenance-chain audits covering the origin of a
claim, its institutional authorization, its encod-
ing in metadata, the platforms through which it
circulates, and the correction of reported errors.
Such an audit would need to distinguish research-
integrity violations, publication-ethics issues, and
metadata-quality problems under ALLEA, COPE,
and the rules of the relevant infrastructure, while
treating political function as a separate analytical
question.

The findings also call for caution regarding auto-
mated propaganda detection. Emotional language,
political subject matter, or alignment with an offi-
cial position cannot serve as self-sufficient indica-
tors. Existing automated systems primarily identify
rhetorical techniques or textual fragments, whereas
the proposed typology also encompasses actors, af-
filiations, metadata, and institutional behavior (Da
San Martino et al., 2020). Directly applying text
classifiers to scholarly infrastructure therefore rais-
es a construct-validity problem: a system may mea-
sure political vocabulary but incorrectly interpret
it as a propagandistic function (Jacobs & Wallach,
2021). A methodological implication is that any fu-
ture detection system would need to combine tex-
tual indicators with evidence concerning claims
and supporting evidence, representation of alter-
natives, transparency about uncertainty, source
reliability, affiliation anomalies, actor roles, and in-
frastructural context. Its output would be more ap-
propriately treated as a risk signal for expert review
than as an automated determination of propaganda.
The validity and practical performance of such an
approach remain to be tested.

The findings do not empirically validate a sys-
tem of countermeasures. Rather, they identify
institutional and infrastructural vulnerabili-
ties from which several policy implications and
practice-oriented proposals can be derived.
General normative reference points include
transparency, accountability, risk assessment,
and protection of fundamental rights (UNESCO,
2023; OECD, 2024); these documents do not
constitute empirical validation of the proposed
measures. Within this provisional framework,
journals could consider periodically confirm-
ing the consent and activity of editorial-board
members; publishers could strengthen the syn-
chronization of editorial roles across language

14

versions and review sanctions-compliance pro-
cedures; DOI registrars could develop methods
for identifying semantically identical records;
databases could introduce accessible proce-
dures for contesting territorial affiliations and
documenting corrections; and international as-
sociations could adopt risk-based procedures
for assessing documented institutional involve-
ment in support for war, propaganda, or the ap-
propriation of seized organizations. Any such
procedures would need to focus on verified in-
stitutional conduct rather than scholars’ nation-
ality. Potential indicators for future evaluation
could include response times, the proportion of
corrected metadata, recurrence of documented
violations, false-positive decisions, appeal out-
comes, and unintended restrictions on legiti-
mate scholarly communication.

Sanctions constitute a separate element of coun-
tering propaganda in science. According to
Kozmenko et al. (2025), sanctions were associ-
ated with reductions in some indicators of the
international presence of sanctioned Russian
institutions. This is not equivalent to a demon-
strated reduction in propagandistic influence;
such a conclusion would require separate evi-
dence on audience reception and behavior. In
strategic-communication evaluation terms, this
is an indicator of structural visibility or reach
rather than a demonstrated outcome at the level
of perceptions, attitudes, or behavior (AMEC,
2020). The available evidence therefore sup-
ports only a limited policy inference: sanctions
may alter patterns of institutional visibility and
international participation, but it does not es-
tablish whether they reduce the production, le-
gitimacy, circulation, or reception of politically
oriented claims. Any evaluation of sanctions as
a policy response would need to examine pro-
portionality, differential effects across institu-
tions and researchers, and possible substitution
effects, including shifts of publications to other
journals, alternative affiliations, intermediary
institutions, or less transparent dissemination
channels.

The findings raise five discussion questions that
clarify the boundaries of the proposed typology,
the responsibility of infrastructural actors, and
the principles of proportionate countermeasures.
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6.1. Is propagandistic intent
a necessary condition?

The proposed typology distinguishes intention,
function, and effect. These three levels must be
established using different types of evidence and
cannot be treated as interchangeable. Classical
definitions of propaganda emphasize intentional
and systematic shaping of perceptions (Jowett &
O’Donnell, 2019), whereas an infrastructural ap-
proach shows that platforms may structure the cir-
culation of knowledge independently of the stated
motives of individual participants (Plantin et al.,
2018b). For state actors or actors directly linked
to the state, evidence of intent may derive from
official programs, editorial policies, systematic
practices, and consistency with state narratives.
For international publishers, indexers, and techni-
cal platforms, this is insufficient: their participa-
tion may be commercial, procedural, or negligent.
Prolonged inaction after documented notification
of a violation may justify a separate assessment of
foreseeability and due diligence, but does not by
itself prove propagandistic intent. Thus, without
demonstrated intent, it is appropriate to establish

6.2.Where is the boundary
between academic misconduct
and propaganda?

Fictitious editorial-board membership, outdated af-
filiations, and duplicate bibliographic records may
fall into different categories: publication-ethics vio-
lations, research-integrity violations, or metadata-
quality problems. Their classification as propaganda
requires separate evidence of political orientation,
recurrence, and connection to a specific claim or
frame (ALLEA, 2023; COPE Council, 2021; Crossref,
2021). Empirical grounds for this distinction are pro-
vided by research on editorial boards (Plastun et al.,
2026) and analysis of Springer/Pleiades cooperation,
including multiple DOIs and other bibliographic
anomalies (Plastun & Kotelnykova, 2026). Such
practices become elements of propaganda-driven
knowledge governance when they are politically
oriented, recurrent, use academic authority, and
perform a function of legitimation, normalization,
provenance masking, or scaling of a specific narra-
tive. No single feature — political significance, recur-
rence, a metadata anomaly, or the use of academic
authority - should be considered sufficient without
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examining alternative explanations. This distinction
protects the typology from overextension, whereby
any academic error would be labeled propaganda.

6.3.What is the responsibility
of publishers, databases,
and indexers?

Platforms are not entirely neutral: indexing rules,
affiliation standards, linking of language versions,
and correction procedures shape the visibility and
provenance of knowledge (Bowker & Star, 1999;
Plantin et al., 2018b). Yet infrastructural partici-
pation alone does not prove complicity in propa-
ganda. Responsibility depends on what a platform
knew, what actions it could reasonably take, and
how it responded to verifiable signals. The levels
below should be treated as a normative-analytical
heuristic rather than a validated responsibility
scale. At least three levels of responsibility among
infrastructure providers can be distinguished:

Technical intermediation without reliable
knowledge of a problem. For example, auto-
matic import of affiliations without aware-
ness that they are incorrect. This indicates in-
frastructural vulnerability but not deliberate
complicity in propaganda.

1.

Negligence after receiving a verifiable signal.
A platform is notified of a false affiliation, fic-
titious editorial board, or other documented
violation but fails to ensure timely verifica-
tion, explanation, or correction. This level
concerns due diligence and foreseeability of
consequences.

Intentional preservation or reproduction of a
practice despite verified evidence and a realistic
opportunity to correct it. Any inference of pos-
sible deliberate participation by an intermediary
should be based on documented response times,
the content of responses, and actual actions, not
merely on the absence of a desired outcome.

As normative reference points — though not as di-
rect regulation of scholarly databases - the princi-
ples of due diligence, transparency, accountability,
and accessible appeal procedures articulated by
UNESCO (2023) and OECD (2024) may be used.
Empirical grounds for further testing of this dis-
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tinction are provided by peer-reviewed analysis of
territorial and publishing practices (Plastun et al.,
2025) and the Springer/Pleiades report (Plastun &
Kotelnykova, 2026).

6.4.How universal is the typology?

The three methods of propagandistic instrumental-
ization of scholarly communication were developed
from Russian material, whereas the four proposed
analytical mechanisms may have broader poten-
tial applicability: the production of politically use-
ful knowledge, appropriation of scientific authority,
politicization of classifications, and organization of
knowledge circulation may operate in other au-
thoritarian, wartime, and even democratic contexts
(Stanley, 2015; Oreskes & Conway, 2010; Benkler etal.,
2018). The Russian specificity lies in the combination
of state centralization, historical repertoires of inter-
action between science and state policy (Andrews,
2013; Lovett, 2024), territorial aggression, and access
to global academic infrastructure. Comparative test-
ing should establish which elements of the model are
general and which depend on a particular political
regime and historical context.

6.5.How can countering propaganda
be reconciled with academic
freedom?

Stronger verification, sanctions compliance, and
metadata controls may conflict with academic free-
dom, open science, and the principle of non-discrim-
ination based on citizenship. Empirical analysis of
the impact of sanctions on publication activity and
international cooperation (Kozmenko et al., 2025)
shows that such measures have systemic conse-
quences. Those consequences alone, however, do not
establish the effectiveness, necessity, or proportional-
ity of any particular restriction. A policy implication
of the present analysis is that any proposed restric-
tion would need to be tied to documented institu-
tional relationships, falsified statuses, false territorial
classifications, concealed provenance, or systematic
rule violations rather than to research topics, politi-
cal disagreement, or a scholar’s nationality as such.
This approach would be consistent with EU research-
security principles of risk orientation, proportional-
ity, non-discrimination, protection of academic free-
dom, and periodic review (Council of the European
Union, 2024). A proportionate policy model would
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therefore need to combine verifiable criteria, a right
to explanation and correction, transparent decision-
making, and priority for metadata correction over
automatic removal of bona fide research outputs. It
would also distinguish institutional from individual
responsibility, provide for appeal, set time limits on
restrictions, and regularly assess effectiveness and
unintended consequences. Whether this model pro-
duces the intended effects without disproportion-
ately restricting legitimate scholarly communication
remains an empirical question for future research.

The contribution of the proposed typology therefore
lies not in extending the label “propaganda” to every
academic violation, but in specifying the evidentiary
conditions under which content-related, institution-
al, and infrastructural practices can be analytically
connected within a configuration of the propagan-
distic instrumentalization of scholarly communica-
tion. The resulting policy implications identify ar-
eas requiring institutional attention and empirical
evaluation.

7. LIMITATIONS

The study has several limitations. First, the cor-
pus was assembled through purposive selection
of analytically rich cases rather than a representa-
tive sample of Russian scholarly communication.
Materials differed in type, time coverage, and
level of nesting, partly overlapped, and were not
consolidated into a single registry with persistent
identifiers. The study therefore supports construc-
tion of an analytical typology but not estimation
of the prevalence of the identified methods or ex-
trapolation to Russian science as a whole.

Second, the study establishes academic authori-
zation, infrastructural visibility, and circulation
potential but does not measure actual audience
exposure, reception, belief change, or behavior.
The identified links among methods, forms, and
proposed analytical mechanisms should not be
interpreted as proven causal chains. Testing them
requires longitudinal data, process tracing, and
audience research.

Third, digital metadata, affiliations, editorial-
board composition, and indexing records may
change after data collection. Some identified cas-
es may have been corrected, while new cases may
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have emerged. The findings therefore reflect the
state of available sources at the time of verification
and require periodic updating.

Finally, the authors are affiliated with the ana-
lytical center whose materials constituted a sub-
stantial part of the initial corpus. This positional-
ity provided in-depth subject knowledge but may
have influenced case selection and interpretation.
To mitigate this risk, the center’s materials were

Knowledge and Performance Management, Volume 10, Issue 4, 2026

used primarily to identify potential cases and es-
tablish context, while factual claims were checked
against available primary documents and infra-
structural records. Alternative explanations were
considered throughout the analysis. Where pri-
mary confirmation was unavailable, the corre-
sponding finding was not used for strong attribu-
tion of intent or responsibility. Nevertheless, such
triangulation does not fully eliminate the risk of
confirmatory selection.

CONCLUSION

The cases analyzed show that the propagandistic instrumentalization of scholarly communication is not lim-
ited to politically oriented content in academic texts. It may operate through different interventions in the
content of knowledge, the academic authority and status of its source, and the classificatory and affiliation
attributes of knowledge. Based on documented practices, the study develops a preliminary typology of three
methods: content-based construction of politically useful knowledge; authority- and institution-based le-
gitimation of politically oriented claims; and affiliation-based territorial normalization of annexation. The
proposed configurational model relates these methods to four theoretically proposed analytical mechanisms:
the production of politically useful knowledge or ignorance, the use of the cultural authority of science, the
politicization of classifications and standards, and the organization of visibility and international circulation.
The methods do not form a mandatory sequence: they may operate independently or combine in different
configurations through material, organizational, and digital forms of scholarly communication.

The conceptual contribution of the study lies in distinguishing among different objects of propagandistic
instrumentalization - the content of knowledge, academic authority, and the classificatory and affiliation
attributes of knowledge — while integrating them into a common analytical framework of scholarly commu-
nication. This approach makes it possible to analyze how politically oriented claims may acquire academic
form and authority, and how politically significant classifications may become embedded in institutional and
bibliographic records and gain international visibility. At the same time, indexing, publishing availability, or
infrastructural presence alone is not treated as sufficient evidence of legitimation of a specific political claim,
just as documented visibility does not demonstrate reception or audience effects. The practical value of the
proposed typology and configurational model lies in providing evidence-based reference points for auditing
scholarly texts, journals, editorial boards, universities, affiliations, bibliographic metadata, databases, and
publishing partnerships.

The findings also identify directions for future empirical testing. These include the possible formation of
networks of strategic reciprocal citation, the use of academic uncertainty to manufacture doubt, territorial
normalization through research that is non-political in content — provisionally termed “academic camou-
flage” — and the transformation of politically charged concepts into machine-readable descriptors in English-
language abstracts, keywords, and metadata. Testing these hypotheses requires separate samples, clearly op-
erationalized indicators, comparative or negative cases, network, corpus, or in-depth source-level analysis,
and independent coding.
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