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Abstract. The text examines the semiotic dimension of international relations,
emphasizing the role of symbolic politics in shaping political images and collective identities.
Drawing on early works by Robert Jervis, the author highlights how perceptions, cognitive
frameworks, and “desired self-images” influence actors within global politics. Special
attention is given to gender as a key sign system alongside ethnic, religious, and civilizational
markers. Gender is conceptualized as both a social and semiotic construct. Building on the
ideas of Umberto Eco and Raewyn Connell, the text argues that gender operates through
culturally encoded meanings and behavioral norms, forming a system of symbols that
structure social relations and power hierarchies. Gender stereotypes are defined as generalized
representations of masculinity and femininity that guide interpretation and behavior within
symbolic politics. A case study of the film “Conspiracy of the Doomed” illustrates an
inversion of traditional gender hierarchies: the female protagonist becomes the benchmark of
masculinity, redefining power relations and challenging androcentric norms. This example
shows how gender semiotics operates within Cold War symbolic politics to construct
ideological oppositions. In conclusion, the text argues that gender is a semiotically mediated
reality that plays a crucial role in organizing social order and international relations. Cinema,
as a cultural medium, contributes significantly to the reproduction of gendered power
structures, where masculinity and femininity signify not biological differences but relations
of dominance and subordination.
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AHHOTaHI/lﬂ. B Ttexcte HCCIICAYCTCA CCMHUOTHYCCKOC H3MCPCHHC MCKIYHAPOIHBIX
OTHOHJGHI/IP'I, IIOJYCPKUBasA POJIb CUMBOJIMYECKOM ITOJIUTUKU B (bOpMI/IpOBaHI/II/I MNOJIUTHNYCCKHUX
00pa30B U KOJUIEKTUBHOM HieHTHYHOCTU. Onupasick Ha panHue padotsl PobepTa [[xepBuca,
ABTOpP ITIOKA3bIBACT, KaK BOCIIPUATHC, KOHUTHUBHBLIC PAMKH H <OKCJIACMbIC caM006pa3I>1»
BIIUSIIOT HA YYAaCTHUKOB TTI00anbHON monuTuku. Ocoboe BHUMAHUE YAENSeTCs TeHIEPY Kak
KJIIFOYEBOW  3HAKOBOM  CHUCTEME  HapsiAy C  OTHUYECKHMH,  PEIUTHO3HBIMH U
UMBUJIM3ALMOHHBIMU MapKkepaMmu. l'eHaep KOHUENTyalIUu3UpyeTCsl KaK COLMAJIbHBIA U
CEMUOTHYECKUN KOHCTPYKT. Omnupasice Ha uaen Ymbepro Oko u Passun Konnenn, Tekct
YTBEPKIAET, UYTO TeHAep (PYHKIMOHUPYET MOCPEACTBOM KYJIbTYPHO 3aKOAMPOBAHHBIX
3HAYeHUU ¥ TIOBEJIEHYECKUX HOPM, (POPMHUPYS CUCTEMY CUMBOJIOB, KOTOPBIE CTPYKTYPHPYIOT
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COLMAJIbHBIE OTHOILIECHUS U MEPAPXUH BIACTH. [ €HAEpPHBIE CTEPEOTHUIIBI ONPEACISIOTCA KaK
0000IIIEHHBIE TTPEICTABICHUS O MY>KECTBEHHOCTH U JKEHCTBEHHOCTH, KOTOPbIE HAIPABJISIOT
WHTEPIIPETALMIO U TOBEACHUE B paMKaX CHMBOJIMYECKOW MOJIUTUKH. AHanu3 Guibma
«3aroBop OOpEUYEHHBIX» HILTIOCTPUPYET WHBEPCUIO TPATUIIMOHHBIX T€HJICPHBIX UEpapXUid:
IJIaBHAs TE€POMHSA CTAHOBUTCS STAJIOHOM MY>KECTBEHHOCTH, MEPEONPENEIsisi BIACTHBIE
OTHOIIIEHUS] U Opocas BHI30B aHIPOILICHTPUUECKUM HOpMaM. JTOT MpPUMEP MOKa3bIBAET, KaK
TreHJepHass CEeMHOTHKa (YHKIHMOHMPYET B paMKaX CHUMBOJUYECKONW TMOJUTUKU BpPEMEH
XOJIOJJHOW BOMHBI 11 MOCTPOCHUS HICOJIOTMYECKUX OMNMNO3UIMK. B 3akiroyeHue TEeKCT
YTBEPKAAET, YTO TE€HJEP — 3TO CEMHOTHYECKH OINOCPEIOBAHHAS PEATbHOCTh, UTIPAKOLIAS
pEILIAoNIyI0 POJIb B OPraHU3alMi COLMAIBLHOIO MOPSAKA U MEXIYHAPOAHBIX OTHOIICHHUM.
Kuno kak KynbTypHOE CpEICTBO BHOCUT 3HAUYUTEIbHBIM BKJIAJ B BOCIPOU3BOACTBO
TEHJCPHBIX BJIACTHBIX CTPYKTYp, TJIe€ MY>KECTBEHHOCTh M >KEHCTBEHHOCTh 0003HA4YaloOT HE
OMOJIOTMYECKUE Pa3Iudusi, a OTHOIICHUS IOMUHUPOBAHUS U TIOJIUHEHUS.

Kawuessie cioBa: Cemuornka, CUMBOJIMYECKAsl MOJIMTUKA, ['€HIEpHBIA THUCKYPC,
MyKeCTBEHHOCTh U KEHCTBEHHOCTh, KunoBenenue, Kunocemmoruka, CorumanbHoe
KOHCTPYHPOBAHUE I'€HIEPA.

Introduction

The semiotic dimension of international relations analysis became clearly evident in
international academic literature as early as the 1970s1, focusing on the construction and
dynamics of political images in the space of international relations [1], as well as the problem
of cognitive determinism in the acceptance/rejection of “desired self-images"” by actors in
symbolic politics [1]. The diversity of symbolic identity politics discourses is determined by
the nature of the sign systems that represent a particular cross-section of international
relations. Among such sign systems, ethnic, religious, racial, civilizational, and other systems
stand out, each forming its own discursive semiotics as specific concepts through which
symbolic politics unfolds. Contemporary symbolic politics is characterized by a synthesis of
these concepts.

Main Part

Gender signs have taken a special place in the system of signs of international relations
(see, for example: [8]). The semiosphere of gender at the structural level is represented by
specific gender symbols, which can be found in “clothing, shoes, hairstyle, cosmetics,
perfumes; style of speech, gait; way of spending time, reading circle; form of expression of
emotions; type of car, bicycle, sport practiced; body type; functions performed in the family;
career preferences; attitude towards military service; frequency of visits to stores and their
selection; demonstrated moral qualities, etc.” [7].

At the structural level, large-scale aspects of gender discourse are analyzed, such as
representations of masculinity and femininity, love, marriage, and family [4]. Ultimately, by
taking the form of images of men and women, they become symbolic borderlines that act as
markers of inclusion and exclusion, participating in the formation of collective identity, in
separating "us" from "them," and in valuing the former more highly than the latter [3].

Gender as a Semiotic Category

W. Eco convincingly demonstrated that understanding a sign is directly linked to the
formation of a habit of action, which is carried out according to the rules established by that
very sign [5]. This thesis is developed by Sh. Cohn and R. Connell, on the one hand, revealing
the social (sociopolitical) aspect of gender as “a structure of social relations organized around
the reproductive sphere” [10], and on the other, emphasizing its semiotic dimension as “a
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constellation of meanings that culture ascribes to the biological differences between the
sexes” [11].

Thus, gender reveals itself not only as a political problem, but also as a semiotic
question. The semiotic aspect here sets the rules of interpretation (reconstructing the meaning
of a particular image), while the political aspect presupposes practices of implementation (the
reproduction of this image in everyday life). This synthesis of the political and the semiotic
gives rise to a gender discourse proper, which represents a way of symbolically organizing
the world into binary oppositions, the sides of which are associated with the male or female
sex [11]. The peculiar semiotization of gender as a sphere of social relations gives rise to the
term "gender stereotypes,” which, in our view, is more convenient for use in the context of
symbolic politics. Following Cohn, we understand gender stereotypes as "schematized,
generalized images of masculinity and femininity" [11]—ideas about the properties and
relationships (roles, occupations) characteristic of men and women.

Gender possesses a distinct semiotic impulse. A sign is not simply a representative of a
particular gender—it dictates the rules of its reading (interpretation) and demands adherence
to corresponding rules of behavior. The concept of gender discourse within the framework of
symbolic politics is the relationship of power/subordination, which is not least responsible for
its relevance in expressing not only military (hot) conflicts but also the Cold War.

Cinema as a Technology of Gender

Gender analysis in cinema is represented by two main approaches: content analysis and
semiotics. Content analysis, which primarily uses quantitative sociological methods, is
interested in “the roles, psychological, and physical qualities of women and men" and "on-
screen violence™ [2,5,8]. Semiotics allows us to "discover the structures of meaning" created
by the presence or absence of women in cultural representations. Semiotics asks how meaning
Is created, not what it consists of.

Gender semiotics, according to T. de Lauretis, unfolds as follows: "... the woman, frozen
in the position of an icon, spectacle, or image to be gazed upon, sets the dynamic gaze of both
the spectator and the male character. It is the male character who commands both the action
and the landscape and occupies the position of subject of the vision he conveys to the
spectator” [3]. Here, we are talking not so much about the relationship of power/subordination
as about a more fundamental relationship between subject and object.

Characteristically, masculinity and femininity are "bidublled.” In cinematic language,
as T. B. Ryabova demonstrates, two masculinities emerge: excessive aggressiveness,
ambition, and the demonstration of male strength, or the masculinity of women, manifested
through the qualities of "real men" that correlate with the image of power (responsibility,
reliability, fairness, rationality). Femininity is also dual: among "outsiders,"” it appears as a
doubt about their masculinity, with the aim of discrediting them; the feminization of "insiders"
does not carry a negative charge (for example, emphasizing maternal care, compassion, and
humanity) [6].

Gender semiotics in this context appears as a sign system that includes images and
relations of masculinity and femininity as marking standards of behavior (political, economic,
moral, patriotic, etc.). At the same time, it can be considered as a corresponding
methodological program, which has proven to be in high demand in understanding
contemporary international symbolic politics [Riabov, 2017; Ryabov, 2018; Gudalov,
Tulupov, 2018].

Gender semiotics, which generates "a set of practices that situate reproductive
differences between bodies in social processes” [10], being a derivative of the system of
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gender stereotypes, is actively used in cinematic texts. The exploitation of gender signs in this
case implies "an appeal to a person's gender identity in order to achieve a desired type of
behavior or a desired type of orientation. Such an appeal establishes a relationship between
the individual's forms of behavior and certain models of masculinity/femininity" [Ryabova,
2001: 10]. Gender markers not only help to define "us" and "them," but also develop a system
of evaluations and preferences, relations of inequality and control.lt would be more correct to
define gender semiotics as a sign system that analyzes not only masculine and feminine
symbols (as marking standards of behavior), but also other gender aspects.

Gender Analysis Experience

In the context of our reflections, the film "Conspiracy of the Doomed" is of interest. The
central character of the film's narrative is Hanna Licht, the deputy prime minister of an Eastern
European country, with whom the viewer involuntarily compares the other characters. This
moment, in our opinion, defines the film's uniqueness among Cold War films. It features a
peculiar inversion of the androcentric orientation: the protagonist is not a man, but a woman,
who sets the benchmark for masculinity.

In Hanna Licht, male femininity defeated female masculinity (revealed through
"normal” images of friends). The image of Hanna Licht reinforces not so much the global
status of women as the global status of men: men's masculinity is defined in comparison to
the masculinity of the female protagonist. Resistance to this feminine regime shapes the
binary opposition of the film's semiotics.

Conclusion

Gender appears as a “reality mediated by signs, symbols, rituals, and acts of
communication™ [6], and “artistic representations make a significant contribution to the
figurative definition of social order” [9]. Social order, according to P. Bourdieu, appears as a
"world gender order" [10]. Cinema reveals a complex system of gender semiotics—signs of
masculinity and femininity, etc.

Female images in early cinema served a subordinate, mirroring function, shading images
of masculinity and making them more representative. At the same time, they could sometimes
be used as referential images, defining the entire system of legitimization of international
relations (through the relationships of cinematic characters). Gender signs formed the idea
that masculinity, being expressed through semiotic markers, does not fix sexual differences,
but rather relations of power and subordination (relations between actor and actant), where
the subject of the exercise of power can be either a man or a woman.
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