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1. General characteristics of the submitted dissertation 

The dissertation comprises 145 pages (PDF format). Its structure is logical and corresponds 

to the stated objectives. The text consists of an introduction, three chapters, a conclusion, a 

bibliography, and appendices. A total of 85 scholarly sources and 37 online resources in 

Bulgarian, Russian, and English have been used. The scientific contributions are correctly 

defined. A list of publications related to the topic of the dissertation is attached – four in 

total. In the report on the fulfillment of the national minimum requirements, 85 points are 

declared, which constitutes sufficient grounds for admitting the dissertation to public 

defense. 

The presented doctoral dissertation by Maria Romanyuk is devoted to a topical and 

scientifically significant problem – namely, the transformations of institutional public 

communication under conditions of digitalization and the emergence of the so-called “new” 

and “super-new” media. The research is situated in a specific political and communicative 

context – the Pridnestrovian Moldavian Republic (PMR) – which adds additional analytical 

value and originality to the study. 

The author clearly formulates the object and subject of the research, focusing on 

institutional communication in a digital environment and, more specifically, on the role of 

the instant messaging application Telegram as a space for the emergence of 

“parainstitutional publicness” and “super-new media.” The aim and tasks of the research 

are logically interrelated and consistently implemented throughout the structure of the 



dissertation. This thesis establishes a clear research perspective that is developed 

consistently throughout the entire work. 

2. Content analysis of the dissertation 

The first chapter is theoretical in nature and presents an in-depth overview of the main 

concepts related to new media, media ecology, convergence, and institutional 

communication. The author demonstrates very good orientation in both classical and 

contemporary theoretical models, working with scholars such as Manuel Castells, Lev 

Manovich, Henry Jenkins, Eugenia Siapera, Roger Fidler, and others. A positive impression is 

also made by her familiarity with Bulgarian researchers such as Greta Dermendzhieva, 

Ivaylo Dichev, Andreana Eftimova, Elit Nikolov, Iliyana Pavlova, etc. The critical analysis of 

scholarly texts is conducted correctly and summarizes the current state of research on 

topics relevant to the dissertation. 

The author attempts conceptual advancement through the introduction of the concept of 

“super-new media,” defined as Telegram-native structures characterized by a high degree of 

speed, personalization, and controlled accessibility (p. 6). One of the key conclusions in this 

chapter is that “the theoretical approaches to new media- media ecology, convergence 

theory, network society, active audience – demonstrate that digital communication is 

neutral only at first glance. In reality, it structures attention, shapes identities, and 

restructures power relations” (p. 48). In the context of the study, another noteworthy 

conclusion is that “super-new media such as Telegram channels create a new link between 

institutions and society – fast, direct, and asymmetric” (p. 49). 

The second chapter is distinguished by a well-argued contextual analysis in which media 

are examined not in isolation but as part of a specific political and institutional 

environment. The author demonstrates high analytical sensitivity to the characteristics of 

unrecognized territories, showing how the media system in Transnistria functions 

simultaneously as an instrument of public authority and as a space for alternative 

publicness. Particularly valuable is the conclusion that in such a context, new media do not 

merely supplement traditional channels but reorganize the regime of publicness by 

changing the logic of access, visibility, and trust (pp. 50–55). This allows institutional 

communication to be understood not only as a managerial function but also as a strategic 

process of legitimation. 

An additional strong quality of this chapter is the analytical distinction between different 

platforms (Facebook, Instagram, VKontakte, YouTube, and Telegram) in terms of their 

functionality, audience reach, and degree of institutional control. The author convincingly 

argues why Telegram becomes the leading communication tool in the PMR – precisely 

because of its controlled accessibility, asynchronicity, and low level of algorithmic 

intervention (pp. 70–76). This analysis goes beyond the regional context and has potential 

for broader comparative applicability in studies of institutional communication in 

environments with limited media freedom or hybrid public spheres. 



The third chapter represents the strongest and most scientifically original part of the 

dissertation, as it subjects the theoretical propositions to systematic empirical verification. 

The author applies an appropriately selected methodology, clearly justifying the choice of 

content analysis, comparative and qualitative analysis, as well as supplementary interviews. 

Particularly valuable is the way empirical data are “read” not only descriptively but 

interpretatively – through concepts such as publicness, institutional control, and media 

temporality. The conclusion that Telegram enables accelerated institutional response 

without loss of framing (pp. 109–111) is well substantiated and supported by concrete 

observations. 

A significant contribution of this chapter is also the development of a comparative matrix 

for analyzing institutional communication in different digital environments. Through this 

matrix, the author demonstrates how different platforms impose different communication 

regimes—from algorithmic mediation to direct push-based content delivery. The analysis 

convincingly shows that “parainstitutional publicness” is not a temporary or peripheral 

phenomenon but a stable communication model that transforms the roles of institutions, 

media, and audiences (pp. 112–119). This gives the chapter not only analytical depth but 

also clear theoretical value. 

3. Notes and questions 

In the dissertation, the concept of “super-new media” is used as a central analytical 

category, primarily linked to the author’s newly introduced category of “Telegram-native 

media forms.” The doctoral candidate should have taken the opportunity to more clearly 

situate this term in relation to existing English-language and international studies, in which 

it appears less frequently and in a broader sense, as well as to provide more detailed 

argumentation for its platform-specific narrowing. 

That’s why my question is: How would you argue your choice to use this concept as a 

specific category for Telegram-native media forms, and in what way, in your view, does this 

term offer greater analytical value compared to more established concepts such as 

platform-native media, messaging-based publics, or networked publics? What is the 

genealogy of the concept “super-new media”? 

My second note concerns the concept of “Telegram-native,” which is used as an analytical 

characteristic, but for which a clearer distinction could be made between platform-specific 

formats and the definition of a new media type, since in international literature the term 

“native” is usually applied to content formats and practices rather than to autonomous 

media categories. 

In this regard, my next question is: “Native” is a descriptive term, while “Telegram-native” 

refers more to technology in my opinion. In this sense, does Telegram produce new media 

practices, or do media practices adapt to Telegram? 

As every interesting and innovative scholarly work prompts readers to ask questions, I 

would like to stimulate discussion during the defense with two additional ones. 



In comparative terms with platforms such as X, Facebook, or other microblogging and social 

media channels, how would you formulate the communicative uniqueness of Telegram as 

an environment for institutional publicness – particularly in terms of algorithmic 

intervention, content distribution, moderation, and relations with audiences? 

Given that Telegram facilitates the emergence of parainstitutional publicness, what long-

term risks and challenges do you foresee for the public sphere, especially with regard to 

transparency, pluralism, and critical debate, if this model begins to dominate institutional 

communication? 

4. Comments on the contributions and novelty for science 

The scientific contributions of the dissertation can be summarized in several main 

directions. 

First, the author proposes an operational definition of the concept of “super-new media,” 

which represents an original contribution to the theory of digital communication. 

Second, the conceptualization of “parainstitutional publicness” as a stable communication 

regime constitutes a significant theoretical innovation. The author convincingly shows that 

institutions no longer rely solely on traditional publicness but build hybrid forms of 

visibility in which media practices and community interfaces intertwine. 

Third, the dissertation has a clearly expressed practical significance. The formulated 

recommendations for multichannel institutional strategies, management of disinformation 

risk, and crisis communication can be applied not only in the context of the PMR but also in 

other institutional environments. 

In conclusion, it can be summarized that the doctoral dissertation by Maria Romanyuk 

represents a completed, original, and scientifically significant study that meets the 

requirements for awarding the educational and scientific degree “Doctor” in professional 

field 3.5 Public Communications and Information Sciences. For the above-mentioned merits 

of the dissertation, I will cast a positive vote. 
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