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Abstract 

Recently governments and foreign ministries (MFAs) have embraced Social Networking Sites 

(SNS) in a practice referred to as digital diplomacy. By using SNS to comment on world 

events, MFAs utilize such channels in order to frame, or portray, foreign governments. We 

examined how a dyad of nations, US –Russia, framed one another on MFA twitter channels 

over a three months period encompassing the Crimean crisis. Methodology used for detecting 

frames in traditional media was adjusted and employed to >100 tweets. Results demonstrate 

that the manner in which both nations framed one another altered dramatically following the 

onset of the Crimean crisis, from rare usage to frequently employing the morality frame in 

order to exhibit their own morality while questioning the other's. Specifically, the morality 

frame became the second most prevalent frame used by the US (38% of tweets) and the third 

by Russia (16%). Results indicate that during conflicts, nations use SNS as arenas for moral 

de-legitimization of adversaries. As morality contributes to a nation's soft power, such de-

legitimization constitutes diplomatic pressure which depletes soft power resources of an 

adversary and undermines his ability to exercise hard power. SNS may, therefore, be regarded 

as novel platforms for diplomatic symbolic violence. 

Keywords: digital diplomacy, framing, symbolic violence, Soft Power 

 

 

 

 

 



A new definition of power- Joseph Nye argues that proof of power lies in the ability to change 

the behavior of other states. Thus, the question of power relates to the extent to which one 

country is able to control the political environment and get other countries to want what it 

wants (Nye, 1990). A state may achieve the outcome it prefers in world politics because other 

states wish to follow it or have agreed to a situation that produces the same effect (ibid, 1990, 

p.166). When one country gets other countries to want what it wants it has exercised soft 

power. When a country orders other countries to act in a certain way it has exercised hard 

power. The ability to affect what other countries want rests on certain power resources such as 

culture, ideology and institutions. In 2004, Nye elaborated on the concept of soft power, 

defining it as the ability to get what you want through attraction rather than coercion or 

payment (Nye, 2004, p.256). Attracting and enticing foreign nations may be achieved by 

fostering relationships with foreign populations. Such relationships are the goal of the 'new 

public diplomacy'.  

Towards a 'new public diplomacy'- Traditionally, public diplomacy was conceptualized as 

influence over foreign public opinion that would impact the conduct of diplomacy.  Early 

definitions of the term state that nations should influence the opinions of elite groups in 

foreign nations which would then impact their government's policies (Pamment, 2013). Yet 

the 9/11 terror attacks and the global proliferation of SNS (social networking sites) have 

brought about a conceptual and practical shift referred to as a 'new public diplomacy'. Cull 

(2008) asserts that the term public diplomacy currently refers to the process by which 

international actors seek to accomplish their foreign policy goals by engaging with foreign 

publics. Melissen defines the new public diplomacy as one that focuses on engaging with 

increasingly 'connected' publics and fostering long term relationships with them (Melissen, 

2005).  



In an attempt to practice the 'new public diplomacy', and foster relationships with foreign 

populations, MFAs (foreign ministries) throughout the world have flocked to SNS such as 

twitter and Facebook in a practice generally referred to as digital diplomacy. According to the 

Twiplomacy website, there are more than 200 MFAs and foreign ministers on Twitter in 

addition to some 400 heads of state and 200 missions to UN Institutions. Manor, Kampf and 

Segev (2015) define digital diplomacy as the use of SNS in order to foster dialogue with 

online publics thus demonstrating the view that digital diplomacy is intrinsically linked with 

public diplomacy.  

Morality may be viewed as central to both soft power and public diplomacy as it increases 

one's ability to attract and entice. For instance, when a nation's power is seen as legitimate, it 

will encounter less resistance to its actions in the global arena including foreign interventions 

(Nye, 1990). As Quelch and Jocz argue, countries who are seen as acting on behalf of values 

such as human rights and peace, may find it easier to exercise hard power and conduct 

military interventions (Quelch & Jocz, 2009). Lastly, morality may be used to exercise power 

and control in the international environment through the establishment of norms and values 

that limit nations' actions. Such power is referred to by Peter Van Ham as social power. 

Van Ham's understanding of the 'new public diplomacy' rests on the concept of Social power 

which he defines as the ability to set standards and create norms and values that are deemed as 

legitimate and desirable, without resorting to coercion or payment. Natarajan (2014) states 

that the establishment of norms limits nations' actions as they cannot be seen to contradict 

accepted values. Thus, Van Ham views the 'new public diplomacy' as the diplomacy of values 

and, by extension, morality. Of course what is desirable in the international community is 

constantly in flux. Therefore, wielding social power is the creation of norms and values to 

which others must adhere. According to Van Ham, creating such norms is achieved through 

frames. Framing is thus understood as a competitive process in which wielders of Social 



power attempt to convince audiences that their interpretation of events is the correct one (Van 

Ham, 2013). Elucidating Van Ham's concept of Social power, and analyzing the interplay 

between morality and public diplomacy, calls for a definition of framing.  

Defining Framing- Framing theory has enjoyed contributions from numerous fields such as 

psychology, sociology and communication (Scheufele & Tewksbury, 2007; Goffman, 1974; 

Kahanman & Tversky, 1984). When defining frames, Pan and Kosicki state that frames act as 

themes. They define a theme as an idea that connects different elements of a story into a 

coherent whole (Pan & Kosicki, 1993). de Vreese, Peter and Semetko propose that the central 

dimensions of the frame are selection, organization, emphasis and exclusion (de Vreese, Peter 

& Semetko, 2001). Entman (1993) views framing as the result of selection and salience. To 

frame, according to Robert Entman, is "to select some aspects of a perceived reality and make 

them more salient in a communicating text, in such a way as to promote a particular problem 

definition, causal interpretation, moral evaluation and/or treatment recommendation for the 

item described" (Entman, 1993,P.52). Increasing the salience of information may be achieved 

by placement, repetition or association with culturally familiar symbols (Entman, 1993). 

Framing has been a focal point of communication research for several decades. The majority 

of framing studies have employed two approaches to the study of frames.  

Approaches to Framing Research- Entman (1993) states that frames may be found in four 

locations in the communication process: the communicator, the text, the receiver and the 

culture. The communicator makes conscious or unconscious framing judgments in deciding 

what to say. The text contains frames as some information is present and some is not. The 

receiver is presented with frames that are embedded into the text and culture is a stock of 

commonly invoked frames that are dominant in a social group's discourse and way of thinking 



(Entman, 1993). Thus, framing studies may focus on the communicator (new outlets), the text 

(newspaper articles), the receiver (readership) and the culture (dominant ideology)  

One approach to framing research is inductive and refrains from using pre-defined frames (de 

Vreese, 2005). In the inductive approach, frames "arise" from the text itself. In their critique 

of the inductive approach, Matthes & Kohring (2008) state that it is often difficult to 

understand how frames were actually extracted from the source material. Thus, researchers 

might end up finding the frames they were consciously or unconsciously looking for thereby 

reducing the reliability of their findings. A second approach to framing research is the 

deductive approach which investigates frames based on pre-defined criteria. In such studies, 

frames are coded in standard content analysis (ibid, 2008). The main limitation of the 

deductive approach is that the frames investigated must be known before the analysis begins 

(e.g., conflict frame) and that the frames explored must suite the topic investigated (de Vresse, 

2005). 

An example of a study that employed a deductive approach was Semetko and Valkenburg's 

analysis of how European news are framed in Holland (Semetko & Valkenburg, 2000). In 

their quantitative content analysis, the researchers investigated the prevalence of five generic 

news frames: the conflict, human interest, economic consequence, morality and responsibility 

frames. In order to detect the presence of generic frames in political news stories, the 

researchers developed a series of 20 questions to which a coder answered yes (1) or no (0), 

with each question meant to measure one of the five generic news frames (See original 

questionnaire -Appendix 1). The presence of each frame was calculated by averaging the 

score on each framing scale (e.g., responsibility frame). The values of each framing scale 

ranged from 0.0 (frame not present) to 1.00 (frame present). A high score on the human 

interest scale, for example, meant that the political story put a human face on the issue 

(Semetko & Valkenburg, 2000). 
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As is the case with Semetko and Valkenburg (2000), much of the scholarly work related to 

framing has dealt with how framing occurs in the news as the news influences public opinion. 

Scholars seem to agree that frames serve as mechanisms through which both the media and 

the public interpret and process information (Tuchman 1978; Neuman, Just & Crigler, 1992). 

Scholarly research has differentiated between issue-specific news frames and generic news 

frames (de Vreese, 2005). Issue specific news frames deal with one topic or event as opposed 

to generic news frames that may be applied to a range of different topics and different cultures 

(de Vreese, 2005). Generic frames previously identified in the literature include the conflict, 

human interest, economic consequence, morality and attribution of responsibility frames 

(Semetko & Valkenburg, 2000). Wolfsfeld believes that frames are second nature to news 

because the essence of any conflict is a struggle over interpretive frames and a dispute over 

"what is going on" (Wolfsfeld, 1993). However, news organizations are not the only ones to 

use frames and framing techniques. Governments also frame information. 

 

When Governments Frame- Governments also construct information in the form of frames in 

order to ensure that their policies are presented to the public by the media in a manner that is 

consistent with government policy (Entman, 2004). Thus, one may assert that framing is also 

second nature to governments. In order to demonstrate how administrations frame issues and 

events Entman proposes the Cascading Activation model (see illustration below). 
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Illustration1.1: Cascading Activation Model (Entman 2004, P. 10) 

 

In this model, a frame extends from the White House to the public while passing through 

other elites and the press. The model illustrates two more important factors. The first is 

hierarchy demonstrating the administration's reliance on elites and media in order to push a 

certain frame down the cascade to the public. The second is a feedback cycle in which the 

media offers the administration insight into public opinion which in turn may influence the 

administration's frame (Entman, 2004). The government's attempt to influence media frames 

is nowhere more evident than in the realm of foreign policy as the media influences public 

opinion which in turn influences foreign policy (Jacobs & Page, 2005; Hartley & Russett, 

1992; Page & Shapiro, 1983). 

Framing & foreign policy- Previous studies have found that the media impact foreign policy 

either directly or through their influence on public opinion. For instance, the media may 

influence public opinion of world events by illustrating how such events affect national 

interests (Herrman et al., 1999; Brewer, 2006; Auerbach & Bloch-Elkon, 2005). According to 

Wood and Peake, publics become interested in foreign affairs once these are reported on by 

the media. Thus, as the media become more interested in an issue so does the public and so 
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must the administration. The scholars also argue that foreign events do not rise to prominence 

gradually but rather burst on to the scene in the form of crises (Wood & Peake, 1998). 

However, Wood and Peake emphasize that the relationship between the media and policy 

makers is twofold as the White House continuously attempts to mold how the media treat 

various foreign policy issues (Wood & Peake, 1998). 

Interestingly, while administrations and governments continuously attempt to influence the 

framing of foreign policy and foreign issues by the media, it is in the realm of foreign policy 

that journalists often willingly adopt their government's stance. Previous studies have shown 

that news reporting is biased as it reflects the political and economic interest of the country 

that produces the news as well as it ideology (Park, 2003; Keshishian, 1977; Lee & Yang, 

1996; Saleem, 2007). 

Recent years have seen an expansion of framing research to SNS. 

Framing on SNS- Hamdy and Gomaa (2012) recently explored the manner in which the 

Egyptian uprising of 2011 was framed by state-run media, independent media and private 

users of SNS. User generated content evaluated in this study included posts on a specific 

Facebook page, tweets using specific hashtags and political blogs. Through framing analysis 

they found that each group (i.e., users, state-run media) told a very different tale. Framing was 

analyzed based on a coding book that explored both framing devices (e.g., phrases, headlines) 

and previously identified generic frames such as the conflict, attribution of responsibility, 

economic consequence, and the human interest frames (Semetko & Valkenburg, 2000). The 

researchers found that the most dominant frames on SNS were the human interest and 

responsibility frame. This differed from the semiofficial and state-run media that employed 

the conflict frame and the economic consequence frame illustrating the dire consequences to 

the economy should the protestors prevail. Moreover, the study also operationalized Entman's 
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definition of framing (Entman, 1993) by examining how state-run media, semiofficial media 

and user generated content on SNS defined the problem of the protests, assessed the causes 

that led to the protest and the proposed remedies to the situation (Hamdy & Gomaa, 2012). 

Meraz and Papacharissi (2013) also investigated framing on twitter during the Egyptian 

uprising by evaluating over a million tweets published under the twitter hashtag #Egypt. The 

researchers chose to focus on twitter given the fact that news outlets poll the "tweetosphere" 

for public opinion and reporters use it to supplement their reporting (Meraz & Papacharissi, 

2013; Ravid, 2013a; Ravid, 2013b). They chose to focus on user generated content published 

on twitter given the fact that it serves as an alternative to mainstream media and that dominant 

social media users have risen to the role of gatekeepers, a role traditionally held by the news 

room elite. In order to identify actors that rose to the position of gatekeepers the researchers 

also focused on the amount of re-tweets a certain actor receives as a re-tweets equal 

endorsements in the tweetosphere. Finally discourse analysis was employed to evaluate the 

actual text of the tweets evaluated. Their results indicate that the hashtag #Egypt was driven 

by journalists, individuals and non-elite protestors who rose to prominence via re-tweets. 

Moreover, they found that framing on twitter was a result of negotiation between users, 

journalists, media outlets and networked gatekeepers.  

Framing studies focusing on SNS demonstrate that governments also use frames. Given that 

framing is a form of narration, it may also constitute a form of symbolic violence.    

Between Social power, Framing & Symbolic Violence- When defining the term symbolic 

violence, Pierre Bourdieu states that it is the extension of the term violence to include other 

forms of violence (Udasmoro, 2013). According to Bourdieu, symbolic violence is the 

imposition of systems of symbolism and meaning upon classes and is thus related to various 

forms of social and cultural domination. Symbolic violence is understood to be the 
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unconscious domination that people experience in everyday living. As it is repeated in 

everyday life, people do not realize that certain acts constitute symbolic violence (ibid, 2013).  

Bourdieu asserts that symbolic violence is soft violence as it is applied by subjects to other 

subjects (1998). According to Udasmoro, (2013), symbolic violence is repeated through 

formal and informal learning, such as family life. Moreover, symbolic violence is repeated 

through narration, that is the production of meaning in cultural products via the use of 

language and images (i.e., film, television, advertisements). Lassen (2006) states that both 

language and image shape people's ideology as they create meaning. Thus image and 

language are the tools for exercising symbolic violence. Media is thus understood to be an 

arena of ideological struggles in which language and image are manipulated by people both 

consciously and unconsciously in order to gain objectives (Kellner, 2003; Udasmoro, 2013).  

Legitimacy is at the core of symbolic violence (Cushion & Jones, 2006). As Jenkins writes, 

symbolic violence is the imposition of meaning upon groups in " such a way that they are 

experienced as legitimate” (Jenkins, 2002, p. 104; Cushion & Jones, 2006). Symbolic 

violence is thus exercised upon a dominated group with its complicity as this group accepts 

the values and behavioral norms utilized in a field (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992, p. 167; 

Cushion & Jones, 2006). Fields are areas of power relations where dominant positions prevent 

one from exercising control over his future (Conway, 1997).  

The legitimacy of symbolic violence may obscure existing power relations thus making it 

unrecognizable (Kim, 2004). Menendez (2014) states that Bourdieu crates a framework in 

which the symbolic (i.e., art, science, language) is the basis for domination as symbols 

construct knowledge and a world view. Thus, symbolic violence does not employ power or 

coercion but rather it imposes one legitimate view of the social world, a "correct way" at the 

expense of all other ways (Cushion & Jones. 2006; p.144).  
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The concept of symbolic violence seems to correspond with both the act of framing and the 

concept of social power. Essentially, framing is narration. Frames are used in order to 

promote a certain understanding of events, actors and issues through repetition, selection and 

emphasis. As governments use frames to narrate their policies, including their foreign 

policies, they may also be seen as promoting a certain world view and ideology. Moreover, 

receivers of frames (i.e., the pubic) are unaware of their existence thus they are unconsciously 

exposed to a certain meaning and a certain world view.    

Social power is the use of frames in order to dictate values and behavioral norms that limit 

nations' actions. It may therefore be viewed as the imposition of one "correct way" in which 

nations should behave at the expense of all other behaviors. For instance, when exploring 

India's current narrative of 'Soft power', Natarajan finds that it focuses on India's rich and 

diverse democratic culture thereby resonating with established norms in a Western influenced 

world order (Natarajan, 2014). Moreover, social power uses framing techniques in order to 

legitimize certain values and norms and obscure power relations. Nations that are forced to 

adhere to such norms may thus come to regard them as legitimate. Social power, and framing, 

may be the imposition of meaning, norm and values by nations to other nations and as such is 

the expansion of symbolic violence to the field of international diplomacy.   

Finally, framing creates meaning and morality creates legitimacy. Thus, moral framing may 

also be seen as a form of symbolic violence. The same may also be said of the opposite, that 

moral de-legitimization offers meaning and de-legitimacy and is thus a particular brand of 

symbolic violence meant to limit another nation's ability to exercise free will.  

At the dawn of the 21st century, framing studies have begun to extend the reach of this theory 

to SNS. Such studies have examined the manner in which private users and news 

organizations frame political actors and events on SNS (Groshek & Al-Rawi, 2013; Hamdy & 
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Gomaa, 2012; Meraz & Papacharissi, 2013). However, such studies have yet to offer a 

systematic methodology for examining framing at the level of the 140-character-long 

individual tweet. Likewise, few studies to date have examined the manner in which 

governments use SNS in order to frame foreign actors (i.e., foreign nations). Such an 

examination is warranted given that governments throughout the world have flocked to SNS 

in order to practice the new art form of digital diplomacy (Kampf, Manor & Segev, 2015). 

Governmental framing via SNS may also require a new model for the interaction between 

governments, media and a connected public as the latter is directly exposed to government 

frames. Finally, while framing studies have evaluated the use of morality in the framing 

process (Semetko & Valkenburg, 2000), they have yet to illustrate whether frames are used by 

nations to wield social power (Van Ham, 2013) and exercise symbolic violence (Bourdieu, 

1998) through moral de-legitimization. 

This research addressed these gaps by exploring the manner in which a dyad of countries, the 

US and Russia, framed one another by focusing on content published by these countries' 

MFAs on twitter. The methodology employed was based on previous framing studies that 

have perfected the tools necessary for the detection and analysis of frames in the offline world 

such as Entman's (1993) definition of framing and Semetko and Valkenburg's (2000) tools for 

the detection of generic frames. In this research, however, these tools were employed on 140-

character-long tweets rather than newspaper articles or televised newscasts. Thus, this 

research not only offers initial insight into the manner in which countries frame one another 

on SNS, it also offers a more rounded methodology for the exploration of framing on SNS 

such as twitter. By employing methodologies from the field of communications to issues from 

the field of international relations, this research may also offer a link between these two 

disciplines which have been thrust together with the birth of digital diplomacy. 
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Research questions- RQ1, which aimed to evaluate if framing is possible in 140 character 

tweets, and if tweets include generic frames, was defined as: To what extent do MFAs use 

elements of Entman's (1993) frames and generic frames in tweets? Answering this research 

question was achieved by operationalizing Entman's definition of framing (1993) and 

analyzing all tweets using a codebook constructed specifically for the purpose of this 

research. While this study evaluated the existence of frames in individual tweets, it also 

explored the existence of themes which are understood to be a collection of tweets that 

combine elements of a story into a coherent whole (Pan & Kosicki, 1993). 

RQ2, which aimed to explore the framing of foreign countries by a government, was defined 

as: How do MFAs frame foreign countries on twitter channels? Answering this research 

question was achieved through exploring the manner in which a dyad of nations, US-Russia, 

framed one another on their MFAs' English twitter channels. These nations were selected due 

to the fact that they frequently refer to one another on digital diplomacy channels thus 

providing a rich research corpus. 

Methodology- In order to answer RQ1 and RQ2, all tweets in which one country in the dyad 

referred to the other were analyzed. Tweets included in the research corpus were those 

published during two time intervals: 2/1/2014-31/01/2014 and 11/02/2014-31/03/2014. These 

two intervals were chosen as they include tweets published before and after an important 

world event- the ousting of Ukrainian President Viktor Yanukovych and the subsequent 

annexation of Crimea to the Russian federation (Strange, 2014; Herszenhorn, 2014). 

During the first time interval, both the US and Russia were mostly occupied with the Geneva 

2 conference and the Syrian civil war (BBC, 2014) as well as the Olympic Winter Games in 

Sochi. But during the second time interval, as chaos broke out in Ukraine, tensions between 
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world powers reached fever pitch and governments suddenly found themselves on opposing 

sides of a global conflict. 

In total,147 tweets published by the US and Russian MFAs were analyzed using a codebook 

constructed for the purpose of this research. 

Codebook Construction: In order to characterize the manner in which the US and Russia 

frame one another, and in order to assess whether framing can be achieved at the level of an 

individual tweet, a codebook was created (See Appendix 2). The codebook focused on two 

elements in each tweet: subject matter and the existence of generic frames. Given the 

exploratory nature of this research, it was necessary to use a multi-dimensional approach 

combining a deductive and inductive approach. Generic frames (e.g., human interest, conflict) 

as well as the four elements comprising a frame according to Entman (1993) were identified 

based on a-priori definitions and operationalizations used in previous studies (Semetko & 

Valkenburg, 2000). General themes used by one MFA to frame another country arose from 

the research corpus itself by employing an inductive methodology. 

The codebook used in this stage of the research included elements previously identified in 

framing research. Following Entman's definition of framing (1993), each tweet was evaluated 

by four questions comprising the definition of frames: is a problem defined, is there a causal 

interpretation, is there a moral judgment and is a specific remedy recommended. Following 

Semetko and Valkenburg's work (2000), each of these questions was answered in a binary 

manner. For each tweet, the average of all four questions was calculated. Tweets scoring 0.5 

on the Entman scale were those that included two of the four elements of framing identified 

by Entman. Given the exploratory nature of this research, and due to the fact that few 

previous studies have examined how framing can be achieved in individual tweets, it was 
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decided that tweets scoring 0.5 or higher on the Entman scale would be regarded as tweets 

that meet Entman's (1993) definition of framing. 

In addition to being analyzed in accordance to Entman's definition of framing, each tweet was 

analyzed in order to identify the following generic frames: conflict, human interest, attribution 

of responsibility, morality and the economic consequence frame. Generic frames were used as 

these enable cross cultural evaluations (de Vreese, 2005). Building on the works of Semetko 

and Valkenburg (2000) a list of 21 questions was prepared with five questions designed to 

identify the responsibility, human interest and conflict frames and three questions designed to 

identify the moral and economic consequence frames. 

Each question in the coding book was answered in a binary manner. A binary coding method 

was used given the high inter-coder reliability it produces (Semetko & Valkenburg, 2000). 

Given the exploratory nature of this research, only tweets that scored 0.5 or higher on any 

generic frame scale were considered to include the relevant frame. A high score on the 

attribution of responsibility scale (0.5 or higher) meant that one government framed the other 

as responsible for a certain problem or situation. A high score on the economic consequence 

scale meant that one country might use financial leverage against the other. A high score on 

the human interest scale meant that a human face was put on a complex issue, while a high 

score on the morality scale indicated that one country saw the actions of another country as 

immoral. Finally, a high score on the conflict scale meant that tweets highlighted a conflict 

between two or more parties. 

At times, several tweets were analyzed as one component. This occurred when several tweets 

were part of one statement (as can be seen in the example below) or in instances when several 

tweets dealing with the same topic were published together. 
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Inter-coder reliability of the Entman and Generic frames scales was assessed by kappa (using 

a dichotomy of below or equal and above of 0.5). Based on 81 tweets, and four coders, the 

kappa figures and percent agreement were as follows: Entman scale kappa=0.60 

agreement=78%; Attribution of responsibility scale kappa=0.56 agreement=78%; Human 

interest scale kappa=0.66 agreement=99%; Conflict scale kappa=0.55 agreement=83%; 

Morality scale kappa=0.42 agreement=86%; and Economic consequence scale kappa=0.66 

agreement=90%. 

Finally, once all the tweets had been coded and analyzed, a second phase began in which an 

attempt was made to identify a general theme that arose from the research corpus. Such 

themes are comprised of clusters of tweets which together demonstrate how one country 

frames another. The aggregation of individual tweets into a theme rests on Entman's claim 

that to frame is to select some aspects of a perceived reality and make them more salient in a 

communicating text. Salience, according to Entman, can be achieved by placement, selection, 

and repetition (Entman, 1993). Thus, if a large portion of Russian tweets dealing with the US 

question its moral leadership, and if these tweets are spread out across long durations of time, 

they adhere to Entman's definition as well as to that of Pan & Kosicki (1993) who view 

frames as themes that connect different elements of a story into a coherent whole.  

Identifying general themes was achieved through thematic analysis. This process followed the 

roadmap offered by Braun and Clarke regarding the phases of thematic analysis (2006). Braun 
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and Clarke define thematic analysis as a method for identifying, analyzing and reporting on 

patterns, or themes, within a given data corpus (ibid, 2006). During the first phase, half of all 

the tweets in which one MFA references the other country in the dyad (i.e., US State 

Department mentions Russia) were reviewed and categorized based on their subject matter, 

but also their underlying assumptions and ideology. This thematic analysis included both 

semantic and latent analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006). For instance, a statement by the US 

State Department according to which the annexation of Crimea by Russia does not comply 

with international law explicitly deals with the fate of Crimea. But on a latent level, such a 

statement also questions the legitimacy of Russia's actions by asserting that the annexation of 

Crimea violated international law. Once this had been completed initial categories into which 

the entire research corpus would later be categorized were created. During the next phase, one 

third of all such tweets were reviewed once more in order to ensure the relevance of the 

identified categories. Finally, the category with the greatest prevalence was chosen as the one 

that characterizes the manner in which one nation in the dyad references another. For 

instance, given the fact that a large number of US tweets dealt with the legality of Russia's 

incursion into Crimea, the general theme that illustrates how the US framed Russia during this 

time period is the legal theme. 

The final stage included a statistical comparison of the characteristics of tweets. Specifically 

tweets of Russia framing the US were compared to tweets of the US framing Russia. The 

percentage of tweets reaching the generic frames threshold value of 0.5 within each dyad was 

compared using a chi-square test or the Fisher exact test when necessary. 

Results- Throughout the research period, the US was mentioned in 96 tweets published on the 

Russian MFA's English twitter channel. These accounted for 9% of all tweets published by 

the Russian MFA during both time intervals. Of these 96 tweets, 87 were analyzed and coded 

as the remaining tweets were general statements such as a link to a summary of a meeting 



between Russian foreign minister Lavrov and US Sec. of State Kerry. Of the 87 tweets 

analyzed, 29 were published during the first time interval as opposed to 58 that were 

published during the months of February and March. The US State Department referred to 

Russia in 58 tweets published during the research period. These accounted for 10% of all 

tweets published by the US State Department in both time intervals. Of the 58 tweets, 51 were 

analyzed and coded as the remaining tweets included general statements. 7 of the 51 analyzed 

tweets were published during the month of January as opposed to 44 that were published 

during the second time interval. These figures demonstrate that both nations referred to one 

another more frequently following the onset of the Ukrainian crisis. 

During both time intervals, the research corpus included tweets that scored zero on the 

Entman and the generic frames scales. However, the two tweets shown below, that were 

analyzed as one unit, met all four elements of Entman's definition of frames (Entman, 1993) 

and therefore scored 1 on the Entman scale (See Appendix for 3 for elaboration). 

 

The problem presented in these tweets is that the United States plans to use NATO in order to 

create a global Ballistic Missile Defense system (BMD). The United States' attempt to recruit 

NATO is the cause of the problem. There is a moral evaluation as the second tweet includes 

the terms peace, security and stability indicating that the United States is undermining global 

peace. There is also a recommended course of action, a Euro-Atlantic area of peace.  

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/209409849_Framing_Toward_Clarification_of_A_Fractured_Paradigm?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-be7ce449-e772-4b58-a262-5b2f3c040ee0&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzI4MjcwNDAxNTtBUzoyODMwMjQ5MDczNTgyMDhAMTQ0NDQ4OTgwNTAxNA==


 

Entman Scale- As can be seen in the graphs below, during the first time interval only 38% of 

Russian tweets mentioning the US scored 0.5 or higher on the Entman scale as opposed to 

56% during the second time interval. Likewise, no American tweets mentioning Russia scored 

0.5 or higher on the Entman scale during the first time interval as opposed to 76% during the 

second time interval. 

(Graph 1.1 about here) 

(Graph 1.2 about here) 

The reason for this substantial gap could be that during the first time interval the US and 

Russia both went to great lengths to portray themselves as allies working together to tackle 

global issues such as the Syrian civil war. During the second time interval, and the onset of 

the Ukrainian crisis, the two nations found themselves engulfed in a global conflict with each 

nation offering its own interpretation of events by defining the cause of the conflict, passing 

moral judgments and offering possible solutions to the crisis. 

Prevalence of Generic Frames- The following two graphs exhibit the relative frequency of 

generic frames in Russian tweets mentioning the US during both time intervals. 

 

(Graph 1.3 about here) 

(Graph 1.4 about here) 

 

Interestingly, during the first time interval no US tweets mentioning Russia scored 0.5 or 

higher on any of the generic frames scales. During the second time interval, this changed 

dramatically as can be seen in the graph below. 



 (Graph 1.5 about here) 

 

As can be seen in graphs 1.3 and 1.4, the most prevalent generic frame used by Russia when 

framing the US during both time intervals was the attribution of responsibility frame (21% 

during first time interval and 51% during second time interval). However, during the month of 

January, tweets that scored 0.5 or higher on the attribution scale often dealt with the joint 

responsibility of the US and Russia to resolve global conflicts. Such is the case with the tweet 

below which deals with the problem of offering humanitarian aid to the Syrian population as 

it requires coordination with the Syrian rebels. This problem may be resolved through the 

cooperation of the US which is in contact with these rebels. 

 

However, during the second time interval, tweets scoring 0.5 or higher on the attribution scale 

all framed the US as responsible for the tensions between Russia and the US and for the crisis 

in Ukraine. 

 

The second most prevalent frame in Russian tweets during the first time interval was the 

morality frame (7%). This generic frame was also the third most prevalent frame used by 

Russia during the second time interval (16%). However, unlike the attribution of 

responsibility frame, the morality frame was used by Russia during both time intervals to 

demonstrate that the US was morally bankrupt. During the first time interval, the portrayal of 

the US as morally bankrupt was achieved through the depiction of the ill treatment of a 

Russian pilot jailed by US authorities as can be seen in the tweet below. 



 

Tweets dealing with the ill treatment of the Russian pilot also scored 0.5 or higher on the 

human interest frame. Thus, the human interest frame is linked to the morality frame. This 

may explain why the human interest frame was the third most prevalent frame during the first 

time interval (4%) and the fourth most prevalent frame during the second time interval (9%). 

It should be noted that Russia was the only country in this research to use the human interest 

frame. 

 

Yet the greatest difference in the prevalence of generic frames in Russian tweets during both 

time intervals was in the conflict generic frame. This frame was not used at all by Russia 

during the first time interval yet during the months of February and March it was the second 

most prevalent frame (33%). This finding further supports the assumption that during the first 

time interval Russia portrayed the US as its ally. This portrayal altered during the second time 

interval as tensions in Kiev reached fever pitch. 

 

Finally, the least prevalent frame used by Russia was the economic consequence frame which 

was not prevalent at all during the first time interval and was the least prevalent frame during 

the second time interval (6%). This could be a result of the fact that Russia used this frame 

only when commenting on US sanctions imposed on Russia during the escalation of the 

Ukrainian conflict (Bloch-Elkon, 2007). 
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As was the case with the Entman scale, no US tweets mentioning Russia scored 0.5 or higher 

on any generic frame scale during the first time interval. This altered during the second time 

interval when, similarly to Russia's framing of the US, the most prevalent generic frame used 

by the US was the attribution of responsibility frame (57%). This indicates that the US framed 

Russia as responsible for the Ukrainian crisis. 

 

The second most prevalent frame used by the US during the second time interval was the 

morality frame (38%). While Russia also frequently used the morality frame it did so in order 

to frame the US as morally bankrupt whereas the US used the morality frame to highlight the 

fact that Russia's incursion into Crimea was in violation of international law. Thus, it seems 

that both Russia and the US each attempted to gain the "moral high ground" and de-legitimize 

the other on moral grounds. The third most prevalent frame used by the US when mentioning 

Russia was the conflict frame (29%) indicating that the US also framed Russia as its rival in 

the Ukrainian conflict while stressing differences between the two sides and assigning blame 

to Russia for causing the conflict. However, while the conflict frame was the third most 

prevalent frame used by the US it was the second most prevalent frame used by Russia. This 

suggests that Russia went to even greater lengths to frame the US as the cause of the conflict. 

 

The fourth most prevalent frame used by the US was the economic consequence frame (13%). 

The US used this frame more frequently than Russia which is not surprising given the fact 

that the US saw economic sanctions against Russia as the proposed remedy for the Ukrainian 

crisis (Solomon, Maudlin & Nelson, 2014). Finally, as opposed to Russia which employed the 

human interest frame, this frame was never used by the US. 

 



Topics Addressed in Tweets- With regard to the topics addressed in Russian tweets 

mentioning the US, during the first time interval, 86% of the tweets dealt with the Syrian civil 

war and the Geneva 2 conference, 5% dealt with the Sochi winter Olympics, 5% dealt with a 

Russian detainee in Guantanamo Bay and another 5% with a US global missile defense 

system. During the second time interval, and following the onset of the Ukrainian crisis, 75% 

of all tweets mentioning the US dealt with Ukraine while 18% dealt with a jailed Russian 

pilot and only 7% dealt with the Syrian civil war. These figures indicate that during the first 

time interval, Russia's MFA highlighted the close and intimate relationship between both 

countries while during the second time interval the Ukrainian crisis rose to prominence as did 

the animosity between the two nations. This finding also indicates that as is the case with the 

news, foreign events do not gradually rise to prominence on MFA's SNS, but rather burst onto 

the scene in the form of crises (Wood & Peake, 1998). 

Similarly, during the first time interval American tweets referencing Russia dealt with the 

Sochi Olympics (14%) and the Geneva 2 conference (14%). During the second time interval, 

the months of February and March, 90% of US tweets mentioning Russia dealt with the 

Ukrainian crisis, 7% dealt with the Sochi Olympics and 2% dealt with the issue of human 

rights. The high percentage of tweets dealing with Ukraine during the second time interval 

emphasize that Russia was mentioned mainly with regard to this international crisis.  

The results presented in this section suggest that during the second time interval, the 

Ukrainian crisis dominated tweets published by both the US and Russia. Yet this crisis was 

still more visible in US tweets than in Russian ones. One possible explanation for this is that 

Russia used the Ukrainian crisis as one more element in its overall portrayal of the US as an 

immoral country as will be shown in a later section. 
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General Themes- The results presented thus far all derived from individual tweets. Yet it is 

also possible to cluster several tweets together in order to find an overall theme that 

demonstrates how one country frames another. In the case of Russia's framing of the US, one 

such cluster of tweets framed the US as morally bankrupt. It is possible that Russia decided to 

emphasize US immorality given the fact that moral leadership legitimizes the use of hard 

power (Quelch & Jocz, 2009). Russia's framing of the US as morally bankrupt was achieved 

by addressing a wide range of issues which all demonstrated American immorality. Examples 

of tweets that comprise this theme are those that mention US refusal to allow medical 

treatment to a jailed Russian pilot, US responsibility for the high death toll in the Syrian civil 

war, US discrimination against persons with disabilities, US decision to appease Neo-Nazis 

that staged a coup in Ukraine and US refusal to support a UN Human Rights resolution due to 

the detention of terror suspects at Guantanamo Bay. According to this theme, US support of 

Neo-Fascists in Ukraine is but one example of this nation's immoral character. Tweets 

comprising this theme accounted for 26% of all Russian tweets mentioning the US published 

during the research period. Examples of these tweets can be seen below and in Appendix 4. 

 

When analyzing the US framing of Russia, another frame became apparent that given its high 

salience and repetition could also be regarded as a general theme (Pan & Kosicki, 1993) -the 

legal theme. Throughout the Ukraine crisis, the US highlighted the fact that Russia's incursion 

into and subsequent annexation of Crimea was illegal, and that Russia had violated the 



territorial integrity of Ukraine. Moreover, the US asserted that neither the Crimean 

referendum, held under the threat of use of force, nor Russia's claims that it was attempting to 

ensure the safety of the Russian minority in Crimea had any legal standing. The US also 

repeatedly stated that no country can violate international law without being held accountable. 

Tweets comprising this theme accounted for 33% of all US tweets mentioning Russia 

published during the research period. Examples of these tweets may be found in Appendix 5. 

 

Statistical Analysis- Scores of tweets on the Entman and Generic Frames scales were 

examined. The percentage of Russian tweets reaching the 0.5 threshold, and thus considered 

to contain frames, were compared with US tweets. Each comparison was conducted using a 

Chi Square test or the Fisher exact tests when necessary. Table 1 presents the frequency 

distribution of the Entman scores for each country and the country it frames (e.g., Russia 

frames US), and results of specific comparison within the US-Russia dyad. As can be seen, in 

Russia's framing of the US, 49% of the 84 tweets evaluated, reached the threshold value of 

0.5 and were thus considered to meet Entman's definition of framing (1993). When focusing 

on Russian tweets mentioning the US that reached the 0.5 threshold, roughly half (51%) 

scored 0.5, 37% scored 0.75 and 12% scored 1. 

Table 1: Frequency Distribution of Entman Scores 

Frequency Entman 
Russia 
Frames 

US 

Entman 
US 

Frames 
Russia 

Russia 
frames US vs. 

US Frames 
Russia b 

n= 84 49  

>0.5 49% 65% p=0.06 

0.5 a 51% 19%  

0.75 a 37% 41%  

1.00 a 12% 41%  

 

a Percentage out of those tweets that reached the 0.5 threshold 

b Chi Square test or Fisher exact test 



Examining the US-Russia dyad revealed that a higher percent of US tweets reached the 0.5 

threshold when compared to Russian tweets (65% v 49%). This result was borderline 

significant (p=0.06). Notably, as many as 41% of US tweets mentioning Russia reached the 

score of 1 indicating that they contained all four framing elements (Entman,1993). These 

findings could indicate a greater ability on part of the State Department to condense entire 

frames into 140 character bursts of diplomacy.  

Table 2: Frequency of tweets scoring > 0.5 on Generic Frames Scales by Dyads 

Type of framing 
&values 

Russia Frames 
US 

n=84 

US Frames Russia 
n=49 

Attribution of 
responsibility 
frame > 0.5 

39% 49% 

Human interest 
frame > 0.5 

7% 0% 

Conflict frame > 
0.5 

21%  24% 

Morality frame > 
0.5 

12% 33% 

Economic 
consequence 

frame> 0.5 

5% 16% 

 

Table 2 presents the percentage of tweets to reach the generic frames 0.5 threshold and a 

comparison between the US and Russia. The table indicates that among the five generic 

frames, the one containing the highest proportion of tweets reaching the threshold of 0.5 is the 

attribution of responsibility frame (39% of Russia's framing of the US and 49% of the US 

framing of Russia) while the morality generic frame contains the second and third heights 

proportion of tweets reaching the threshold of 0.5 (Russia-12%, US-33%). These results 

suggest that nations attempt to ascribe responsibility and moral de-legitimacy when framing 

other international actors thus justifying their own actions. 
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Discussion- Joseph Nye asserts that in the post-Cold War era nations can no longer rely on 

hard power resources such as economic and military strength. The fragmentation of power 

relations has led to a situation in which nations must exercise soft power which is defined as 

the ability to get what you want through attraction rather than coercion (Nye, 1990; 2004). 

Thus, soft power rests on a nation's ability to attract and entice other nations through its 

culture, political ideals and foreign policy. Similarly, public diplomacy may be regarded as an 

attempt by nations to entice and attract foreign populations in order to facilitate the 

acceptance of their foreign policy (Melissen, 2005). Finally Framing is one manner in which 

nations can attract or entice foreign governments and populations. When framing foreign 

countries or events, nations can exemplify their political ideals. For instance, by framing 

Russia as an aggressor that has violated international law and the territorial integrity of 

Ukraine, the US can reaffirm its commitment to the values of democracy and human rights.  

 

Framing theory has been a focal point of communication research for several decades. Studies 

have often focused on the manner in which frames are created by the mass media (D'Angelo, 

2002; de Vreese, 2005) as well as their influence on audiences (de Vreese, 2005) given the 

assumption that the media may influence public opinion (Entman, 1994). In the realm of 

foreign policy, numerous studies have demonstrated that the framing of foreign countries by 

the mass media is influenced by policy makers who serve as journalists' sources (Saleem, 

2010), the administration's foreign policy agenda (Yu & Riffe, 1989), the scope of economic 

interaction and cultural proximity between nations (Entman 2008; Sheafer & Gabay, 2009) as 

well as the relationship that exist between two nations (i.e., adversarial, non-rival) (Park, 

2003; Keshishian, 1997).  
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Framing studies have only recently begun to extend the reach of this theory to SNS. Such 

studies have examined the manner in which users and news organizations frame political 

actors and events on SNS (Groshek & Al-Rawi, 2013; Hamdy & Gomaa, 2012; Meraz & 

Papacharissi, 2013). Yet framing studies have yet to offer a systematic methodology for 

analyzing frames at the level of individual tweet. Similarly, few studies have examined the 

manner in which governments use SNS to frame foreign actors. Such an examination is 

warranted given the global rise of digital diplomacy (Kampf, Manor & Segev, 2015; Bronk, 

2010; Khatib, Dutton & Thelwall, 2012). 

 

This research focused on the manner in which MFAs use twitter in order to frame foreign 

governments. Given the desire to understand how nations frame one another, it was decided to 

examine a dyad of countries. The research corpus included all tweets in which one country in 

the dyad referred to the other during two time intervals encompassing more than two months 

and separated by a major world event- the annexation of Crimea to the Russian Federation 

(Strange 2014; Herszenhorn, 2014). A total of 147 tweets were analyzed using a codebook 

constructed specifically for the purpose of this research. This codebook was used in order to 

examine the manner in which a dyad of nations frames one another as well as develop a 

methodology for analyzing frames at the level of the individual tweet. Thus, the codebook 

focused on two elements in each tweet: subject matter and framing elements. Each tweet was 

analyzed in order to detect presence of the four elements comprising a frame as defined by 

Entman (1993) as well as five generic frames (attribution of responsibility, human interest, 

economic consequence, morality and conflict) previously identified in framing literature 

(Semetko & Valkenburg, 2000). Given the exploratory nature of this research, tweets scoring 

0.5 or higher on the Entman scale were regarded as tweets that meet Entman's definition of 

framing, while tweets scoring 0.5 or higher in each generic frame scale were regarded as 
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including these frames. Finally, clusters of tweets comprising a general theme by which one 

country framed another were also identified using semantic and latent thematic analysis as 

defined by Bran and Clarke (2006). 

 

What characterized the US-Russia dyad was that the manner in which both nations referred to 

one another altered dramatically between the two time intervals. During the month of January, 

both nations went to great lengths to illustrate their close relationship and their cooperation in 

attempting to resolve a major world conflict- the Syrian civil war. During the second time 

interval, both nations framed one another as responsible for the Ukrainian conflict. This was 

made evident by a sharp increase in the amount of tweets published by both nations that 

reached the 0.5 threshold on the Entman scale and the 0.5 threshold on the generic frames 

scales (see graphs 1.1-1.5 at the end of the manuscript). An explanation for this finding could 

lie in the fact that during the second time interval both nation's found themselves engulfed in a 

global conflict in which each country in the dyad attempted to offer its own interpretation to 

the events in Ukraine by defining the cause of the conflict, passing moral judgments, and 

offering possible solutions to the crisis.  

 

When comparing between Entman scores in this dyad, it was discovered that a higher 

percentage of US tweets reached the 0.5 threshold. Of these tweets, 41% scored 1 indicating 

that they included all four elements of Entman's (1993) definition of framing. This could 

suggest that the US State Department has more successfully mastered the art of framing on 

SNS which necessitates the condensing of complex foreign policy issues to 140 characters. 

More importantly, this finding indicates that individual 140-character-long tweets can include 

all four elements comprising Entman's (1993) definition of frames. These results also suggest 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/209409849_Framing_Toward_Clarification_of_A_Fractured_Paradigm?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-be7ce449-e772-4b58-a262-5b2f3c040ee0&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzI4MjcwNDAxNTtBUzoyODMwMjQ5MDczNTgyMDhAMTQ0NDQ4OTgwNTAxNA==


that nations use elements of Entman's definition of frames thus providing an answer to this 

study's first research question. 

 

The most prevalent generic frame used by Russia to frame the US during both time intervals 

was the attribution of responsibility frame. This was also the most prevalent frame used by the 

US. This finding suggests that both nations used SNS in order to frame the other as 

responsible for causing the Ukrainian conflict thereby justifying their own actions. This 

assertion is strengthened by the finding that among the five generic frames, the one containing 

the highest proportion of tweets reaching the threshold of 0.5 was the attribution of 

responsibility frame. 

 

The prevalence of the attribution of responsibility generic frame is not surprising given that 

the US and Russia found themselves engulfed in a global conflict over Ukraine. However, this 

study also found that both nations frequently used the morality generic frame. The second 

most prevalent frame used by the US to frame Russia was the morality frame. This frame was 

also used by Russia during both time intervals. This finding indicates that when framing one 

another, nations may call into question each other's morality thereby attempting to discredit 

one another in the eyes of the international community. Such framing may be viewed as an 

attempt by one nation to tarnish the image of another. By framing Russia as a menace to 

global peace, the US was promoting a specific image of Russia to foreign audiences. This, in 

turn, may have infringed on Russia's own attempt to manage its global image. Thus, it may be 

stated that framing can be used to potentially damage a foreign nation's image. SNS may thus 

be regarded as a tool that enables one to deplete a foreign country's soft power resources. 

Lastly, by tarnishing a foreign country's image, nations can undermine each other's public 

diplomacy activities. It is hard to believe that the US would be able to foster long lasting 



relationships with foreign publics (Melissen, 2005) if these adopted the Russian framing 

according to which the US is responsible for escalating global conflicts and supporting Neo-

fascists.  

 

Finally, the conflict frame was also extensively used by both nations during the second time 

interval. The use of the conflict frame by both Russia and the US indicates that both nations 

framed one another as adversaries. More importantly, when using this frame both nations 

publicized their disagreements on a wide range of issues and not solely on the escalating 

conflict in Ukraine. 

 

Intriguingly, Russia was the only country in this sample to use the human interest frame. By 

depicting the ill-treatment of a jailed Russian pilot by US authorities Russia may have been 

attempting to frame the US as morally bankrupt. This assumption is strengthened by the 

finding of a general theme, or cluster of tweets, that demonstrates Russia's framing of the US 

as morally bankrupt. Thus, the human interest frame used by Russia is but one element of a 

much larger theme. 

 

As opposed to generic frames that were detected in individual tweets, general themes were 

identified throughout the entire research corpus and thus adhere to Entman's argument that 

framing is the result of salience and repetition (Entman, 1993). Clusters also adhere to Pan & 

Kosicki's (1993) definition of frames as themes that connect different elements of a story into 

a coherent whole, in this case the aggregation of individual tweets into a coherent cluster. The 

general theme identified in the US framing of Russia was a legal theme according to which 

Russia had violated international law when invading Ukraine and when forcing the citizens of 

Crimea to join Russia under the threat of force. The two general themes identified in this dyad 
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suggest that both the US and Russia attempted to undermine each other's legitimacy. Such 

attempts are in line with Wolfsfeld (1993) definition of framing as a struggle over 

interpretation and "what is going on". Thus, it appears that like new organizations, MFAs also 

offer such interpretations through framing techniques (e.g., generic frames). 

 

In their framing of one another, both the US and Russia seemed to have wielded Social power 

(Van Ham, 2013). Using framing techniques and frames, both nations in the dyad depicted the 

other as operating outside the bounds of that which is accepted and desirable by the 

international community. The US legal framing of Russia rested on the notion that Russia's 

incursion into Crimea has violated the normative behaviors and values that are deemed as 

legitimate in the 21
st
 century. According to the US framing, international affairs are resolved 

in this century through dialogue and diplomacy rather than military force. These are the very 

values of soft power rather than hard power. In its framing of the US, Russia depicted the 

United States as a morally bankrupt country that has abandoned the value system deemed as 

legitimate in a Western influenced world order. The US no longer hold true to the assumption 

of innocence of suspected criminals, it is willing to violate human rights in its struggle against 

terror, it discriminates against minorities and, most importantly, it has decided to support 

Neo-Nazis who have staged a coup d'état in Kiev. It is the support of such Neo-Nazis that is at 

the heart of Russia's framing of the US. By framing the activists in Ukraine as neo-Nazis, 

Russia is associating the US with the most abhorrent regime in modern history. By extension, 

Russia depicts the US as operating in a sphere beyond any of the normative and moral 

standards adopted by the West following the atrocities of the Third Reich.  

 

Russia's moral framing of the US may also be seen as somewhat more sophisticated than that 

of the US. While America focused solely on the legal aspect of Russia's action, Russia 



depicted US moral bankruptcy in numerous areas ranging from minority rights' to UN 

resolution on human rights thus offering a consistent narration. Secondly, the moral framing 

of the US was intrinsically linked to Russia's framing of the activists in Ukraine. Using words 

and images Russia framed these activists as Neo-Nazis. Such is the case in the tweet below 

which is but one of several tweets depicting the desecration of monuments to Russia's victory 

over Nazi Germany.  

 

(tweet published by Russian MFA, 23/02/2014) 

By associating the US with Neo-Nazis, Russia's public diplomacy appealed to the culture, 

history and political ideals of both Russian and American SNS audiences. By so doing, Russia 

created a clear dichotomy between the US and itself that has remained true to the values that 

led it to fight fascist Germany in World War 2. However, while both nations wielded Social 

power differently, both did so with the similar aim of limiting one another's actions in Ukraine 

without resorting to coercion, payment or use of Hard power.   

 

Yet the moral framing of both nations also goes beyond Social power as both nations 

attempted to de-legitimize one another. Thus, such framing may be viewed as a form of 

symbolic violence. Bourdieu (1998) argues that symbolic violence is the imposition of 

meaning and ideology upon people and thus constitutes a form of social domination. Such 
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meaning and ideology is creating through narration, language and images. In addition to 

narration, legitimacy is at the core of symbolic violence as subjects view their very subjection 

as legitimate and accept the norms and values inflicted upon them. Thus, symbolic violence 

imposes one legitimate world view at the expense of all others (Udasmoro, 2013; Cushion & 

Jones, 2006; Kim, 2004). 

 

By framing one another on SNS, both the US and Russia narrated one another's character. 

Such narration focused on morality as morality leads to legitimacy. In this context, moral de-

legitimization may be a form of inflicting violence as it was meant to limit another country's 

ability to exercise its free will. Similarly, each nation attempted to force the other into 

adhering to certain moral codes and norms without resorting to the use of actual force. Such 

actions may also be viewed as form of moral subjection that forces upon nations certain 

behaviors and ideologies. In the field of diplomacy, such subjection is inflicted by one 

country on another. Moreover, tweets associating the US with the words Neo-Nazis and 

images of desecrated World War 2 monuments demonstrate that on SNS, governments utilize 

images and words in their narration. These are the very tools of symbolic violence.  

 

In addition, both Russia and the US presented their SNS followers with one world view, at the 

expense of all others. While nations may be conscious of their framing activities, SNS 

followers are not. Thus, moral de-legitimization may also be the infliction of symbolic 

violence on digital diplomacy followers. Using images, language and hashtags, Russia and the 

US constituted SNS as an arena of ideological struggles in which each nation promotes its 

world view. As this is achieved through framing and narration, the power struggles between 

nations may be obscured from followers. SNS followers may view a Russian tweet about the 

ill-treatment of a pilot by the US as a fact rather than one element in a larger theme aimed to 



de-legitimize the US. Thus, such tweets may be used to impose systems of meaning and 

ideology on SNS followers leading to a form of social (media) domination. Finally, SNS 

followers may accept the legitimacy of the norms and moral codes promoted by MFAs as 

these are part of nations' governments; a status that ascribes legitimacy and increases trust. US 

SNS followers, for instance, may fail to view information tweeted by the State Department as 

part of ideological narration. 

 

In summary, framing foreign actors on social media, and de-legitimizing them, may constitute 

two forms of symbolic violence, one inflicted by a state on another state and the other 

inflicted by the state on its digital diplomacy followers. Therefore, symbolic violence may be 

relevant to the field of diplomacy in general, and digital diplomacy in particular.  It is 

important to note that the mutual moral de-legalization of the US and Russia occurred mainly 

during the second time period in which these nations transitioned from pragmatic allies to 

adversaries. Thus, it is possible that moral de-legitimation is a tool for winning adversarial 

conformations and is used mainly be adversaries as allies would be more likely to narrate the 

similarities between two nations with regard to norms and values. The results presented in this 

section offer an answer to this study's second research question.     

 

The manner in which the US-Russian relationship changed during both time intervals was 

best exemplified by the topics addressed in tweets published by both MFAs. During the first 

time interval, 86% of all Russian tweets mentioning the US dealt with the Syrian civil war and 

the Geneva 2 conference. During the second time interval, 75% of all Russian tweets dealt 

with the Ukrainian crisis. A similar pattern was found in US tweets mentioning Russia. The 

fact that the Ukrainian crisis came to dominate content published by these two MFAs 

indicates that as is the case in news coverage, foreign events do not gradually rise to 



prominence on MFAs' SNS but rather burst onto the scene in the form of crises (Wood & 

Peake, 1998). 

 

The analysis of the manner in which a dyad of countries frames one another offers important 

insight into government framing. First, the framing of foreign countries seems to be 

influenced by the existence or absence of conflict. This assumption, that warrants further 

investigation, indicates that framing analysis of MFAs' SNS could be used in order to 

characterize the relations that exist between specific nations. Moreover, it is possible that the 

presence of specific generic frames corresponds with specific relationships between countries 

(i.e., conflict frame indicates conflict between countries). Secondly, the detection of generic 

frames in both dyads indicates that governments do in fact frame one another on SNS thus 

offering an answer to this study's second research question. 

 

Previous studies have proposed models that illustrate the interaction between government, 

media and the general public with regard to foreign policy coverage. One such model is 

Entman's cascading activation model (Entman, 2004). What characterizes this model is a form 

of hierarchy beginning with the administration and ending with the general public. However, 

in the age of digital diplomacy this model may no longer be sufficient. By following the 

twitter channels of MFAs, the public is exposed directly to the framing of foreign policy and 

foreign countries by the administration. Thus, the mass media may no longer retain their 

unique role as filters of the government's framing. As digital diplomacy continues to evolve, it 

is possible that growing numbers of citizens will be able to interact directly with their 

respective governments. This necessitates the creation of a new model that takes into account 

the new relationship between governments, the media and the public. Such a model should 

include immediate feedback from the public to the administration as MFA followers comment 
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directly on tweets and posts published by the government. Secondly, the hierarchy of 

Entman's model may have altered as both journalists and MFA followers are exposed to 

government framing at the same time and in the same form (i.e., both view the same tweets). 

Finally, as indicated in this research, both governments and the mass media frame foreign 

policy issues, events and actors. Thus, the "media frames" component in Entman's model 

should be connected to the administration, the media and the public. The suggested additions 

to Entman's model are presented in the image below (note: dotted lines indicate feedback 

mechanisms). 

Illustration 1.2: Possible Additions to the Cascading Activation Model (Entman 2004) 

 

 

This research encompasses a major global conflict surrounding Crimea's annexation by 

Russia. As this conflict entered the escalation phase during the research duration, future 

research should examine whether the US and Russian media adopted their governments' 

respective frames of one another. Moreover, this research focused on how MFAs frame other 

international actors. Future studies should examine whether MFAs also use digital diplomacy 

channels to frame issues and world events such as the Ukrainian crisis by offering an 

interpretive package that gives meaning to an issue or event and the means by which to 



interpret the issue (Pan & Kosicki, 1993). Additionally, it is also necessary to evaluate the 

manner in which online followers interact with MFA frames. Are MFAs endowed with 

legitimacy given their national standing? It is important to assess whether the framing of a 

country differs with regard to the target audience- does Russia frame the US differently on its 

Russian language twitter channel?  

 

Finally, this research offers an initial theoretical link between the concepts of framing, Social 

power and symbolic violence through moral de-legitimization of adversaries. As such, it 

should be viewed as a stepping stone towards further research. Additional research is 

warranted in order to ascertain if this link is holds true to other conflicts and case studies. 

Likewise, it is necessary to evaluate if symbolic violence is also practiced among allies using 

a variety of generic frames. There may also be a need to more clearly define the interplay 

between the concepts of soft power, Social power and symbolic violence.  

 

This study aimed to examine whether MFAs frame foreign governments on officials SNS 

channels. Moreover, it attempted to explore whether framing could be achieved at the level of 

an individual tweet. The results of this research offer a partial answer to these questions given 

several limitations. First, the research sample was limited to English language SNS channels. 

This was a result of the researcher's lack of fluency in other languages. It is possible that the 

content published by such MFAs on local language channels differs from the content 

published on English channels (i.e., content dealing with domestic or foreign issues). 

Exploring such differences was not possible in this research. Another important limitation of 

the current research was the short research period spanning three months. This was a result of 

the fact that each tweet was qualitatively analyzed by the researcher and that MFAs 

extensively use digital diplomacy channels publishing tens of tweets and posts per day. This 



short research period denotes that this research cannot be seen as offering a definitive answer 

to the research questions it examined. Finally, given its novel application of framing tools to 

SNS, the majority of tweets evaluated in this study did not include all elements of generic 

frames or all elements of Entman's definition of frames. 
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Appendix 1- Original Questionnaire, Semetko and Valkenburg 2000 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix 2- Codebook for Framing Analysis of Individual tweets 

Country who published tweet: 

Country mentioned in the tweet: 

Tweet number: 

Date of publication: 

Who is the Author of the tweet? (Entman, 1993) 

____________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________

__________________________ 

Components of frames (Entman, 1993)   

Is there a problem definition? Yes (1) No (0) 

  

 

 

 

Is there a causal interpretation? Yes (1) No (0) 

  

 

 

 

Is there a moral evaluation?  Yes (1) No (0) 

  

 

 

 

Is there a treatment recommendation? Yes (1) No (0) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Generic Frames (Semetko & Valkenburg, 

2000) 

  

Attribution of responsibility Frame: Yes (1) 

 

No (0) 

Does the tweet suggest that someone has the 

ability to alleviate the problem? 

  

Does the tweet suggest that someone is 

responsible for the problem? 

  

Does the tweet suggest solutions to the problem?   

Does the tweet suggest that an individual/country 

is responsible for the problem? 

  

Does the tweet suggest that the problem requires 

urgent action? 

 

 

 

  



Human interest Frame: Yes (1) 

 

No (0) 

Does the tweet provide a human example or 

"human face" on the issue? 

  

Does the tweet employ adjectives of personal 

vignettes that generate feeling of outrage, 

empathy-caring, sympathy or compassion?  

  

Does the tweet emphasize how individuals and 

groups are affected by the issue/problem? 

  

Does the tweet go into the personal or private 

lives of the actors? 

  

Does the tweet contain visual information that 

might generate feelings of outrage, empathy caring, 

sympathy or compassion? 

  

Conflict Frame: Yes (1) 

 

No (0) 

Does the tweet reflect disagreement between 

parties-individuals-groups or countries? 

  

Does one party-individuals-groups or country 

blame another? 

  

Does the tweet refer to two sides or to more 

than two sides of the problem or issue? 

  

Does the tweet refer to winners and losers?   

Does the tweet emphasize the achievement 

and/or actions of an individual/party/country 

versus the achievement and/or actions of another 

individual/party/country? (Added by Vreese, Peter 

& Semetko, 2001) 

  

Morality frame: Yes (1) 

 

No (0) 

Does the tweet contain any moral message?   

Does the tweet make reference to morality, God 

and other religious tenets? 

  

Does the tweet offer specific social prescriptions 

about how to behave? 

  

Economic consequence frame: Yes (1) 

 

No (0) 

Is there a mention of financial loses or gains now 

or in the future? 

  

Is there a mention of the costs/degree of expense 

involved? 

  

Is there a reference to economic consequences or 

pursuing or not perusing a course of action? 

  

 

 



Appendix 3- Example of Coding of Individual Tweets 

 

Entman Scale 

Is there a problem definition 1 

Is there a causal interpretation 1 

Is there a moral evaluation 1 

Is there a treatment recommendation 1 

Entman score (1+1+1+1)/4=1 

Attribution of 

responsibility 

frame 

Does the tweet suggest that someone has the 

ability to alleviate the problem? 

1 

Does the tweet suggest that someone is 

responsible for the problem? 

1 

Does the tweet suggest solutions to the 

problem? 

1 

Does the tweet suggest that an 

individual/country is responsible for the 

problem? 

1 

Does the tweet suggest that the problem 

requires urgent action? 

0 

Attribution of responsibility score (1+1+1+1)/5=  0.8 

Human interest 

frame 

 

Does the tweet provide a human example or 

"human face" on the issue? 

0 

Does the tweet employ adjectives of personal 

vignettes that generate feeling of outrage, 

empathy-caring, sympathy or compassion? 

0 

Does the tweet emphasize how individuals and 

groups are affected by the issue/problem? 

0 

Does the tweet go into the personal or private 

lives of the actors? 

0 

Does the tweet contain visual information that 

might generate feelings of outrage, empathy 

caring, sympathy or compassion? 

0 

Human interest score 

 

0 



Conflict frame 

Does the tweet reflect disagreement between 

parties-individuals-groups or countries? 

1 

Does one party-individuals-groups or country 

blame another? 

1 

Does the tweet refer to two sides or to more 

than two sides of the problem or issue? 

1 

Does the tweet refer to winners and losers? 0 

Does the tweet emphasize the achievement 

and/or actions of an individual/party/country 

versus the achievement and/or actions of 

another individual/party/country?  

0 

Conflict score (1+1+1)/5=0.6 

Morality frame 

Does the tweet contain any moral message? 1 

Does the tweet make reference to morality, 

God and other religious tenets? 

0 

Does the tweet offer specific social 

prescriptions about how to behave? 

1 

Morality score (1+1)/3=0.66 

Economic 

consequence 

frame 

Is there a mention of financial loses or gains 

now or in the future? 

0 

Is there a mention of the costs/degree of 

expense involved? 

0 

Is there a reference to economic consequences 

or pursuing or not perusing a course of action? 

0 

Economic consequence score 0 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix 4- Russia Frames the US as Morally Bankrupt 

Tweet Topic 

 

Jailed Russian pilot held by US authorities 

 

Ukraine 



Tweet Topic 

 

Syrian Civil War 

 

 

Ukraine 

 

US discrimination against handicapped people 



Tweet Topic 

 

UN Human Rights Resolution proposed by Russia which the 

US voted against 

 

Ukraine 

 



Appendix 5- US frames Russia Using the Legal Frame 

Tweet Legal Argument 

 

Russia has violated international law by violating the territorial 

integrity of Ukraine 

 

Russia has defied international law 



Tweet Legal Argument 

 

The Crimea referendum is not legal, it is a charade perpetrated by 

Russia and thus will have no legal standing 

 

As the Crimean referendum, is illegal, the US will not recognize its 

outcomes 



Tweet Legal Argument 

 

Both the Russian incursion into Crimea and the Crimea referendum 

are illegal will therefore be met with condemnation 

 

 

 


