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The contribution and role of strategic communication in the media’s dynamic construc-
tion and contest of conflict discourse. 

Theoretical/conceptual framework for Work Package 6: “Strategic Communication” 
 
 
1. Introduction 
The journalistic framing1 of the phenomenon ‘war’ has two roots. The first refers to what can be called 
‘bottom-up framing’ (in keeping with information processing). According to this explanation, actual war 
events and factual (security) policy activities possibly suggest a certain framing to journalists on a(n) (in-
ter)national level. Here, it would be important to consider, for instance, that the EU’s global political role 
in international security policy has become much more active in recent years. It can also be assumed that 
the political and military elites in the EU have supported these efforts – also with respect to the media. 
Journalists then simply adopt and integrate these frames of reference, which originate from political and 
military actors, into their imaginations. In line with the concept of ‘agenda building’ (cf. Scheufele & Tewks-
bury, 2007), such efforts on the part of (political and strategic) actors to establish their frames of reference 
or perspectives in the public sphere and in the media can be referred to as ‘frame building’. In political 
science research, these processes are discussed generally as political public relations (cf. e.g. Bennett et al., 
2007; Fröhlich & Rüdiger, 2006; Hänggli, 2011; Strömbäck & Kiousis, 2011; Wirth et al., 2010). The second 
root points to what can be referred to as ‘top down framing’. According to this, journalists have their own 
perspectives on the phenomenon of war – mostly independent from factual events and perspectives sug-
gested by politicians, the military, and so on. Top-down and bottom-up processes occur together. 

Thus, the media are not merely sheer brokers of information, and their content is not solely the 
outcomes of some journalists’ skillful decisions. Instead, the media’s content is produced as a complex 
interplay between various interacting factors such as journalists’ personal preferences, particular profes-
sional newsroom routines, a wide range of different legal and organizational constraints, the (supposed) 
audience’s demands, the availability and status of sources, the nature of events, etc. (cf. Shoemaker & Reese, 
1996), as well as the power and influence of PR and strategic communication. Therefore, to better under-
stand the ways in which the media shape and constitute reality on war and conflict, it is not sufficient to 
only analyze news content. Instead, one must also focus on the actions and strategies of other key actors 
involved in the production of conflict news ––particularly the (communicative) actions and strategies of 
politicians, political leaders, important sources and primary actors/players in war and conflict, including 
combatants. Within this scope, INFOCORE’s Work Package 6 (WP6) focuses on the professional strategic 
communication content of these actors, sources and players including the professional communication experts 
hired by them. 

In a conflict environment, public acceptance is crucial for actors in the public sphere (e.g. politicians, 
the leaders of social movements or NGOs), because this might lead to a legitimization of one’s cause and, 
as a result, to a mobilization as well as desired policy changes (Fröhlich & Rüdiger 2006; Kellner, 1992; 
Kepplinger, Brosius & Staab 1991).2 Since it is not until the media begins reporting on wars that wars 
become a topic of public discourse, actors and their communication experts partly direct their strategic 
communication towards the media and try to push strategically designed content into media coverage (Hal-
lahan et al., 2007). Thus, actors seek to insert their perspectives, interpretations, and agenda into the public 
discourse. To this end, they also hire professional communication experts and PR consultants.  

Within the scope of the so-called First (1990 to 1991) and Second (2003 to 2011) Persian Gulf Wars 
and the (emerging) conflicts in Ukraine and Syria, professional strategic communication methods increas-
ingly gained media attention3 (cf. Donsbach et al., 2005; Drentwett, 2008; Esser, 2009; Legge, 2013; Mac-
Arthur, 2004; Pfau et al., 2004; Tiede 2014). Still, in the field of conflict research, compared to the large 

                                                 
1 For the framing concept see the INFOCORE working paper “Constructions of violent conflict in public discourse …” by 
Christian Baden. 
2 The important role of public relations (and propaganda) in warfare is nothing new. From, for instance the American 
War of Independence, World War I, and II to the so-called Persian Gulf War in 1991, the War in Iraq and the Geor-
gian-Russian conflict in 2008 strategic communication as PR and/or sheer propaganda has always played a major role 
(cf. Bamford, 2004; Brewer, 2009; Fearn-Banks, 2004; Finnegan, 2007; Grunig, 1993; Jowett & O’Donnell, 2006; 
Smith, 2004, Sorenson, 1968, Stauber & Rampton, 1995).     
3 This refers to the phenomenon of so called meta-coverage (media coverage on the circumstances of the production 
of media content) (cf. D’Angelo, 2008). 
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body of studies on media coverage of conflicts (e.g. Bahador, 2011; Eilders et al.,. 2000; Evans, 2010; Fröh-
lich et al., 2007), to date very little elaborate empirical work has been published on the roles and influences 
of strategic communicators and PR (cf. Taylor, 1992). Thus, the overall objective of INFOCORE’s WP6 
“Strategic Communication” is to analyze if and how different actors have (strategically) inserted their evi-
dential claims, frames, and agendas4 into the news coverage on selected war/conflict cases, depending on 
various contextual factors. This paper presents the research concept of WP6 by focusing on previous re-
search on strategic communication, defining key concepts, discussing available research material, and out-
lining the work package’s research strategy and general objectives. 
 
2. Research on Strategic Communication in Violent Conflict and War 
With Habermas (2006, p. 415), particularly with reference to his “communication model for democratic 
legitimation”, we assume that “(…), the dynamics of mass communication are driven by the power of the 
media to select, and shape the presentation of messages, and by the strategic use of political and social 
power to influence the agendas as well as the triggering and framing of public issues.” Here, we understand 
strategic communication as one of several particular implementations and manifestations of the “strategic use 
of political and social power”. The analysis of strategic communication can be rooted within the area of 
propaganda research. Especially in the scope of both world wars, many studies have been focused on dif-
ferent methods governments use to mobilize the masses (Shah, 2005; Sproule 1987). After the end of the 
Cold War, the U.S. reduced its investments in public diplomacy and, consequently, its efforts to influence 
its public image. As a result, the amount of scientific research focusing on propaganda and strategic com-
munication also decreased. Meanwhile, however, “(i)nformation technology is so important in war today, 
that it overwhelms everything else,“ as Berkowitz (2003, p. 3) claims. Particularly after 9/11, and partly due 
to the U.S. strategy of justifying a war in Iraq by using false information, research on strategic communica-
tion, PR, and propaganda regained importance in the social sciences (Snow & Talyor, 2006). As a result, 
the recent peak of sophisticated research on strategic communication in conflict environments dates back 
to the 2003 Iraq war (Hiebert, 2003)5. Among others, Chambers (2003), Hiebert (2003), Kumar (2006), as 
well as Snow and Taylor (2006) qualitatively analyze the U.S. government’s efforts to justify the war in Iraq, 
the related discussion on possible weapons of mass destruction in Iraq, and the suggested connection be-
tween the Iraqi regime and Al-Qaeda. The most recent profound qualitative study is by Kutz (2014), who 
analyzed the legitimizing character of strategic communication and PR in Germany and the U.S. for the 
wars in Kosovo, Afghanistan and Iraq. While these studies deliver valuable insights and can be seen as 
sophisticated descriptions of strategic communication during an emerging conflict, they still are bound to 
the restrictions of approaches that employ only qualitative analysis: The instances can be descripted in depth 
and detail, but the perspective remains restricted to a limited number of conflict cases, events, news articles 
and/or PR material (Kutz, 2014). However, to fully grasp the impacts and roles of strategic communication 
and PR for and within the process of war coverage through media, it is necessary to analyze the intertwined 
dynamics of PR on a broader basis. 

To date, there have been very few quantitative measurements of strategic communication and PR in 
a conflict environment. Glazier and Boydstun (2012) focus on the government’s and news media’s fram-
ing(s) of the war on terror and the 2003 invasion of Iraq. In their analysis, the authors point out that both 
the media’s and the president’s frames only align during periods, where the nation seems to be united in a 
common crisis but diverge again once the solidarity fades away. As a result, the media do not play their 
watchdog role during such times (e.g. the justification of the Iraq War). Even though Glazier and Boydstun 
offer some insights into strategic communication’s influences on the media and certain time dynamics, their 
perspective is restricted to only one case and only one strategic communicator, namely the U.S.-govern-
ment. Compared to the present state of research INFOCORE goes beyond a case-based research and 
pursues a systematically comparative approach that focuses on strategic communicators in six conflict cases. 
Thus, it is possible to consider specific influence by systematically varying contextual factors for different 
strategic content kinds inserted into different media kinds, for different audience kinds in different conflict 
environments.  

                                                 
4 For a definition of evidential claims, frames, and agendas see the INFOCORE working paper “Constructions of violent 
conflict in public discourse …” by Christian Baden. 
5 See also Hiebert’s earlier work on PR as a weapon of modern warfare (Hiebert, 1991). 
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Additionally, while the present state of research resembles a static, outcome-focused or instance-
focused view of conflict that neglects developments over-time within as well as across conflicts, IN-
FOCORE provides a direct analysis that factors in the temporal dynamics of conflicts and news production, 
taking a genuinely dynamic perspective on ongoing conflict cycles in case sampling, theory, measurement, 
and analysis to trace developments, within conflicts (media/conflict dynamics) and across conflicts (chang-
ing roles of media, rise of social media, diminishing gatekeeping power).  

 
2.1 Focus on Impact: Persuasion 
The aim of strategic communication is – again following Habermas (2006, p. 415) – “to influence the agen-
das as well as the triggering and framing of public issues.” According to our understanding/definition, 
‘persuasion’ is a particular tactic of strategic communication. Along with O’Donnell and Kable (1982, p. 9), 
we define persuasion as “… a complex, continuing, interactive process, in which a sender and a receiver 
are linked by symbols, verbal and nonverbal, through which the persuader attempts to influence the per-
suadee to adopt a change in a given attitude or behavior (…).” Furthermore, with Jowett and O’Donnell 
(2012, p. 6-7), we understand ‘propaganda’ and ‘public relations’ as subcategories of persuasion6. Thus, 
‘propaganda’ and ‘public relations’ are understood as further particular (sub)tactics of strategic communi-
cation. Different from Jowett and O’Donnell, we do not understand ‘information’ as another subcategory 
of persuasion, but instead as another particular tactic of strategic communication (Figure 1).  

 
Figure 1: Categories and Tactics of Strategic Communication 

 

 
Our research question does not focus on the analysis of differences between particular subcategories of 
persuasion or of specific tactics of strategic communication. This is why we dispense with definitions of 
‘propaganda’, ‘persuasion’ and/or ‘PR’. WP6 instead looks at ‘agendas’7 of strategic communication/com-
municators in general and at the dynamics of those agendas.  

 
2.2 Focus on Actors: Strategic Communicators and Political Actors 
Our analytic strategy focuses on the phenomenon of strategic communication which is produced and dis-
seminated by actors of the public sphere who seek to influence the public debate. However, these actors 
often do not follow their own agenda(s) but are hired to fulfill others’ communication goals. Thus, to be 
able to effectively analyze strategic communication, it is crucial to differentiate between the (1) persons 
involved in the production and distribution of strategic communication content and (2) their clients. . As a 
result, it is necessary to focus on the concepts of ‘strategic communicators’ and ‘political actors’ (see IN-
FOCORE’s definition of ‘political actor’).  

                                                 
6 In addition to Jowett and O’Donnell, we also consider advertising as a subcategory of persuasion.  
7 For a definition of ‘agenda(s)’ see the INFOCORE working paper “Constructions of violent conflict in public dis-
course …” by Christian Baden. 
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Within conflict news coverage, a ‘strategic communicator’ can be seen as an advocate who speaks to 
the media to ensure that a message enters the public discourse. Thus, strategic communicators can be con-
nected to push-communication. In this sense, every communicator who actively influences the public de-
bate on conflict/war can be seen as a strategic communicator: politicians, military leaders, lobbyists, PR-
experts, public authorities (officials), members of a parliament, and other political actors.  

However, within the analytic strategy presented here, the main focus is on organizational and institu-
tional strategic communicators who represent the official standpoint of the whole organization, institution, 
or (political) entity they belong to, and who speak in its name. Strategic communicators in this narrower 
sense can be part of political spheres, NGOs, (social) movements, the military, think tanks, or PR organi-
zations and/or campaigns. They can be described as communicators who (per definition) represent the 
official perspective of an organization or corporation (e.g. “public relations/press officer” or “spokesper-
son”) or represent a political institution such as a political party/parliamentary fraction (e.g. party/fraction 
leader), or a ministry (ministers as well as its official spokespersons or press officers), or a political commit-
tee (e.g. speaker/leader of a parliamentary defense committee). The professional function of these strategic 
communicators is to publicly distribute professionally planned and designed messages/content on behalf 
of their client/employer. Lobbyists are a special type of strategic communicator since their professional 
(and often explicit) function is to distribute professionally planned and designed messages/content non-
publicly. 

Strategic communication, then, is the planned (not by accident) and publicly spoken words of stra-
tegic communicators and official press releases published/distributed by an organization, institution, cor-
poration, political entity, etc., as well as statements posted on its official web page. Press releases in principle 
represent an official standpoint of the sender. Additionally, if an entity is quoted without being personalized, 
its message can be seen as the outcome of the whole organization. In this case, the organization as a whole 
is a strategic communicator. 

Furthermore, our analytic strategy also focuses on publicly delivered speeches of political actors as 
strategic communication (non-spontaneous, planned communication), while political actors are not neces-
sarily considered as ’strategic communicators’ in the narrower sense of this definition. Even though every 
political actor communicates strategically, he or she is not automatically a ‘strategic communicator’ in the 
work package’s sense (organizational/institutional), because political actors do not always perform acts of 
intentional advocacy or actions directed specifically at the media/public. Furthermore, although they can 
represent a certain entity (e.g. political party), political actors might only follow their own interests. And 
finally, political actors do not communicate on behalf of a client/employer as part of their professional 
function. Thus, it is important to point out that there is an intersection between the categories ‘political 
actor’ and ‘strategic communicator’. 

Within NGOs and (social) movements institutional and organizational strategic communicators 
speak for the organization as a whole. Hence, all communicators that are official spokespersons or repre-
sentatives of an NGO or a (social) movement are considered ‘strategic communicators’. An ordinary mem-
ber of an NGO/movement (incidentally) picked by a journalist for a brief statement is not considered a 
‘strategic communicator’. Strategic communicators that belong to the PR sphere are persons mandated by 
an organization to perform professionalized communicational tasks therefor. This is why all communicators 
within the PR sphere are also organizational/institutional strategic communicators. An example of this 
group is a PR agency such as Aspect Consulting or GPlus. Think tanks can also be seen as organizational and 
institutional strategic communicators; they communicate a joint message and publish their research results 
as a collective product – usually not by accident but on the basis of planned (= strategic) communication. 

Finally, persons that belong to the military can be identified as strategic communicators if they rep-
resent the official military standpoint. That is the case for official military spokespersons or individual sol-
diers on duty or in the battle zone, because while the former (per definition) represents the official perspec-
tive of an organization, the latter presumably received a briefing by the military’s PR department before 
being interviewed. Additionally, these members of the military also represent advocates that perform push-
communication. A military person who is not on duty or in the battle zone can be considered a source that 
is questioned by the media, and is therefore part of pull-communication and consequently not considered 
a strategic communicator. 

Political actors, on the other hand, are individuals who have obtained at least some measure of political 
power, authority, and/or leadership within a group, organization, institution, or society and engage in ac-
tivities that can potentially have a significant influence on decisions, policies, media coverage, and outcomes 
associated with a given conflict. Thus, as noted, there is an intersection between these two groups of people, 
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because some political actors also communicate an agenda strategically and represent the official perspective 
of an entity. 

Still, PR professionals, regardless of whether they are considered part of tan organization or whether 
they belong to external consulting PR-firms, are not considered political actors since they usually are not 
the ‘owners’ of a political agenda. According to our understanding, the ‘owner’ of a political agenda is a 
political actor (= principal) while the PR professional (= agent) is employed (external consultant) or tasked 
(internal member of the respective organization) to speak for this principal.  Thus, we consider PR profes-
sionals, press officers, PR firms, etc. as agents of political actors and, therefore, as strategic communicators. 
A brief overview of the two concepts is provided in Figure 2 (object of investigation of WP6, in the red 
frame). 

 
Figure 2: Political Actors and Strategic Communicators 
 

 
 
 

2.3 Focus on Roles: Source vs. Advocates 
As noted, strategic communicators try to push their messages into the media discourse. They want their 
agendas, frames, and beliefs to be taken up in the news content. The media, on the other hand, often follow 
their own agenda and approach people that might support and underline it (cf. Hagen, 1992). Thus, it is 
important to also focus on the different roles that people who offer information to journalists (through 
push- or pull-communication) can perform. The term ‘source/advocate’ describes two roles an inform-
ing/speaking actor can hold in the process of content production for the news media, social media, and 
semi-public intelligence/expert analysis: A ‘source’ tends to be relatively passive, and can be connected to 
pull-communication. This means that a journalist actively approaches a source in order to receive infor-
mation. Additionally, a source is someone whose frames and agendas (if they existing) are brought into 
public debate by someone other than themselves (e.g. journalists) in pursuit of their own agendas. An ex-
ample of a source is an individual eyewitness that is interviewed about an event that occurred. 
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An advocate can be seen as a pro-actively communicating person who is interested in getting  his or 
her provided information/spoken word published and who actively tries to get heard (via professional PR, 
or through organizing pseudo-events, for instance). He or she engages in push-communication, meaning 
that an advocate sends out her or his message without first being asked for it. An advocate always has a 
clear agenda that can be identified within his or her statement. She or he actively brings frames and agendas 
into the public debate and thus into a public sphere, in pursuit of a discernable agenda for action. An 
example of an advocate is a politician, who hands out his interpretation of an event as a press release or 
during a press conference. Another example is an official representative of an NGO makiong a speech 
during an organized event. Consequently, one can be a source and an advocate at the same time, because 
this status is relative to a public sphere. While one can, for instance, actively advocate an agenda in the 
online public sphere, one can also simultaneously function as a source for offline media coverage that 
follows a journalist’s own agenda. Hence, publishing messages on the Internet makes you an advocate as 
far as the online public sphere is concerned, but if someone links this material online or uses it for an offline 
purpose then you are also a source for this advocate’s communication. Finally, it is noteworthy that you are 
not an advocate if you do not yourself insert your texts into a sphere of debate or if you do so without a 
discernable agenda (e.g. a statistics office publishing routine data generally does so without following a 
political agenda). One cannot be considered an advocate if you do not have a discernable agenda. In this 
case, the person can still be a source, because someone could quote him or her to support that person's 
agenda. Finally, someone who is never cited, linked to, or imported into a public sphere by a third person 
cannot be a source but may still be an advocate.  

The concept of ‘advocate’ is much closer to the concept of advocacy/PR/strategic communication 
than the concept of ‘source’. An advocate (in the sense of an interceder or proponent) ‘pleads’,  and/or 
‘campaigns’ for and/or ‘endorses’ something, while a ‘source’ behaves more in a fact oriented way and acts 
or is used (by journalists) more as a reference. Nonetheless, it is important to point out that neither a source 
nor an advocate behaves in unbiased or neutral ways. The most important difference between these two 
roles concerns the initiative. A source is approached by the journalist, who chooses which questions to ask, 
thereby determining the agenda of the interview. An advocate approaches journalists on his or her own 
initiative. This means that an advocate determines the questions she or he is answering and thus also sets 
the agenda and frames her or his statements. As a result, an advocate is an actor who processes and articu-
lates specific information for the media, while a source is an actor who provides information to the media 
or others in public discourse. However, this definition contains its practical obstacles. It is possible that one 
might not be able to formally distinguish between an advocated statement – as the result of an advocate 
that approached a journalist and communicated a strategically designed message - and a statement that can 
be related back to a source that was approached by the journalist. 

Thus, our research goal is to analyze how strategic communicators influence the dynamics of conflict 
related news discourses as well as the public discourse (represented by the social media) and political debates 
in their roles as sources and advocates. While an advocate actively tries to shape discourse by strategically 
inserting frames, agendas for action, and evidential beliefs into news coverage, a source can affect coverage 
by providing additional pieces of information that might feed into evidential beliefs (see this paper’s chapter 
on persuasion). 

 
3. Strategic Communication: Research Agenda 
Building on these concepts, we will analyze how strategic communication influences discourses on conflict 
in the media, the public (as represented by the social media), and political debates. We will therefore focus 
on strategic communication’s role in the construction, contestation and dynamics of conflict-related discourses.8 
In terms of discourse CONSTRUCTION, we will analyze how strategic communication influences the 
creation of a conflict’s social world within discourse. Thus, we will closely examine strategic communica-
tion’s contributions to the creation of concepts as characterizations of actors and events as well as their labeling and 
connected evaluative charge. We will also focus on the ways strategic communication shapes the construction of a 
conflict related discourse in terms of evidential claims. Here, we will analyze the selection of facts deriving from strategic 
communication that are transformed into evidential claims, and how they are qualified and warranted. Then, 
we will closely examine how strategic communication contributes to the interpretations of the social reality in 
terms of frames. Here, our main concern is how frames within strategic communication resonate within the conflict-

                                                 
8 For more details on the theoretical concept concerning construction, contest and dynamics of conflict related discourses see the 
INFOCORE working paper “Constructions of violent conflict in public discourse …” by Christian Baden. 
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related discourse. Finally, we will look at strategic communication’s contribution to the construction of narratives. 
To evaluate these impacts we will consider the identities, values, and agendas for action that are presented in 
strategic communication material. We will analyze what part of this material enters the news discourse and 
how it is transformed. 

In the next step, we will consider how strategic communication can CONTEST the existing construction 
of a social reality of a conflict in the news discourse. Again, we will focus on concepts, evidential claims, 
frames, and narratives within the strategic content and how they contest existing constructs in the conflict-
related discourse. Finally, we will also consider the DYNAMICS of the construction and contestation of conflict 
discourse. Therefore, we will examine the processes of transformation, radicalization, polarization, consensus formation 
and the establishment and erosion of widely accepted meaning and closely point out strategic communication’s (pos-
sible) contribution to and role in these processes. 

As a result, WP6 pursue the following primary objectives: The overall objective of WP6 is to analyze 
how different actors can strategically insert their evidential claims, frames, and agendas, into news coverage, 
depending on various contextual factors. Its results feed primarily into creating the knowledge necessary to 
process the following research questions of the overall INFOCORE project: (1) What information is pro-
vided by sources/eyewitnesses or advocated by strategic communicators? (2) What information is taken up, 
contextualized, elaborated, and disseminated by the media? What information is received by key media 
audiences and influences their conflict perceptions? In doing so, WP6 seeks to develop evidence-based 
strategies for communicating to/via media in ways that assist mediation and dialogue, reach out to conflict 
parties, and combat escalatory content. The overall aim is to provide EU policy makers with profound 
knowledge and improved strategies for devising and implementing external communication policies. This 
reinforces existing communication efforts for raising visibility and building public support/legitimacy for 
European policy solutions. It also details strategies for inserting specific contents into conflict zone media. 

To research news content dynamics and mutual diffusion, we cooperate with the work packages 
analyze news media content, political debates, and social media content. We seek to advance existing 
knowledge on how media content shapes political actors’ and lay audiences’ (as represented by the social 
media) perspectives on and perceptions of conflicts. Therefore, our findings will advance academic research 
in agenda setting, framing, mobilization, early warning, policy formation, and crisis management. In prac-
tice, this knowledge will enable media professionals and regulators to combat inflammatory content such 
as hate speech and will promote dialogue. Likewise, it will clarify why the media fails to pick up information 
(e.g. early warning content, gender-related content). Thus, it will enable journalists and media organizations 
to improve existing media practice. Finally, raising public awareness of biases in conflict news reporting 
facilitates background reporting and critical news coverage.  In this context, WP6 pursues the following 
specific sub-objectives: 
 to assess the backgrounds and motivations of strategic communication contents inserted into the dynamic 

evolution of conflict news content 
 to analyze the information contents of strategic communication inserted into conflict news, focusing on evi-

dential beliefs, interpretative frames, and agendas for action 
 to establish shared patterns of transforming strategically communicated information into journalistic news 

within the dynamic dissemination process of conflict news (with WP7) 
 to establish shared dynamics in the evolution of strategic communication of conflict news and reconstruct 

processes of frame building and agenda building over time 
 to delineate strategic communication contents’ primary impacts on the evolution of conflict news, and to 

evaluate the potential for affecting conflict dynamics (with WP7) 
 to determine the influences of contextual factors, the news environment, and content dynamics on the roles 

of strategic communication for the evolution of news content 
 to define the key roles – both constructive and destructive – that strategic communication plays, under specific 

circumstances, in shaping the dynamics of conflict news 
 to define suitable strategies for the use of strategic communication within conflict prevention and conflict 

resolution 
 

4. On Research Material 
In our research strategy, we analyze organizational/institutional strategic communication as intentionally 
advocated communication that is specifically directed at the media representing the official standpoint of a 
certain entity (political, activist, etc.). Thus, examples of strategic communication in an organizational/in-
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stitutional sense include planned public speeches, official press releases distributed by an organization, in-
stitution, corporation, political entity (etc.), statements posted on its web page, and other communication 
means strategically directed towards a restricted sample of people in the media or the political sphere. 

Access to and the selection of research material in the area of strategic communication (as we un-
derstand it) is not easy. Partly, this communication is not directed towards the general public but towards 
journalists/media, politicians, or combatants. We identify two major groups of research material:  

(1) Classic PR material directed/sent to the media/journalists, such as press releases published/ar-
chived on a website or archived and accessible at the respective institutions/organizations, inter-
views and other kinds of more or less public statements, such as speeches during election cam-
paigns, etc. It is noteworthy that this group of sources always has a clearly identifiable author, 
whether attributed to a single person or an entity. 
(2) Content of strategic communication directed to a fairly restricted sample of people. This com-
munication happens behind closed doors and contains messages that are supposed to influence 
coverage without transmitting authorship, or to lobby for particular agendas on political or edito-
rial back-stages. These messages, material and contents are not easily accessible, but might lead to 
a much deeper understanding of an actor’s communication strategies and intents.  

 
INFOCORE’s WP6 seeks to incorporate both groups of material of strategic communication. However, 
we might not be able to capture all essential ‘behind the scenes’ material, messages and content (research 
material group 2) that influenced news discourses. Still, by closely cooperating with INFOCORE’s work 
packages that carry out interviews with the actors involved in the production and dynamic transformation 
of conflict discourses (especially the work packages that interview journalists, political actors, and members 
of NGOs) we will gain knowledge on how this kind of strategic communication occurs and what sort of 
messages are distributed behind closed doors. Here, we also aim to closely cooperate with INFOCORE’s 
associated stakeholder network (see http://www.infocore.eu/consortium/associated-stakeholder-net-
work/). 

 
5. Gender Perspective 
In accordance with traditional social perceptions of gender, media coverage on war tends to construct men 
as active participants in war and conflict (fighters, aggressors, offenders, active defenders, warrantors of 
security); moreover, men (particularly the military) are even considered as promoters of war (Fröhlich, 
2010). In contrast to this, women are perceived (not only by the media) as a “pacifying influence” (Sjoberg 
et al., 2007, p. 2) (almost naturally opposed to war, peace-loving and resistant to violence, suffer from 
violence, need protection, etc.). This notion is criticized, particularly in feminist security studies, as a mas-
culine, authoritarian idea, since the appeal for protection and/or shelter (of women and children) often 
serves as a political and/or humanitarian justification for military intervention and war (cf. Tickner 1992, 
2001). The one-sided and stereotypical thematization and representation of women and men in coverage 
of wars and conflicts is substantiated in several theoretical works and supported purely by narrative single-
case analysis (for a synopsis see Fröhlich, 2015). However, to date, nothing is available on gender stereo-
types of respective political and military public relations. Hence, WP6 theoretically and empirically understands 
gender as an important analytical category within its particular research context.9  
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