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1 Introduction 
 

“Public Policy is made of language” (Majone, 1989, p. 1) 

The social constructivist perspective in policy research highlights the importance of language 

and discourse in the policy-making process. Especially in the field of security policy, 

language does not only communicate, but construct, what is a relevant threat and what the 

reaction to this threat shall be (Baban, 2013, p. 19). While most literature on the social 

construction of threats investigates why unknown problems suddenly become a threat on the 

policy agenda (e.g. Eriksson and Noreen, 2002; Dunn Cavelty, 2008), there is a lack of 

studies that examine how an already constructed and omnipresent threat is influenced by 

certain events and how this leads to different policy outcomes and changes in the policy 

discourse. One of the most important security issues in this century, especially since 

September 11
th

, 2001, for governments around the world is international terrorism. The 

increasing number of terrorist attacks, also in Europe, and the growing movements of refugees 

who flee from terrorist organization, such as the Islamic State in Iraq and Syria (ISIS), keep 

drawing the attention of European policy-makers to the threat of international terrorism. 

Research exists studying the effect of terrorist attacks on policy change (Birkland, 2004), on 

security policy discourse in relation with policy change (Hurka and Nebel, 2013; Baban, 

2013), and on the framing of certain issues as threats in the policy process (Eriksson, 2001c; 

Buzan et al., 1998; Dunn Cavelty, 2004). However, there is a lack of research that 

systematically analyses the security policy discourse on terrorism in connection with 

occurring terrorist attacks.  

In this thesis, the effect of terrorist attacks as potential “policy windows” is investigated by 

analysing the security policy discourse on international terrorism in the German parliament 

between July 2015 and June 2016. The period of investigation includes several of these 

potential “policy windows”, namely the terrorist attack in Sousse in June 2015, the attacks in 

Paris in November 2015, the attack in Istanbul in January 2016 and the attack in Brussels in 

March 2016, which were all discussed in the public discourse of German media and politics. 

In order to do justice to the different concepts involved in this investigation, namely 

international terrorism, security policy, political discourse and policy research, a theoretical 

analysis framework has been developed upon several fields of research. As theoretical 

foundation, explaining dynamics of the policy process in relation to policy windows, the 

Multiple Streams approach by Kingdon (1984) was chosen, which is combined with the 
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threat-frame analysis by Dunn Cavelty (2004) to complement the foundation with aspects of  

security and risk studies as well as framing theory. Concretely, the threat-frame analysis 

includes the examination of, firstly, diagnostic framing which is the definition and 

representation of a threat in the policy process, secondly, prognostic framing which includes 

the counter-measures or strategies that are proposed, and thirdly, motivational framing which 

is the argumentation with which policy makers justify why a certain threat is important or 

why a measure is proposed. This analysis framework is empirically implemented by 

conducting a discourse network analysis, which enables to systematically capture both 

discourse and actor dynamics of the policy discourse on terrorism over time. This 

comprehensive approach enables the combination of the analysis of parliamentary processes 

on the micro-level, by capturing the policy discourse and dynamics of policy actors, with the 

perspective of the macro-level, by considering terrorist attacks as external explanatory events 

and policy decisions as results of micro-level processes. More specifically, this approach shall 

help to answer the following explorative research question: 

How does the policy discourse on international terrorism, as already securitized threat, 

change when the perceived threat level increases? 

And within the analysis of this policy discourse, it is concentrated on the questions: 

 How is terrorism framed, which counter-measures are discussed and how are they 

justified, depending on the political party and on the context? 

 Are policy changes a reaction to the constant threat of international terrorism or to a 

concrete terrorist attack as “policy window”? 

The discourse network analysis revealed, on the micro-level, that although the threat of 

terrorism is considered similarly by all parties as threatening “out-group”, there are 

controversies in the policy discourse between the leading and the opposition parties: firstly, 

on the belief level, regarding solidarity, the balance between security and freedom and 

responsibility in the fight against terrorism, and secondly, on the policy level regarding 

military measures and preventive measures that encroach citizen rights. On the macro-level, it 

could be identified that different conditions entailed by terrorist attacks can lead to short-term 

or long-term policy reactions, which can be explained by the pressure the government is 

under, both nationally to guarantee security from the threat of international terrorism and 

internationally to show solidarity with a close ally. 



3 

 

To guarantee a thorough and scientific procedure of the development of this explorative 

research approach, the following structure was chosen for this thesis. First, the concept of 

international terrorism is conceptualised (2.1) and put into a historical, legal and academic 

context (2.2). After that, the state of research is presented by exploring previous similar 

approaches (3.). In the next chapter (4.), the analysis framework is presented, beginning with 

considerations of ontological and epistemological perspectives (4.1) that are important for the 

theoretical foundation of the framework. Then, discourses and networks in policy research, 

their analysis and combination, are presented (4.2), and the analysis of the policy-making 

process is regarded (4.3), with particular focus on the Multiple Streams Approach. As last 

section of the analysis framework, theories that deal with the construction of threats on the 

security agenda and in the policy process are presented (4.4), including the above-mentioned 

threat-frame analysis. The next chapter describes the methodological procedure (5.), including 

the selection and justification of data (5.1), the operationalization of the theoretical elements 

(5.2), the description of the period of investigation (5.3) and data collection procedure (5.4), 

and finally the presentation of relevant discourse networks (5.5). Afterwards, the actual 

analysis is taking place (6.), consisting of descriptive statistics (6.1) and the analysis of the 

collected data (6.2), including some critical aspects regarding the methodological procedure. 

Finally, the conclusion (7.) will sumarize the answers to the research questions, outline the 

contribution of this thesis and present open questions for future research.  

2 International Terrorism in Discourse 

Nowadays, terrorism is often assumed to pose the greatest threat of security, mostly in the 

light of the terrorist attacks of September 11
th

, 2001, (9/11) which are often assessed as the 

deadliest terrorist assault ever carried out by a non-state terrorist group in a single day 

(Wilkinson, 2010, p. 130). Terrorism has numerous definitions and conceptualisations and 

inspired many different debates in various fields of research. It goes beyond the scope of this 

thesis to deliver a comprehensive history and analysis of the terrorism discourse. Instead, this 

chapter shall give an overview of different conceptualizations and perspectives on 

international terrorism in political and societal discourse in western countries (2.1) and a brief 

outlining of the historical, legal and academic context of the term (2.2) which can help to 

better understand the literature used in the analysis framework as well as certain discourse 

dynamics. 
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2.1  Conceptualising Terrorism 

Definitions of terrorism exist in numerous variations depending on the point of time in 

history, the field of science or politics and the perspectives on terrorism. Ditrych (2014, p. 

106) even describes a historical fight of definitions from the 1930s in which scholars, politics 

and society have not been able to agree on a common conceptualisation. A terrorism expert 

once said that due to a lack of data and controversial perspectives, coming up with a proper 

definition of terrorism was “like trying to nail a pudding to a wall” (Stampnitzky, 2013, p. 

45). Today, pointing out the problem of definition is still a ritual in mainstream terrorism 

studies, however, there is a shared interest in devising a common terrorist profile (Ditrych, 

2014, p. 115). Ramsay (2015) argues that the debate about the definition of terrorism 

obscured the consensus that actually consists on what terrorism is. In his opinion, however, 

this consensus is not necessary and irrelevant for using the term in all the heterogenous 

contexts.  

In general, the research field of terrorism studies has tended to treat terrorism as ontologically 

stable phenomenon which can be objectively identified and studied by using traditional social 

scientific methods. However, in Jackson et al.’s opinion this is a highly simplistic and 

problematic assumption on which to base the field since it does not recognize that “terrorism” 

is a label given to acts of political violence by outside observers and that the definition of 

terrorism has historically changed depending on the political context (Jackson et al., 2011, p. 

15). Since terrorism seems to be hard to define with words, typologies are popular to describe 

the concept. One of the fundamental typologies of terrorism, for example, is the distinction 

between state and non-state terrorism. However, the major focus of specialists in terrorism 

studies in the late twentieth century, and especially since 9/11, has been the threat from 

terrorism posed by non-state movements or groups (Wilkinson, 2010, p. 130; Jackson et al., 

2011, pp. 26–27; Ditrych, 2014, p. 116). Many leading terrorism scholars have employed an 

actor-based definition of terrorism, mostly focussing on non-state actors, rather than regarding 

terrorism as strategy of political violence which any kind of actor can employ (Jackson et al., 

2011, p. 15). Another distinction is international and domestic terrorism. While the former 

involves more than one country, the latter is confined within the borders of a single state and 

involves no foreign citizens or property. One can also classify non-state terrorist groups by 

their predominant motivation. There are ethno-nationalist groups, such as ETA, ideological 

groups, religious-political groups, such as al-Qaida and ISIS, single-issue or state-sponsored 

groups (Wilkinson, 2010, p. 131). There are many more typologies applied to the concept of 
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terrorism by numerous scholars, each of them highlighting different aspects of the actors, the 

kind of violence, the strategy, the targets or the success. The kind of terrorism which is 

investigated in this thesis is religious-political, non-state terrorism, applied both in 

international and in domestic context, which is often referred to as “international terrorism” or 

“Islamist terrorism” in political debate.  

2.2  Historical, Legal and Academic Context of Terrorism 

Historical Context of International Terrorism 

Since a discourse can never be regarded in a vacuum, important developments of historical 

events and the scientific field of terrorism studies as well as critical terrorism studies are 

involved in the investigation of the terrorism discourse. Some important historical and 

political events shaped the discourse on international terrorism. The Israeli-Palestinian 

conflict in the late 1960s and 1970s and left-wing terrorism groups, such as the RAF in 

Germany, increased the awareness of terrorism internationally and as a result increased the 

literature and public debate. However, there was a different emphasis on the terrorism 

discourse in the US and Europe. While European scholars and politicians were mostly 

interested in domestic terrorist movements, to counter groups like the RAF in Germany or the 

IRA in the UK (Wilkinson, 2010, p. 132), the US was concentrating on Middle Eastern 

terrorist groups, left-wing guerrilla groups and revolutionary insurgencies due to the context 

of the Cold War (Jackson et al., 2011, p. 10). Thus, while the US took the leading role in 

promoting international measures, such as airport security and border protection, European 

governments rather introduced anti-terrorism legislation to assist police and judiciary 

(Wilkinson, 2010, p. 132).  

Since the 1970s the terrorist is characterized dually, either as a rational person or a madman. 

Despite individual psychology is still used as basis for most explanations of terrorists’ 

behavior, radicalization became the dominant concept (Ditrych, 2014, p. 115). With the end 

of the twentieth century, the tendency has changed to the perspective that terrorists are not 

“normal” but sociopathic, narcissistic and paranoid. The concept of terrorism as theatre and 

drama was strengthened by the rise of the mass media, being blamed for making terrorism 

into live spectacles and jeopardizing the lives of the hostages (Ditrych, 2014, pp. 108–109). 

Before and after 9/11, dominating issues within the political discourse on terrorism have been 

the seriousness of the threat of terrorism for democracies and the international community, the 

response to terrorism, regarding the role of police, intelligence services and military, and the 
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balance between international security and democratic freedoms (Wilkinson, 2010, p. 133). 

The concept of “new” terrorism came up in 2001 after the attacks of September 11
th

, 

characterized by the increased threat it poses to civilized society and public order (Ditrych, 

2014, p. 110), the “new” organizational structure in networks, and the “home-grown” aspect 

of terrorism involving radicalization (Wilkinson, 2010, p. 134). Critical scholars describe that 

shortly after 9/11 the discourse on terrorism was quite one-sided, especially in the U.S., since 

terrorism experts were criticized and viewed with suspicion, when seeking explanations for 

the attacks other than assuming them to be evil or to threaten western or Christian values. In 

the following years, however, terrorism experts and politicians in many western countries 

sought to find further explanations for the motivation of Islamist terrorists in order to 

formulate effective counter terrorism policies, such as socio-economic and personal factors, 

however, with still the main assumption that Islamist terrorists attack western countries for 

their values (Stampnitzky, 2013, pp. 186–188; Wilkinson, 2010, p. 135).  

Legal Aspects in Discourse on Terrorism  

Generally, throughout history the terrorist has been “othered” as perpetrator of illegitimate 

violence being chaos opposed to order and barbarism opposed to civilization. The terrorist is 

located outside the pale of the civilized world, which is framed by territorial sovereignty 

(Ditrych, 2014, p. 94; Matthews, 2015; Jarvis and Legrand, 2016). In 1937 the legal discourse 

on terrorism started in an international conference on terrorism with the obligation for states 

to make certain acts criminal offences and providing for their punishment. However, it was 

determined that terrorism should not be treated as international crime since this would trouble 

international relations. After 9/11 there was a kind of global state of emergency in the form of 

the war on terror with international law having been shattered and extreme, violent responses 

having been legitimized as response to international terrorism (Ditrych, 2014, pp. 98–113), 

since terrorism was assessed as violating the Geneva conventions due to killings of a large 

number of innocent people as well as violating state sovereignty with armed attacks on the 

civil society (Wilkinson, 2010, p. 135).  

Terrorism Studies and Critiques 

The field of terrorism studies was established in the 1970s on emerged “terrorism experts” 

appearing on conferences and in journals, after the Munich massacre of 1972 drew attention 

to terrorism as new kind of security threat (Jackson et al., 2011, p. 10; Stampnitzky, 2013, p. 

21). The creation of the terrorism database RAND in the 1970s, which was funded by the 
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government of the United States, was an important founding moment of institutional terrorism 

research (Ditrych, 2014, pp. 104–106). Until the 9/11 terrorist attacks, the field of terrorism 

studies stayed small with, on the one hand, a so-called “invisible college”, a network of 

specialists with common world view being financially, politically and institutionally tied to 

the state (Jackson et al., 2011, p. 12), and on the other hand, a semi-institutionalized structure 

with lack of experts, dominated by one-time authors (Stampnitzky, 2013, p. 44). After the 

attacks of September 11
th

, 2001, there was an expected boost of academic works on 

international terrorism, partly built upon the knowledge of the former invisible college of 

scholars, and partly upon newly self-appointed terrorism experts (Jackson et al., 2011, p. 13). 

This critical historical overview of the field of terrorism studies shall point out that there are, 

on the one hand, scholars who tend to study terrorism and its causes from a problem-solving 

state-perspective, and on the other hand, scholars who tend to criticise this perspective and try 

to shed light on ontological and epistemological aspects of and perspectives on terrorism 

which have been, in their opinion, missed out
1
. The latter type of scholars call their field 

“critical terrorism studies” who compare themselves to how they call it “orthodox terrorism 

studies” (Jackson et al., 2011, chapter 3). While the position of this thesis shall neither be 

problem-solving, nor be explicitly critical, but rather analytical, it cannot be categorized in 

any of these fields, however, draws upon literature of both of them. 

3 Previous Approaches 

After having discussed the conceptualization and contextual discourses of international 

terrorism as the main object of this investigation, this section examines previous approaches 

which study the political discourse on terrorism in context of policy-making after certain 

events. Within the scope of the literature research for this thesis, there was no concrete 

research found on the systematic analysis of the policy discourse or framing within the 

counter-terrorism or security policy-making process in Germany, with or without the 

connection to certain events on the macro-level. Thus, research investigating similar 

constellations in other settings, or following a similar theoretical approach as this thesis, are 

regarded in the following.  

An attempt to study agenda-setting and policy change of counter-terrorism policy is, for 

example, offered by Birkland (2004) who regarded the attacks of 9/11 as focussing event for 

policy change in the United States, following the Multiple Streams Framework which is also 

                                                           
1
  Despite this major tendency, of course not all research on terrorism can be put into one of these categories. 
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applied in this thesis. In his conclusion, he suggests, that due to its magnitude, the “window of 

opportunity” after 9/11, which enabled policy change in many policy sub-fields, would 

probably be open for a longer period. This suggestion was proved to be right since, as it will 

be presented in section 4.4.1, in many western countries new measures and technologies to 

counter terrorism have been constantly introduced in the last years. One of the few further 

studies that were found to investigate the effects of external events on security policy 

discourse and policy change is the work of Hurka and Nebel (2013). In their study on moral 

decision-making they compare framing and policy change of gun regulations after three 

different shooting rampages, in Germany, the United Kingdom and Switzerland. However, 

instead of only investigating the content of the frames, they regard the influence of the 

framing cohesion of the status quo coalition and the perceived causal complexity of the events 

on varying degrees of subsequent gun policy change. They find that major gun policy change 

is possible if the status quo coalition is internally divided and the event’s causal complexity is 

low. A less specific, but more comprehensive, study on security policy discourse can be found 

in Baban’s analysis of German security policy discourse of 2001 to 2009, which is, according 

to her, the first discourse-analytical work investigating the change of the internal security 

policy since 9/11 as discursive construct with regard to linguistic and political-scientific 

aspects (Baban, 2013, p. 20). Baban identifies four discourse effects and main tendencies 

within the German security discourse (some of which will be further regarded in section 

4.4.1): first, an extended security concept characterised by the intertwining of internal and 

external security; second, the informational networking of security policy; third, the new 

concept of prevention; and fourth, the reweighting of the values freedom and security. She, 

moreover, finds increasing demands for a more efficient security architecture and for a strong 

state to fight against the terrorist threat (Baban, 2013, p. 32).  

Although the presented approaches give a better understanding of some potential mechanisms 

and dynamics within security policy-making, there is a lack of detail on how terrorism and its 

counter-measures are framed. Most research on the framing of terrorism is found in media 

research, whereby some earlier approaches tend to investigate the relationship between media 

and terrorism in terms of the terrorists’ seeking for publicity and the media’s seeking for 

publishing (Wilkinson, 1997); while rather recent critical scholars tend to analyse the content 

of media coverage on terrorism. Both Patrick (2014) and Nevalsky (2015), for example, 

analyse western news media coverage of terrorist attacks in different geographic locations and 

identify rather negative frames representing terrorist attacks in Muslim countries, 

overgeneralising and placing blame, compared to rather sympathetic, positive frames 
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representing attacks in western countries. Like many, although not all, studies on framing 

terrorism in the media and in political discourse, those two authors belong to the research 

field of critical terrorism studies, which was presented earlier, and rather critically regards 

how the concept of terrorism is represented and reacted on by politics and media. 

Nevertheless, there is also research on how terrorism and its counter-measures are framed in 

political discourse. Spielvogel (2005), for example, investigates dynamics of the policy 

discourse and discourse hegemony in the United States’ 2004 presidential election campaign 

between George W. Bush and John F. Kerry. He identifies a rhetorical hegemonic frame by 

Bush, which cloaks the Iraq war under a larger war on terror frame, and which Kerry is not 

able to deconstruct at its roots, but rather unintentionally arguing within it. In contrast to this 

specific analysis of the discourse between these two political actors, most approaches that 

investigate framing processes within security policy rather regard the power of certain general 

frames within the policy discourse on policy decisions. This is, for instance, often done by 

applying securitization theory (Huysmans and Buonfino, 2008; Aradau and van Munster, 

2012; Eroukhmanoff, 2015), critical discourse or framing analysis (Jackson, 2005; Baker-

Beall, 2009; Sarfo and Krampa, 2013; Jarvis and Legrand, 2016) or investigating threat 

images (Eriksson, 2001c; Eriksson and Noreen, 2002; Dunn Cavelty, 2004, 2008). Since none 

of the presented approaches follows exactly the aims of the analysis of this thesis, namely the 

systematic study of the discourse and actor dynamics within the security policy-making 

process regarding terrorism in relation with certain events, the next chapter develops a 

theoretical analysis framework by combining aspects of several of the presented approaches. 

4 Theoretical Foundation of Analysis Framework 

This chapter presents the analytical framework which serves as theoretical foundation for the 

empirical data analysis in the next chapter. To begin with, some ontological and 

epistemological thoughts shall give a foundation for theory and methodology (4.1). The 

theoretical background of the method (4.2) is crucial for the analysis framework which 

regards discourses and networks within policy research as well as the combination of the two, 

the discourse network analysis. After that, the theoretical framework is developed as 

combination of the Multiple Streams Framework by Kingdon (4.3) to explain dynamics in the 

policy-making process, and the security related threat-frame analysis and its background 

theories (4.4) as a contentual and methodological bridge to investigate the framing of 

(counter-)terrorism in the policy discourse.  
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4.1  Ontological and Epistemological Thoughts 

In so called knowledge-based approaches of social sciences, there is a fundamental consensus 

that the relation between humans and the world is mediated by collectively created symbolic 

knowledge systems. The sociology of knowledge is based on heterogenic theoretical positions 

and different research interests that deal with the social geneses, circulations and effects of 

knowledge (Keller, 2011, pp. 21–22). As one of the first key works considering social 

constructivism, Berger and Luckmann argue that knowledge is everything that is recognized 

in a society as such. They regard social construction of reality as a permanent process of 

interactive objectivation and subjectively acquired knowledge (Keller, 2011, p. 40). 

According to Agius, the three ontological claims of social constructivism are, first, that 

normative structures matter as much as material structures; second, that identities matter 

which are constituted by interaction and culture; and third, that agents and structures are 

mutually constituted. Social constructivism views actions, beliefs and interests of actors 

within context and assumes an interdependence of the actors and the world they inhabit. The 

most common criticism of social constructivism by rationalists is that norms, values or 

identities cannot be observed and therefore not be proved to exist or be dominant in a certain 

situation (Agius, 2016, pp. 72–83). However, as it is outlined below, the analysis of language 

is one possible dimension to come closer to the latent construct of actors’ socially constructed 

interests, beliefs or identities.    

For policy research, this knowledge-based, constructivist perspective has been opening new 

possibilities of interpretation (Keller, 2011, p. 60). During the so-called “culturalist turn”, 

models of rational selection, which assume the existence of objective circumstances and 

rationally acting actors, are contested (Wagner, 2014, p. 173). Institutions, resources or 

constraints, are not regarded as given anymore, but constructed by the interpretative 

interactions of actors (Schneider and Janning, 2006, p. 97). Interpretations and forms of 

knowledge are not merely assumed anymore, but regarded as important factors of 

explanation. In the political decision-making process, components of programmatic beliefs or 

normative aims now complement the mere strategical calculation of power resources 

(Schneider et al., 2009, p. 121). Consequentially, in this perspective policy research is the 

investigation of actors’ knowledge production in the political process (Schneider and Janning, 

2006, p. 98). This approach offers additional factors of explanation for political action with a 

more realistic and more complex understanding of motivation of action and conceptualisation 

of identities of policy actors. One famous theory that tries to capture this complexity is the 
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Advocacy Coalition Framework (Sabatier and Weible, 2007), which includes values, religious 

and ideological beliefs as well as policy understandings in a deep core of policy actors 

(Schneider and Janning, 2006, p. 97). With the “argumentative turn” (Schneider and Janning, 

2006, p. 98) or “linguistic turn”, language and argumentation are viewed as important for 

acquiring societal knowledge, for creating collective identities and for making political 

decisions (Keller, 2011, p. 68; Bonacker and Bernhardt, 2014, p. 240). The process of 

acquiring political knowledge is not regarded as perceiving and processing scientific objective 

knowledge, but instead as cognitive process of reinterpretation and realisation during political 

decision-making processes (Schneider and Janning, 2006, p. 98). With the argumentative turn 

in policy analysis there is not only a stronger focus on arguments as objects of policy analysis 

but also an approach in which policy analysis itself becomes a rhetoric-persuasive 

argumentation and policy analysts become lawyers of arguments as a reaction to the 

increasingly complex policy problems and ongoing pluralisation within democracies 

(Saretzki, 2014, p. 495). Despite it is reasonable – as the author of this thesis – to keep in 

mind that policy analysts themselves are producers of arguments and part of the process, the 

former aspect of the argumentative turn, that arguments and language become more important 

for policy analysis, are central for epistemological and ontological considerations of this 

thesis. Or as Majone expressed it, “[a]s politicians know only too well but social scientists too 

often forget, public policy is made of language. Whether in written or oral form, argument is 

central in all stages of the policy process” (Majone, 1989, p. 1).  

The perspective that sources are not given facts, but analysed with the assumption that they 

are constructed by language and arguments, is important when applying and interpreting 

discourse analyses. Qualitative-interpretative approaches became increasingly popular in 

social science research during the 1990s (Keller, 2011, p. 69). In this process, Frank 

Nullmeier developed an approach based on interpretative policy research, the so called 

politology of knowledge, which emphasizes the relevance of discourses, discourse coalitions, 

policy ideas and framing. Central concepts of the politology of knowledge are the so called 

knowledge markets on which different interpretative schemes and knowledge resources 

compete (Schneider and Janning, 2006, p. 99). With the analysis of public discussions, so 

called “public discourses”, a new discourse-oriented perspective became popular assuming 

that identities are attached to social meaning through discourses (Bonacker and Bernhardt, 

2014, p. 240). The above mentioned interactive objectivation by Berger and Luckmann was 

received by the theory of symbolic interaction which emphasizes the importance of collective 

struggles for the definition of social problems (Keller, 2011, p. 73). The theoretical standpoint 



12 

 

of symbolic interactionism can be summarized by Herbert Blumer’s three premises, that 

humans act upon assumed meanings, that these meanings are created or derived by social 

interaction with other humans, and that these meanings are used and modified in an 

interpretative process (Blumer, 1981, p. 81; cited in Keller, 2011, pp. 73–74). Individuals 

categorize themselves and others as well as create their interests upon linguistically 

constructed identities (Bonacker and Bernhardt, 2014, p. 240) which are the ideational 

foundation of the analysis of discourse (Wagner, 2014, p. 173). The advantage of qualitative 

methods in this regard is not necessarily the testing of theories and hypotheses, but to 

recognize and identify the specific aspects of the social phenomenon. This is a less deductive, 

but rather inductive and open procedure going deeper into the context. In conclusion, one can 

say that language depicts, defines and changes reality (Dunn Cavelty and Mauer, 2014, p. 

193; Schneider and Janning, 2006, p. 169) and therefore discourse analysis is  a popular 

method to capture and investigate social constructions and interactions in the policy process 

(Wagner, 2014, p. 174). In Luhmann’s opinion, security can be regarded as such a social 

construction (Dombrowsky and Siedschlag, 2014, p. 230). Exactly this understanding of the 

social construction of security, regarding the threat of terrorism, is analysed in this thesis by 

the methodological and theoretical background presented in the following sections of this 

chapter. There is a wide spectrum of quantitative and qualitative methods to investigate 

security challenges from different perspectives, however, the majority of empirical studies 

within the field of security studies, which follows the constructivist approach, apply discourse 

analytical models and methods (Siedschlag, 2014, pp. 13-15), which are regarded in the 

following. 

4.2  Discourses and Networks in Policy Research 

In this section, the methodological background of the data analysis is outlined by presenting 

the concept of discourse and its analysis (4.2.1), network analysis (4.2.2) and discourse 

network analysis (4.2.3) in policy research. In particular, the theoretical development and 

advantages of the concepts, especially regarding the analysis of the policy-making process, 

are regarded to provide a sound methodological foundation. 

4.2.1 Analysing Discourses in Policy Research 

What is a Discourse?  

Hajer describes discourses as “a specific ensemble of ideas, concepts, and categorizations that 

are produced, reproduced and transformed in a particular set of practices through which 
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meaning is given to physical and social realities” (Hajer, 1995, p. 44). Discourses can be 

described as networks of positions within a room which only exist when these positions are 

occupied. Hence, discourses have a structural quality as generator of social reality (Bonacker 

and Bernhardt, 2014, p. 247). Discourses do not speak for themselves, but “become alive“ by 

the actors (Keller, 2011, p. 253), who are producers and interpreters of the statements creating 

the discourse on the basis of specific rules and resources (Keller, 2011, p. 234; Dunn Cavelty 

and Mauer, 2014, p. 202). Actors create the material, cognitive and normative infrastructures 

of a discourse and orientate on practices of the relevant discourse field in different settings. 

Discourse analyses are interested in those actors who take a speaker position and contribute to 

the discourse in a certain role. In their role, actors normally represent the interests of their 

organisations or parties within the discourse context. As subjects they can still simultaneously 

follow any other individual interests, which however it difficult to analyse with a discourse 

analysis (Keller, 2011, p. 253).  

 

Discourse Analysis 

It is difficult to do justice to the heterogeneity of the concept of discourse analysis. Generally, 

it is about capturing the rules which constitute the discourse. Central object of investigation is 

the use of language within a social framework (Dunn Cavelty and Mauer, 2014, p. 194). 

Discourse analysis is a wide branch, originally used in linguistic science, but now applied in 

numerous different disciplinary contexts and majorly within a hermeneutic-interpretative 

perspective. Consequently, the definition of the term “discourse” depends on the specific 

research interest of the discipline, the research question and its context (Keller, 2011, pp. 

109–112; Dunn Cavelty and Mauer, 2014, p. 197). Despite there is no specific discourse 

analysis directed on political science, there are numerous studies that use discourse analysis to 

capture political discussions, explain political events and justify political actions (Dunn 

Cavelty and Mauer, 2014, pp. 194–201). Political discourses are embedded within the 

blurring complexity of the policy process and the enduring political discussions. Scholars try 

to analyse the subjective perceptions and interpretations of actors who participate in the 

complex decision-making process (Schneider and Janning, 2006, p. 169).  

The most important theorist for discourse analysis in social and political sciences is Michael 

Foucault (Schneider and Janning, 2006, p. 180). He developed the concept of discourse by 

social, philosophical and historical perspectives building up on theories of the sociology of 

knowledge (Keller, 2011, p. 97). Foucault regards research subjects not as given ahistorical 
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facts but as historical contingent happenings, existing on the basis of knowledge and praxis 

formations. He is not so much interested in grammatical and linguistic patterns, but rather in 

the semantic level of meanings, the rules of how meaning is created, why something is said, in 

which context and under which conditions (Keller, 2011, pp. 126–133). His concept 

“dispositif” is a collection of measures to implement institutional materialisations, including 

both discursive and non-discursive practices, such as laws, speech practices and 

institutionalised behaviour patterns. In this thesis, for example, the dispositif of terrorism and 

its counter-measures is investigated, both in political discourse and in laws and contextual 

factors. In this context, Foucault emphasizes the specific understanding and meaning of power 

and the connection between power and knowledge production within political discourses 

(Keller, 2011, pp. 138–141; Baban, 2013, p. 46).  

Coalitions, Power and Struggle for Definitions  

Actors of different social contexts who identify themselves with certain story lines, epistemic 

figures and policy approaches can build a coalition and try to enforce a certain definition of a 

problem in a policy debate (Saretzki, 2014, p. 512; Schneider and Janning, 2006, p. 182). This 

so-called discourse coalition is successful when it dominates the “discursive room” which 

means that central actors are persuaded by or forced to accept the rhetorical power of a new 

discourse. It is also successful when the dominating discourse and practices are 

institutionalised in the policy field, meaning that the policy process is conducted according to 

the ideas of a given discourse (Saretzki, 2014, pp. 512–513). Advocacy coalitions based on 

Sabatier’s Advocacy Coalition Framework are an example for discourse coalitions arguing 

with so called belief systems (Sabatier and Weible, 2007). These belief systems consist of 

specific values regarding policy sections, assumptions on certain causal relationships, 

perceptions, world views, and opinions (Schneider and Janning, 2006, p. 195). In contrast to 

rationalist approaches, constructivism understands language as determining factor to construct 

social reality (Dunn Cavelty and Mauer, 2014, p. 202). Thus, discourses cannot just be 

instrumentalized to push through objective interests by actors. Rather, interests are created 

and constituted inter-subjectively during the discourse. Consequently, discourse coalitions 

establish themselves with reference to certain arguments, concepts and explanations with the 

intention to assert these perspectives as hegemonic definitions of reality (Schneider and 

Janning, 2006, p. 182). Policy becomes a struggle on definitions in which both specific 

knowledge on discourse elements and the distribution of resources determine the position and 

role of an actor or coalition which again results in different possibilities to apply power. This 

can lead to the use and manipulation of discursive means in so called symbolic struggles in 
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which different coalitions within the discourse try to achieve a discourse hegemony to 

establish dominant argumentation patterns (Dunn Cavelty and Mauer, 2014, p. 202). The fact 

that discourses always involve this strive for power over certain argumentation patterns or 

definitions is central to the later introduced theoretical approaches of securitization, threat 

politics and threat-frame analysis. Despite discourse analyses have become more popular in 

policy research in the last decades, they are not perfect in capturing the level of real policy-

making as pointed out by Schneider and Janning. Dominant discourses can be broad, diffuse 

and inherently contradictory, so that governments could still justify their choice of policy 

instruments on the basis of the dominant discourse, despite following different policy aims 

(Schneider and Janning, 2006, p. 185). This differing interpretation of the same discourse 

elements, however, can again be an interesting aspect of how actors construct their arguments 

and could give new insights into the discursive process. In the context of this thesis it is 

interesting to find a way to use discourse analysis for investigating the policy process. Here, 

Hajer proposes a two-stage approach, the first one consisting of an analysis of linguistics and 

text by analysing story lines, policy vocabulary and epistemic figures. In the second stage he 

suggests an analysis of the actor configuration (Schneider and Janning, 2006, p. 181). The 

second stage is a complementary aspect for this thesis’ analytical and methodological 

framework and will be further investigated in the next section, dealing with networks and 

actor-based approaches.  

4.2.2 Network Analysis 

Networks can serve as metaphors to emphasize the embeddedness of actors in their 

relationship structures (Brandes and Schneider, 2009, pp. 32–36). Generally however, the 

network paradigm seeks to study “the causes and consequences of the connections among a 

system’s elements”. Networks are often viewed as structures through which things circulate, 

such as attitudes and behaviours flowing through ties. Network approaches, majorly in 

political science, examine how actors’ positions within networks affects control, power and 

influence. Being firstly primarily in focus of political sociology, network approaches have 

received increased attention from political science in the last decades, and especially policy 

research became increasingly interested in the network approach to analyse the policy-making 

process (Lazer, 2011). The term policy network is used with different meanings and for 

different purposes. It is often used as an analytical framework and empirical tool, it is 

regarded as social structure or analysed as a form of governance (Raab and Kenis, 2007, p. 

188). For the purpose of this analysis, the first approach of the policy network as empirical 



16 

 

tool is considered. The methodological perspective of the policy network approach still leaves 

scope for the analytical framework since it can integrate different theories depending on the 

research question (Schneider, 2009, p. 11). 

In policy research there was a fundamental paradigm change in the last decades moving from 

a macro-level approach which regards public policies as a state function to an actor-centred, 

micro- or meso-level perspective assuming that public policies are collective productions of 

generally binding decisions (Schneider, 2014, p. 282). The interaction of multiple and 

heterogenous actors and their arrangement in the socio-political room has become a new 

object of policy research trying to enlighten the “black box” of the interactions in the policy-

making process (Schneider, 2014, p. 259). Within this development, the concept of the policy 

network evolved in the 1980s, regarding the policy field as set of relationship structures 

spanned between different policy actors which can also be useful to explain dynamics on the 

aggregate level (see also Janning et al., 2009, p. 67). Approaches dealing with relationship 

structures can be built upon power-, action-, and exchange-theoretical concepts which share 

the premise that the policy output or outcome is the result of competing interactions of 

influence on certain policy options. Policy-related power in this context means power and 

influence or resources through which events can be directed or controlled, in this case the 

influence is of communicational nature (Schneider and Janning, 2006, pp. 86–87). This 

approach also corresponds to the previously discussed concept of struggles on definitions and 

the power approach by Foucault. Useful to interpret the development of discourse and 

network dynamics are theories of collective decisions and coalition building which regard the 

participation in decisions and the structure of preferences within networks, some of which 

also have been regarded in the context of discourse dynamics. Elite and class theories, 

moreover, focus on the cooperation and integration of political elites within personal or 

organisational networks and help to analyse decision-making processes. In this context, for 

example, the relation of political party ideology and certain connected characteristics within 

the network are interesting to investigate (Schneider and Janning, 2006, pp. 11–16; Janning et 

al., 2009, p. 67). All these theoretical approaches are helpful when interpreting a network 

within the policy-making process.  

How can Networks be Analysed? 

Network analysis can be based on different data. While egocentric data include the local 

network of otherwise unconnected individuals, typically by asking an individual about his or 

her relationships to others, whole network data involve relational information on a closed set 
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of actors. Most research within the social network field studies the latter. Whole network data 

can be one-mode or two-mode in nature. One-mode data involve ties among one set of actors, 

such as friendship as tie between two actors. Two-mode data, as collected and analysed in this 

thesis, involve ties between two different sets of agents, for example the ties from actors to 

certain concepts they agree on. Two-mode data might be converted to one-mode by 

examining the ties that one set of agents have to the other set (Lazer, 2011).  

In literature, all relationship structures which are relevant for a certain policy are called policy 

network. However, the term can also be used more specifically. From the perspective of the 

graph theory, a network consists of nodes, representing actors, and edges, representing 

relations between actors, and the specific arrangement or structure of these nodes and edges. 

Hence, formally all possible configurations of relationship structures are networks of different 

qualities represented by a certain graph (Schneider and Janning, 2006, p. 158). The aim of the 

formal analysis of a network is to make specific order patterns transparent and to describe 

them systematically (Schneider, 2014, p. 275). As Nagel (2016, 364) wrote, the strength of 

the social network analysis lies in the possibility to collect data on complex issues and analyse 

them on both the micro- and the macro-level. Moreover, the advantage of the methodology of 

network analysis is that standard methods are available for measuring structural properties of 

whole systems, like the network centrality or density, as well as of individual positions of 

single actors within the network, such as node centrality or prestige (Raab and Kenis, 2007, 

pp. 189–191; Lazer, 2011). Furthermore, networks can be analysed by looking at the strength, 

the reciprocity or the multiplexity of the relationship (Adam and Kriesi, 2007, p. 26; Rürup et 

al., 2014, p. 26). For example, edges between actors can be undirected (relation between A 

and B) or directed (relation from A to B), unvalued (relation exists or not) or valued 

(weighted relation) (Lazer, 2011). The logic behind studying networks and measuring 

centrality of actors mainly rests on the assertion that they are consequential, meaning that if 

an actor is in an advantageous position within the network his or her odds of success are 

increased (Lazer, 2011). For example, if an actor is central within the network, he or she is 

assumed to be more powerful (Adam and Kriesi, 2007, p. 28; Rürup et al., 2014, p. 28). The 

measured value of degree centrality, which is applied in this analysis, is presented in more 

detail in chapter 5.4. In some cases, not only the formal position of an actor, but also the 

assessment of an actor’s influence and power by other actors determines his or her power 

within the network. This is, for example, considered by Ohm (2009) who interviewed actors 

to find out how relevant and influential they assess other actors of the investigated network. 
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However, due to the nature of the data of this analysis, this aspect cannot be considered in this 

thesis.  

4.2.3 Discourse Network Analysis 

A relatively new approach which expands the scope of both network and discourse analysis in 

policy research is the discourse network analysis for which a special, free-to-use software 

exists, the Discourse Network Analyzer (DNA) by Philip Leifeld. The method can be used to 

systematically study networks between actor configurations and discourse elements (Janning 

et al., 2009; Leifeld, 2009; Leifeld and Haunss, 2010; Schneider, 2014). While literature on 

political networks only regards actors and their relations, content- and discourse analyses 

strongly focus on the political process and its dynamics. These two research traditions and 

methodologies can be connected to conduct a simultaneous analysis on several levels (Janning 

et al., 2009, p. 69). Most studies on elite political discourse is either content-oriented or actor-

centred, however they ignore the connection between the actor configuration and discourse 

elements, which is a loss of valuable information about the framing process and causes for 

network dynamics (Leifeld and Haunss, 2010). And even though there are some scholars who 

point out the connection of discourse elements and political actor configurations, such as 

Sabatier in his Advocacy Coalition Framework (Janning et al., 2009, pp. 69–70), the 

discourse network approach with the help of the DNA can collect and analyse data 

systematically over time, how it was not possible before. With the software DNA, coalitions 

of actors who have certain common beliefs or use common argumentation patterns, their 

interactions and dynamics, can be visualized in the form of discourse networks (Schneider, 

2014, p. 281). The relations which are captured by the DNA can be of different nature 

(Leifeld and Haunss, 2010), in this analysis discourse elements are captured in the form of 

frames and policy proposals. As it was mentioned in the previous section, the policy network 

approach can be combined with many theories, and so can the discourse network analysis 

(Lang and Leifeld, 2007). To the advantage of this analysis, the discourse network analysis is 

a good tool to conceptualize political discourse as multi-dimensional, which is helpful when 

studying the complex reality of the policy-making process. This complexity can be reduced to 

a degree that is interpretable by the researcher in visualized discourse networks and thus 

facilitates the interpretation of the results (Leifeld, 2013). Details regarding the creation of 

such discourse networks, and certain measured values to analyse them are provided in chapter 

5.4. 
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4.3  The Policy-Making Process under Examination 

After having introduced the methodological background, the theoretical foundation of the 

analysis is presented in the following two sections. Since the analysis investigates the policy-

making process on counter-terrorism, it is necessary to learn more about the policy cycle 

(4.3.1) and approaches to study it. The Multiple Streams approach (4.3.2), which mainly 

regards agenda-setting and decision-making processes, is one of the main theoretical elements 

of this framework helping to analyse dynamics in the policy discourse. 

4.3.1 The Policy Cycle 

The policy process involves an extremely complex set of elements that interact over time 

(Sabatier, 2007, p. 3). In a modern democracy, there are numerous different actors involved in 

the policy process who have different interests, aims, preferences and positions. The research 

field of policy analysis views policy contents as dependent variables and investigates potential 

determinants of how these policies come about (Schubert and Bandelow, 2014, pp. 1–3; 

Schneider and Janning, 2006, p. 15). Or how Thomas S. Dye formulates it, “Policy Analysis 

is what governments do, why they do it, and what difference it makes.” (Dye, 1976; cited in 

Schubert and Bandelow, 2014, p. 4). However, in most theories the actors involve individuals 

beyond the government, such as politicians, journalists and scientists, or organizations, such 

as ministries or interest groups. Depending on the research question, the aim and analytical 

framework of the investigation, the actor is accordingly defined and understood (Schubert and 

Bandelow, 2014, p. 4). This analysis framework follows an elite-focussed approach, analysing 

plenary protocols of the German parliament which includes debates of the members of 

parliament, who are all members of either the leading parties or the opposition.  

Policy analysis can be carried out by using deductive methods, such as statistical, historical or 

structuralist explanatory approaches, or by using inductive methods, such as content and 

discourse analyses (Schneider and Janning, 2006, pp. 34–39). Having its start in the 1960s, 

the policy analysis developed in the following years and established as a “normal” research 

field since the 1990s. There are two main branches in the current field of policy analysis. 

While positivist research approaches examine causal mechanisms on the basis of statistical 

calculations, this analysis is a constructivist approach investigating specific aspects of policy 

processes as socially constructed relations. Despite its advantages of having a greater scope 

for argumentation and selecting individual aspects of the investigated policy process, the 

constructivist approach is criticised by positivist analysts for its lack of validity and reliability 
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(Schubert and Bandelow, 2014, pp. 14–16). This problem shall be avoided by describing the 

methodological procedure as thorough as possible in chapter 5. Policy analysis can moreover 

regard different policy domains, which are a set of actors with major concerns about a special 

area, whose preferences and actions must be taken into account by the other domain 

participants (Perrucci and Potter, 1989, p. 23). In this analysis, the policy domain of security 

policy, or more specific, counter-terrorism, is regarded. 

 

Figure 1: The ideal-typical Policy Cycle 

Source: Jann and Wegrich (2014, p. 106) 

The policy cycle is a perspective that considers the policy process as a sequential series of 

different phases of problem-solving or policy-making. The most common concept until now is 

the concept by Jones and Anderson from the beginning of the 1970s (Jann and Wegrich, 2014, 

pp. 97–101), which in this modified version (see figure 1) separates the cycle into the five 

steps “Problem Definition”, “Agenda Setting”, “Policy Formulation”, “Policy 

Implementation” and “Policy Evaluation”, and conditionally “Policy Termination”. The 

policy cycle is often blamed to be oversimplifying. Some critics say that it is not empirically 

correct to divide the policy process into logical, sequential steps since in reality the phases can 

change order or influence each other (Jann and Wegrich, 2014, p. 123). Despite this criticism, 

the policy cycle can go beyond the mere investigation of the policy process as strictly ordered 

process, but enables a certain perspective on one or more phases to investigate them more 

closely. This thesis is concentrating on discourse dynamics of the problem definition of 

terrorism during the agenda-setting process and the formulation of counter-measures in the 

decision-making process.  
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The problem definition is the first step of political action. A social problem has to be defined 

as such and the necessity of political action has to be articulated (Jann and Wegrich, 2014, p. 

107). A policy problem can be conceptualised as a discrepancy between the actual and the 

desired state. The latter shall be achieved by the use of available socio-political methods of 

control. When a problem exists, an existing social norm or expectation is used as orientation 

on how the actual state should look like. The perception of the involved actors is another 

dimension between the actor and the problem. This thought again goes back to the theory of 

social constructivism according to which social constructs, like problem definitions, depend 

on actors’ perceptions. Generally the constructivist approach always assumes an actor-based 

perspective, in terms of the premise that problems do not solve themselves, but social 

processes of problem-solving always depend on the actors, on how they are affected by, 

interested and involved in these problems (Schneider and Janning, 2006, pp. 50–52). The 

perceived relevant problem is set or stays on the agenda, which is a list of topics getting 

attention by the decision-making body (Kingdon, 1995, p. 3). Here, the distinction has to be 

made between the public agenda, which includes media and public discourse, and the agenda 

of the political-administrative system, of which the latter is investigated in this analysis. 

Generally, actors always try to influence the agenda by using moods and attention to 

dramatize a problem or to frame a problem in a certain way (Jann and Wegrich, 2014, p. 107). 

Agenda-setting research is dealing with the question which conditions increase the problem’s 

chances to be put on the agenda. Once a problem has been defined, put on the agenda and 

regarded as important enough, the policy formulation transforms articulated problems into 

proposals and demands over which are finally decided by the relevant political actors 

(Schneider and Janning, 2006, p. 110). In different theoretical frameworks, external events are 

regarded as possible explanation for certain issues to appear on the political agenda (Sabatier 

and Weible, 2007; Kingdon, 1984), because policy change becomes more likely if certain 

events highlight the need for reform (Eriksson and Noreen, 2002). The event-induced policy-

change can also be combined with discourse analysis which can reveal certain framing 

contests and struggles on definitions after the event as actors’ attempts to shape the agenda 

according to their perceptions, world views or beliefs  (Hurka and Nebel, 2013). In this 

context, rhetoric means of manipulation and conviction are often regarded (Schneider and 

Janning, 2006, p. 53). In the following section, one of the most popular agenda-setting 

theories is presented as theoretical foundation of this analysis, the Multiple Streams 

Framework.  
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4.3.2 Kingdon’s Multiple Streams  

Problems are not automatically put on the agenda which is why the agenda-setting literature 

offers different perspectives and theoretical frameworks on how problems appear on the 

agenda and are further processed. The Multiple Streams Framework (MSF) by John W. 

Kingdon (1984) is chosen for the foundation of this analysis due to its premises and 

assumptions to accept and assume complexity, contingency and time shortage in the policy 

process, while still identifying structures and process patterns as well as reconstructing actors’ 

political decisions (Rüb, 2014, p. 398). The starting point of the analysis is: “How does an 

idea’s time come?” (Kingdon, 1984, p. 1). Kingdon wants to answer this question with his 

Multiple Streams Framework he introduces in „Agendas, Alternatives und Public Policies“ 

(1984), which is one of the most cited books in social sciences. While some catchy terms, 

such as “policy window” and “policy entrepreneur” are very popular in social sciences, the 

basic ideas were rarely received systematically. This is also due to the fact that the MSF did 

not comply to the zeitgeist of the time when it was formulated and its premises were 

perceived as disturbing (Rüb, 2014, p. 373). The theoretical assumptions and elements of the 

MSF will be regarded more closely now.  

Actors 

The foundation of every theory is the actor conception. MSF assumes that actors try to act 

rationally, but are confronted with the ambiguity of all phenomenon. Ambiguity means that an 

issue can be understood and interpreted in many different ways. This ambiguity cannot be 

removed or reduced by more information, as it is the case with uncertainty, but rather is 

increased by more information. Since ambiguity is not preventable, political manipulation is 

the technique to exercise power by transferring ambiguity into illusive unambiguity. 

Preferences and interests in the policy process are not exogenous but endogenous and adjust 

to political manipulation in the political conflict. Even though actors formulate and determine 

their position and political aims at the beginning, they vary and adjust it during the political 

process. Decisions must be made despite preferences and consequences are unclear. 

Therefore, political entrepreneurs play a central role in policy making who transform 

ambiguous preferences into unambiguous motives through manipulation and framing (Rüb, 

2014, pp. 384–385). Next to ambiguity, contingency is assumed which means that everything 

is also possible in a different way than it is in reality, nothing has a necessary reason to exist 

and everything can be justified differently. Under this aspect policy-making is not only 

rational problem-solving but playing with different possibilities. Generally, it is assumed that 
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who defines the situation has the power on competing knowledge bases and ideas (Rüb, 2014, 

pp. 376–377). 

Garbage Can 

Kingdon draws upon the „Garbage Can Model of Organization Choice“ by Cohen, March and 

Olsen (1972) who understand organizations as “organized anarchies”, rather being “a 

collection of ideas than […] a coherent structure”, characterized by problematic preferences, 

unclear technology and fluid participation. Cohen et al. (1972) study their theory in university 

organizations, where choice is conceptualized as a garbage can into which participants, who 

drift in and out of decisions, leave unrelated problems and solutions (Zahariadis, 2007, p. 66). 

Kingdon adapts essential elements of this model to explain the agenda-setting and decision-

making process of the United States’ federal government. He describes how governments can 

be understood as organized anarchies, working under the conditions of ambiguity, fluid 

participation and high turnover of political and administrative personnel, problematic and 

unclear preferences of policy makers, and unclear technology (Kingdon, 1984, pp. 89–94).  

Streams and the Policy Window 

Based on the thought that solutions and problems are unrelated, the garbage can model 

describes four independent streams of solutions, problems, participants and choice 

opportunities. Kingdon transforms them into three dynamic streams, the problem, policy and 

politics stream, which describe how policy change comes about. They flow independently in 

the policy room and have different driving dynamics. The problem stream consists of all 

issues which strive towards a binding decision and policy makers or citizens want addressed 

(Rüb, 2014, pp. 377–378). Problems only become politically relevant if political actors draw 

their attention to them, otherwise they float somewhere in the problem stream. They contain a 

“perceptual, interpretative element” (Kingdon, 1984, p. 115) which means that issues can be 

defined as problems by, for example, connecting them to certain values and beliefs or by 

placing subjects under a certain category (Zahariadis, 2007, p. 71). Due to the constant 

existence of a high number of difficult problems, the attention of policy makers has to be 

gained somehow. Here, firstly, indicators, such as data or costs, can signal the existence and 

intensity of a problem, secondly, feedback of previous decisions can influence the choice of 

new measures, or thirdly, focussing events can increase an issue’s awareness (Rüb, 2014, p. 

379; Zahariadis, 2007, p. 71). Birkland (2004), for example, investigated the attacks of 9/11 

as focussing event. Similarly, the analysis of this thesis regards terrorist attacks in a certain 

period as focussing events for counter-terrorism policy-making. The second stream, the policy 
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stream consists of, how Kingdon calls it, a “policy primeval soup” of ideas that compete to 

win acceptance in policy networks (Kingdon, 1984, p. 122). Ideas are generated by specialists 

in policy communities and are considered in various forums and forms. Some ideas survive 

the initial period unchanged, others are combined into new proposals, and others disappear 

(Zahariadis, 2007, p. 72). Since the number of ideas floating around is large, there are some 

selection criteria which are usually used to choose the right one, such as technical feasibility 

or their fit with dominant values (Kingdon, 1984, p. 138). Only options which are compatible 

with the norms and values of central actors, the political parties, have a realistic chance (Rüb, 

2014, p. 381). Since policy makers do not only want to decide policies, but stay in power, 

ideas in the policy stream are tested on their acceptance in an experimental process by, for 

example, a speech of a minister or member of parliament to test the reaction of the political 

opponent and the public (Kingdon, 1984, p. 134). Third, the politics stream and its dynamics 

have a great influence on the political agenda and decisions and consists of three elements. 

The first one, the national mood (Kingdon, 1984, pp. 153–157) is formed when a „large 

number of people out in the country are thinking along certain common lines“ (Kingdon, 

1984, p. 153). Secondly, pressure-group campaigns can have an influence on the approval of 

an idea. And thirdly, the administrative or legislative turnover can affect the choice of policies 

(Zahariadis, 2007, p. 73). When adjusting the MSF for parliamentary systems
2
, Zahariadis and 

Allen (1995) summarized the three factors into one variable, the ideology of the leading party, 

since political parties and their programmes are more important in the policy-making of 

parliamentary than of presidential systems. Since all three streams have their own drive and 

dynamics, as demonstrated, they float relatively independently of one another (Rüb, 2014, p. 

383). One key element of policy change is the “window of opportunity” or “policy window” 

how Kingdon reformulated it. Kingdon describes a policy window as  

“an opportunity for advocates of proposals to push their pet solutions, or to push 

attention to their special problems. […] These policy windows, opportunities for 

action on given initiatives, present themselves and stay open for only short 

periods. If participants cannot or do not take advantage of these opportunities, 

they must bide their time until the next opportunity comes along.” (Kingdon, 

1984, p. 173)  

Open policy windows increase a policy’s chance of being adopted. A policy window is 

created through changing party leadership in the politics stream or through compelling 

                                                           
2
 Kingdon originally developed the framework on the basis of the presidential system of the United States. 
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problems in the problem stream which can also be external focussing events. When the 

coupling of the streams takes places during an open policy window, and when certain policy 

makers happen to be in power, policy change is likely to occur (Zahariadis, 2007, pp. 73–74).  

Policy Entrepreneurs 

The policy entrepreneur can be an individual or corporate actor who plays an important role 

for policy change when attempting to couple the three streams. Policy entrepreneurs are not 

mere advocates, but rather manipulators of problematic preferences (Zahariadis, 2007, p. 73) 

who try to frame an ambiguous situation by giving it a dominating interpretation in their own 

interests. Here, the use of symbols can help to trigger cognitive and emotional reactions, 

which is called affect priming. For example, in foreign policy potent symbols are those which 

derive from the core of a nation’s identity (Birkland, 2004). Not all entrepreneurs are 

successful and the more resources an entrepreneur has, the greater the success. When policy 

entrepreneurs use the wrong window to pursue their goals, it decreases the idea’s chance of 

getting adopted (Rüb, 2014, p. 389). Kingdon (1984, p. 190) and Zahariadis (2007, pp. 70–74) 

describe policy entrepreneurs as goal-intending manipulators who want to push through a 

certain idea, while policy makers are regarded as subjects to manipulation. In this thesis, 

however, it is assumed that policy entrepreneurs are policy makers themselves since the main 

struggle on ideas and policy decisions are dealt with in parliament, which here is the object of 

investigation. Also Rüb (2014, pp. 396–397) writes that Zahariadis’ restricted perspective on 

policy entrepreneurs is problematic since policy makers have their own aims they want to 

achieve and therefore sometimes become policy entrepreneurs themselves. 

 

 

Time  

Another important assumption of the MSF is that policy makers operate under significant time 

constraints. Together with the conditions of a high problem load, unknown preferences and 

ambiguity of problems, time shortage makes rational, utility-maximizing behaviour 

impossible or very rare. Since time is a unique, irreplaceable resource whose supply is totally 

inelastic, the primary concern of decision makers is to manage time effectively rather than to 

manage tasks. This so called temporal sorting is due to the fact that individual attention is 

serial which means that individuals can only attend to one issue at a time due to biological and 

cognitive limitations. Thus, the number of issues policy makers can pay attention to and the 
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number of policy entrepreneurs’ pet projects is limited. In contrast, systemic attention is 

parallel, for example within the policy process different sub-systems can attend to many 

issues simultaneously (Zahariadis, 2007, pp. 67–69).  

What makes the right time for an idea in the policy system? The answer to this question can 

be summarized with the two factors time and policy entrepreneurs. Firstly, the right time 

plays an important role since a policy window has to be open for an opportunity to couple the 

three streams, in this case caused by a focussing event. Time also plays a crucial factor in 

terms of problem load, the limited available attention of policy makers to the high number of 

problems at a time. The second factor is the policy entrepreneur who tries to couple the 

floating streams at the right point in time to connect their policy solution to an existing or new 

problem. They use manipulation mostly in the form of framing to influence problematic, 

unclear preferences to their advantage (Rüb, 2014, pp. 377–393). Both factors will be 

regarded more closely in the analysis in chapter 6. 

Criticism and State of Research 

According to Sabatier (2007, p. 9), although the MSF is one of the most cited and widely 

applied policy theories as shown below, it is not always as clear and intentionally consistent 

as one might like and is therefore criticised by many scholars. For example, the minor role 

and underestimation of political institutions within the policy process is often criticised by 

scholars (Göhler, 1987). Moreover, the premise of the relative independency of the three 

streams is criticised of being unrealistic since events in one stream can influence 

developments in another. Other critiques are that the MSF underestimates the role of the 

media for policy-making process or that it cannot generate empirically testable hypotheses, 

which is however controversial (Rüb, 2014, pp. 397–398). The MSF still has been further 

developed and applied in many different areas of which only some examples can be named 

here. The original approach by Kingdon (1984) refers to the presidential system of the United 

States, but has amongst others been applied and adjusted to parliamentary systems 

(Blankenau, 2001; Zahariadis, 1992) or the European multi-level governance (Bandelow et 

al., 2014). Moreover, Zahariadis and other scholars (Zahariadis, 1992; Allen and Zahariadis, 

1995; Travis and Zahariadis, 2002; Zahariadis, 2007) adjusted the originally agenda-setting 

focused approach to investigate decision-making processes. Furthermore, various policy fields 

have been investigated with the help of the MSF, to only name a few, Kingdon himself 

investigated health and transport policy (1984) and budgetary policy (1995), Brunner (2008) 

applied the framework on environment and energy policy, Birkland (2004) regarded 9/11 as 
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policy window and Lipson (2007) applied the MSF to explain peacekeeping as the result of 

successful policy entrepreneurs. There are a few scholars who study MSF by discourse 

analysis, such as Winkel and Leipold (2016), who assess the approach’s core elements from 

the perspective of policy discourse analysis drawing on the discourse agency approach. 

However, in the scope of the literature research for this thesis, there were no works found 

which systematically apply the Multiple Streams Approach with the help of discourse 

network analysis. Neither have any works been found in which the policy-making process of 

counter-terrorism policies was systematically studied with the help of the MSF. Hence, this 

analysis can fill this research gap. Zahariadis (2007, p. 66) describes that the MSF theorizes at 

systematic level and incorporates an entire system or a separate decision as the unit of 

analysis, viewing choice as collective output of several factors. In the same time the MSF 

regards the individual level as crucial for policy change. Hence, a discourse network analysis 

is the ideal tool to investigate the policy process based on the MSF due to its ability to 

compare dynamics of the whole system and in the same time going deeper into detail by 

regarding single nodes and discourse elements in the network.  

4.4  Constructing Threats on the Security Agenda 

When investigating political discourses in security policy, one has to explore developments 

and conditions of the discourse environment, since a discourse does not exist in a vacuum 

(Keller, 2011, p. 112). Therefore, this chapter firstly regards the dynamics of the security 

culture of western countries during the last decades (4.4.1). After that, theories explaining 

how threats, such as terrorism, are constructed on the security agenda are presented by 

introducing the research field of security studies and one of its most popular concepts, 

securitization (4.4.2), as well as the theoretical extensions of securitization, threat politics 

(4.4.3) and threat-frame analysis (4.4.4).  

4.4.1 Changing Security Culture  

Security culture is a concept based on the assumption that security and security threats are 

socially constructed. It is defined as the sum of beliefs, values and practices of institutes and 

individuals who decide what is considered as threat and how to counter this threat. This 

affects and is affected by security policy. The security culture of a society includes security 

definitions by political elites as well as security concerns of citizens. Over the last decades a 

change of security culture was observable in terms of an extension of the concept of security 

(Daase and Rühlig, 2016, p. 13). Since the end of the Cold War a variety of “new” and often 
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non-military threats were moved onto the security political agendas of many countries and a 

general tendency of securitizing new problems (see section 4.4.2) increased the state’s need of 

extending control and the society’s need of expecting guaranteed security. The label “new” is 

not justified in most cases, since problems like social and economic inequalities, terrorism or 

ethnic conflicts, are not creations of the post-Cold War world, but rather have increased in 

quantity and scale. The main difference is a quality of uncertainty about them for reasons 

outlined below (Eriksson, 2001b, p. 1; Eriksson and Noreen, 2002). Even though the concept 

of security has mostly been gradually extended, the terrorist attacks of 9/11 on the World 

Trade Centre in New York and the Pentagon have been a catalyst for a change in the security 

culture in many western countries. These attacks are the symbol of the “new” phenomenon of 

international terrorism by showing unknown dimensions in terms of destructiveness, of global 

live broadcasting of mass destruction and of firstly attacking the only remaining world power. 

The reaction to the “new” threat is the global war on terrorism lead by the United States and 

its allies, including Germany, with an impact on threat and risk perception and on counter 

measures (Baban, 2013, pp. 13–14).  

According to Daase, the change of security culture can be summarised in the gradual 

extension of the security concept on four dimensions. On the first dimension, the reference 

object (Whose security shall be guaranteed?) changes from a state centred security 

perspective and a personal security understanding in the 1950s to a focus on the security of 

society in the 1970s and finally an increasing importance of human security since the 1990s 

(Daase and Rühlig, 2016, p. 14). Moreover, the state is no longer the only security actor, but 

society, groups and individuals become more important in deciding whose security shall be 

guaranteed by which means. The state has to share power with a wide spectrum of non-state 

actors, such as NGOs, businesses, experts or interest groups (Dunn Cavelty, 2004). This leads 

to an interdependence and plurality of security policy actors within decision-making processes 

in addition to a wide range of actors within state structures, such as parties, administration, 

ministries and the parliament. Depending on the constellation of actors who decide about the 

security of a country, the identification of threats and risks create conflicts among actors with 

different values and beliefs about what the threat is and how it shall be encountered (Daase et 

al., 2013, pp. 10–12). Moreover, 9/11 changed the fact that no longer the state and its military 

are the only reference object of security, but also civilians as representatives of a certain 

society and culture who are targeted quite randomly. This newly perceived vulnerability of 

citizens affects politicians’ reactions who promise to guarantee individual security by all 

necessary means (Daase and Rühlig, 2016, 17f). 
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Second, the subject dimension (In which policy area are security threats located?) extends in 

the way that security aspects are not only restricted to military concerns anymore but touch 

further policy fields. While the area of security policy was mainly based on military problems 

during the Cold War, crises in the 1970s raised awareness of economic, ecological and 

environment problems. Humanitarian security was introduced with the discussion of human 

rights issues and humanitarian aid in crisis areas (Daase and Rühlig, 2016, p. 15).  

 Third, the geographic dimension (Which territory shall be secured?) is extended and 

deterritorialized, meaning that former purely national security concerns extended to the 

regional, international and global level. Every international crisis can potentially become a 

national one which requires costly monitoring activities to recognise the threats (Dunn 

Cavelty, 2004). This tendency has been further strengthened by the terrorist attacks of 9/11. 

The reasons are, first, that Islamist terrorism is a global phenomenon which consequently has 

to be fought globally. Second, that terrorist perpetrators have their origins in foreign 

countries, but also in the target country, which extends the security needs both within and 

outside the state borders. Third, terrorists are hard to fight against, especially since – although 

there might not be a network of all Islamist terrorists – there is a clear connection through the 

shared commitment to a certain ideology (Daase and Rühlig, 2016, pp. 21–23).  

Fourth, the dimension of threat (How is the problem conceptualised?) moved from a clearly 

determinable military threat during the Cold War to many indeterminable, diffuse threats and 

risks, such as regional conflicts, intra-state wars, organised crimes or transnational terrorism 

(Daase and Rühlig, 2016, pp. 14–16). Especially terrorism presents an omnipresent security 

threat spreading fear among the population of western countries. As a reaction to this security 

threat, counter terrorism policy changed from reactive to proactive, to an attempt of managing 

incalculable risks (Daase and Rühlig, 2016, pp. 23–25) which will be further illustrated 

below. In conclusion, certain tendencies within security policy can be described in connection 

to the changed security culture catalysed by the attacks of 9/11: An extended security concept; 

an intertwining of internal and external security due to deterritorialisation and globalisation of 

threats and counter-measures; and a new concept of prevention combined with the demand for 

a strong state and the reweighting of values of freedom and security which leads to 

strengthened and increased security measures (Baban, 2013, p. 32). This can lead to a cycle in 

which secure societies always demand more security, whereas the state – being responsible 

for guaranteeing security – runs into its limits of controllability. In times of global risks, the 

state is still limited through territory, while political decision makers promise security and 
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decide measures which can hardly be implemented by administration. This leads to the 

paradox that the more security the state tries to guarantee, the higher the security demands by 

society and the less the state’s ability to fulfil these demands. The state is the victim of his 

own success which is one of the main effects of a changing security culture (Daase et al., 

2013, p. 9). However, despite this conclusion seems plausible, it can be criticised that security 

can never be absolute due to the fact that one cannot be prepared for all possible scenarios. It 

is nevertheless an increasingly difficult challenge for security policy actors to deal with the 

range and type of threats that appear on the security policy agenda in this century. This can 

lead to competing interests and beliefs within the security discourse and to discussions about 

second-order risks, such as the restriction of freedom in favour of security (Schneckener, 

2013, p. 50; Daase and Rühlig, 2016, p. 18).  

Terrorism as Risk 

The perspective on terrorism as risk in research, and the effort of terrorism risk prevention in 

security policy have become crucial (Daase et al., 2013, pp. 13–15). The risk perspective 

changes focus from existential threats to potential threats which have to be encountered 

proactively, instead of reactively as during the Cold War (Daase and Rühlig, 2016, p. 16), 

since they only materialise as real when they “happen” (Eriksson and Noreen, 2002). 

Terrorism as an omnipresent risk has become a dominant perception in politics and society 

since 9/11 which entails certain reactions. As Beck defines it, terrorism is an activating not-

yet-event which has the power to influence politics despite not having happened yet (Fischer 

and Masala, 2016, p. 2). Ulrich Beck (2002) analyses terrorism from the perspective of the 

world risk society, which creates a gap between quantifiable risks, in which we think and act, 

and non-quantifiable risks we create, such as global warming or terrorism. Beck argues that 

everyday life has not generally become more dangerous, but risks have become 

uncontrollable. Breaking out of the traditional spatial, temporal and social dimension, risks of 

the 21
st
 century do not stop at nation-state boundaries, have long latency periods, and have no 

social and legal responsible cause. Due to these de-bounding characteristics and its intentional 

destructiveness, Beck describes global terrorism as incalculable. The inability to know when 

and how a terrorist attack will occur and the damage it will cause targets fears on the 

psychological and mental state of a society (Schneckener, 2013, p. 49). This is strengthened 

by viewing every individual as potential security risk (Daase and Rühlig, 2016, p. 18). Since 

the damage of a terrorist attack is politically and normatively inacceptable, the probability of 
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occurrence is mostly irrelevant since only the smallest possibility of occurrence makes the 

risk immense (Daase et al., 2013, p. 16).  

Aradau and van Munster (2008) conceptualize the principle of precautionary risk which is 

about governing the assumed incalculable and catastrophic consequences of terrorism. 

Compared to risk management, which assumes that the catastrophe will happen, the principle 

of precautionary risk seeks to prevent the catastrophe. It is therefore accepting zero risk, 

assuming the worst-case scenario and irreversible damage, and shifting the burden of proof to 

the suspect. This leads to the necessity of new technologies. These so called “risk 

technologies” are controversially discussed in the field of risk studies and critical terrorism 

studies, such as data storage (Eijkman, 2013), preventive detention (Mueller, 2014), mass 

surveillance (Amoore and Goede, 2005) or biometrics (Amoore, 2006; Epstein, 2007). Data 

storage and mass surveillance is originated in the logic that collecting and saving personal 

data is potentially relevant since it is not clear what to search for when prosecuting terrorists 

and potential offenders. Terrorist attacks may increase the demand for data storage since a 

lack of information can be always named as cause. In order to get access to these data, 

fundamental democratic rights might be encroached, such as the secrecy of mail or the 

authorization of surveillance of telecommunication (Schneckener, 2013, p. 40). Biometric 

measures caused a great debate among critical terrorism scholars who regard the use of 

biometrics to manage the mobility of citizens and to identify perpetrators as a new kind of 

governmentality or employment of biopower in the global war on terror. Generally, risk 

categorizing systems which sort legitimate and illegitimate, or risky and non-risky, 

individuals in databases are criticised for their disempowerment of individuals’ rights until 

they have been proven as being not risky, the possibility of false hits in the database and the 

displacement of risk onto marginal groups (Amoore, 2006; Epstein, 2007; Amoore and 

Goede, 2005). Counter-terrorism policies are often criticised for reproducing a state of partial 

security in and through which certain groups are protected, while others are exposed to 

scrutiny and hostility (Mythen et al., 2013). In spite of all these critiques on counter-terrorism 

measures, above described as second-order risks, actors in high positions of politics or 

administration are in a difficult situation when facing the incalculability of the risk of 

terrorism. On the one hand, they must spread warnings in order to keep the attention on the 

risk of terrorism high, on the other hand, they should avoid fuelling fear and insecurity. 

Moreover, they must inform the public about their knowledge, without speculating or 

spreading panic. They must present themselves as being capable of acting, having control and 

being confident in decisions, without causing unrealistically high expectations. It is a 
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challenge to neither over- nor underreact regarding the terrorism risk, especially when being 

under time pressure and limited knowledge about the problem and solution. Thus, worst-case-

thinking is not rare among high ranking politicians since the political costs of overreaction are 

less than those of underreaction (Schneckener, 2013, pp. 36–42).  

4.4.2 The Social Construction of (In)Security 

After having learned about developments of security policy and culture, it is now examined 

how politicians tend to construct security threats. The starting point is the research field of 

security studies, which came into existence in the 1940s as a reaction to nuclear weapons and 

mobilization against the Soviet Union, and originally meant to explain high politics, the role 

and defence strategy of security for the nation state (Wæver and Buzan, 2016, 417f). Today, 

many scholars of security studies define security differently, with a wide consensus that 

security involves threats (Collins, 2016, 1f). In early realist and strategic approaches the state 

is viewed as reference object of security, and threats are mostly defined as aggression, which 

is the use of military or later as well economic force (Glaser, 2016, 14f). More recent 

constructivist, liberalist or feminist approaches extend possible reference objects to 

individuals, groups and society. Over time the list of possible threats expanded to for example 

pandemics, environmental degradation and forms of non-state violence, such as terrorism or 

civil wars (Collins, 2016, p. 2). Different perspectives within security studies are based on the 

main theories of international relations (Glaser, 2016, p. 16), of which social constructivism is 

the reference for this analysis, as it has been introduced in section 4.1. It became mainly 

popular to consider security and security threats as socially constructed after the end of the 

Cold War (Agius, 2016, 70f) and soon social constructivism became one of the dominant 

approaches in security studies (Balzacq, 2010, p. 56).  

Securitization 

A famous concept of security studies, which is based on constructivist assumptions, is the 

model of securitization developed by the Copenhagen School (Emmers, 2016, p. 172). This 

circle of scholars has striven to rekindle security studies with the claim that security is a 

speech act (Balzacq, 2010, p. 59). Mainly based on writings of Buzan, Waever and  de Wilde 

(Buzan et al., 1998), the model stresses that security is about survival, as in traditional 

perspective, but must firstly be articulated (Emmers, 2016, p. 168; Fierke, 2015, p. 111). The 

Copenhagen School has distinguished itself from the broader category of critical security 

studies, focussing on the constructivist argument that security is not an objective condition but 
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an outcome of a specific kind of social process (Fierke, 2015, p. 110). Five general categories 

of security are identified, four of them in addition to the traditional military security; namely, 

environmental, economic, societal and political security. The dynamics of each category of 

security are determined by both the securitizing actors and the referent objects. The former 

can be politicians, bureaucracies, governments or pressure groups (Emmers, 2016, p. 169), 

generally “actors who securitize issues by declaring […] a referent object, existentially 

threatened” (Buzan et al., 1998, p. 36). The latter vary across security sectors, so for example 

the referent object for military security can be the state, for societal security it can be 

collective identities or for political security an ideology (Emmers, 2016, p. 169). In short, 

securitization means the sum of presentations of a situation, a person or a development as 

threat to the military, political, economic, ecologic or societal security of a collective 

community, and the acceptance of those representations by the addressed political actor 

(Dunn Cavelty and Mauer, 2014, p. 205).  

In the two-staged process of securitization a non-politicized matter, which is not matter of 

state action and not included in public debate, can become politicized and finally securitized 

(Emmers, 2016, p. 170; Dunn Cavelty, 2004). Politicized means the matter becomes part of 

public policy, requires government decision and resource allocations (Buzan et al., 1998, p. 

23). The act of securitization requires a securitizing actor who articulates an already 

politicized issue as an existential threat to a referent object. In response to this existential 

threat, the securitizing actor can assert the necessity to adopt extraordinary measures going 

beyond the ordinary norms of the political domain to handle the threat (Emmers, 2016, p. 170; 

Fierke, 2015, p. 111). Extraordinary means can be special kinds of politics or above politics 

(Buzan et al., 1998, p. 23) and sometimes establish an emergency condition with the right to 

use whatever means are necessary to block a threatening development (Fierke, 2015, p. 111). 

The crucial stage of securitization is when the actor has succeeded in convincing a relevant 

audience that a referent object is existentially threatened. Because of the urgency of the 

existential threat to security, the audience tolerates the use of counteractions outside the 

normal bounds of political procedure (Emmers, 2016, p. 171). However, the mere use of 

language does not automatically transform issues into security issues. The success of an act of 

securitization depends on several factors. It tends to be more successful when the securitizing 

actor is powerful or in a privileged position (Fierke, 2015, p. 114). Thus, governments and 

political elites are in a better position to influence audiences. In a democratic system, 

governments benefit from the legitimacy of having been elected by the electorate. Moreover, 

the establishment of threat needs to be consensual and of sufficient salience to produce 
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substantial political effects (Emmers, 2016, p. 171). Security is assumed to be a self-

referential practice, meaning that by uttering “security” the securitizing actor moves a specific 

development, and thereby claims a special right to use whatever means are necessary to 

counter the threat if a shared understanding is constructed (Eriksson, 2001b, p. 9; Balzacq, 

2010, p. 59; Emmers, 2016, p. 171; Fierke, 2015, p. 111). A complete act of securitization 

consists of both discursive (speech act and shared understanding) and non-discursive (policy 

implementation) dimensions (Emmers, 2016, p. 173).  

Despite the Copenhagen School’s approach has been widely successful in the field of security 

studies, the approach has some significant theoretical and empirical limits (Dunn Cavelty, 

2004), for example, that it does not answer when and why particular discourses emerge or 

find broad-based acceptance (Theiler, 2010, p. 110). Here, discourse analysis can help to 

understand why certain moves can be expected in a given national security discourse, when 

and why they find a receptive audience, and why certain action-complexes are likely to follow 

(Fierke, 2015, p. 115; Dunn Cavelty and Mauer, 2014, p. 205). Balzacq (2005), moreover, 

emphasizes the importance of the nature and status of the audience of securitization, the 

context and the resulting effectiveness of the securitization process which remains 

unaccounted by the Copenhagen School scholars. In a later work, he criticises that security 

cannot be wholly self-referential and claims that securitization results from other unarticulated 

assumptions about security’s symbolic power (Balzacq, 2010, pp. 59–60). Moreover, the 

approach is criticised for being difficult to apply empirically. There are often confusions 

whether observed processes are in fact securitizations or not, and, successful or not (Dunn 

Cavelty, 2004) and hence numerous studies, which have sought to analyse the transition from 

an issue being politicized to being securitized and vice versa, had many different results 

(Emmers, 2016, p. 174). Referring to this analysis, it can be argued that international 

terrorism has been securitized after the 9/11 attacks after which it became one of the top 

security issue around the world, entailing dramatic changes in security policy and threat 

perception. However, one question still remains open: Can an issue be securitized for such a 

long time or does it need regular acts of securitization in order keep its status of justifying 

policy measures that go beyond the “normal state”? In this thesis, it is argued that an existing 

securitized threat still needs justifications for special policy reactions which, for example, 

encroach existing citizen rights or involve military action, in particular in a parliamentary 

system, in which opposition parties can openly criticise the government for its actions. Since 

securitization leaves open many content-related questions, the following two sections 
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complement the theoretical approach by considering more specifically how a threat is 

constructed and which conditions are supportive in this process.  

4.4.3 Threat Politics 

The threat politics approach was developed by a group of Swedish scholars in a volume edited 

by Johan Eriksson (2001c). Subsequent to this volume, Eriksson and Noreen (2002) offer an 

explanatory model which identifies factors following the same research question. Results 

from both works will be presented here and related to previously presented theories of this 

analytical framework. The authors attempt to bridge the gap between the thematically related, 

but academically disassociated, fields of security studies, risk studies, and crisis management 

studies (Eriksson, 2001b, p. 6), since research on how threat images and risk perceptions are 

created is particularly fragmented and thus a combination of different analytical tools and 

theories is necessary (Eriksson and Noreen, 2002). This cross-disciplinary approach assumes 

– in Kingdon’s tradition –that global “problems are not automatically put on political 

agendas” (Eriksson, 2001b, p. 2) and investigates how threat images become the concern of 

political and societal debate.  

Framing Theory and Threat Images  

The central concept of threat politics is the threat image which involves a sense of endangered 

values and a perceived inability to control events. Security policy is often regarded as the 

foundation of all other politics since economic, social or other goals can never be attained if 

threats to survival cannot be prevented. Therefore, threat images are exceptionally loaded 

issues and the exploitation of this fact might make it easier to place an issue on the political 

agenda (Eriksson, 2001b, p. 3). The major concern of the approach is to identify how certain 

threat images become societal salient. The authors therefore refer to elements of framing 

theory, which emphasises the perceptual, interpretative and representative aspects of security, 

regarding threats, risks and dangers as social constructions (Eriksson, 2001b, p. 9). This view 

corresponds to the Copenhagen School’s view, as it was presented in the previous section, 

namely that securitization involves “processes of constructing a shared understanding of what 

is to be considered and collectively responded to as a threat” (Buzan et al., 1998, p. 26). The 

frame analysis, which goes back to Erving Goffman (1986), captures and describes relevant 

discourse contents and argumentation patterns and has been applied by many different 

methodological approaches (Dunn Cavelty and Mauer, 2014, p. 207). Frames give 

background knowledge and provide certain interpretation schemes and perspectives of 
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meaning which organise and contextualize an actor’s action and understanding. Theories 

dealing with frames use thoughts of linguistic, sociology, anthropology and psychology 

(Schneider and Janning, 2006, p. 177) and can be found in media and communication research 

(Entman, 1993), in social movement theory (Snow and Benford, 1992) and in political science 

(Schön and Rein, 1994). According to Eriksson (2001b, p. 7), the threat politics approach is 

the first one systematically applying framing on the politics of threats and risks. Framing is 

largely about a power struggle for a shared narrative, in this case the high political notions of 

threat, risk and security. How an issue is framed has a major impact on its appearance on the 

political agenda (Eriksson and Noreen, 2002) as well as on potential resulting political action. 

Different categories, according to which actors tend to act, are a likely source of struggles 

about legitimate definitions of reality (Dunn Cavelty and Mauer, 2014, p. 207). While policy 

disagreements are created by different perceptions of situations and facts which can be settled 

and changed, policy controversies are conflicting frames and cannot be settled by pointing at 

facts (Schneider and Janning, 2006, p. 178). Images are general perceptions of reality, such as 

assessing an actor, event or condition, while frames put images into particular contexts and 

equip them with certain connotations. This means, a single image can be framed in different 

ways (Eriksson, 2001b, pp. 4–10), which also refers to Kingdon’s assumption of ambiguity 

and contingency discussed in section 4.3.2 (Rüb, 2014, p. 384). Securitization can be regarded 

as a special instance of framing, precisely when a condition is framed as a security threat. 

Features of the threat frame are decisive for whether issues make it on the security agenda 

(Dunn Cavelty, 2004). 

Within a threat image it can be distinguished between what is threatened (the subject of the 

threat image) and what is perceived as threat (the object of the threat image). The source of a 

threat image does not necessarily have to be specific. As long as there is a general feeling of 

uncertainty about the course of events and a lack of capacity to control them, a sense of fear is 

created (Eriksson, 2001b, p. 3). The framing actors in the context of public policy tend to be 

politicians, bureaucrats, experts, media or academics. However, it is commonly argued that 

governmental or political elites maintain a dominant position when it comes to define and 

frame security problems, threats and risks of common interests (Eriksson, 2001b, pp. 14–15). 

Also Kingdon draws upon the elite-focussed approach; he defines the political agenda as 

reflection of those issues which decision-makers wish to focus on at a particular moment 

(Kingdon, 1984, p. 3). Hence, the success of threats on the political agenda depends on being 

articulated by influential actors (Eriksson, 2001b, pp. 11–15). This aspect also corresponds to 

the Copenhagen School’s notion of “securitizing actors” (Buzan et al., 1998, pp. 40–42) and 



37 

 

the MSF concept of the “policy entrepreneur” (Kingdon, 1984, p. 190). Moreover, despite this 

is not the focus of this thesis, it has to be mentioned that media, academics and pressure 

groups can have a crucial influence on threat frames in society. Nevertheless, binding 

decisions and definitions in the policy process are still determined by politicians (Eriksson, 

2001b, pp. 4–5). Another important factor is the characteristic of a frame. While elaborated 

frames permit political struggles about the application and meaning of the frame, restricted 

frames have a restricted connotation, such as when terrorism is framed as danger to core 

values. Moreover, the framing process is affected by the degree of consensus or conflict 

regarding an issue. When framing-actors disagree with the meaning or application of a frame, 

political debates can be expected (Eriksson, 2001b, p. 16).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2: Explanatory Model of Threat Politics 

Source: Eriksson and Noreen (2002) 

In their explanatory model, Eriksson and Noreen (2002) present five external explanatory 

groups, with each of them suggesting several hypotheses on what affects the framing of a 

threat image to be successful. These factors are neither necessary, nor sufficient as 

explanations, however can give interesting insights. As it can be seen in figure 2, these are the 

political and institutional context, events, the identity and the opinion of the addressed 

actor(s). Cognition is an additional necessary, but not sufficient, factor which is about 

common individual perceptions of threats and risks. Recognizing cognitive factors is based on 

the contention that people do not act in response to reality as it is, but on the basis of how they 

interpret this reality. How issues are interpreted again also depends on how they are 

represented to others. For example, it was found that when issues are presented as risks that 

threaten something of value to the addressed actor which could be avoided by a certain 

measure, this measure tends to be more successful in the political process (Eriksson, 2001a, 
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pp. 212–215; Huddy et al., 2005). The factor of risk aversion and preservation of core values 

might have a significance for policy-making after occurring terrorist attacks (Eriksson and 

Noreen, 2002). Events and their effects on the policy process are a major concern of agenda-

setting research (Eriksson, 2001b, p. 11). As described above, the MSF regards focussing 

events as one important cause for opening a policy window since they can draw attention on a 

certain problem or threat (Zahariadis, 2007, p. 71). Identity has in the recent years become a 

central theme within social sciences and security studies (see Katzenstein, 1996). It is 

important for the study of threat images since, like sovereignty, it is a fundamental societal 

value that may be perceived as threatened. While it is widely agreed on in identity theory, that 

a feeling of identity is socially necessary for individuals, a strong feeling of identity can also 

lead to conflicts. This can happen when members of a group identify strongly with their so-

called “in-group”, while assessing members of another group, the “out-group”, as threat 

(Stephan and Stephan, 2005, pp. 27–28), for example terrorists are regarded as “out-group” 

which threaten western societies as “in-group”. The role of opinion on decision-making is 

controversial and despite it is reasonable to assume that the opinion can influence the types of 

threat images that receive significant attention (Eriksson and Noreen, 2002), this factor is 

difficult to distinguish from other factors when empirically investigating political debates and 

is therefore not examined in the analysis. The factor political context is inspired by Kingdon’s 

political stream. As mentioned above, in the context of parliamentary systems, Zahariadis and 

Allen (1995) suggest that the politics stream can be considered as the ideology of the leading 

party. If a party or coalition has the majority in parliament, and a certain threat image fits to 

their ideology and party programme, the chances of this threat image to be adopted by the 

political agenda and decision-making process increases. Eriksson and Noreen (2002) 

emphasize that in Europe the left-right dimension still plays a role for perceiving security 

threats in a certain way. The institutional context, amongst others, includes the administration 

sub-systems’ strive to realise their own interests, captured in the theoretical approach of 

bureaucratic politics. The constitutional context as variable in the explanatory model 

emphasises that political and administrative actors are dependent on norms and bureaucratic 

sub-cultures within their organisations. However, this factor goes beyond the scope of this 

analysis. 

To summarize, “[t]hreat politics is about competing images of threats, risks and scapegoats” 

(Eriksson, 2001a, p. 210) and the question under which circumstances a threat image has a 

certain effect on the agenda. Framing theory is crucial when investigating this process since 

elements and findings of this theory can help to identify specific aspects and patterns when 
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analysing the political discourse. Also, the explanatory model reveals some insights that can 

help to interpret dynamics in the discourse network with regard to successfully framed issues 

and passed laws. 

4.4.4 Threat-Frame Analysis 

The threat-frame analysis by Myriam Dunn Cavelty (2004) concentrates on the questions 

which kind of interpretative schemes are applied on security policy threats and how the 

relevant actors react to these threats (Dunn Cavelty and Mauer, 2014, p. 206). She therefore 

draws upon ideas of the securitization approach (Buzan et al., 1998), upon the just presented 

threat politics approach (Eriksson, 2001c; Eriksson and Noreen, 2002), and upon the Multiple 

Streams Framework by Kingdon (1984). Dunn Cavelty, however, offers a more systematic 

analytical framework which facilitates to empirically capture framed security problems or 

threats, proposed solutions to these problems and motivational aspects. She firstly applied the 

threat-frame analysis on the political discourse on cyber-terror in the United States (Dunn 

Cavelty, 2004, 2008). In this first application, she investigated how a threat like cyber-terror, 

that has little or no relation to real-world occurrences, can make it on the political agenda as 

national security issue. Like Eriksson (2001c), Dunn Cavelty views the traditional security 

policy assumption, that threat images are given and that security policies are responses to 

objective threats and risks, as critical. She, too, follows the constructivist approach to regard 

how, when and with what consequences political actors frame something as security issues. 

She follows the threat politics approach in explaining why certain issues are more likely to 

become securitized than others and also refers to framing theory (Dunn Cavelty, 2008). In 

threat-framing, key actors use certain phrases and stories to add urgency to their case. The 

specific use of language dramatizes the actual threat. Analogies can help to illustrate urgency, 

since national security is not completely obvious. Dunn Cavelty notes that frame analysis can 

be seen as a stream of discourse analysis that mainly focuses on relevant content and 

argumentation. Her analytical framework, moreover, is built on the assumption that frames as 

social patterns can both define meaning and determine or influence actions. Social contests 

for legitimate definitions of reality are expressed in different categories of frames, which 

means that threat framing is the process of categorizing something as a particular threat, 

which also has practical consequences (Dunn Cavelty, 2008). Concretely, Dunn Cavelty 

(2004, 2008) adopts three types of frames as formulated by Snow and Benford (1988, pp. 

199–202) to investigate the framing process: 

 Diagnostic framing 
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is about identifying and defining a problem, naming the causes and the responsible. It 

identifies the threat subject and the referent object of the threat image. 

 

 Prognostic framing 

is about proposed solutions to the perceived problem, specific strategies, tactics and 

objectives by which these solutions may be achieved. 

 Motivational framing 

is about the motivation and mobilisation of action.  

Moreover, Snow and Benford (1988) add the frame resonance as important factor. Important 

for the resonance of certain frames are internal factors of the rhetorically mobilised belief 

systems, the centrality of the values and ideologies which are appealed to, and the connection 

to important public values. The accordance with cultural interpretations, myths and symbols 

which are present in the cultural heritage, as well as the empirical credibility of a frame and 

the conformity with previous experiences, are also crucial (Dunn Cavelty and Mauer, 2014, p. 

207). Depicting and representing an issue in a way that others listen, can convince or at least 

persuade actors to pay attention to the issue (Dunn Cavelty, 2004), which corresponds to the 

concept of the policy entrepreneur by Kingdon. Kingdon calls diagnostic framing “problem-

definition” during which “[c]onditions come to be defined as problems, and have a better 

chance of rising on the agenda, when we come to believe that we should do something to 

change them” (Kingdon, 1995, p. 207). By including proposed counter-measures in addition 

to the defined threats, Dunn Cavelty expands the threat politics approach beyond the mere 

phase of formulating threat images. In this way, it can be examined why and how different 

issues arouse different types of reactions by different political actors.  

Dunn Cavelty (2004) additionally regards the actors’ beliefs, interests, and resources as 

factors that shape the articulated threat image. In the analysis of this thesis it cannot be 

distinguished between beliefs and interests when investigating the discourse on counter-

terrorism policies. It will be rather assumed that policy entrepreneurs try to formulate 

problems and propose solutions based on either their political ideologies or their interests they 

want to push through. Resources, like power or status, are considered in terms of the position 

of the political party and for single actors their position within the party or the government. 

Dunn Cavelty (2004) assumes that specific groups of actors can be assigned to specific threat 

frames, which can be equalled to “threat perception of key actors”, which in this case are the 

threat perceptions of the political parties. She moreover presumes that actor constellations as 
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well as frames and threat perceptions change over time depending on the context and the 

topic, which is also a crucial assumption of this analysis. She furthermore emphasizes that 

there are “visible participants”, mostly top politicians who are pivotal in setting the 

governmental agenda, and “hidden participants”, like experts or analysists, who have a greater 

role in formulating the specific policy alternatives, a thought which is based on Kingdon 

(1995, pp. 68–70). Despite, “hidden participants” cannot be investigated in this analysis, they 

still are expected to have a crucial influence on how policies are formulated. 

Like Dunn Cavelty (2004), this analytical framework will regard the data in two phases. The 

first one investigates the framing of the threat image, thus examines the MSF’s problem 

stream by capturing diagnostic framing. And the second one regards the policy stream, 

examining prognostic framing which are the proposed solutions to counter the terrorism. 

Additionally, motivational framing, which in this analysis is slightly differently interpreted 

than by Snow and Benford (1988), captures the motivation and justification of the proposed 

policy solutions within the frame resonance, for example by certain values or norms. A major 

difference between the original threat-frame analysis and this analysis is that while Dunn 

Cavelty examined why and how specific framings of threats with little relation to reality 

(cyber-threats) are successful, this framework uses the threat-framing approach and its 

theoretical foundation to systematically investigate a clearly reflected threat in reality 

(international terrorism). Moreover, this is done more systematically than proposed by Dunn 

Cavelty, namely by creating and analysing discourse networks on the basis of parliamentary 

debates of the German Bundestag in a specific time period. Although the threat politics and 

threat-frame analysis are based on many different hypotheses from different fields of research, 

these will not be used to formulate hypotheses for this analysis. In spite, since these 

assumptions are rather fragmented and heterogenous, especially those of framing theory, they 

will be used to consider certain factors and patterns when interpreting the data upon the basic 

assumptions of the Multiple Streams Framework. This rather explorative analytical 

framework is summarized and outlined in the next section, before starting the data analysis. 

4.5  Summarizing the Theoretical Analysis Framework 

This chapter presented the theoretical analytical framework as foundation for the empirical 

analysis which in the next chapters follows the research aim to enlighten the “black box” of 

interactions in the field of counter-terrorism policy-making. As it was illustrated at the 

beginning, there is a lack of studies that systematically investigate discursive or framing 

aspects of the security policy-making process in Germany in relation to terrorist attacks as 



42 

 

focussing events. To close this research gap, a cross-disciplinary, multi-level analysis 

framework was developed to do justice to the numerous aspects that play a role when 

investigating the complex dynamics and actor constellations of the security policy-making 

process. The framework is based on the theory of social constructivism which assumes that 

ideas, beliefs and identities of actors are socially constructed and interpreted, mostly by 

language and interactions, and that actors and their environment are interdependent. Hence, as 

methodological approach, the discourse network analysis was selected. It combines the 

analysis of discursive elements, in this case frames and proposed policy measures, with the 

network approach that can identify constellations and advantageous positions of actors in the 

policy process, and thereby enables the consideration of both macro- and micro-level 

dynamics. Approaches from the disciplines of agenda-setting research, security studies and 

framing theory were chosen to build the theoretical foundation for the framework. All 

selected approaches are based on Foucault’s emphasis on power in the process of knowledge 

production, by assuming that political actors are motivated to struggle on definitions and 

frames in order to control the discourse and the policy-making process. Serving as major 

theoretical foundation to explain dynamics of the policy-making process, the Multiple 

Streams Approach by Kingdon assumes that there are three streams – problem, policy and 

politics – which flow independently in the policy process and can increases the chance of 

policy change when they are coupled. Since according to the MSF conditions, like ambiguity, 

contingency and time shortage, make the policy process more complex, power is exercised by 

manipulative activities of the policy entrepreneur who tries to enforce his or her interests, 

beliefs or values. Another aspect on the macro-level is needed for the chances of the policy 

entrepreneur’s efforts to influence policy change: the policy window. As potential factor to 

trigger the opening of a policy window for counter-terrorism policy change, this analysis 

framework is regarding terrorist attacks as focussing events. In conclusion, Kingdon connects 

necessary conditions and dynamics of the macro level, namely an open policy window, the 

respective conditions in the politics stream and appropriately fitting problems and solutions in 

the problem and policy streams, with dynamics on the micro-level, namely the struggles on 

definitions or policy measures by different policy entrepreneurs. To build a contentual and 

analytical bridge towards security policy, the micro-level dynamics are theoretically 

complemented by Dunn Cavelty’s threat-frame analysis. Concretely, this approach draws 

upon the securitization model and the threat politics approach and examines the framing of 

threats, the context and circumstances of this process and explains these with elements of 

framing theory, security studies and agenda-setting theory. The threat-framing analysis 
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includes the examination of diagnostic and prognostic framing which can capture the problem 

and policy stream of the MSF, as well as motivational framing which captures motivational 

argumentation patterns, that can help to understand how different actors argue in certain 

struggles on definitions. Applied to this analysis, the policy actor’s threat perception of 

international terrorism, the proposed counter measures and justification patterns can help to 

identify changes in the policy discourse on terrorism in relation to the in the period of 

investigation appearing terrorist attacks. Drawing upon the assumption that international 

terrorism, as already securitized threat, still has to be framed in a certain way to justify further 

introduced counter-measures, the empirical analysis seeks to reveal framing and actor 

dynamics in the discourse. 

5 Methodological Procedure  

The comprehensive discussion and justification of the data basis and the methodological 

approach is crucial to achieve a valid and reliable data analysis which can systematically 

answer the research questions. Hence, this chapter explains the methodological procedure by 

firstly justifying the data selection (5.1), specifying the operationalisation of the theoretical 

elements in the empirical analysis (5.2), regarding the period of investigation (5.3) and 

describing the data collection procedure (5.4). And finally, the theoretical background of 

selected discourse networks is outlined (5.5).  

5.1  Justification of Data Selection  

As it was outlined above, this analysis focuses on political elites in Germany due to their 

major role determining the political agenda and policy decisions. There are numerous fields of 

political action in which different topics of the political discourse discussed by different 

political elites can be investigated. These fields offer various kinds of text for investigation, 

such as laws and regulations as text sources of the legislative procedure or party programmes 

and speeches on a party convention reflecting internal party processes. As Baban (2013, p. 

102) illustrates, speeches of members of parliament can cover several fields of political 

action, namely legislation, public-political opinion formation and self-representation as well 

as political control. Since they cover so many fields of political action and offer a 

materialisation of political interests in the political process, speeches in the German 

parliament, the Bundestag, are highly suitable for the analysis of the security policy-making 

process (Baban, 2013, pp. 101–102). The parliament is an important forum for the social 

construction of political reality and a place where governments and representatives encounter. 
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Here political parties can articulate and aggregate their societal interests which makes it to an 

ideal source to capture the spectrum of political party positions towards the discussed issues. 

The German Bundestag is highly appropriate for investigating discursive and non-discursive 

elements within the German policy-making process since it can be categorized as hybrid 

between debating parliament, which is more suitable for capturing discursive elements, and 

working parliament, which includes processes of policy-making with material elements in the 

form of laws (Wagner, 2014, pp. 178–179). For these reasons, the discourse network analysis 

is based on plenary protocols of the German Bundestag, including all kinds of speeches, 

questions and comments on relevant topics regarding international terrorism and counter-

terrorism measures. Complementary to the discursive elements in the speeches of the 

members of parliament, the votes on relevant laws are considered in the analysis as non-

discursive, material elements, specified in section 5.3.  

5.2  Operationalisation  

One essential step in every empirical analysis is the operationalization of the investigated 

concepts. As this analysis is explorative and content-oriented, rather than identifying a clear 

causal relationship between two variables, the operationalization has to be thought out well. 

As chapter 4 revealed, the change and argumentation patterns in the policy discourse on 

terrorism with regard to policy change are sought to be explained as dependent variables, 

while terrorist attacks as potential policy windows are regarded as independent variable. 

Since, however, the policy process is more complex than it could be measured with those 

variables, the theoretical approaches presented in section 4.3 and 4.4 are used to identify 

variables and factors which could capture dynamics and interactions within the policy 

discourse on terrorism and counter-terrorism. Especially from a constructivist perspective, 

various factors have to be included in order to understand changes in discourse and framing 

elements, as well as to be able to explain policy change. To begin with, the MSF serves as 

theoretical foundation, offering a basic framework to explain policy dynamics under certain 

assumptions. The independent variable, the terrorist attacks, are regarded as policy windows 

which increase the chances of policy change under certain conditions. Here, the three streams 

play an important role since they increase the chances of policy change when they are coupled 

while a policy window is open. Each of the streams has its own dynamics and will be 

regarded separately in the empirical analysis, based on Kingdon’s assumption that they flow 

independently in the policy process.  

Politics Stream 
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The politics stream is not part of the empirical analysis, but rather a context factor that is 

important for certain problems and policies to be adopted and decided. As written above, for 

parliamentary systems the politics stream can be summarized as the ideology of the leading 

party. However, in this empirical analysis also the opposition parties are considered since they 

play an important role for the opinion formation and can reveal insights into which issues are 

especially contested and which are not. For this reason, the distribution of seats in the German 

parliament of the current legislative period, the traditional positions of the political parties as 

well as some basic rules of the Bundestag’s procedure are regarded in the following. In table 1 

the first two aspects are illustrated, using the most well-known measurement of party 

positions, the Comparative Manifesto Project (CMP)
3
, to sort the parties according to their 

most recent (2013) left-right score (-100 = very left; +100 = very right). As it can be seen in 

the first row, the CDU/CSU fraction owns the majority of seats. Measured by their electoral 

successes 

Table 1: Political Parties of the 18th German Bundestag 

 CDU/CSU Grüne SPD Linke 

Seat distribution
4
  309 36 193 64 

CMP score (2013) 2,564 -19,595 -23,568 -34,573 

Source: Deutscher Bundestag (2017) and the Manifesto Data Collection (Volkens et al., 2013)  

and participation in government, the “Christlich Demokratische Union Deutschlands” (CDU), 

is the most successful party in the Federal Republic of Germany. It is founded upon the 

Christian middle class and follows a conservative, liberal and Christian social position 

(Decker, 2016a).  It has a common fraction in the Bundestag with its sister party “Christlich 

Soziale Union in Bayern” (CSU), which only competes in elections in Bavaria and follows a 

middle-class-conservative position (Decker, 2016b). The CMP score ascribed to the 

CDU/CSU fraction is the one closest to the middle of the left-right dimension and the rightest 

position. CDU/CSU build a coalition with the “Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands” 

(SPD) in this legislative period, called the grand coalition. The SPD is the second most 

                                                           
3
 Within the Comparative Party Manifesto Project a group of researchers applied a hand-coded content analysis 

on party manifestos to generate party positions. They created 56 categories to establish a left-right score for each 

party by coding the quasi-sentences that fall into each category and dividing by the total number of quasi-

sentences in the manifesto (Slapin and Proksch, 2008). The project is expanded to a research group and 

periodically updates the scores online by analysing new manifestos in more and more countries (Volkens et al., 

2013).  

4
 One seat is without fraction, but is not shown in the table. 
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successful party in Germany, was originally founded as workers’ party and is still based on 

the values of freedom, justice and solidarity, but has a wider electorate today (Decker, 2016e). 

It takes the second leftist position compared to all other parties in parliament. The opposition 

parties, Bündnis 90/Die Grünen (Grüne) and Die Linke (Linke), have an almost equal number 

of seats in parliament. The Linke is assessed as the most left party as the name already 

reveals, developed from the socialist party PDS and follows a capitalism-critical, socialist, 

anti-military position (Decker, 2016d), while the Grüne was established in the 1980s upon the 

protest against the destruction of the environment, nuclear energy and the nuclear arms race 

and represents ecology, self-determination, justice and democracy (Decker, 2016c) with a 

similar position on the left-right dimension as the SPD. Kingdon identified a change of the 

political context as possibility to open a policy window, which can however be excluded in 

this analysis since there was no change of government or of seat distributions during the 

period of investigation.  

In order to understand the power relations in the German parliament a short description of the 

parliamentary process is given now. The plenary assembly of the German Bundestag consists 

of parliamentary debates that mainly serve as medium to inform voters about the different 

party positions. All members of parliament, of the government and the Bundesrat (the federal 

council) have a right to speak. The duration of a debate is determined by a parliamentary 

advisory committee and the speaking time of each fraction depends on its size. The more seats 

a fraction has, the more speaking time it gets. The fractions themselves determine who is 

allowed to speak, but generally it is followed the principle of speech and counter speech in 

such that a certain position is followed by a diverging opinion. Moreover, the plenum 

discusses recent topics, it can ask the government to give oral statements on certain issues, it 

votes on drafted legislative proposals and on the budget planning of the Federal Republic of 

Germany. In committees, members of parliament can discuss legislative proposals in smaller 

groups and consult external experts depending on the topic. The fractions can send experts 

into the committees according to their relative power in parliament. The committees work out 

legislative proposals which are then presented in the plenum for the vote (BPB, 2013). In 

conclusion, the parties with most seats have advantages regarding the speaking time, the 

consultation and vote of legislative proposals. Nevertheless, it is guaranteed that the 

opposition can express its opinion in parliament. Although the committees which discuss and 

formulate legislative proposals are not included into the empirical analysis, it is interesting to 

know that the leading parties also have more power regarding the drafting of policy proposals.  
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The Problem and Policy Stream 

The problem and policy stream are not mere context variables, but empirically investigated in 

the analysis and are operationalised with the help of the threat-frame analysis as described in 

section 4.4.4. The problem stream is captured by diagnostic framing, which includes any 

definition or opinion on international terrorism expressed by any member of parliament. This 

kind of framing can help to visualize the connections of certain beliefs and perspectives on 

terrorism to the political parties or single politicians and thus enable a systematic overview on 

how terrorism is framed in German parliament over a longer period. It can reveal insights 

whether certain threat frames or securitization processes are prominent after certain terrorism 

incidents. The policy stream is captured by prognostic framing, which includes any measure 

that was justified to counter terrorism or to ensure security from the threat of terrorism. It can 

give insights into the different party positions on counter-terrorism. Due to space and time 

limitations it is not possible to examine the framing before and after every terrorist incident. 

For this reason, the time slices were chosen to include less and more active, eventful periods 

which can be compared more easily. Motivational framing is based on the assumption of the 

MSF and the threat politics approach, that justifying policy proposals and threat-frames with 

certain values may increase their chances to get attention. It captures the attachment of the 

justification for or against a certain policy proposal or definition of terrorism to certain values, 

beliefs or motivations. This can reveal insights into how beliefs and interests are constructed 

and enforced by different actors and can shed light on the actual framing process by policy 

entrepreneurs. As it was mentioned above, all three kinds of framings are investigated in each 

time slice and finally compared. Additionally, the framings are regarded on the day each 

decision is made to shed light on potential policy entrepreneur activities and the coupling of 

the streams. 
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Figure 3: Empirical Analysis based on Theoretical Framework     

Source: Own graph based on Kingdon (1984), Eriksson (2001) and Dunn Cavelty (2004) 

Actually identifying policy entrepreneurs in the discourse in Kingdon’s sense is difficult since 

it is not possible to observe who is a manipulating policy entrepreneur and who is the 

manipulated. For this reason, it is assumed in this analysis, that politicians who, or parties 

which, want to enforce their interests in a law or decision by emphasizing the threat of 

international terrorism are regarded as policy entrepreneurs. To conclude, while the dependent 

variables “policy discourse” and “policy change” as well as the independent variable “policy 

window” are given, the aim of this analysis is to enlighten the black box of discourse 

dynamics and interactions, how the latter might have potentially led to the former and which 

other factors and variables play into the result of a passed law to counter terrorism. Here, the 

problem and policy stream of the Multiple Streams Framework and additionally the 

motivations of the actors are empirically analysed and interpreted with the help of the threat 

politics approach and the threat-frame analysis. The saliency and frequency of certain frames 

can be regarded as potential policy entrepreneur activity, whereby the centrality of an actor 

can give him or her more power. The empirical approach is summarised and simplified in 

figure 3. 

5.3  Period of Investigation  

Another important aspect that has to be determined for the discourse network analysis is the 

period of investigation. Since discourse network analysis considers the development of 

networks over time as important factor (Leifeld and Haunss, 2010), some thought has to be 

put into the determination of the period of investigation in order to get good results that can 

help to answer the research questions. For this reason, it is justified in the following why the 
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period of investigation is determined on plenary protocols in the Bundestag’s 18
th

 legislative 

period between July 2015 and June 2016, which includes 68 plenary protocols. The 18
th

 

legislative period is chosen since it is the most recent one. Within this legislative period, the 

period of one year was chosen to get an overview of the amount of parliamentary sessions and 

laws passed during the whole year and in order to avoid a seasonal bias of potential 

productive or unproductive months regarding counter-terrorism laws. Figure 3 shows a 

timeline of the period of investigation with dashed lines indicating terrorist attacks and orange 

lines indicating passed laws that were described to counter terrorism by members of 

parliament. Four terrorist attacks that occurred during the period of investigation were chosen 

to be regarded in this analysis. By referring to the German newspapers, it is shortly explained 

why each terrorist attack was selected on the basis of potentially affecting Germany’s policy 

discourse on terrorism. The attack in Sousse targeted a tourist area where among other 

Europeans also Germans were killed and injured. The motivation of the perpetrator could not 

be clearly authenticated (Pilath and Klormann, 2015). Also in Istanbul Germans were targeted 

in a travel group, committed by members of the terrorist organisation ISIS (Tagesschau, 

2016). In both attacks, the fact that German civilians were among the victims especially 

caused concern and anxiety in German public and politics. During the terrorist attacks in Paris 

members of ISIS caused high casualties in several places of the city (Schmidt et al., 2015) and 

in the Brussels attacks ISIS members which were already suspects of the Paris attacks 

targeted civilians at the airport (Geil et al., 2016). Due to the geographical, cultural and 

diplomatic proximity between France and Belgium with Germany, as well as the high number 

of casualties, the attacks increased the perceived threat level in Germany. Hence, a reaction in 

the policy discourse on terrorism is expected after  

 

Timeline: Important Events in Period of Investigation 

                                             2015                                                                                                       2016 

              Jul             Aug             Sept              Oct              Nov              Dec              Jan               Feb              Mar            Apr              May             Jun     

   

         

     

            

                      

Terrorist attacks                Passed laws/parliamentary decisions 

 

Decisions in parliament in period of investigation (original German name in brackets):  

Tunisia, 

Sousse 
Turkey, 

Istanbul 

Belgium, 

Brussels 

1 2 3 6 5 7    8 4 

France, 

Paris 
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1. 03.07.2015: Law to improve cooperation in protection of constitution     

       (Gesetz Verbesserung der Zusammenarbeit im Bereich des Verfassungsschutzes) 

2. 16.10.2015: Law of (maximum) storage period of call detail records    

      (Einführung Speicherfrist und einer Höchstspeicherfrist für Verkehrsdaten) 

3. 05.11.2015: Vote on extension of the law to fight terrorism  

      (Terrorismusbekämpfungsgesetz) 

4. 25.11.2015: Vote for defence budget plan  

      (Verteidigungshaushalt) 

5. 04.12.2015: Deployment of armed forces in Syria  

(Einsatz bewaffneter deutscher Streitkräfte zur Verhütung und Unterbindung terroristischer         

Handlungen durch die Terrororganisation IS)  

6. 14.01.2016: Law to improve registration and data exchange for people entering Germany  

(Gesetz zur Verbesserung der Registrierung und des Datenaustausches zu aufenthalts- und 

asylrechtlichen Zwecken) 

7. 23.06.2016: Vote on extension of „United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon” (UNIFIL) mission   

(Fortsetzung der Beteiligung bewaffneter deutscher Streitkräfte an UNIFIL) 

8. 24.06.2016: Law for better exchange of information when fighting international terrorism  

(Gesetz zum besseren Informationsaustausch bei der Bekämpfung des internationalen 

Terrorismus) 

Terrorist attacks in period of investigation:  

 26.06.2015: Tunisia, Sousse  

 13.11.2015: France, Paris 

 13.01.2016: Turkey, Istanbul 

 22.03.2016: Belgium, Brussels 

Figure 4: Timeline, 07/2015 - 06/2016 

Source: Plenary Protocols of the German Bundestag, 01/07/2015 – 28/06/2016 

all of these attacks. One can already observe that most passed laws accumulate in a certain 

period around November 2015, before and after the Paris attacks. The passed laws on the 

timeline were all justified as measures against international terrorism by at least one member 

of parliament and include a variety of measures which are briefly described
5
. With a few 

exception which will be noted, the grand coalition voted for, while the opposition voted 

against all decisions displayed on the timeline. The law to improve cooperation in protection 

of the constitution (1) is about improving the information exchange and cooperation between 

domestic security authorities. The law of maximum storage period of call detail records (2) 

reintroduced telecommunications data retention obliging telecommunications and internet 

providers to the storage of call detail records for a certain time period. Some members of the 

SPD voted against this law or abstained. The extension of the law to fight terrorism (3) 

prolonged the in 2001 introduced law, as reaction to the 9/11 attacks in the US, until another 

re-evaluation in 2021. It amongst others includes expanded capacities for security agencies, 

encroachments of secrecy of telecommunications and post, and basic conditions for the use of 

biometric identity documents. The defence budget plan (4) for 2016 was increased by 1.32 

                                                           
5
 The background knowledge on the decisions, outlined in this section or during the analysis, is based on 

information in the plenary protocols. 
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billion Euro compared to the previous year, majorly to invest in military equipment and 

personnel. The decision for a German military mission in Syria (5), to support France, Iraq 

and the international alliance in the fight against ISIS with reconnaissance aircrafts and 

frigates, was based on the right to collective self-defence in accordance with article 51 of the 

United Nations Charter. While the yes-votes in this role-call-vote included votes from the 

grand coalition and the Grüne, the no-votes included votes from all parties. The law to 

improve registration and data exchange for purposes of residence and asylum (6) is about 

improving the registration of number and identity of people entering Germany and to improve 

data exchange with relevant authorities. The vote on the extension of the deployment of 

German forces in the UNIFIL mission in Lebanon (7) has the purpose to monitor the sea area 

and coast, to provide humanitarian aid for the civil population and to support the military 

forces of Lebanon and the United Nations. The extension was also argued to be necessary for 

keeping ISIS out of Lebanese territory. The grand coalition and the Grüne voted for the 

extension, while the Linke voted against. The law for better exchange of information in the 

fight against international terrorism (8) includes improvements of international collaboration 

and information exchange of security agencies with EU and NATO partners, undercover 

investigations to fight smuggling of human beings and the verification of the identity of 

prepaid sim cards. One event which is not on the timeline but is connected to the fight on 

international terrorism is the Syria conference on February 2
nd

, 2016, in London which was 

one try to seek a diplomatic solution for the Syria conflict to be more effective in the fight 

against ISIS. Germany was one of the main organizers with a special role of the minister of 

foreign affairs, Frank-Walter Steinmeier from the SPD. In conclusion, while decision 3, 4 and 

7 were pre-determined in such that members of parliament knew that they would come up, 

law 1, 2, 5, 6 and 8 were newly proposed by the government.  

With discourse network analysis, it is possible to look at the whole time range of the 

investigation or to look at consecutive time slices separately. The latter allows the researcher 

to explore how actors’ stances on issues change over time and is therefore chosen for this 

analysis (see Leifeld, 2016). Due to the frequency and accumulation of terrorist attacks and 

counter-terrorism measures around the mentioned period which is surrounded by rather 

quieter months, it was decided to split the period of investigation into three equal time slices 

of four months: 

 First time slice: July, August, September, October (18 plenary protocols) 

 Second time slice: November, December, January, February (28 plenary protocols) 
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 Third time slice: March, April, May, June (22 plenary protocols) 

The time slices will be analysed and compared in order to identify potential differences in the 

discourse on terrorism and counter-measures in the more active period (2) compared to the 

less active periods (1 and 3). The comparison might reveal potential effects of terrorist attacks 

as “policy windows” and differences in how terrorism is framed in certain periods. It has to be 

noted that the first time slice is less active than the other ones due to the annual summer break 

of the German Bundestag between July and August in which only a few sessions take place. 

This has to be kept in mind when comparing them. As described more detailed below, the 

contrast between time slice two and the other ones is also chosen due to the inability to 

investigate the political discourse before and after every terrorist attack or passed law. In this 

way, one can still be make a valid conclusion about potential effects of terrorist attacks as 

policy windows on the policy discourse in combination with other factors. 

5.4  Procedure of Data Collection 

Selecting Plenary Protocols 

The original data basis for a discourse network analysis consists of press articles, however, 

basically any kind of text document is appropriate for the analysis (Schneider, 2014, p. 282), 

which in this case are parliamentary protocols as justified above. The data collection 

procedure starts with getting access to, and selecting, plenary protocols as units of analysis in 

the determined period of investigation. On the website of the Bundestag
6
 one can publicly 

access and download all written documents, including plenary protocols. The website enables 

to search for documents in a certain time period and to filter plenary protocols from the whole 

database. This led to 68 plenary protocols which were used as foundation for the coding 

procedure. 

Coding Procedure 

The coding of the plenary protocols is conducted with the Discourse Network Analyzer by 

Philip Leifeld (2010)
7
 as described in section 4.2.3. After having downloaded the relevant 

plenary protocols, they have to be saved in a dna-file with the help of the software. One can 

manually add a new document, which in the software is called “article”, by copying and 

pasting the relevant text into a window, determining the title and date of the document and 

                                                           
6
 http://pdok.bundestag.de/index.php 

7
 For most of the coding the version dna-1.31 was used while for categorization the newly available version dna-

2.0-beta18 was used due to its advanced options for the export of discourse networks and recoding. All versions 

of the software can be downloaded on https://github.com/leifeld/dna/releases. 
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saving it into the dna-file. This was done for all plenary protocols. As outlined above, there 

are three different kinds of frames that are encoded within the data, diagnostic, prognostic and 

motivational framing. It was decided to code them in three different rounds in order to enable 

separate analyses afterwards. In the discourse network analysis, the statement is the coding 

unit which is encoded manually by the researcher with the help of certain features of the DNA 

software (Leifeld, 2013). Before the statements are encoded, one has the ability to highlight 

key words that help to find relevant statements within the text. The selection of keywords is 

an important factor in the data collection process since the lack of crucial keywords can result 

in not finding all relevant statements. Of course, the text data is still manually read by the 

researcher, however, when facing such a large amount of text data, the highlighter function 

can help not to overlook important statements. For this reason, some basic keywords, like 

“terror”, “anschlag” and “attentat”
8
 were taken as basis keywords for the pilot phase, in which 

two plenary protocols (approximately 200 pages each) were coded. During this pilot phase the 

list of keywords could be adjusted, when some words were noted to be especially salient in or 

around relevant statements, for example “ISIS”, “islam” or “international”
9
. The list was still 

constantly adjusted and refined during the actual coding procedure in order to ensure that all 

relevant statements were captured. Depending on the coding round, different additional 

context-related terms complemented the basic list of keywords. 

In discourse network analysis, a statement is a text portion where an actor expresses his or her 

policy preferences or frames in a positive or a negative way, for example, agreeing or 

disagreeing with a certain policy. Within the DNA, each statement was coded manually 

capturing the four variables, the actor who expressed the statement, the organization to which 

the actor belongs, in this case the political party, the concept, which in this case is a frame or a 

policy proposal, and the binary information of approval or rejection of the concept by the 

actor. Compared to the encoding of press articles, the advantage of coding plenary protocols 

is that an actor is not cited or her statement is not described indirectly, but the statement is 

always clearly assigned to the speaker in direct speech. In short, the text data was manually 

read and, with the help of the highlighter function, it was searched for relevant statements on 

terrorism. For each of the coding rounds there were different criteria to identify which 

statements were regarded as relevant, as explained in the previous section. It has to be noted 

that this analysis only includes statements on so called “international terrorism” or “Islamist 

                                                           
8
 English translation: terror, attack, assassination (the latter is often used in the German language as synonym of 

terrorist attack). Upper- and lower case letters do not matter when searching with the Regex highlighter. 

9
 English translation: In this case the German words are written the same in English. 
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terrorism” how it was defined in chapter 2. This excludes discussions on domestic terrorism, 

such as right- or left-wing terrorism. Furthermore, due to a high number of discussed military 

or peacebuilding missions in this time period, it was decided to concentrate on military 

operations that are connected with the fight against the terrorist organization Islamic State 

(ISIS), since almost all terrorist attacks that occurred in the period of investigation were 

suspected or proved to be caused by ISIS. Except of these exclusions all statements on 

international terrorism in each coding round were manually captured.  

As a common problem of manual coding of data, validity and reliability of the coding process 

are difficult to ensure. Due to the subjectivity of the researcher this problem is increased, 

when only one researcher is coding the data, as in the case of this analysis. This entails the 

increase of the risk of coding errors due to a lack of control by a second coder and the 

inability to measure intercoder reliability. But there are not only disadvantages of having only 

one researcher to code the data. Indeed, coding by a single researcher can decrease the 

likelihood of inconsistencies during the coding process and categorization which could occur 

when the perceptions of two coders do not correspond (Blair, 2015). In order to guarantee a 

degree of validity and reliability a coding scheme was developed, presented in appendix A, to 

diminish the amount of ambiguity and increase transparency of the process. This coding 

scheme was tried out in the pilot phase and constantly adjusted during the coding process in 

order to refine the coding rules to the data. Additionally, the statements were regarded a 

second time and the concepts were adjusted and summarized several times. 

Defining and Summarizing Categories  

While the three different framings were determined “concept-driven”, which means deducted 

by theory, the concepts within the data coding procedure are “data-driven” (Schreier, 2012, 

pp. 85–89), because the emphasis of this analysis is to capture the content and variety of 

frames and policy measures in the policy discourse on terrorism, instead of systematically 

sorting the data into pre-determined categories. Concretely, when a relevant statement on 

terrorism was identified, the category was defined by summarising the most important aspect 

of the named frame or measure. In order to keep the number of concepts as low as possible, it 

was tried to sort new statements into already existing categories. This still led to a very high 

number of concepts. Thus, they were carefully summarized into less concepts, with the aim 

not to lose too much valuable information and additionally each concept was assigned to 

thematic categories, which differ in each coding round (see table 2). For all coding rounds, it 

is interesting to examine which frames, measures and justifications are preferred or contested 
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by the different parties and how this is connected to the macro-level events on the timeline 

presented above.  

Table 2: Statements, Concepts and Categories of each Coding Round 

 Number of 

Statements 

Number of 

Concepts 

Thematic Categories 

First round of coding: 

 

Diagnostic Framing 

 

 

 

401 

 

 

72 

1. What/Who does international 

terrorism threaten? 

2. How is this threat characterized? 

3. Causes for international terrorism  

4. Existing harm by international 

terrorism 

Second round of 

coding: 

 

Prognostic Framing 

 

 

 

 

656 

 

 

 

80 

1. Diplomatic measures 

2. Economic/financial/development 

measures 

3. International/national cooperation  

4. Legal measures 

5. Military/forceful measures 

6. Prevention in society 

7. Strengthen national 

judiciary/security agencies 

8. Surveillance of mobility and data 

Third round of coding: 

 

Motivational Framing 

 

 

 

719 

 

 

85 

1. Constitutional/international law  

2. Descriptions of “enemy“/harm 

3. Feelings aroused by terrorist attacks  

4. Responsibility 

5. Values of democracy and society 

6. Values of humanity 

5.5  Visualization and Analysis of Discourse Networks 

After the text data is encoded, one can export different discourse networks that focus on 

different aspects. In order to understand how these discourse networks depict the data, the 

elements of the statements within the data set are regarded by the formal perspective of the 

graph theory, which was already introduced in section 4.2.2. Formally, 𝐴 = {𝑎1, 𝑎2, . . . 𝑎𝑚} is 

the set of actors in the data set, in this case these are all members of parliament whose 

statements on terrorism are captured in the period of investigation; and 𝐶 = {𝑐1, 𝑐2, . . . 𝑐𝑛} 

denotes the set of concepts in the data set, which here are the frames capturing the 

representation of terrorism, the proposed counter-measures and the motivational frames. The 

agreement or disagreement with a concept is captured by a dummy variable, which results in 

two relations between actors and concepts, one for agreement (r = 1) and one for 

disagreement (r = 2), 𝑅 = {𝑟1, 𝑟2, . . . 𝑟𝑙} with l=2. Since the DNA can analyse a period of time 

systematically, the date of a statement is another critical point. Time is continuous but for the 

sake of simplicity it is modelled as being discrete in this context with 𝑇 = {𝑡1, 𝑡2, . . . 𝑡𝑘}, 

where T contains a set of discrete time steps. The time aspect is already determined when 

saving the text data into the DNA software. Different kinds of networks can be generated with 
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these basic properties (Leifeld and Haunss, 2010; Leifeld, 2014, 2013). Those of use for this 

analysis are presented in the following
10

.  

Affiliation Networks 

The first and most basic kind of discourse networks is the affiliation network. The bipartite 

graph 𝐺𝑟,𝑡
𝑎𝑓𝑓

 displays the relations between a set of actors A and a set of concepts C with a 

relation r at a time t. The affiliation network, which models actors and concepts as vertices is 

captured by the following equation (Leifeld, 2013):  

𝐺𝑟,𝑡
𝑎𝑓𝑓

= (𝐴, 𝐶, 𝐸𝑟,𝑡
𝑎𝑓𝑓

)    

An edge 𝑒𝑟,𝑡
𝑎𝑓𝑓

(𝑎, 𝑐) from a set of edges 𝐸𝑟,𝑡
𝑎𝑓𝑓

, which connects an actor a with a concept c, 

indicates that a agrees (r = 1) or disagrees (r = 2) with the concept c at time t. As the graph is 

bipartite, it exhibits the property that only edges between actors and concepts are allowed, not 

within the set of actors or within the set of concepts, captured by the formula (Leifeld, 2016): 

{𝑎, 𝑎′} ∉ 𝐸𝑟,𝑡
𝑎𝑓𝑓

∧  {𝑐, 𝑐′} ∉ 𝐸𝑟,𝑡
𝑎𝑓𝑓

 

 𝑎′ denoting an actor who is not identical with actor 𝑎 

 𝑐′ denoting a concept that is not identical with concept 𝑐 

In figure 5, the affiliation network 𝐺𝑟,𝑡
𝑎𝑓𝑓

corresponds to the dashed grey edges between actors 

and concepts. There is one bipartite graph for each agreement relation. It is possible to 

combine the positive and the negative affiliation graphs into a single multiplex network, in 

which different edge colours indicate the kind of relation, that can illustrate which frames are 

controversial and which are “owned” by single coalitions or actors (Leifeld, 2016). When 

visualizing an affiliation network, one can manually delete isolated nodes that have no edge to 

other nodes in order to get an unbiased visualization of the core of the discourse network 

(Leifeld, 2013). 

Congruence Networks 

In a congruence network two actors are connected if they share a concept both in a positive or 

both in a negative way. For an actor congruence network, one can transform an affiliation 

graph, which connects actors with concepts, into an adjacency graph, which connects actors 

who agree with the same concepts and where the edge weight between the actors represents 

                                                           
10

 For other kinds of discourse networks see Leifeld (2013; 2014; 2016) 
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the number of common concepts. Thus, the edge weight is greater, the more concepts the 

actors share which can be interpreted as similarity between two actors. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5: Illustration of Affiliation and Congruence Networks 

Source: Own illustration with software Visone 

In figure 5, the actor congruence network
11

 is depicted by black lines between the actors, 

whereby actor 1 and actor 2 are connected because both of them refer to concept 1. In graph-

theoretical notation, the weighted congruence network is captured by the following equation 

(Leifeld and Haunss, 2010): 

𝐺𝑡
𝑎 = (𝐴, 𝑤𝑡)  with   𝑤𝑡(𝑎, 𝑎′) =  ∑ |𝐸𝑟,𝑡

𝑎𝑓𝑓
(𝑎, 𝐶) ∩ 𝐸𝑟,𝑡

𝑎𝑓𝑓
(𝑎′, 𝐶)|1

𝑟=1  

 𝐺𝑡
𝑎 denoting an adjacency graph  

 𝑤𝑡(𝑎, 𝑎′) denoting the edge weight between actor 𝑎 and actor 𝑎′ 

Since the model assumes that actors are present in all time periods and only the presence or 

absence of statements (or edges) may vary over time, actors do not have a subscript t. An edge 

weight is computed by considering neighbours in the affiliation network (Leifeld, 2014). 

When interpreting congruence networks, in order to avoid wrong interference due to coding 

errors or random behaviour of actors concerning their statements, the lowest edge weights can 

be ignored during the analysis. One can increase a threshold value composed on the edge 

                                                           
11

 Next to actor congruence networks, concept congruence networks exist, depicted in figure 5 by the black lines 

between the concepts, which however are not relevant for this analysis. 

𝑎1 𝑐1 

actor network concept network affiliation network 
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𝑎3 

𝑎4 
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weight until the structure of the discourse network becomes visible. However, one has to be 

careful with this procedure to not filter out too much relevant information. According to 

Leifeld (2013) “[t]he optimal threshold value is usually determined in an explorative way 

because the degree of noise critically depends on the size of the time slice, the number of 

concepts, and other factors that vary between empirical applications”. Generally, the edge 

weight in an actor congruence network, is regarded as similarity in a discourse. The similarity 

is greater, the higher the edges are weighted (Nagel, 2016, p. 110). In this context, the 

sociological concept of homophily is assumed which says that two connected actors have a 

random similarity of characteristics and beliefs. In the same time this means that actors with 

similarities, such as common beliefs, are more likely to interact or agree (Leifeld and Malang, 

2009, p. 379). 

Centrality and Normalization 

As noted in section 4.2.2, values of centrality can reveal some valuable information about the 

most central nodes in a network to find out who are the most influential actors. The degree 

centrality 𝐶′
𝐷(𝑛𝑖) identifies how many edges 𝑒(𝑛𝑖) out of the maximum possible amount of 

edges a vertex 𝑛𝑖 realizes in a network. The more central a vertex or node, the more edges it 

achieves. In order to obtain a standardized measure independent of the size of the network, the 

realised edges 𝑒(𝑛𝑖) are divided by the sum of all vertices 𝑔 minus one, which is the 

maximum possible amount of edges a vertex can achieve (Leifeld and Malang, 2009, p. 375): 

𝐶′
𝐷(𝑛𝑖) =  

𝑒(𝑛𝑖)

𝑔 − 1
 

In order to not overrate actors who were allowed to speak more often in the plenum than 

others, when visualizing an actor congruence network, a normalization of the edge weights in 

the discourse networks is carried out. This ensures that the centrality of an actor is not 

increased when he or she is repeating a statement within the discourse (see Leifeld, 2016). 

Members from the CDU/CSU or SPD will still occupy most statements since they have the 

longest speaking time in parliament, however, the normalization can diminish overrating of 

repeated statements. Hence, with normalized edge weights, politicians of opposition parties 

might be as, or more, central as politicians of the grand coalition. The normalization of an 

edge weight, Φ(𝑤𝑡), is carried out by dividing each edge weight by the average number of 

different concepts the two actors use in the affiliation network, in a positive or negative way, 

and is computed by the formula (Leifeld, 2013): 
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  Φ(𝑤𝑡(𝑎, 𝑎′)) =  
𝑤𝑡(𝑎,𝑎′)

1

2
 (|Ν

𝐺𝑟=1,𝑡
𝑎𝑓𝑓 (𝑎) ∪ Ν

𝐺𝑟=2,𝑡
𝑎𝑓𝑓 (𝑎) |+ |Ν

𝐺𝑟=1,𝑡
𝑎𝑓𝑓 (𝑎′) ∪ Ν

𝐺𝑟=2,𝑡
𝑎𝑓𝑓 (𝑎′)|)

 

After the relevant discourse networks were exported with the DNA software, they were 

visualized and analysed with the software Visone
12

 (Brandes and Wagner, 2004), which was 

developed by a group of computer scientists in an interdisciplinary research group at the 

University of Konstanz and offers a special algorithm which displays networks in a well-

interpretable manner, and also enables to calculate centrality values (Nagel, 2016, p. 112).  

6 Analysing the Policy Discourse on International Terrorism 

So how is international terrorism framed, how are counter-measures discussed and justified by 

different political parties? This chapter finally investigates the “black box” of interactions and 

discourse dynamics in the field of counter-terrorism policies in relation with the occurrence of 

terrorist attacks as “policy windows”. Discourse networks will reveal dynamics of the streams 

and motivational frames and how policy entrepreneurs were arguing in German parliament 

during the period of investigation. There are, however, multiple ways how to visualize 

discourse networks in detail. In this analysis, it was chosen to depict the actors of analysis, 

mostly political parties but also single actors, by assigning them to a specific colour according 

to their party. In all congruence and affiliation networks of this analysis actors are visualized 

with the colours: 

 CDU/CSU: black 

 SPD: red 

 Grüne: green 

 Linke: purple 

Actor nodes are generally depicted as circles, while concepts are represented by diamond 

shaped nodes in this analysis. In order to make it easier to identify affiliations within the 

discourse networks, it was chosen to depict the concept nodes in each affiliation network in a 

specific way. First, if in an affiliation network a concept is “owned” by a party in such that it 

is only expressed by one single party, its concept node is visualized in the colour of this 

party
13

. For example, if in an affiliation network the concept “Nuclear terrorism as threat” is 

only expressed by the Linke, its concept node is purple. Second, concepts that are merely 

preferred by the grand coalition, the CDU/CSU and SPD, are coloured black with a red frame. 

                                                           
12

 See www.visone.info 
13

 Because most edges in the discourse networks are black, as well as the actor nodes of the CDU/CSU fraction, 

concept nodes “owned” by the CDU/CSU fraction are depicted as dark grey in order to facilitate the visual 

interpretation of the networks. 



60 

 

And third, if a concept is mentioned by all four political parties, in a positive or negative way, 

the frame of the concept node is depicted with a thicker frame which can help to identify 

especially preferred or contested frames. To make it easier to identify the most salient 

concepts and most central actors, in affiliation networks the node size of the concepts is 

greater, the higher the frequency of the concept, and in actor congruence networks the node 

size of the actors is greater, the higher the degree centrality value of the actor. Not only the 

nodes, but also the edges are visualized in a special way. Since the affiliation networks of this 

analysis include both kinds of agreements in a multiplex network, as described in section 5.5, 

a black edge between an actor and a concept means agreement, while a red edge represents 

disagreement. If an issue is controversially discussed by an actor, the edge between actor and 

concept node is dashed. Sometimes, the concept names, how they are specified in appendix B, 

had to be shortened or adjusted in the discourse networks to make them easier to read and 

avoid overlapping. All these specifications will become clearer when regarding the actual 

discourse networks. For the following sections of this chapter it is recommended to regard the 

timeline which was described in section 5.5 (see figure 4) and which it is referred to when 

interpreting the results. Due to the high number of graphs in this analysis that go beyond the 

space limitations of this thesis, some graphs that are relevant for the analysis had to be 

displayed in the appendix. 

6.1  Descriptive Statistics  

The empirical analysis is based on 68 coded plenary protocols of the German Bundestag in a 

period between July 2015 and June 2016. In this period three rounds of coding were 

conducted with in total 1776 coded statements and 237 categories after sorting out irrelevant 

categories  
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Figure 6: Number of Statements, 07/2015 - 06/2016 

and statements. While the number of concepts or categories is larger than in previous 

approaches using discourse network analysis, the number of actors in the major part of the 

analysis is restricted to four, the political parties CDU/CSU, SPD, Grüne and Linke. Of the in 

total 175 single actors, only those who are active on the day of the decision of the above 

presented laws on the timeline, are regarded more closely in order to identify potential 

activities of policy entrepreneurs. In figure 6 it is illustrated that diagnostic framing includes 

401 statements, prognostic framing 656 and motivational framing 719 statements, which is a 

significant difference between the different kinds of framing. The discussion of counter-

measures is probably more intense than the framing of the threat since the former has a real 

impact on how it is fought against terrorism, and considering that terrorism is such an 

incalculable, omnipresent threat, the effectiveness and consequences of these counter-

terrorism measures determine the country’s security situation. The high number of 

motivational frames can be explained by the fact that every representation of terrorism and 

every proposed counter-measure is attached to some kind of justification in order to deliver 
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the most convincing argument in the struggle on definitions and frames within the discourse. 

One can observe that during the summer break in August there are almost no statements in 

any of the different framings and in November, when the Paris attacks happened, the 

extension of the law to fight terrorism and the defence budget plan were decided, statements 

in all rounds have a clear peak. As greatest power in parliament the CDU/CSU fraction 

generally expresses most statements, in particular motivational frames in November, 

compared to all other parties. The SPD as coalition partner is the second strongest party 

regarding expressed statements and mostly follows the pattern of the CDU/CSU fraction, 

except in motivational framing, where it is closer to the opposition parties. Taking into 

account that both opposition parties have approximately the same number of seats in 

parliament, they generally express a similar number of statements, with a small lead of the 

Linke, especially in motivational framing. The Linke expresses most statements of all parties 

in December, especially on terrorism counter-measures, when the deployment of armed forces 

in Syria was discussed and voted on, which opposes the Linke’s anti-military position. In 

contrast, the Grüne mostly follows the patterns of the leading parties and probably perceives 

similar events and laws as important, as it can be positioned in-between the CDU/CSU 

fraction and the SPD on the left-right scale of the CMP. Statements in months when the 

selected terrorist attacks occurred (see figure 4) generally increased, with a clear peak in 

November when the Paris attacks happened, similarly high peaks in July, after Sousse, and 

January, after Istanbul, but almost no increase in April, after the terrorist attacks of Brussels at 

the end of March. A more detailed analysis how threats were framed, which kind of measures 

were discussed and motivational frames used in each time slice and month in the next sections 

will give a better insight into these dynamics. 

In figure 6 one can see the actor congruence network of the whole period of investigation for 

all coding rounds with nodes being larger, the higher the degree centrality of the actor. Since 

statements in the parliamentary debates are so highly connected, due to the possibility of an 

actor to directly react to another actor’s statement, a high threshold value for the edge weights 

(Ф(w) ≥ 0.3) had to be chosen to visualize the network in a readable way. In all networks that 

are visualized in this chapter, isolated nodes are deleted since they have no value for 

interpretation in this case. When analysing discourse networks, the spatial distance between 

vertices and their coordinates cannot be interpreted as proximity. Instead connections of 

vertices show how close the actors are and, in case of actor congruence networks, the edge 

weight is an indicator of how similar the actors are.  
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Figure 7: Normalized Actor Congruence Network, 07/2015 - 06/2017 (Ф(w) ≥ 0.3) 

When looking at the relations and constellation of actors, one can observe that members of the 

Linke are staying close to members of their party, while SPD, CDU/CSU and Grüne members 

are rather mixed. Hence, regarding counter-terrorism policies, the Linke tend to generally 

argue differently than the other parties. Members of the Grüne are generally closer to the 

Linke than members of the grand coalition, which is not surprising since the Linke and the 

Grüne are in the role of the opposition together with the task to criticise the grand coalition’s 

proposals. In figure 8, the centrality of the actors can be interpreted in terms of the more 

central the actors are in the circle, the higher their degree centrality
14

. Here, the chancellor of 

the Federal Republic of Germany, Angela Merkel, takes clearly the most central position, 

which means that she has the most influential and agreeing position within parliament 

regarding terrorism and counter-terrorism. The closest actors around her are representatives of 

all parties in parliament. Hence, all parties include actors that are especially central in this 

area of policy-making which will be analysed more closely in-depth in the following sections. 

 

                                                           
14

 All actors, including their degree centrality for each kind of framing are illustrated in table 3, appendix C. 
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Figure 8: Degree Centrality of all Actors, 07/2015 - 06/2017 (Ф(w) ≥0.3) 

6.2  Stream Dynamics 

In this section the problem (6.2.1) and policy stream (6.2.2) as well as motivational framing 

(6.2.3) are regarded more closely in order to identify discourse and actor dynamics of the 

policy process on terrorism. Finally, the results of the analysis are compared, summarized and 

discussed (6.2.4). Results of this section contribute to a better understanding of the threat-

framing process of international terrorism in German parliament and how it is influenced by 

terrorist attacks as policy windows. For each coding round, the framing process on party level 

regarding the most salient frames is analysed over time with the help of affiliation networks 

and diagrams. Additionally, potential policy entrepreneur dynamics are examined by 

regarding actor congruence networks of individual politicians and affiliation networks with 

party preferences on each decision day in parliament. 

6.2.1 Problem Stream   

As described above, the problem stream is captured by identifying diagnostic framing within 

the parliamentary debates. The aim of this section is to make the threat-framing process more 
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transparent by looking at how the threat of international terrorism is described in parliament. 

The four thematic categories are regarded in separate affiliation networks for each time slice 

to help identify different aspects of how international terrorism is framed: The subject of 

threat image (What or who is perceived as threatened?), the object of threat image (How is 

this threat characterized?), which aspects are regarded as causes and which existing harm is 

described. First, framing of the subject of the threat image is regarded for each time slice (see 

figure 15, appendix D1). In all time slices the CDU/CSU and SPD tend to frame terrorism as 

threat to the west including its values of democracy and freedom and more generally as threat 

to all religions and humanity, with increasing frequency in the second time slice. During the 

whole period international terrorism is concretely framed as threat to Germany and Europe 

and especially in the second time slice, probably in relation to the Paris and Istanbul attacks, 

terrorism is framed as attacking “our” freedom and democracy. It is generally emphasized that 

refugees pose no terrorism threat, especially by the Grüne, which can be regarded as a 

reaction to the rising fear of potential terrorists among refugees in European countries which 

is related to the increasing refugee movements to Europe in the last years. The third time slice 

is the least active one, where only the CDU/CSU is actively threat-framing. The tendency of 

defining terrorists as the “other”, outside of law, order and peaceful coexistence, and opposing 

the own values, as described in chapter 3, can be confirmed when looking at the threat frames 

of this category. International terrorism is commonly regarded as threat to the “in-group”, 

which is described as “Germany”, “Europe”, “west”, “liberal societies”, but also “all 

religions” and “humanity”, its values and peaceful coexistence. This indicates that the subject 

of threat is a relatively restricted frame the parties seem to generally agree on. 

The second category (see figure 16, appendix D1) identifies how the threat of international 

terrorism is characterized by members of the German parliament. In the first period, the 

difficulty to defeat international terrorism is described, on the one hand, as external threat, 

because of terrorists’ unclear motivations, terrorist attacks’ unpredictability and the difficulty 

to defeat ISIS, and on the other hand, terrorism is regarded as internal threat with an 

increasing number of risky people in Germany and, as most salient frame, the threat of 

radicalisation and extremism within society. The second time slice, terrorism is perceived as 

coming closer which entails more emotional characterizations of terrorism, such as terrorists 

have no values and no mercy, are murderer, are cowards and create fear, especially expressed 

by the leading parties. This can be related to the reactions after the Paris and the Istanbul 

attacks. Both probably as conclusion to this undefeatable threat and due to the solidarity to 

France, the most salient threat-frame in the second period is that terrorism cannot be defeated 
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alone. In the third time slice the parties of the grand coalition emphasize that terrorists operate 

in international networks, that they cannot be defeated alone and that the number of risky 

people increases.  

Third, it is examined which causes for the threat of international terrorism are named in 

parliament (see figure 17, appendix D1). In the first time slice the main focus of the discourse 

is the claim by the opposition party, that western politics created Islamist terrorism, which is 

opposed by CDU/CSU. Especially the Linke names causes that are critical towards western 

politics, by for example stating that the war on terror leads to more terror and by blaming 

western countries’ strategic partners in the fight on terrorism, Turkey and the Gulf states, to 

be terrorism sponsors themselves. In the first slice, the CDU/CSU fraction mainly discusses 

the problem of “home-grown” terrorism and the risk of exporting it to conflict countries as 

causes of international terrorism. An increase of frames and actors can be examined in the 

second period. While again the opposition claims that western politics are causes of terrorism, 

the leading parties oppose these claims and name drug cultivation that finances terrorism, 

globalisation as driving force, advertisement of terrorist organizations or unstable conflict 

states as causes for international terrorism. In the third period one can observe a decrease of 

discussions and a separation of the discourse between the leading and the opposition parties. 

The former mainly discuss unstable states as cause of terrorism, while the latter blame Turkey 

for sponsoring terrorism. Generally, causes of international terrorism are controversial among 

leading and opposition parties, in contrast to the first two examined categories. While the 

grand coalition names domestic causes related to radicalisation and advertisement as well as 

foreign causes related to financing, unstable conflict countries and globalisation, the 

opposition parties almost merely criticise western politics and the global war on terror as 

causes for today’s problem of international terrorism.  

Finally, the fourth category captures descriptions of existing harm by international terrorism 

(see figure 18, appendix D1). Generally, terrorism is most often blamed for causing refugees, 

which shows the saliency of the topic of refugees and how close it is connected to terrorism. 

ISIS is described as barbaric by all parties, corresponding to the frame of terrorism as the 

“other”, outside of the civilized world. While the leading parties describe crimes against 

humanity by ISIS, death and desperation created by terrorism, the opposition parties and the 

SPD also emphasize that terrorism is used as excuse to arrest oppositionists in repressive 

states. This last aspect mainly refers to Turkey, which was and still is a highly-discussed topic 

in regard of terrorism sponsoring and abuse of counter-terrorism to arrest governments critics. 
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Moreover, the opposition parties describe terrorist attacks as bloody spiral of violence in 

terms of a never-ending cycle of terrorism violence and counter-terrorism reaction, which 

reflects their military-critical perspective. Generally, the opposition parties have a critical 

position towards western politics regarding the war on terror. Nevertheless, as the previously 

described categories revealed, terrorism is framed quite similarly by all parties regarding its 

threat towards the own society, values, peaceful coexistence and its difficulty of being 

defeated due to characteristics of unpredictability, unclear motivations and “barbaric” 

behaviour. Overall, the CDU/CSU is most active in threat-framing in all three time periods 

which is probably for several reasons: First, as leading party it has most speaking time, 

second, as leading party it has more influence on legislative proposals which have to be based 

on formulated problems, in this case the threat and harm by terrorism, and third, as 

government party it is expected to officially react to terrorist incidents and to maintain 

diplomatic relations which includes expressing empathy and showing solidarity with allies. 

Consequently, the CDU/CSU fraction is the most powerful and influential actor in parliament, 

both in terms of its position as government party and its threat-framing activity.  

Some frames in each time slice can in particular be regarded in relation with the events 

displayed on the timeline (compare to figure 4). In the first period, it was especially referred 

to the attack in Sousse of a tourist area by stating that terrorism is a threat to tourism and to 

young democracies (category 1). Some frames in the first slice can be related to the law to 

improve cooperation in protection of the constitution and to the reintroduced 

telecommunications data retention, which both tackle the internal threat of terrorism in 

society. It is emphasized by the grand coalition that the number of risky people in Germany 

increase and that radicalisation and extremism within society are a great threat (category 2), 

that causes for terrorism are the instrumentalization of Islam by fanatics and that terrorism 

also is “made” in Germany/Europe (category 3). The second time slice which drew a lot of 

attention on international terrorism, by including two terrorist attacks and four decisions 

related to international terrorism, is characterized by frames stating that “our” democracy and 

freedom is attacked (category 1) by barbaric terrorists (category 4). Very emotional frames 

dominate the threat-framing process (category 2), denoting terrorists as having no values and 

no mercy. And in the third time slice, when the Brussels attacks occurred and the law of better 

information exchange was passed, mainly the grand coalition is actively threat-framing and 

emphasizing that terrorism is made in Europe (category 3), that civilians in Germany and 

Europe are threatened (category 1), and that terrorists operate in international networks and 

thus cannot be defeated alone (category 2). The fact that the Brussels attacks were carried out 
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by suspects of the Paris attacks might have led to the formulation of the law on better 

information exchange, to improve the cooperation of security agencies of the allies in the war 

on terror in order to prevent such a situation in the future. The UNIFIL mission was justified 

by emphasizing that unstable states enable terrorism (category 3). In conclusion, there is a 

tendency observable that the threat of terrorism is framed differently depending on the context 

and certain motivations by different political actors. Besides, while the subject and object of 

threat as well as existing harm are not widely contested, the causes of international terrorism 

are very controversial among the grand coalition and the opposition parties. In the next 

section, the policy stream is investigated to consider not only the passed laws in the period of 

investigation, but to also get an overview of all other policy proposals by different parties. 

6.2.2 Policy Stream 

Due to the high number of categories in the policy stream which summarize the measures and 

strategies to counter terrorism that have been proposed in parliament during the period of 

investigation, the saliency of frames is not regarded for each category. Instead the ten most 

frequently named measures in each time period are visualized in affiliation networks. 

Additionally, the saliency of the superordinate categories is regarded systematically over time 

and by each party. In figure 9, showing the most frequently discussed measures in the first 

time period, one can observe that the grand coalition as well as the Grüne support prevention 

within society regarding extremism and radicalisation as well as convincing young people of 

democracy, to counter the internal threat framed in the problem stream. Two salient and 

commonly approved measures are, on the one hand, the support of other countries’ security 

forces which refers to the terrorist attack in Tunisia, after which Germany provided help to 

Tunisia’s government and security forces to fight against terrorism, and on the other hand, the 

support for development projects in instable countries in order to prevent the spread of 

terrorism in those countries by giving people perspectives and reducing poverty. The latter 

can be connected to the threat-frame that unstable conflict countries are one cause of 

international terrorism. In contrast, Turkey’s behaviour is very controversially discussed in 

terms of, on the one hand, the demand by the CDU/CSU, SPD and Grüne that chancellor 

Merkel shall criticise Erdogan’s abuse of calling government critics terrorists in order to 

arrests them, and on the other hand, the CDU/CSU and SPD’s belief that Turkey is an 

important strategic partner in the fight against terrorism, which is opposed by the Linke. The 

relation to Turkey seems to play an important role in the discussion on counter-terrorism 

measures, which is due to the just described criticism on Erdogan’s abuse of terrorism as 
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reason to arrest critics, but in the same time the need of Turkey’s cooperation in defeating 

ISIS due to its geographic position at the border to Syria, as well as its help by handling the 

high number of refugees coming to Europe. Furthermore, one can observe that the law of 

maximum storage period of call detail records, which was passed on October 16
th

, 2015, is 

promoted by the grand coalition, while it is criticised by the opposition parties which 

especially opposes the necessity of data storage. The opposition parties also call for the 

cessation of arms deliveries to countries and groups that support terrorists, with which they 

mainly refer to the Gulf states and Saudi Arabia.  

 

Figure 9: Affiliation Network, 10 most freq. concepts, 07/2015 - 10/2015 

In the second time period (see figure 10), many of the ten most frequent measures are 

commonly discussed by all parties. All political parties agree that it is important to act 

prudently after a terrorist attack, which is however differently comprehended by the parties. 

While for the CDU/CSU the domestic extension of military authority, when having an 

increased threat level, and the military contribution in Syria are not contradictory to acting 

prudently after the Paris attacks, the former aspect is rejected by all other parties while the 

latter is rejected by the opposition. Military measures are clearly most controversially 

discussed in this time slice. The grand coalition, moreover, supports the training of Iraqi-

Kurdish forces in their fight against ISIS, which has already been done in the past. The Grüne 

partly supports this measures, while the Linke rejects it. In the context of the defence budget 

plan, all parties support the investment in repressive security agencies, which is one strong 
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emphasis of the defence budget plan that was voted on in November. Moreover, it is 

commonly supported to bring all parties of the Syria conflict together in order to come closer 

to a peace agreement and to the defeat of ISIS, which was mainly discussed around the Syria 

conference on February 4
th

. The Linke repeatedly expresses its rejection of Turkey being an 

important strategic partner and urges the government parties to stop arms deliveries. 

Generally, the most supported measures are of preventive and diplomatic nature, except in the 

case of Turkey, and the most controversial measures are of military nature, mainly supported 

by the grand coalition and rejected by the opposition.  

 

Figure 10: Affiliation Network, 10 most freq. concepts, 11/2015 - 02/2016 

In the third time slice (see figure 11), the most salient measure, the law of better information 

exchange, is controversially discussed, again between the grand coalition and the opposition 

parties, whereby the latter tend to reject measures that endanger data protection of citizens 

during the whole period of investigation. While the extension of the UNIFIL mission in 

Lebanon to counter ISIS is supported by the grand coalition and by the Grüne, it is opposed 

by the Linke. Hence, it can be concluded, that while the Linke is generally opposing military 

measures, the Grüne seems to decide according certain criteria whether it agrees to military 

measures or not. As it will also be illustrated in the motivational framing section, the Grüne 

mainly argues with national and international law. In this case, while the UNIFIL mission in 

Lebanon is explicitly authorized by the United Nations (UN), the deployment of German 

forces in Syria decided in December 2015 is based on the controversially interpretable UN-

charter article 51 of collective self-defence of France, instead of acting upon a concrete UN 
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resolution. To sum up, the Grüne is not willing to breach international law in terms of 

unauthorized military missions nor willing to encroach citizen rights in terms of data storage 

and exchange. The opposition again demands the cessation of arms deliveries to potential 

terrorism sponsors with which they mean the Gulf states and which fits to their main threat-

frame that the west created and fuels the war on terror. Also, development projects are still a 

commonly agreed on measure by all parties to prevent terrorism in instable countries, and are 

together with humanitarian aid especially promoted by the CDU/CSU fraction and the SPD. 

Generally, it could be observed that measures proposed by the grand coalition which involve 

the encroachment of data protection and (for the Grüne unauthorized) military measures are 

rejected by the opposition, while diplomatic and development aid measures as well as 

radicalisation prevention are commonly supported.    

 

Figure 11: Affiliation Network, 10 most freq. concepts, 03/2016 - 06/2016 

In order to better understand which measures are generally important for each party, the 

categories which summarize the concepts of the policy stream are regarded systematically for 

each party and over time. Figure 19 (see appendix D.2) shows the kind of counter-terrorism 

measures that parties payed most attention to in the period of investigation and figure 20 (see 

appendix D.2) illustrates the salience of each category over time. It has to be noted, however, 

that these graphs give no information on agreement or rejection of a measure. The y-axes of 

both graphs show the frequency of the mentioned measures of each category in the whole 

period of investigation. To begin with, diplomatic measures are most often mentioned by the 
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SPD and are third most discussed by the CDU/CSU. Diplomatic measures are especially 

debated in November, related to increased discussions on how to solve the Syria conflict to 

defeat ISIS after the Paris attacks, and even more salient in January in preparation of the Syria 

Conference on February 4
th

. Economic, financial and development measures are almost 

equally salient in each party’s discussion, however slightly more important for the SPD and 

the Linke. As we could see when regarding the discourse on measures in each time slice, 

development measures are one of the most commonly agreed on. They are especially salient 

in September, November and January, whereby the peak in September cannot be explained by 

the events of the timeline. Despite funding on development measures was increased by the 

budget plan voted on in November, the opposition parties still argued that it was not as much 

as promised by the government, and this issue was therefore highly discussed in November. 

International and national cooperation, which includes data exchange and cooperation 

between national and international security agencies, legal measures as well as surveillance of 

mobility and data are among the least discussed measures. As almost all measures, they have 

a peak in November except the category surveillance of mobility and data, which we know is 

one of the most controversial topics between the grand coalition and the opposition. This 

category has its peak in October, when the law on the storage period of call detail records was 

discussed, while it is the least mentioned topic in November. Hence, it can be concluded that 

data protection as second-order risk of the fight on terrorism (see section 4.4.1), is less 

important in times in which the discourse is predominated by a focussing event, such as the 

Paris attacks, and other important measures to pay attention to, such as the extension of the 

law on terrorism or the defence budget plan. Prevention in society, which amongst others 

includes counter radicalisation and spreading awareness of democracy, is especially discussed 

by the Grüne and is most salient in November, probably as reaction to the Paris attacks in 

which the suspects were expected to be Europeans and thus the fear of radicalisation and 

extremism as threat within society was increased. The strengthening of judiciary and security 

agencies is especially salient in the discourse of the CDU/CSU and is the most discussed kind 

of measure in November in the context of the defence budget plan which included investment 

in measures that strengthen police, security agencies and the judiciary to make terrorism 

prosecution more effective after the Paris attacks emphasized the threat. However, military or 

forceful measures are by far the most discussed ones, which are especially emphasized by the 

CDU/CSU and the Linke. As we know, while the CDU/CSU mainly promotes military 

measures, especially the deployment of military forces in Syria and the training of Iraqi-

Kurdish forces, the Linke mainly opposes any kind of military or forceful measures. This 
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category is especially salient in November, in the context of the Paris attacks and the 

discussions on how to defeat ISIS, while the discourse on the deployment of German forces in 

Syria in December raised the salience of this category to its peak, and still stayed high in 

January. All parties have mostly discussed military and forceful measures, except the SPD 

which payed most attention to diplomatic measures. After having gained a better overview of 

the policy stream in terms of which kind of measures were especially salient in which month 

and mostly discussed by which party, the motivation and justification of the politicians’ 

statements on terrorism shall be investigated in the next section, to get a deeper understanding 

of the threat-framing process. 

6.2.3 Motivational Framing 

Motivational framing captures frames that politicians express to justify why international 

terrorism is a threat and why it has to be countered. It refers to the frame resonance by Snow 

and Benford (1988), which is about the centrality and importance of the values and norms 

addressed in the threat-framing process, and can help to better understand why the political 

parties use certain threat-frames on terrorism or why they propose certain measures. As with 

prognostic framing, firstly the ten most frequent frames in each time slice are investigated and 

secondly the thematic categories are examined in reference to each party and over time. In 

figure 12 it can be observed that values of democracy and peaceful coexistence play an 

important role in the motivational framing of the first time slice. The four parties in different 

constellations commonly agree that terrorists hate “us” for “our” values, that they destroy 

peaceful coexistence of different cultures and religions and thus have to be solitarily opposed 

by threatened democracies to fight for their freedom. The grand coalition additionally 

emphasizes the belief in a defensive democracy by appealing to oppose extremism as self-

confident democrats and by emphasizing the important role of the constitutional state against 

terrorism perpetrators. It is moreover appealed to fight for terrorism in order to let refugees go 

home to their countries by the grand coalition and the Linke. However, the Linke’s belief on 

how to implement this fight against terrorism differs and it rejects the belief of the remaining 

parties that democratic values should be spread in order to counter terrorism and it claims that 

western politics were feeding the “terrorist monster” and Germany should learn from that. 



74 

 

 

Figure 12: Affiliation Network, 10 most freq. concepts, 07/2015 - 10/2015 

 

Figure 13: Affiliation Network, 10 most freq. concepts, 11/2015 - 02/2016 

In the second period (see figure 13), almost all of the ten most frequent concepts are discussed 

by all parties which shows that in this time slice the motivational discourse was especially 

intense. The five concepts that are illustrated above the parties are all agreed on and mostly 
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express the defence and support of democratic values. It is again argued that terrorists hate 

“us” for “our” values and that the freedom that is oppressed by terrorism has to be defended. 

In this time period the Linke even supports the spreading of democratic values as a way to 

counter terrorism and all parties express their belief in solidarity with other democracies 

which is connected to the promise of solidarity to France after the Paris attacks. Moreover, all 

parties often argue by referring to international and constitutional law. The concepts 

illustrated below the parties are mostly controversial. While most parties urge not to mix up 

military with police authority to avoid a security overreaction after the Paris attacks that could 

involve domestic military presence, some member of the CDU/CSU would consider domestic 

military authority as possible option to increase security. All parties, except the CDU/CSU, 

argue that some counter-terrorism measures encroach fundamental citizen rights and warn that 

it is irresponsible to react with military means in any situation. The SPD is controversial 

towards the latter aspect. Moreover, except some members of the CDU/CSU, it is widely 

agreed on that the fear of terrorism must not be related to refugee policies, referring to the 

above identified popular frame that refugees pose no terrorism risk. This shows that, despite 

the SPD is often arguing in the same way than its coalition partner, it is still positioned closer 

to the opposition parties on certain topics, such as domestic military authority or refugee 

policy. Finally, the opposition again warns that western politics and their war on terror are 

sawing hatred instead of bringing peace. In conclusion, while all parties argue similarly in 

such that they support solidarity, want to fight for freedom and emphasize the defence of the 

own values, they have different positions on how this fight shall look like. This is further 

illustrated in the description of the next time slice.  

The motivational frames in the third time period (see figure 14) are very contested. The 

concepts displayed above the parties mostly refer to the law for better exchange of 

information passed in June 2016. While the opposition parties warn that counter-terrorism 

measures encroach fundamental rights, that terrorism is only an excuse to get access to data 

and that weakened citizen rights, in terms of data protection and privacy, do not bring more 

security, the parties from the grand coalition even claim that the opposition only wants to 

postpone the enactment of law before the summer break in July. The grand coalition’s main 

argument to justify the law on better information exchange is that when terrorists network 

internationally, security agencies must too, as a consequence of the Brussels attacks which 

were committed by suspects of the Paris attacks. It seems that this topic is very sensitive and 

that a controversy of arguments exists which is not about different interpretations of a 

situation, but in which both sides fundamentally oppose the other’s beliefs. Despite all parties 
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agree that there is a responsibility to guarantee security and name recent terrorist attacks to 

underline this responsibility, they seem to disagree on how to fulfil this responsibility. While 

the CDU/CSU, SPD and Grüne agree on that the allies in the war on terror have to be 

supported solidarily, the opposition and some members of the SPD express their disagreement 

on security cooperations with countries violating human and democratic rights, which refers 

to a security agreement with Egypt that was discussed during the third time period. The 

appeal to stand together with allies in the war on terror is referred to the UNIFIL mission 

which was argued to help keeping ISIS out of Lebanon in cooperation with other countries’ 

forces in the mission. It is merely rejected by the Linke. 

 

Figure 14: Affiliation Network, 10 most freq. concepts, 03/2016 - 06/2016 

In conclusion, democratic values are commonly regarded as threatened and are urged to be 

defended, however, the encroachment of fundamental rights, the violation of the separation of 

police and military authority, the use of military against the terror threat and the suspicion of 

terrorists among refugees are mostly rejected by the opposition and by the SPD, while the 

CDU/CSU regards these second-order risks as necessary evil to prevent the threat of 

terrorism, despite it framed terrorist attacks as unpreventable (see problem stream, category 

2). This controversy could be a result of the pressure that is put on the leading party to prevent 

a terrorist attack in Germany, so that it tries to minimize all risks that could allow potential 

terrorists to plan or commit an attack, while still emphasizing that it is not preventable to 

lower expectations, in case a terrorist attack does happen. Nevertheless, the SPD also supports 
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measures that encroach citizen rights of secrecy of telecommunications for the benefit of 

potentially decreasing the risk of a terrorist attack to happen in Germany and also supports 

certain military measures, such as the training of Iraqi-Kurdish forces and the military mission 

in Syria.  

Next, it is examined how different kinds of arguments are used by the different parties and 

how frequently they are used in different months by regarding the distribution of the thematic 

categories. In figure 21 and figure 22 (see appendix D.3) it can be observed that constitutional 

and international law is one of the major justifications by the Grüne, which explains the 

Grüne’s rejection of the deployment of German forces in Syria and its concerns with the 

restriction of constitutional law in some preventive measures. The legal argumentation has its 

peak in November, probably in context of the extension of the law to fight terrorism and the 

Paris attack after which France asked its European allies for help in the fight on terrorism, it is 

still high in December, in reference to the military mission in Syria, and again in June, when 

the encroachment of the constitutional law was highly discussed with regard to the law of 

better information exchange. Descriptions of the “enemy” or the harm as justification for a 

certain action or frame is the Linke’s most often used category, but still more often used by 

the CDU/CSU and is highest in November and December, probably for the same reasons as 

named for the previously described category. Feelings aroused by terrorist attacks are only 

often stated in November and surprisingly not at all after the Brussels attacks in April, when 

the first plenary session after the attacks took place. Perhaps this is due to the long time 

distance between the attacks on March 22
nd

, 2016, and the first plenary session afterwards on 

April 13
th

 2016 and politicians may have stated their compassion and feelings publicly in 

another medium rather than in parliament. Responsibility, in contrast is an often-used 

argument, especially by the CDU/CSU fraction and the Linke and is the highest used category 

by the Grüne. It has a clear peak in November, December and again in June. From what has 

been examined in the affiliation networks of the most frequent motivational frames, it can be 

presumed that the grand coalition uses the argument of responsibility to justify the extension 

of the law on terrorism, the increase of the defence budget, the military mission in Syria and 

UNIFIL in Lebanon, and the law on better information exchange, while the opposition uses 

the argument of responsibility to reject the encroachments of rights, to defend data protection 

of citizens and to reject military measures that are assumed to end up in a “spiral of violence”. 

While the justification of measures by arguing with values of humanity is not very frequent 

and mainly appearing in November, values of democracy and society are by far the most 

frequent justification by the grand coalition. Motivational frames on values of democracy 
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have a smaller peak in July in relation to the Sousse attacks and a massive peak in November 

in relation to the Paris attacks, which corresponds to the high saliency of threat-frames on 

threatened democratic values in the first and second time slice described in section 6.2.1. In 

conclusion, the grand coalition defended and passed four laws in the period of investigation to 

decrease the risk of terrorism from the inside and the outside: by improving the cooperation of 

domestic security agencies in order to identify potential terrorists within Germany and defend 

democratic values, by reintroducing telecommunications data retention that facilitates the 

work of the security agencies with their internal fight against terrorism, by strengthening the 

registration of people entering Germany to avoid further potential threat coming from outside 

and by increasing information exchange with EU and NATO allies to increase the chances to 

catch terrorist suspects in- and outside Germany. For all the passed laws, the data protection 

concerns were more important to the opposition parties than the potential increase of security. 

While all parties consider solidarity as important, the grand coalition regards it as so 

important to propose and support the Syria mission, while the opposition expresses solidarity 

after the attacks but rather emphasizes that the war on terror is sowing hatred and that 

solidarity cannot replace a UN-authority. Generally, despite terrorism as threat is presented in 

a relatively restricted frame which is supported by all parties, the balance between freedom 

and security, responsibility and solidarity are used differently in the motivational 

argumentation of the parties. 

6.2.4 Comparison and Discussion of Results 

After having investigated the problem stream, the policy stream and motivational framing on 

international terrorism separately, the frames of all three aspects are regarded together on the 

decision day of each passed law displayed on the timeline, to uncover potential policy 

entrepreneur activities. For each decision, an actor congruence network with politicians as 

actors, to identify coalitions of potential policy entrepreneurs, and an affiliation network with 

parties as actors, for better readability, are regarded. Higher edge weights are indicated by 

thicker edges, actor degree centrality is indicated by larger actor nodes and frequency of 

concepts is indicated by larger concept nodes.  

Law to Improve Cooperation in the Protection of the Constitution 

On July 3
rd

, 2015, when the law to improve cooperation in the protection of the constitution 

was passed, the actor congruence network merely includes Stephan Mayer, the spokesman of 

internal affairs of the CDU/CSU, and Thomas de Maizière, the minister of the interior (see 
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figure 23, appendix D.4). They can clearly be identified as policy entrepreneurs, advertising 

for a measure that is in the interest of their position within their party and the government, for 

which they do not get any criticism by other actors and succeed as policy entrepreneurs. They 

argue that security and intelligence services are important to guarantee security and to reduce 

the threat of radicalisation and extremism within society. They emphasize that Germany is 

threatened from the inside and the outside and urge to support the fight for freedom, which is 

oppressed by the fear created by terrorism. A reason why there was no criticism of the law 

regarding its effectiveness to fight terrorism by other actors is that this law was majorly 

discussed in the context of the “NSU-Prozess”, a protracted court case indicting members of a 

suspected right-wing terror group. The law was originally aimed to improve the conditions for 

the prosecution of such a case, however, was also justified to be effective in the fight against 

Islamic extremists. The two policy entrepreneurs used the already aroused attention on 

international terrorism after the Sousse attack to give additional justification for their 

promoted law and hence “used” the policy window to couple the streams which led to policy 

change.  

Law of (maximum) Storage Period of Call Detail Records  

The actor congruence network of October 16
th

, 2015, (see figure 24, appendix D.4) when the 

telecommunications data retention was reintroduced, illustrates two discourse coalitions, one 

including members of the grand coalition, the other members of the opposition. The actor 

nodes among members of each discourse coalition are about the same size, which means that 

they are equally central in the discourse, and thus the coalitions instead of single actors are 

here regarded as policy entrepreneurs. The affiliation network confirms the position of each 

discourse coalition identified in the previous sections: the CDU/CSU and SPD being in favour 

of the law and underlining the importance of data storage for the prosecution of suspected 

terrorists, and the opposition rejecting this position. The SPD additionally emphasizes that 

Germany is threatened by international terrorism, while the Linke argues – disconnected to 

the topic – that the government shall stop delivering arms to suspected terrorism sponsors. 

This is a clear policy controversy, in which both positions cannot convince the other, but the 

more powerful wins and pushes the law through. It can be only expected that the 

reintroduction of the storage period of call detail records was a reaction to the constantly 

increasing perceived threat level of international terrorism, since the policy entrepreneurs 

from the leading parties did not refer to any concrete event when threat-framing, nor was 

there any plausible policy window close to the passed decision. 
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Vote on Extension of Law to Fight Counter Terrorism 

Again, two separate discourse coalitions of the supportive grand coalition and the rejecting 

opposition are recognizable on November 5
th

, 2015, when the extension of the counter-

terrorism act was decided (see figure 25, appendix D.4). All actors again have about the same 

degree centrality within the coalitions. Despite the few number of actors, the discourse is very 

active, as it can be seen in the affiliation network. The SPD argues with a variety of 

arguments regarding the necessity of security agencies, which gain more competences with 

the counter-terrorism act, regarding the necessity of defeating terrorism as a cause for 

refugees and regarding the necessity of both freedom and security for a working democracy. 

The CDU/CSU, on the one hand, argues that they have a responsibility to guarantee security 

by defeating the threat to Europe and Germany, and on the other hand, promotes several 

concrete policy proposals, some of them included in the law to fight terrorism. The opposition 

again argues with an unacceptable encroachment of fundamental rights and votes against the 

extension of the counter-terrorism act, while the grand coalition decides the adaptation of the 

extension. This confirms that the tension between freedom and security as well as 

responsibility are the most important used motivational frames of both discourse coalitions. 

Vote on Defence Budget Plan 

The actor congruence network of November 25
th

, 2015, (see figure 26, appendix D.4) when 

the defence budget plan was voted on, is different than the ones of the previous decisions. 

First, there are more actors involved from all parties, and second, they are less separate, but 

rather mixed. This means that there are less clear positions on the decision, which can be 

explained by the variety of aspects that are included in the defence budget plan. The increase 

of actors involved in the discourse and the less clear standpoints could also be interpreted in 

terms of a higher attention to the topic after the Paris attacks and the agreement on the threat 

and harm international terrorism poses. The affiliation network had to be lowered down to 

concepts with a frequency greater than four in order to make it readable, since the actors and 

concepts are highly interconnected with each other. While all parties agree that solidarity is 

important, that freedom has to be fought for and that it is important to act prudently after 

terrorist attacks, the opposition clearly rejects the investment in defence, and thus also the 

planned increase of the budget defence plan by the grand coalition. The opposition moreover 

expresses rejection of domestic military authority and an overreaction of military means. 

Despite it is commonly argued that the defence of democratic values is important, defence 
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spending is regarded as appropriate measure to do that by the grand coalition while rejected 

by the opposition.  

Deployment of Armed Forces in Syria 

Two almost separate discourse coalitions can be identified in the actor congruence network of 

December 4
th

, 2015, (see figure 27, appendix D.4) when the deployment of German forces in 

Syria was decided, again between the opposition and the grand coalition. The coalition of the 

opposition includes more members than the ones before, which indicates that this decision is 

more important to it. The Grüne argues against the military mission, while together with the 

CDU/CSU rejecting the Linke’s most stated argument that the war on terror leads to more 

terror. The Linke mainly argues that the west created ISIS by their unlawful war in Iraq and 

that therefore the learned lesson should be that war as response to terror is wrong. Despite the 

opposition commonly rejects the military mission, the parties have different motivations to 

reject it. However, on the day of the decision the Grüne did not state any arguments which 

reveal their reasons for rejecting the mission, so it still can only be derived from the previous 

sections that it opposes the lack of a UN resolution authorizing the mission in Syria in 

combination with its rather dismissive attitude towards military measures. The grand coalition 

uses a variety of threat-frames, arguing with the defence of threatened democratic values, it 

emphasizes the existing threat to the west and a “new dimension of terror” in Europe after the 

Paris attacks as well as the importance of solidarity in the fight on terrorism. They hence 

“used” the policy window of the Paris attacks to justify their increase in defence spending by 

referring to it as a new level of threat which attacks democratic values and has to be defended. 

Law to Improve Registration and Data Exchange for Political Asylum and New 

Residents 

On January 14
th

, 2016, when the law to improve registration and data exchange of people who 

seek to stay in Germany was passed, there are several smaller discourse coalitions visible in 

the actor congruence network (see figure 28, appendix D.4). Despite members of the grand 

coalition as well as members of the opposition are mostly related among themselves, they still 

are more mixed than during the previous decisions. This can be explained by looking at the 

affiliation network which shows that one of the most supported concepts by all parties is that 

Saudi Arabia is not compatible with democratic values. This discourse aspect is a reaction to 

the mass execution of 47 prisoners in Saudi Arabia on January 2
nd

, 2016, which were accused 

of being terrorists (McDowall 2016). While the grand coalition still thinks that Saudi Arabia 
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is an important partner to stabilize the Middle East in the fight against terrorism, the 

opposition accuses the Gulf states of being terror sponsors and demands to stop arms 

deliveries in the region, to avoid further violence. Moreover, the opposition demands that 

Merkel shall criticise Erdogan’s activities, probably a taken opportunity to emphasize this 

often-used argument, as the decision was made one day after the Istanbul attack when the 

attention on Turkey was raised. The affiliation network illustrates an increased threat-framing 

activity majorly by the grand coalition, emphasizing the great threat of and harm created by 

international terrorism, especially by ISIS which committed the attack on the German tourist 

group in Istanbul. Due to all these events and issues the members of parliament payed 

attention to in this plenary session, the affiliation network cannot reveal how the law to 

improve registration and data exchange of people entering Germany was justified in 

particular. The grand coalition, who proposed it, of course supports it while the Linke rejects 

it and the Grüne is controversial about it. 

Vote on Extension of UNIFIL Mission 

On June 23
rd

, 2016, when the extension of the UNIFIL mission in Lebanon was voted on, 

there is one coalition visible including members of the grand coalition and the Grüne (see 

figure 29, appendix D.4). As the affiliation network shows, the Linke is the only party voting 

against the mission, but is not illustrated in the actor congruence network since, as in all 

networks of this analysis, all single nodes are deleted. The CDU/CSU emphasizes that the 

mission is supported based on solidarity with other democracies to fight against terrorism and 

the Grüne mentions responsibility to guarantee security as reason to support the mission. The 

Grüne moreover already expresses concerns regarding the law voted on the next day, which 

seeks to extend collaboration with security agencies of EU and NATO partners. The Grüne is 

concerned that security agencies cannot be controlled by anyone when they have too much 

power.  

Law for Better Exchange of Information when Fighting International Terrorism 

On June 24
th

, 2016, again two almost separate discourse coalitions of grand coalition and 

opposition can be observed (see figure 30, appendix D.4). When looking at the affiliation 

network one can assume that the CDU/CSU is the most active policy entrepreneur of the law 

for better information exchange with international security agencies. It emphasizes the threat, 

harm and risk of terrorism and appeals to not let win fear over freedom. It moreover argues 

that the right not to be killed is as important as data protection and that security has its price, 
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again justifying the restriction of some freedom to guarantee security. Together with the SPD, 

the CDU/CSU states the most often used argument that when terrorists network 

internationally, security agencies must too. They name “successful” counter-terrorism 

measures of the past
15

 to show that they can be trusted in terms of counter-terrorism 

legislation, name recent terrorist attacks to underline the urgency of the law and emphasize 

the responsibility to guarantee security. That previous terrorist attacks are here used as policy 

windows, can be concluded when looking at how the law was introduced in the Bundestag by 

Thomas de Maizière on June 1
st
, 2016 (English translation): 

“However, after the attacks of Istanbul, Brussels and Paris we asked ourselves: 

What is still to be done? Are there security gaps which reasonably need to be 

closed within the scope of the legislation, to increase security for the citizens of 

Germany? […] After the attacks in Paris and Brussels it was clear, that terrorist 

networks are interconnected internationally. They work from abroad, smuggle 

humans to Europe, they work together with people who are active and who live in 

Europe. When terrorists network internationally, security agencies too.”
16

            

(Thomas de Maiziere, 01.06.2016, plenary protocol 18/172) 

Despite de Maizière claims that the Paris and Brussels attacks revealed that terrorists work in 

international networks, this aspect was already presumed since the 9/11 attacks in 2001. The 

law is rather a reaction to the failure of arresting the suspects of the Paris attacks, who then 

were involved in the Brussels attacks, instead of a reaction to new insights into how terrorists 

work after the attacks. Thomas de Maizière, as minister of the interior, can be regarded as 

policy entrepreneur who seeks to prevent such a situation in Germany in the interest of his 

position. The CDU/CSU coupled the three streams by coming up with an old assumption 

about how terrorists work to couple it with a law that seeks to prevent future terrorist attacks 

by strengthening the security collaboration with EU and NATO partners. The opposition’s 

main concerns are again the encroachment of fundamental rights. The Linke claims that 

                                                           
15

 Success is difficult to measure in terms of counter-terrorism laws. The absence of major terrorist attacks in 

Germany does not necessarily mean that existing laws prevented them, since terrorist attacks occurred in 

countries in which similar laws exist. 
16 Original quote in German: “Dennoch haben wir uns nach den Anschlägen von Istanbul, Brüssel und Paris 

gefragt: Was ist noch zu tun? Gibt es Sicherheitslücken, die es vernünftigerweise auch im Rahmen der 

Gesetzgebung zu schließen gilt, um die Sicherheit der Bürgerinnen und Bürger in Deutschland zu erhöhen? […] 

Nach den Anschlägen in Paris und Brüssel war klar, dass die Terrornetzwerke sich international vernetzen. Sie 

arbeiten aus dem Ausland, sie schleusen Menschen nach Europa, sie arbeiten mit Menschen zusammen, die in 

Europa aktiv sind oder dort leben. Wenn sich Terroristen international vernetzen, dann müssen sich auch 

Sicherheitsbehörden international vernetzen.“  
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terrorism is an excuse to get access to data and is concerned regarding a lack of control of 

security agencies. Generally, it can be said that regarding this law, the grand coalition and the 

opposition cannot come together in the discourse and as a result only defend their own 

position, instead of answering to one another’s claims. The accusation of the CDU/CSU that 

the opposition just wants to postpone the enactment of law shows that they want to enforce 

the law as fast as possible, probably before the summer break in July, and do not see any point 

in the opposition’s concerns regarding encroached citizen rights. It is the same the other way 

round, in such that the opposition generally opposes a measure that gives more power to 

security agencies internationally and that could violate citizen’s privacy and data protection, 

without thinking about whether this could really prevent future terrorist attacks. The discourse 

depicts the endless debate about the right balance of security and freedom in the fight against 

international terrorism. Despite the grand coalition often urges to fight for freedom which is 

oppressed by terrorism (see motivational framing), they are willing to reduce freedom for an 

increase of security because their task as government is to guarantee security, with high 

expectations by citizens. The opposition, on the other hand, agrees that international terrorism 

is an immanent threat to Germany and to democratic values (see problem stream), but is not 

willing to restrict any constitutional or international law to fight this threat, nor to increase 

defence spending.  

Terrorist Attacks as “Policy Windows” for Counter-Terrorism Policy Change? 

As argued in section 4.4.2, international terrorism is an already securitized threat which has 

entailed many fundamental policy changes in many western countries since 2001. 

Nevertheless, this analysis revealed that occurring terrorist attacks can still be focussing 

events which increase the attention drawn to the threat and thus can open policy windows for 

further policy change. After most terrorist attacks, there was increased threat-framing activity 

observable and on the decision day of the regarded laws in the period of investigation, 

successful policy entrepreneur activity by the leading parties could be identified. The vote on 

the extension of the law to fight terrorism, the vote on the defence budget plan, and the 

decision to extend the UNIFIL mission were pre-determined decisions instead of newly 

proposed policies, in such that the members of parliament knew beforehand that the decisions 

came up. When comparing the framing of all three decisions, the defence budget plan got 

most attention in terms of an increase of involved actors and of discussed concepts. This can, 

on the one hand, be explained by the high importance of this decision for the following year 

of defence budget spending, and on the other hand, be explained by the increased attention 
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international terrorism got after November 13
th

, when the Paris attacks happened. Despite this 

is not a case in which politicians “use” a policy window to push through a new law, as 

described by Kingdon (1984, p.173), policy entrepreneurs of the grand coalition justified the 

increase of the defence budget as defence of democratic values and solidarity with allies in the 

war on terror, motivational frames that mainly refer to the Paris attacks. Although the vote on 

extending the law to fight terrorism was also an important decision, determining legal validity 

until 2021, there were less actors involved and concepts discussed on the decision day, which 

shows a clear effect of the Paris attack on the discourse on the vote of the defence budget 

plan. Besides, the discourse on the decision day of the UNIFIL mission was clearly less 

active, being made not closely after any occurred terrorist attack, from which again can be 

concluded that the Paris attacks had an effect on the pre-determined decision shortly 

afterwards. 

What is remarkable when comparing all newly proposed laws and measures is that the 

military mission in Syria was a clear reaction to the Paris attacks when the leading parties 

pushed through their interest of showing solidarity with their ally France in the fight against 

ISIS, while all other measures, which are of preventive nature, were not passed in direct 

reaction to any terrorist attack
17

, however justified by focussing events that happened shortly 

before a decision. The preventive laws seem to have rather been formulated on the basis of the 

persistent threat status of international terrorism in Germany, which constantly increased with 

further terrorist attacks. Hence, a difference in the framing activity could be observed during 

decision-making processes on laws which were decided upon shortly after the occurrence of a 

terrorist attack and those decisions not close to any terrorist attacks as focussing events. 

Supporters of the respective laws used the increased attention to the topic to additionally 

underline the law’s need. One example is the law to improve cooperation in protection of the 

constitution, passed on July 3
rd

, which originally was not especially formulated for countering 

Islamist terrorism, but rather for right-wing terrorist groups, and still was justified with being 

effective against Islamist extremists by the respective policy entrepreneurs, “using” the 

increased threat level by the Sousse attacks. Besides, despite the reintroduction of the 

telecommunications data retention in October is a very controversial topic in Germany, the 

threat-framing activity on the decision day was less active than on any other decision day, 

probably because the attention on international terrorism was not as high as during other 

decisions which were made after the occurrence of a terrorist attack. One exception is the law 

                                                           
17

 Despite the law to improve registration and data exchange of people entering the country on January 14
th

 was 

one day after the Istanbul attacks, it is not a reaction to the attacks but was formulated before. 
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for better information exchange with security agencies passed in June, which showed 

increased threat-framing activity by the grand coalition, however was introduced a few 

months after the Brussels attacks. In contrast to the other preventive laws regarded in the 

period of investigation, the grand coalition has framed this law as concrete reaction to the 

increased threat level by three of the most threatening terrorist attacks, Paris, Istanbul and 

Brussels, however introduced it a few months after the occurrence of the attacks. On the basis 

of this, it can be presumed that each preventive law could be connected to concrete focussing 

events that drew decision-makers’ attention to a concrete aspect of the threat. However, the 

formulation of such preventive laws needs more time than affectively sending military into a 

conflict country by referring to collective self-defence according to article 51 of the UN-

charter, since developing convincing arguments and promising counter-measures which 

potentially restrict constitutional law and democratic freedoms is domestically controversial 

and thus difficult for policy makers. Despite in the regarded cases the opposition could never 

be convinced by the arguments stated by the most powerful policy entrepreneurs of the grand 

coalition (except the Grüne on the decision to extend UNIFIL), their vote was not necessary 

for policy change, which shows the importance of the politics stream for the adoption of a 

certain law in terms of the support of the leading majority in parliament. 

To sum up, in all decisions that were made shortly after the occurrence of a terrorist attack 

policy entrepreneurs “used” this policy window to justify their position regarding the 

decision. However also two direct effects of terrorist attacks on policy formulation and 

change were identified. First, terrorist attacks which entail a sense of obligation to show 

solidarity with the target country’s wish of collective self-defence, such as after the Paris 

attacks, seem to have a potential short-term effect on urgent measures, such as the military 

mission in Syria and the greatest effect on the volume of the threat-framing discourse. In 

contrast, all terrorist attacks, which are geographically close or which are responsible for 

German casualties, hence all regarded terrorist attacks in this period of investigation, have a 

rather long-term effect on further preventive measures by increasing the perceived threat 

level. Decision-makers want to increase security in their country, but take more time to 

develop promising preventive measures and convincing arguments, since they know that 

poorly justified restrictions of freedom rights are hardly accepted by society and opposition 

parties. Despite the grand coalition framed terrorism as undefeatable and terrorist attacks as 

not preventable, it still tried to come up with effective preventive counter-measures due to the 

pressure of wanting to guarantee security in their country and defend democratic values which 

are perceived to be threatened. A dilemma which corresponds to Daase’s extended security 
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concept (see section 4.4.1) in such that the government promises increased security in the 

country by introducing new measures that tackle the threat from the inside and the outside, 

however, knows that it cannot fulfil this promise.  

 

Summary of Micro-Level Dynamics 

The problem stream revealed that the subject of the threat-frame, who or what is perceived as 

threatened, is restricted with a majorly common agreement of all parties that international 

terrorism is threatening democratic values, the west, humanity its peaceful coexistence. 

Moreover, the framing of all parties in the active second time slice was very emotional and 

was “othering” terrorists as outside of the civilized, value-based world. The threat-frame that 

terrorism cannot be defeated alone and that it is coming closer, as well as the motivational 

frame that Paris introduced a “new dimension of terror” in Europe could be identified as basis 

for the short-term policy reaction of the military mission in Syria and the long-term 

formulation of the law for better information exchange. Despite the problem stream was 

identified as relatively uncontroversial, one aspect caused “struggles on definitions” regarding 

the causes of international terrorism. While the grand coalition named several external and 

internal factors as causes for today’s problem of terrorism, the opposition remained critical 

towards western politics and blamed them for having caused and fuelled terrorism in the last 

years. Not only the causes of terrorism, but also the counter-measures to it were discussed 

very controversially. Despite all parties agreed on that democratic values have to be defended 

and that terrorism has to be defeated to let refugees go “home”, the policy stream and 

motivational framing revealed several policy controversies between the grand coalition and 

the opposition. While the opposition tended to reject military and forceful measures, the grand 

coalition tended to support them, often justified with the obligation of solidarity with the allies 

in the war on terror, despite some minor policy controversies within the discourse coalitions. 

Besides, the opposition tended to criticise the encroachment of freedom rights for the sake of 

security, while the grand coalition kept arguing that democracy cannot survive without 

security. Regarding the parties’ ideological positions, it can be argued that the position on the 

left-right scale has not as much influence on the standpoint towards counter-terrorism policies 

as the sense of belonging to the government coalition or the opposition. The SPD as second 

leftist party is closer to the CDU/CSU’s interests and beliefs than the Grüne as third leftist 

party. This of course can also be explained by, first, the fact that if CDU/CSU and SPD do not 

find a common ground, they cannot pass any laws as coalition, and second, that the CMP 
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score which was used to identify the parties’ positions (see section 5.2) was from 2013 and 

might have changed during this legislative period. 

6.2.5 Critical Perspective on Methodological Approach 

When applying a research method, one should always be aware of its weaknesses. In this 

section, some critical thoughts regarding the data, the procedure and the interpretation of the 

results are presented discussed. First, the chosen data basis has the weakness that it does not 

include statements of actors outside of parliament, which however could reveal valuable 

insights into who has the greatest influence on how issues are handled by decision-makers. 

This refers to the hidden agenda, mentioned in section 4.4.4, which has a great influence on 

decisions and policy formulations, which however is impossible to investigate as an outsider 

to the policy process. Hence, how policy entrepreneurs, such as pressure groups, businesses or 

the media, possibly influence decision makers “behind the scenes” cannot be taken into 

account. Including additional actors however goes beyond the scope of this thesis and would 

have to be considered in future studies. Moreover, the procedure of this analysis has to be 

viewed critically regarding several aspects. First, despite thought out argumentation, the 

selection of time slices could be chosen wrongly and as a result important information and 

developments could have been missed out. This, however, was tried to compensate by 

regarding the saliency of discussed measures and motivational frames in each month and by 

additionally considering actor congruence and affiliation networks on the decision day of the 

selected passed measures in the period of investigation. Despite the effect of terrorist attacks 

as policy windows could not be statistically calculated in this analysis, some striking 

tendencies and patterns of the framing process could be uncovered with the help of the 

discourse networks, which go deeper than a mere computation of a relation between policy 

window and policy change. Second, another critical point is that the coding procedure is 

probably biased or inconsistent due to the subjective perception of the researcher. This 

problem was tried to diminish by systematically describing the methodological procedure and 

the coding process. Third, the complexity and high number of categories can be criticised. 

While most previous literature studying framing of terrorism identified a few highly salient 

frames or anecdotal evidence (e.g. Nevalsky, 2015; Dunn Cavelty, 2008; Dunn Cavelty and 

Mauer, 2014), this analysis systematically captured three different kinds of framings over a 

period of a year with concepts as close to their real formulation as possible. This led to 

unexhaustive concepts, of which only a small part could be interpreted in this analysis. 

However, in the same time this high amount of information is the strength of this analysis and 
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revealed insights into the dynamics of the counter-terrorism policy process in Germany 

systematically over time. In general, this method is rather explorative and descriptive and 

cannot reveal causal relationships. This, however, is a trade off since quantitative methods on 

the other hand cannot study processes in such a deepness. 

7 Conclusion 

This thesis is a cross-disciplinary contribution to the research fields of policy research, 

security studies, risk studies and framing theory. Based on the constructivist-oriented 

theoretical framework, including the Multiple Streams Framework by Kingdon (1984) to 

explain dynamics in the policy process and the threat-frame analysis by Dunn Cavelty (2004) 

to understand how issues are framed as security threats, a discourse network analysis was 

applied on the German policy discourse on international terrorism. The results of the 

discourse network analysis on plenary protocols of the German Bundestag between July 2015 

and June 2016 helped to find answers to the posed research questions and explained micro-

level dynamics with the help of macro-level events. The starting point for the analysis was the 

thought that despite international terrorism is among the most present security threats on 

many countries’ security agenda since the 9/11 attacks in 2001, new counter measures which 

are regularly passed until today have to be justified by an increasing threat-level of 

international terrorism. Hence, the discourse network analysis was considered within the 

context of several occurred terrorist attacks, which were assumed to be potential “policy 

windows” that increase the chances of policy change, and several passed measures which 

were justified as countering international terrorism by members of parliament.  

As expected, the discourse network analysis revealed that there was an increase in threat-

frames, discussed counter-measures and motivational frames as a reaction to most of the 

terrorist attacks. However, some further tendencies on the macro- and the micro-level could 

be identified. On the micro-level of the discourse, it was found that despite all political parties 

commonly agreed on the subject and characteristic of the threat of international terrorism, two 

intertwined levels of controversies could be identified in the discourse. The threat of 

international terrorism was commonly described by rather restricted frames, describing 

international terrorism as barbaric, value-less and mercy-less “out-group” that threatens the 

“in-group”, which was characterized as democracies, liberal societies, the west, or more 

generally humanity, all religions and their peaceful coexistence. All parties urged to defend 

democratic values after the occurrence of terrorist attacks. In contrast, on the belief level the 

government coalition and the opposition parties differed regarding the causes of terrorism, the 
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use of military measures based on solidarity and the general scope of laws that seek to 

increase security by restricting democratic freedoms. While the opposition parties blamed 

western politics as cause for international terrorism, rejected military measures merely based 

on solidarity and opposed preventive laws which encroach democratic freedoms, the grand 

coalition rejected the claim that western politics caused international terrorism, supported 

military measures based on solidarity and proposed preventive measures to increase security 

with accepting the restriction of democratic freedoms as necessary evil. On the policy level 

this meant that, due to having the majority in parliament, the grand coalition decided a 

military mission to Syria based on the solidarity to France’s demand of collective self-defence 

after the Paris attacks, and passed several preventive laws regarding data storage, surveillance 

of mobility and information exchange with foreign security agencies, which were all rejected 

by the opposition. Both the grand coalition and the opposition used the value responsibility to 

justify their position by different perspectives. The government parties claimed that they have 

the responsibility to guarantee security and to protect its citizens in order to keep the 

democracy working, as well as the responsibility to help an ally in an emergency situation. 

The opposition on the other hand argued that it has the responsibility to defend constitutional 

and international law from such “extraordinary” counter-terrorism measures which restrict 

democratic freedoms and to remind the government of mistakes they made in the past when 

using military in the war on terror. The government position can be explained by the national 

pressure it is under, regarding the guarantee of security in the own country when facing such 

an incalculable threat like terrorism, and the international pressure to stand by one of 

Germany’s closest allies in an emergency situation. The opposition’s position can be 

explained by its parliamentary role to criticise the government and by the opposition parties’ 

ideological positions. It was furthermore shown that due to this pressure the interests of the 

grand coalition were sought to push through by policy entrepreneurs who “used” terrorist 

attacks as policy windows to justify their supported measures, especially when the decision 

was made shortly after a terrorist attack occurred.  

On the macro-level, it was firstly shown that the politics stream is the most important 

condition for policy change, since all regarded decisions were passed, despite the policy 

entrepreneurs of the grand coalition could not convince the opposition to support the decision 

in almost all cases. Secondly, two direct effects of terrorist attacks on policy formulation and 

change were identified. Terrorist attacks entailing a need to show solidarity with the target 

country’s wish of collective self-defence, here after the Paris attacks, seem to have a direct 

short-term effect on urgent measures, here the military mission in Syria. And terrorist attacks 
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which are geographically close or involve German casualties seem to have a long-term effect 

on further preventive measures by gradually increasing the perceived threat level. The long-

term effect can be explained by the fact that decision-makers are under pressure to increase 

security in their country, but are aware of the difficulty to introduce legitimate preventive 

measures that potentially restrict some citizen rights, and hence take more time for the 

formulation. The short-term effect can be explained by the urgency of the emergency situation 

defined by the ally, here France, that is shown solidarity to. In conclusion, it could be shown 

that the complexity of the threat and of the decision-making process of counter-terrorism 

policies is high and that the framing process is influenced by very loaded topics that are 

related to the country’s identity, values and political plurality. The importance for the 

government of seeking to guarantee as much security as possible to prevent potential terrorist 

attacks in Germany could be illustrated by the pressure the grand coalition seemed to be under 

by pushing through laws and decisions that are very controversial. 

The elaborated approach of this thesis revealed both detailed and general dynamics of the 

policy discourse on international terrorism in German parliament in connection to selected 

macro-level events. One weakness of the analysis is clearly that many questions remain open 

in terms of how certain framing tendencies, dynamics and events are actually connected in a 

causal relationship. In future studies, this could for example be examined by combining a 

qualitative method, such as a discourse network analysis, with a quantitative method, such as 

regression analysis, which would help to prove statistically relevant relations between 

different variables. Despite the strength of this approach is to offer a systematic and detailed 

overview of the policy discourse on international terrorism over a relatively long period, the 

examination of this high number of decisions in the policy-making process is in the same time 

its weakness. Future approaches could take up this aspect by concentrating on the influence of 

one terrorist attack on the policy discourse or look at one policy decision more detailed. Also 

implementing the theoretical framework in a comparative analysis in two culturally similar 

countries would be an interesting approach for future research to identify more general 

tendencies in the policy discourse dynamics on international terrorism. Nevertheless, this 

cross-disciplinary analysis framework is a valuable contribution to the comprehensive 

analysis of the policy discourse on international terrorism in Germany. And it could illustrate 

that the use of language within the security policy-making process has an immense impact on 

how threats are perceived and treated.  
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Appendix 

A Coding Scheme 

Coding Statements with the Discourse Network Analyzer 

The coding of the statements for this thesis was conducted with the software Discourse 

Network Analyzer (DNA). For each of the below described coding rounds the in the 

following described instructions were carried out: 

1. Paste the content of the plenary protocol as “article” into the DNA file (the plenary 

protocols had to be split up into several articles due to overstraining of the software 

when articles were too long). Here, every part of the plenary protocol, except the 

annex, were chosen as data basis. 

2. Identify all statements that are relevant in the respective coding round with the help of 

the pre-determined and further adjusted highlighted keywords (described below). Tag 

all relevant statements that capture direct speech of a member of parliament with the 

DNA. 

3. Indicate the name of the person who is speaking, the concept
18

, the name of the 

organization (here political party), and the agreement or disagreement to the named 

concept. If possible, sort the statements into already existing concepts, to keep the 

number as small as possible. One statement can also be coded multiple times if it 

includes several different concepts. 

Avoid spelling mistakes, otherwise actors, concepts or organizations appear in the data set 

multiple times and the analysis can be distorted. 

Coding Example (diagnostic framing, 02.07.2015) 

“Matthias Schmidt: […] Der Westen war das Anschlagsziel.”  

person  Schmidt, Matthias 

organization SPD 

concept  Terrorism targets the west 

agreement  yes 

Coding Rounds 

With the aim of capturing different aspects of the policy discourse on international terrorism, 

the coding scheme of this analysis follows Dunn Cavelty’s (2004) threat-frame analysis, 

which examines three different levels of threat framing. She refers to Eriksson’s (2001b, p.7) 

definition of framing which is described as “process whereby particular agents are developing 

specific interpretative schemas about what counts as threats or risk”. The additional advantage 

of the threat-frame analysis is that it in the same time captures the problem and the policy 

                                                           
18

 List of concepts, see appendix B. 
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stream of Kingdon’s (1984) Multiple Streams Framework, which is the theoretical foundation 

of the thesis, and additionally motivational framing aspects. It is assumed that threat frames 

emerge as the result of values and beliefs of key actors and can be captured on three different 

levels: 

1) Diagnostic Framing:  

How is the threat presented?  

2) Prognostic Framing 

Which counter-measures or strategies are proposed? 

3) Motivational Framing
19

 

How do actors justify their frames or what is their motivation?  

Each of the different framings were coded in different rounds in order to enable separate 

analyses. The coding rules, including the highlighted keywords, of each round are described 

in the following. The keywords were identified during the pilot phase in which two plenary 

protocols were manually read and coded. They were, however, constantly adjusted and 

complemented by new salient keywords that were identified as potential indicator for relevant 

statements. Upper and lower case letters play no role for the highlighter search. 

1) Diagnostic Framing: How is international terrorism presented as problem or threat? 

Basic list of keywords for this round:  

terror, terrorismus, anschlag, anschläge, attentat, radikal, extrem, international, isis, 

bedrohung, islam 

In each month, additional context-related keywords were added to the list, for example in 

November the keywords paris and frankreich (France) were highlighted as well to not miss 

any references to the Paris terrorist attacks. 

Coding rules: 

1. While reading each plenary protocol, use highlighted keywords to identify relevant 

statements, which include a definition or perspective on international terrorism by a 

member of parliament. 

2. If a relevant statement is found, code it according to the DNA-coding instructions 

above, by indicating the actor, his or her organization, the concept or frame that is 

stated and the agreement or disagreement to the concept. 

3. Write down all new actors, organizations and concepts as coding documentation. 

                                                           
19

 Based on Snow and Benford (1988), Dunn Cavelty (2004) originally used motivational framing to capture 

appeals to actors and their convergence with values, which was modified for the research aims of this thesis. 

Instead, the so-called frame resonance, the correspondence of the framing to certain values and principles, is 

referred to in this category and how they are used to justify the frames or the motivation. 
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4. When coding a statement, always check the list of already determined concepts for a 

potential fit in order to keep the number of concepts as small as possible. 

5. When all coding is done, try to summarize some concepts into more general ones and 

finally determine categories which include different aspects of the threat-framing. 

Questions that help to identify relevant statements of diagnostic framing: 

 Subject of threat-frame: Who/what is regarded as threatened?  

 Referent object: How is terrorism as threat defined or described? 

 What causes are named for international terrorism? 

 

2) Prognostic Framing: Which measures or strategies are proposed to fight international terrorism? 

Basic list of keywords for this round:  

terror, terrorismus, anschlag, anschläge, attentat, radikal, extrem, sicherheit, international, 

bedrohung, islam, isis, syrien 

Depending on the most saliently discussed measures in each month, keywords like waffen 

(weapons) or verteidigung (defence) were added to the list to not miss any statements on 

them. 

Coding rules: 

1. While reading each plenary protocol, use highlighted keywords to identify relevant 

statements, which include proposals, descriptions or criticism of counter-measures or 

strategies to fight international terrorism by a member of parliament. 

2. If a relevant statement is found, code it according to the DNA-coding instructions 

above, by indicating the actor, his or her organization, the concept or frame that is 

stated and the agreement or disagreement to the concept. 

3. Write down all new actors, organizations and concepts as coding documentation. 

4. When coding a statement, always check the list of already determined concepts for a 

potential fit in order to keep the number of concepts as small as possible. 

5. When all coding is done, try to summarize some concepts into more general ones and 

finally determine categories which include different aspects of the framing, here 

different kinds of measures. 

Questions that help to identify relevant statements of prognostic framing: 

 What is proposed as counter-measure to fight international terrorism? 

 Which measures are justified by the argument to fight terrorism? 

 Which general strategies are named to fight international terrorism? 

 Do actors have different opinions on the same concept? If yes, the concept can be 

coded with different agreement when it is rejected. 

 

3) Motivational Framing: How are frames or proposed measures justified or motivated? 

Basic list of keywords for this round:  

terror, terrorismus, anschlag, anschläge, attentat, islam, radikal, extrem, sicherheit, 

international, freiheit, angst, verantwortung, demokratie, demokratisch 
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Coding rules: 

1. While reading each plenary protocol, use highlighted keywords to identify relevant 

statements, which include justifications for stated frames or proposed measures, 

motivations for the own words or behaviour by a member of parliament. 

2. If a relevant statement is found, code it according to the DNA-coding instructions 

above, by indicating the actor, his or her organization, the concept or frame that is 

stated and the agreement or disagreement to the concept. 

3. Write down all new actors, organizations and concepts as coding documentation. 

4. When coding a statement, always check the list of already determined concepts for a 

potential fit in order to keep the number of concepts as small as possible. 

5. When all coding is done, try to summarize some concepts into more general ones and 

finally determine categories which include different aspects of the framing, here 

different kinds of measures. 

Questions that help to identify relevant statements of motivational framing: 

 How are frames that present international terrorism justified? 

 What is named as motivation in the fight against terrorism? 

 How are counter-measure proposals justified or motivated? 

 Which values, symbols, analogies or metaphors are used? 

B Concepts and Categories 
 

Categories of Diagnostic Framing 

1) What/Who does International Terrorism threaten? (Subject of Threat) 

1. Difficult situation in Middle East and Africa affects “our” security 

2. International terrorism as threat to Germany 

3. International terrorism as greatest threat to world peace 

4. International terrorism as greatest threat to social order 

5. ISIS as threat to culture 

6. Refugees pose terror threat to Europe  

7. Terrorism as threat to (young) democracies 

8. Terrorism as threat to Europe 

9. Terrorism as threat to all religions  

10. Terrorism as threat to tourism 

11. Terrorism as threat to freedom 

12. Terrorism as threat to liberal societies 

13. Terrorism targets the west 

14. Terrorism targets Christians 

15. Terrorism mostly targets Muslims 

16. Terrorism targets citizens' trust in state 

17. Terrorism attacks "our" freedom and democracy 
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18. Terrorism is threat to humanity 

19. Terrorism creates hatred and divisions between religions and ethnicities 

 

2) How is this threat characterized? (Object of threat) 

20. After each terrorist attack, new security situation 

21. Fight against ISIS is great challenge 

22. Germany's security is threatened from inside and outside 

23. ISIS spreads like malignant ulcer 

24. Islamic fundamentalism and fanaticism threat in Western countries 

25. Nuclear terrorism as threat 

26. Number of risky people in Germany increase 

27. One cannot negotiate with terrorists 

28. Paris attacks as new dimension of terror in Europe 

29. Radicalisation and extremism as threat within society 

30. Refugee children who cannot go to school are fuel for future terrorist activities  

31. Security situation fundamentally differs from previous situations 

32. Terrorism creates insecurity 

33. Terrorism has no borders 

34. Terrorism creates fear 

35. Terrorism as action of hatred  

36. Terrorism comes closer 

37. Terrorism is not justifiable 

38. Terrorism impossible to localize 

39. Terrorism cannot be defeated alone 

40. Terrorism more difficult to fight than wars 

41. Terrorism, asymmetric threats cannot be solved by logic of deterrence 

42. Terrorist attack not preventable 

43. Terrorists operate in international networks 

44. Terrorists from previous attacks in Europe were mostly known before 

45. Terrorists target as many civilians as possible 

46. Terrorists are cowards 

47. Terrorists are murderer  

48. Terrorists know no mercy 

49. Terrorists have no values 

50. Unclear motivation of terrorists 

3) Causes for International Terrorism  

51. Advertisement breeding ground for terrorist organizations  

52. Drug cultivation finances terrorism  

53. Gulf states sponsor Islamist terrorism 

54. Islam instrumentalized by fanatics 

55. Islamist terrorism as consequence of globalisation 

56. Marginalised Sunni Muslims support ISIS  

57. Poverty as cause of terrorism 
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58. Selling weapons to terror sponsors creates terror 

59. Terrorism exported from/made in Germany/Europe 

60. Turkey sponsors terrorism 

61. Unstable states/conflicts enable terrorism  

62. War on terror is terror itself; leads to more terror  

63. Western politics created terrorism 

4) Existing harm by International Terrorism 

64. Crimes against humanity and tyranny by ISIS 

65. Terrorism as cause for refugees 

66. Terrorism as excuse to arrest oppositionists in repressive states 

67. Terrorism by ISIS is barbaric 

68. Terrorism creates death and desperation 

69. Terrorism kills all hope 

70. Terrorist attack is nightmare 

71. Terrorist attack is bloody spiral of violence 

72. Terrorist attack targets people in daily life 

Categories of Prognostic Framing 

1) Diplomatic Measures 

1. Act prudently after terrorist attacks 

2. All efforts in termination of Syria conflict 

3. Bring together all parties of Syria conflict  

4. Build bridges between Iran and Saudi-Arabia 

5. Convince Turkey to close borders for jihadists 

6. Counter-terrorism fails as long as Germany supports Gulf states  

7. Foster exchange and partnerships with civil society in instable countries 

8. Merkel shall criticise Erdogan's activities  

9. Not only military, but also diplomatic means to fight ISIS 

10. Only when discrimination against Sunni population in Iraq ends, ISIS can be defeated 

11. Political advice in conflict countries 

12. Saudi Arabia necessary to stabilize Middle East 

13. Turkey important strategic partner 

2) Economic/Financial/ Development Measures  

14. Development projects in instable countries  

15. Give citizens of instable countries economic and social perspectives 

16. Give refugees and young people in Europe economic perspective 

17. Humanitarian Aid to give people in conflict countries perspectives 

18. Stop arms deliveries to countries and groups supporting terrorists 

19. Support instable countries to build up constitutional state and democracy 

3) International/National Cooperation  

20. Better cooperation of European intelligence services 
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21. Bilateral security agreement with Egypt to fight terrorism 

22. Cooperation of various policy fields to fight terrorism in Germany and EU  

23. Cooperate with Muslim countries to counter terrorism 

24. Extend data exchange with USA to identify terrorist suspects 

25. In favour of law of better information exchange with NATO and EU partners 

26. Improve international cooperation of police 

27. ISIS can only be defeated when world society holds together  

28. US needed as partner to fight terrorism 

4) Legal Measures 

29. Ban associations as prevention 

30. Enable and fasten prosecution of terrorists 

31. In favour of extending Counter-Terrorism Act 

32. No new laws to counter terrorism needed 

33. Legal restriction of weapon deliveries to possible terrorism supporters 

34. Punish advertisement for terrorist organizations 

35. Tighten laws on emigration 

36. Tighten laws on financing terrorism 

5) Military/Forceful Measures 

37. Continue to train Iraqi-Kurdish security forces   

38. Extension of military authority domestically 

39. Forcefully counter fanatics 

40. In favour of air strikes against ISIS  

41. Increase EU border protection 

42. Invest in cyber defence 

43. Invest in defence  

44. Measures on the ground against ISIS terrorists most effective  

45. Military contribution in Syria to defeat ISIS 

46. Military contribution in Libya to defeat ISIS  

47. Muslims must fight against ISIS on their own 

48. Not only diplomatic, but also military measures to fight ISIS 

49. Prepare German military to act internationally in conflict states 

50. Prolong UNIFIL mission in Lebanon to counter ISIS 

51. Support other countries’ security forces 

52. Terrorism cannot be defeated by foreign interventions in conflicts  

53. War as reaction to terrorism is wrong 

6) Prevention in Society 

54. Convince young people of democracy to counter terrorism 

55. Counter radicalisation 

56. Invite peaceful Muslims to commit to free democratic basic order 

57. Let radical Salafists not take care of refugees 

58. More caution in society needed 

59. More extremism/radicalisation prevention 

60. More investment in peace research 
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61. Support tolerant European Islam 

7) Strengthen National Judiciary/Security Agencies 

62. Increase police presence at airports and stations 

63. In favour of law to improve data exchange for asylum processes 

64. Invest in intelligence services 

65. Invest in repressive security agencies 

66. Invest in disaster relief 

67. Invest in preventive security agencies 

68. Invest in security agencies on EU level 

69. New jobs in judiciary for terrorist prosecution 

70. Security and intelligence services important to guarantee security 

8) Surveillance of Mobility and Data 

71. Against restricting further freedom rights 

72. Better exchange of advanced passenger data 

73. Close borders for refugees 

74. Data storage necessary for prosecution and hazard prevention 

75. Increase surveillance of citizens 

76. In favour of telecommunication law 

77. Introduce Smart Border system on EU level 

78. Modernise information and communication technology 

79. Finger prints and names of refugees 

80. Strengthen border controls 

Categories of Motivational Framing 

1) Constitutional/International Law/Guidelines 

1. Arguing with international/constitutional law  

2. Constitutional state against terrorism perpetrators 

3. Constitutional state against abuse of freedom of speech  

4. Counter-terrorism measure encroach of fundamental rights 

5. Data storage and weakened citizen rights do not bring more security 

6. Do not mix up military with police authority  

7. Right not to be killed by terrorist is as important as data protection 

8. Separation of police and security agencies infringed 

9. Terrorism is attack on basic rights and constitution 

2) Descriptions of “enemy”/harm 

10. Cities occupied by terrorists are like hell 

11. Describing cruel offences of ISIS 

12. Naming recent terrorist attacks  

13. Not far away from Europe war, terror, death, desperation 

14. List of victims of terrorist attack 

15. Spiral of hatred and violence through terrorism 

16. Terrorism excuse to get access to data 
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17. Terrorism is destructive and not understandable 

18. Terrorism is violent, radical threat 

19. Terrorism like axe on roots of economic and social progress 

20. Terrorism showed horrible face 

21. Terrorist attack like a night mare 

22. Terrorists are full of hatred 

23. Terrorists expect bombs and fear unity 

24. Unlawful war by West in Iraq created ISIS 

25. War on terror is sowing hatred 

26. Western politics were feeding terrorist monster 

27. When terrorists network internationally, security agencies must too 

3) Feelings aroused by terrorist attacks 

28. Anger as reaction to terrorist attack  

29. Condemnation of terrorist attack 

30. Desperation after terrorist attack 

31. Hope after terrorist attack due to people who stand together 

32. Pain after each terrorist attack unifies us 

33. Shock about terrorist attack 

34. Some acts of terrorism shape our society 

35. Sympathy for families of victims 

4) Responsibility 

36. Back to politics of military restraint in Middle East 

37. Consensus is needed to fight terrorism 

38. Do not place whole population under suspicion  

39. Hatred cannot be answer to terrorism 

40. Irresponsible to act without planning consequences 

41. Irresponsible to claim there will be no terrorist attack in Germany 

42. Irresponsible to react with military means in any situation  

43. Learn lessons from previous war on terror 

44. Naming successful counter terrorism measures 

45. Opposition wants to postpone enactment of law 

46. Responsibility of Germany to counter global risks 

47. Responsibility to guarantee security 

48. Stop symbol politics on back of victims of terror 

49. War rhetoric is not appropriate after terrorist attack 

50. Who controls security agencies? 

5) Values of Democracy/Society 

51. Both freedom and security needed for democracy 

52. Citing words of resistance by victims' families  

53. Citizens desire higher extent of security 

54. Debate how to counter terrorism is strength of pluralist democracy 

55. Do not let win fear over freedom 

56. Fight for freedom which is oppressed by terrorism 
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57. Foster education in refugee camps to convey our values 

58. Hold society and values together  

59. ISIS destroys cultural treasures 

60. In fight against RAF democratic values were still protected 

61. No idea, belief or religion can justify terrorism 

62. Oppose extremism as self-confident democrats 

63. Opponents of military mission in Syria are cynical and cold-hearted 

64. Protect values and democracy by all means 

65. Saudi Arabia incompatible with democratic values 

66. Security has its price 

67. Solidarity with other democracies  

68. Stand together with allies in war on terror 

69. Spread democratic values to counter terrorism 

70. Terrorists hate us for our values 

71. Terrorist attack was attack on all of us 

72. Values cannot be forced on societies by military means  

73. We cannot let collapse public order 

6) Values of humanity 

74. Do not mix up fear of terrorism with refugee policy 

75. Give people in instable countries security, peace and freedom 

76. Fight against terrorism to help refugees going back home 

77. Help minorities to fight against their prosecution 

78. Hospitality most effective weapon against terrorism 

79. Humanity as guideline for political action 

80. Humanity fights against barbaric terrorists 

81. Hypocritical to spend more money on wars than humanitarian aid 

82. ISIS committing crimes against humanity 

83. No security cooperation with countries violating human and democratic rights 

84. Terrorism causes crises of humanity 

85. Terrorism destroys peaceful coexistence of different cultures and religions 
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C List of Actors  

Table 3: Centrality of all Actors in all Coding Rounds 

 

Actors 

 

Party 

Degree 

Centrality (std) 

total 

Degree 

Centrality (std) 

Diagnostic 

Degree 

Centrality (std) 

Prognostic  

Degree 

Centrality (std) 

Motivational 

Amtsberg, Luise Grüne 0.024 - 0.03 - 

Annen, Niels SPD 0.383 0.143 0.286 0.325 

Arnold, Rainer SPD 0.275 0.163 0.263 0.096 

Barnett, Doris SPD 0.174 - 0.135 0.123 

Bartsch, Dietmar Linke 0.659 0.418 0.368 0.746 

Beck, Volker Grüne 0.467 0.439 0.211 0.368 

Berghegger, André CDU/CSU 0.198 - 0.18 0.254 

Beyer, Peter CDU/CSU 0.018 - 0.023 - 

Binninger, Claus CDU/CSU 0.156 0.286 0.15 0.228 

Bosbach, Wolfgang CDU/CSU 0.485 0.173 0.075 0.684 

Brand, Michael CDU/CSU 0.054 0.092 - - 

Brandl, Reinhard CDU/CSU 0.383 0.327 0.293 0.175 

Brantner, Franziska Grüne 0.21 0.122 0.226 - 

Brugger, Agnieszka Grüne 0.299 - 0.316 0.132 

Brunner, Karl-Heinz SPD 0.467 0.143 0.218 0.553 

Brähmig, Klaus CDU/CSU 0.126 0.041 - 0.167 

Buchholz, Christine Linke 0.485 0.184 0.241 0.544 

Böhmer, Maria CDU/CSU 0.072 - 0.09 - 

Bulmahn, Edelgard SPD 0.084 - - 0.123 

Bülow, Marco SPD 0.18 - - 0.263 

Castelucci, Lars SPD 0.084 - 0.105 - 

Claus, Roland Linke 0.305 - 0.323 0.202 

Dagdelen, Sevim Linke 0.545 0.5 0.233 0.509 

De Maizière, Thomas CDU/CSU 0.545 0.673* 0.391 0.667 

Dörmann, Martin SPD 0.09 0.153 - - 

Ernstberger, Petra SPD 0.126 - 0.06 0.123 

Fabritius, Bernd CDU/CSU 0.21 - 0.135 0.193 

Fechner, Johannes SPD 0.114 - 0.09 0.105 

Felgentreu, Fritz SPD 0. 162 - 0.203 - 

Finckh-Krämer, Ute SPD 0.108 0.082 0.09 - 

Flisek, Christian SPD 0.102 0.112 0.053 - 

Frei, Thorsten CDU/CSU 0.246 - 0.165 0.202 

Frieser, Michael CDU/CSU 0.054 0.02 0.06 0.035 

Fuchs, Michael CDU/CSU 0.006 - 0.008 - 

Gabriel, Sigmar SPD 0.018 - - 0.026 

Gehrcke, Wolfgang Linke 0.407 0.153 0.323 0.386 

Gerster, Martin SPD 0.126 0.061 0.128 - 

Giousouf, Cemile CDU/CSU 0.108 - 0.135 - 

Gottschalck, Ulrike SPD 0.222 - 0.135 0.254 

Grosse-Brömer, 

Michael 

CDU/CSU 0.126 - 0.158 - 

Groth, Annette Linke 0.126 - 0.158 - 

Gröhler, Klaus-Dieter CDU/CSU 0.263 - 0.038 0.377 
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Grötsch, Uli SPD 0.539 0.204 0.361 0.588 

Gysi, Gregor Linke 0.186 0.071 0.226 - 

Gädechens, Ingo CDU/CSU 0.263 0.235 0.165 0.14 

Göring-Eckardt, Katrin Grüne 0.497 0.224 0.436 0.772 

Haase, Christian CDU/CSU 0.108 - 0.135 - 

Hagedorn, Bettina SPD 0.102 - 0.128 - 

Hahn, Florian CDU/CSU 0.533 0.214 0.353 0.553 

Hajduk, Anja Grüne 0.347 0.286 0.278 0.132 

Hakverdi, Metin SPD 0.132 - 0.038 0.167 

Harbarth, Stephan CDU/CSU 0.317 0.245 0.075 0.395 

Hardt, Jürgen CDU/CSU 0.335 - 0.165 0.412 

Hasselfeldt, Gerda CDU/CSU 0.395 0.163 0.353 0.237 

Haßelmann, Britta Grüne 0.018 - - 0.026 

Heinrich, Frank CDU/CSU 0.162 0.102 - 0.193 

Heinrich, Gabriela SPD 0.353 0.133 0.18 0.333 

Hendricks, Barbara SPD 0.024 0.041 - - 

Hirte, Christian CDU/CSU 0.084 0.143 - - 

Hitschler, Thomas SPD 0.401 0.265 0.18 0.404 

Hoffmann, Thorsten CDU/CSU 0.401 0.276 0.173 0.386 

Hofreiter, Anton Grüne 0.719 0.265 0.609* 0.737 

Hänsel, Heike Linke 0.263 0.204 0.248 0.149 

Höger, Inge Linke 0.305 0.143 0.316 - 

Högl, Eva SPD 0.461 0.255 0.278 0.544 

Jelpke, Ulla Linke 0.485 0.408 0.211 0.421 

Jung, Franz Josef CDU/CSU 0.557 0.051 0.406 0.588 

Juratovic, Josip SPD 0.114 - 0.128 0.035 

Kalb, Bartholomäus CDU/CSU 0.03 - 0.038 - 

Kauder, Volker CDU/CSU 0.275 0.255 0.09 0.193 

Keul, Katja Grüne 0.377 0.133 0.165 0.43 

Kiesewetter, Roderich CDU/CSU 0.455 0.184 0.391 0.36 

Klimke, Jürgen CDU/CSU 0.335 - 0.113 0.456 

Koenigs, Tom Grüne 0.21 0.214 0.158 - 

Krings, Günter CDU/CSU 0.24 0.051 0.075 0.333 

Kruse, Rüdiger CDU/CSU 0.042 0.071 - - 

Künast, Renate Grüne 0.144 - 0.15 0.07 

Lamers, Karl CDU/CSU 0.132 - - 0.193 

Lammert, Norbert CDU/CSU 0.551 0.592 - 0.605 

Lange, Christian SPD 0.048 0.082 - - 

Lemke, Steffi Grüne 0.018 - - 0.026 

Leutert, Michael Linke 0.605 0.296 0.398 0.553 

Liebich, Stefan Linke 0.228 - - 0.219 

Lindner, Tobias Grüne 0.311 0.071 0.241 0.184 

Lischka, Burkhard SPD 0.281 0.122 0.075 0.351 

Lutze, Thomas Linke 0.347 0.071 0.105 0.43 

Lötzsch, Gesine Linke 0.168 - 0.158 0.149 

Maas, Heiko SPD 0.293 0.327 0.18 - 

Mayer, Stephan CDU/CSU 0.587 0.551 0.346 0.596 

Merkel, Angela CDU/CSU 0.749* 0.561 0.526 0.763 

Mihalic, Irene Grüne 0.419 0.357 0.158 0.404 
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Mittag, Susanne SPD 0.234 0.071 0.203 0.132 

Mosblech, Volker CDU/CSU 0.521 0.327 0.256 0.579 

Motschmann, Elisabeth CDU/CSU 0.323 0.122 0.346 0.061 

Movassat, Niema Linke 0.287 0.051 0.218 0.281 

Müntefering, Michelle SPD 0.413 0.327 0.211 0.202 

Mützenich, Rolf SPD 0.383 0.082 0.308 0.254 

Nahles, Andrea SPD 0.114 - 0.143 - 

Neu, Alexander Linke 0.126 - 0.158 - 

Nick, Andreas CDU/CSU 0.317 - 0.143 0.386 

Nouripour, Omid Grüne 0.425 0.235 0.361 0.254 

Obermeier, Julia CDU/CSU 0.263 - 0.143 0.254 

Oppermann, Thomas SPD 0.641 0.48 0.451 0.623 

Otto, Henning CDU/CSU 0.689 0.429 0.323 0.842* 

Özdemir, Cem Grüne 0.138 - - 0.202 

Özoguz, Aydan SPD 0.251 - 0.135 0.289 

Pantel, Sylvia CDU/CSU 0.174 - - 0.254 

Petry, Christian SPD 0.317 0.153 0.12 0.386 

Radomski, Kerstin CDU/CSU 0.281 0.367 - 0.193 

Radwan, Alexander CDU/CSU 0.132 - 0.165 - 

Rainer, Alois CDU/CSU 0.108 - - 0.158 

Rawert, Mechthild SPD 0.144 0.245 - - 

Rehberg, Eckhardt CDU/CSU 0.329 0.122 0.263 0.246 

Rix, Sönke SPD 0.132 - - 0.193 

Rohde, Dennis SPD 0.12 0.071 0.038 0.096 

Roth, Claudia Grüne 0.311 0.133 0.308 0.246 

Roth, Michael SPD 0.509 0.296 0.383 0.307 

Röttgen, Norbert CDU/CSU 0.257 0.071 0.203 0.184 

Rößner, Tabea Grüne 0.048 0.082 - - 

Schlegel, Dorothee SPD 0.216 0.112 - 0.254 

Schmelzle, Heiko CDU/CSU 0.144 0.245 - - 

Schmidt, Matthias SPD 0.299 0.092 0.12 0.36 

Schmidt, Ulla SPD 0.216 0.051 0.008 0.289 

Schuster, Armin CDU/CSU 0.192 - 0.158 0.228 

Schwabe, Frank SPD 0.108 0.082 0.09 - 

Schwesig, Manuela SPD 0.299 - 0.135 0.386 

Schäfer, Anita CDU/CSU 0.198 0.245 - 0.123 

Seif, Detlef CDU/CSU 0.365 0.245 0.143 0.307 

Sensburg, Patrick CDU/CSU 0.03 - 0.038 - 

Sitte, Petra Linke 0.09 - 0.113 - 

Steffen, Sonja SPD 0.114 - 0.143 - 

Steinbach, Erika CDU/CSU 0.257 0.194 0.165 0.184 

Steinbrück, Peer CDU/CSU 0.09 0.122 0.023 - 

Steinmeier, Frank-

Walter 

SPD 0.593 0.541 0.421 0.658 

Strobl, Thomas CDU/CSU 0.521 0.327 0.218 0.614 

Ströbele, Hans-

Christian 

Grüne 0.323 0.071 0.143 0.421 

Tempel, Frank Linke 0.533 0.408 0.241 0.544 

Thönnes, Franz SPD 0.072 0.122 - - 

Trittin, Jürgen Grüne 0.21 0.02 0.135 0.254 
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Uhl, Hans-Peter CDU/CSU 0.162 - 0.105 0.158 

Ullrich, Volker CDU/CSU 0.102 0.071 0.09 - 

Ulrich, Alexander Linke 0.012 - 0.015 - 

Van Aken, Jan Linke 0.126 - 0.158 - 

Vietz, Michael CDU/CSU 0.443 0.204 0.173 0.509 

Von Marschall, Matern CDU/CSU 0.275 0.133 0.068 0.289 

Von der Leyen, Ursula CDU/CSU 0.557 0.337 0.218 0.675 

Wadephul, Johann CDU/CSU 0.311 0.143 0.128 0.377 

Wagenknecht, Sahra Linke 0.407 0.398 0.248 0.281 

Wagner, Doris Grüne 0.305 - 0.383 - 

Warken, Nina CDU/CSU 0.018 - 0.023 - 

Wawzyniak, Halina Linke 0.012 - 0.015 - 

Weber, Gabi SPD 0.09 - 0.06 0.123 

Wendt, Marian CDU/CSU 0.347 0.235 - 0.43 

Willsch, Klaus-Peter CDU/CSU 0.09 - 0.113 - 

Winkelmeier-Becker, 

Elisabeth 

CDU/CSU 0.335 0.204 0.03 0.395 

Wöhrl, Dagmar CDU/CSU 0.425 0.245 0.436 0.061 

Zdebel, Hubertus Linke 0.162 0.071 - 0.193 

Zech, Tobias CDU/CSU 0.03 - 0.038 - 

* indicating the most central actors of the column 
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D Additional Figures 

D.1 Problem Stream 

 

 

 

Figure 15: Affiliation Networks, Diagnostic Framing: Category 1 

1:07/2015 – 10/2015, 2: 11/2015 – 02/2016, 3: 03/2016 – 06/2016  
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Figure 16: Affiliation Networks, Diagnostic Framing: Category 2 

1:07/2015 – 10/2015, 2: 11/2015 – 02/2016, 3: 03/2016 – 06/2016  
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Figure 17: Affiliation Networks, Diagnostic Framing: Category 3 

1:07/2015 – 10/2015, 2: 11/2015 – 02/2016, 3: 03/2016 – 06/2016  
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Figure 18: Affiliation Networks, Diagnostic Framing: Category 4 

1:07/2015 – 10/2015, 2: 11/2015 – 02/2016, 3: 03/2016 – 06/2016  
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D.2 Policy Stream 
 

 

Figure 19: Parties’ Attention to Measures, 07/2015 - 06/2016 

 

 

Figure 20:  Prognostic Framing over Time, 07/2015 - 06/2016 
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D.3 Motivational Framing 
 

 

Figure 21: Parties’ Motivational Frames, 07/2015 - 06/2016 

 

 

Figure 22: Motivational Framing over Time, 07/2015 - 06/2016 
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D.4 Policy Entrepreneurs Activities  
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 23: Framing on 03/07/2015 

1: Normalized Actor Congruence Network, 2: Affiliation Network 
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Figure 24: Framing on 16/10/2015 

1: Normalized Actor Congruence Network, 2: Affiliation Network 
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Figure 25: Framing on 05/11/2015 

1: Normalized Actor Congruence Network, 2: Affiliation Network 
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Figure 26: Framing on 25/11/2015 

1: Normalized Actor Congruence Network, 2: Affiliation Network (statement freq. > 4) 
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Figure 27: Framing on 04/12/2015  

1: Normalized Actor Congruence Network, 2: Affiliation Network 
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Figure 28: Framing on 14/01/2016 

1: Normalized Actor Congruence Network, 2: Affiliation Network 
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Figure 29: Framing on 23/06/2016 

1: Normalized Actor Congruence Network, 2: Affiliation Network 
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Figure 30: Framing on 24/06/2016 

1: Normalized Actor Congruence Network, 2: Affiliation Network 
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