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Abstract					

Government	 Communication	 and	 Terrorist	 Organizations:	 Towards	 a	

Concept	 of	 “Crisis	 Communication”	 in	 reaction	 to	 21st	 Century	 Islamic	

terrorist	attacks	for	Western	Governments			

This	 thesis	 addresses	 the	 following	 question:	 how do and how should Western 

governments communicate the threat of terrorism, the nature of terrorist activities 

and their impact on their populations?	 The	 main	 goal	 behind	 answering	 this	

question	 is	 to	 find	 out	 how	 statements	 after	 the	 most	 significant	 Islamic	

terrorist	 threats	 and	 attacks	 were	 influenced	 by	 and	 did	 influence	 the	 socio-

political	narratives	in	the	UK,	France	and	Germany.	This	is	important	as	political	

reactions	to	terrorist	attacks	often	lead	to	longer	lasting	changes	than	the	actual	

attacks	themselves.	Political	statements	are	usually	the	first	publicly	noticeable	

action	 taken	 and	 can	help	 to	 fill	 a	 vacuum	developed	 through	 the	uncertainty	

after	 unfamiliar	 events.	 This	 systematic	 comparative	 analysis	 of	 statements	

from	 political	 leaders	 from	 the	 three	 most	 influential	 European	 states	

contributes	 to	 the	 existing	 academic	 literature	 in	 the	 fields	 of	 political	

communication	and	counterterrorism	as	it	shows	how	different	cultural	norms,	

political	changes	and	demographic	developments	affect	the	content	of	political	

statements	 in	reaction	 to	 Islamic	 terrorist	 threats	and	attacks.	 In	 this	 thesis,	a	

profound	 foundation	 for	 the	systematic	analysis	of	 these	statements	 is	 laid	by	

reconstructing	 the	 broader	 socio-political	 contexts	 that	 existed	 around	 the	

times	 the	 statements	 analysed	 were	 first	 given	 and	 then	 breaking	 the	

communication	 processes	 down	 to	 the	 different	 aspects	 involved	 in	

disseminating	 the	 message.	 These	 aspects	 are	 based	 on	 Lasswell’s	

Communication	 Model	 and	 include	 sender,	 message,	 medium,	 receiver	 and	

feedback.	The	core	aspect	is	the	message,	which	is	analysed	by	using	Narrative	

Analysis	 focusing	 on	 content,	 terminology	 and	 Social	 Actors.	 The	 central	

argument	 is	 that	 even	 though	 different	 political	 structures,	 socio-political	

contexts	and	cultural	norms	influence	the	basic	settings	of	statements	given	by	

the	political	 leaders	of	 the	UK,	France	and	Germany	and	 reactions	 to	 them	by	

members	 of	 the	 public,	 demographic	 changes	 and	 an	 ever	 faster	 globalisation	

have	 a	 strong	 and	 similar	 effect	 on	 all	 three	 countries.	 Thus,	 demographic	

changes	 and	 globalisation	 at	 an	 unprecedented	 pace	 have	 contributed	 to	
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changes	in	broader	political	narratives	that	made	it	more	difficult	for	leaders	of	

centrist	 governments	 to	 find	 a	 political	 balance	 that	 prevents	 movements	 of	

supporters	 to	 the	 right	 in	 the	 political	 spectrum.	 This	 challenge	 in	 political	

communication	 strongly	 affected	 the	 content	 of	 the	 statements	 analysed.	 The	

systematic	 analysis	 conducted	 in	 the	 thesis	 shows	 that,	 as	 long	 as	 they	 are	

communicated	 in	 a	 way	 that	 fits	 inside	 current	 socio-political	 frames	 with	

consideration	of	the	broader	normative	contexts	that	define	what	is	appropriate	

in	times	of	threat	and	uncertainty,	aspects	such	as	awareness	of	counterterror	

and	 domestic	 political	 intentions,	 timing,	 credibility	 in	 the	 broader	 political	

context,	content	related	aspects	such	as	root	causes	of	Islamic	terrorist	threats	

and	 attacks,	 the	 consideration	 of	 demographic	 changes	 and	 the	 length	 of	

statements	can	have	direct	impacts	on	the	efficacy	of	statements	in	reactions	to	

Islamic	terrorist	threats	or	attacks.	
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Definitions  

Communication: The imparting or exchanging of information by speaking, writing, 

or using some other medium. (Oxford Living Dictionaries, 

https://en.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/communication, accessed November 

2017) 

 

Crisis: A specific, unexpected, non-routine event or series of events that create high 

levels of uncertainty and a significant or perceived threat to high-priority goals. A 

crisis is generally concentrated in a particular space or location at a specific defined 

time. (M. W. Seeger, T. L. Sellnow, Narratives of Crisis: Telling Stories of Ruin and 

Renewal, Stanford, Stanford University Press, 2016, p. 11) 

 

Culture: A national and linguistic identity, which provides its members with a sense 

giving system of orientation. (A. Thomas, ‘Culture and Cultural Standards’, in A. 

Thomas, E.-U. Kinast, S. Schroll-Machl (eds.), Handbook of Intercultural 

Communication and Cooperation - Basic and Areas of Application, Göttingen, 

Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2010, p. 19). It consists of the unwritten rules of the 

social game, the collective programming of the mind that distinguishes the members 

of a group or category of people from others. (G. Hofstede, Cultures and 

Organizations – Software of the mind, eBook, McGraw Hill eBooks, 2005, p. 4) 

 

Discourse: A process that focuses on the use of language in interconnection with 

other aspects as part of a broader context in social life. It analyses extended samples 

of either spoken or written language, where an interaction between speaker/writer 

and addressee/reader, and therefore the processes of production and interpretation of 

texts in relation to the contexts texts are developed and received in take place. (N. 

Fairclough, Discourse and Social Change, Cambridge, Blackwell Publishers, 1992, 

p. 3) 

 

Government: The group of people with the authority to govern a country or state. 

(Oxford Dictionary, https://en.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/government, 

accessed November 2017)  
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Islamic: Relating to Islam. (Lexico, https://www.lexico.com/en/definition/islamic, 

accessed November 2017) 

 

Terrorism: The deliberate creation and exploitation of fear through violence or the 

threat of violence in the pursuit of political change. All terrorist acts involve violence 

or the threat of violence. Terrorism is specifically designed to maximize political 

communication and achievement and has far-reaching psychological effects beyond 

the immediate victim(s) or object of the terrorist attack. It is meant to instil fear 

within, and thereby intimidate, a wider ‘target audience’ that might include a rival 

ethnic or religious group, an entire country, a national government or political party, 

or public opinion in general. Terrorism is designed to redress power relations or to 

consolidate power where there is very little. Through the publicity generated by their 

violence, terrorists seek to obtain the leverage, influence and power they otherwise 

lack to effect political change on either a local or an international scale. (The 

definition is drawing on: B. Hoffman, Inside Terrorism, New York, Columbia 

University Press, 2006, pp. 40-41 and R. English, Terrorism – How to respond, 

Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2009, p.10) 

 

Terrorist Organisation: a political movement that uses (the threat of) terrorist 

violence as its main tactic to achieve its goals.  

 

Text: Any actual instance of language. (N. Fairclough, Analysing discourse: Textual 

analysis for social research, New York, Taylor & Francis, 2003, p. 3)  

 

Western: Relating to countries in the west part of the world, especially North 

America and countries in the west of Europe. (Cambridge Dictionary, 

https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/western, accessed November 

2017) 
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1. Introduction 

On 19 November 2015, four days after shocking terrorist attacks in Paris, which cost 

130 lives, the international friendly football match between Germany and the 

Netherlands in Hanover, Germany, was cancelled due to terror threats.1 During the 

press conference that night the German minister of the interior, Thomas de Maizière, 

was asked to give details on why the friendly had to be cancelled. Mr de Maizière 

explained that he would not want to explain why the match had to be cancelled, 

because “parts of the answer would disturb the population” 2. This led to criticism 

and ridicule from the German public and media and thus, the opposite of what one 

may expect as the ideal effect of political crisis communication.3 After 211 terrorist 

attacks were carried out in European Union member states in 2015 alone, after years 

of growing terror threats for Western countries, one might have expected a more 

sophisticated communicational response to such a threat.4  

 

The case of Thomas de Maizière indicates that public communication in such 

politically stressful times can have strong immediate as well as long-term effects. 

Therefore politicians should be very careful with the words they use and how they 

use them. Especially with the new technologies, any message can go viral 

immediately and reach several groups and can therefore also be used by or against 

different groups. Thus the overall question behind this thesis is: how do and how 

should Western governments communicate the threat of terrorism, the nature of 

terrorist activities and their impact on their populations? To find an answer to this 

question, several interlinked research questions need to be examined.  

A first step towards answering this question will be taken by discussing in the 

following introduction whether government communication about terrorist threats is 

important and for whom and whether there appear to be problems with how some 

contemporary Western governments are communicating terrorist threats. The 
																																																								
1 “Germany v Holland cancelled due to ‘concrete plan’ to cause explosion in stadium”, The Guardian, 20 February 2017, 
https://www.theguardian.com/football/2015/nov/17/germany-holland-friendly-suspicious-suitcase, [accessed 22 February 
2017].  
2 K. Biermann, L. Caspari, F. Thurm, ‘Mit Sicherheit verunsichert’, ZEIT ONLINE, 2015, 
http://www.zeit.de/gesellschaft/zeitgeschehen/2015-11/thomas-de-maiziere-terror-sicherheit, [accessed March 2017].  
3  ‘De Maizière bereut beunruhigenden Satz’, Handelsblatt, 26.03.2016, at 
https://www.handelsblatt.com/politik/deutschland/ein-teil-dieser-antworten-wuerde-die-bevoelkerung-verunsichern-de-
2 K. Biermann, L. Caspari, F. Thurm, ‘Mit Sicherheit verunsichert’, ZEIT ONLINE, 2015, 
http://www.zeit.de/gesellschaft/zeitgeschehen/2015-11/thomas-de-maiziere-terror-sicherheit, [accessed March 2017].  
3  ‘De Maizière bereut beunruhigenden Satz’, Handelsblatt, 26.03.2016, at 
https://www.handelsblatt.com/politik/deutschland/ein-teil-dieser-antworten-wuerde-die-bevoelkerung-verunsichern-de-
maiziere-bereut-beunruhigenden-satz/13369472.html?ticket=ST-2232104-seqfe659yQBauZgCIZat-ap1 [accessed April 2019].  
4  ‘211 terrorist attacks carried out in EU member states in 2015, new Europol report reveals’, Europol, 2016, 
https://www.europol.europa.eu/newsroom/news/211-terrorist-attacks-carried-out-in-eu-member-states-in-2015-new-europol-
report-reveals, [accessed March 2017]. 
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literature review will study to what extent scholars have already addressed the issue 

of governmental crisis communication in reaction to terrorism and what still needs to 

be done. The methodology section will explain how a systematic analysis of political 

statements given in reaction to Islamic terrorist attacks should be pursued in order to 

contribute to the existing research regarding governmental crisis communication in 

reaction to terrorist threats and attacks.  

 

This will lay the foundation for the development of answers to three sub-questions of 

the overall question that will be tackled in the main body of the thesis: 

1. What are the main cultural influences and norms that determine how crises 

are communicated by governments under threat?  

2. What are the issues that need to be considered when communicating terrorist 

threats, and what are the exact purposes of the communication?  

3. How can the spread of prejudice against Muslim communities be prevented 

in the countries affected by the threat of Islamic terrorism?   

The publication of statements in times of crisis is necessary to maintain the 

population’s trust in the government and its ability to protect its people. If this trust 

cannot be maintained, this could lead to a division within society, which can lead to 

the formation of sub-groups that express their disappointment with the government. 

This then can lead to the government feeling forced to take irrational, inappropriate 

steps in reaction to terrorist attacks, which can be physical, e.g. attacking countries 

that apparently protect or even support terrorists, or legislative, e.g. restricting 

freedom of expression on the internet or restricting the rights of religious minorities.5 

Such steps would mean (minor) tactical successes for terrorist organisations. 6 

Another reason for the importance of crisis communication as a first step in response 

to terrorist attacks is that effective communication is especially important in such 

emotional times when it comes to the battle over hearts and minds between the 

government and terrorist organisations which are trying to radicalise and recruit 

vulnerable individuals. By showing presence, concern and trustworthiness, 

government representatives can help to prevent unsatisfied individuals from taking 

actions out of misleading emotions. This may appear as a minor aspect of public 
																																																								
5 Well explained examples for legislative steps taken by Western governments to restrict freedom of expression on the internet 
in reaction to terrorist threats can be found in: I. Brown, D. Korff, ‘Terrorism and the Proportionality of Internet Surveillance’, 
in European Journal of Criminology, 6/2 (2009), pp. 119-134. 
6 R. English, Does Terrorism Work? (Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2016), pp. 34-35, 221. 
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communication. However, especially in Western European countries such as France 

and Belgium, the data about radicalised individuals show that there is a group of 

vulnerable individuals that should not be underestimated in its numbers and threat.7 

Since Islamic terrorist attacks and the messages, the attackers are trying to 

communicate have a particularly broad effect on different parts of Western societies 

and politics this thesis will focus on “Crisis Communication” in reaction to Islamic 

terrorist attacks for Western governments. 

In both of the cases mentioned in the previous paragraph, a deep knowledge of 

counterterrorism is required, in order to understand the goals and ambitions of the 

terrorist organisation and how this first response to an attack may work along with 

potential future responses to terrorist attacks. Sustainably successful responses to 

Islamic terrorist attacks require persistence and cooperation between messages and 

actions. 8  Credibility is one of the most important virtues for a democratic 

government, especially in times when the population is looking for protection from 

terrorist organisations by the government.9 If government statements contradict 

future actions of the government, credibility will be lost and with it support from the 

population. Knowledge about counterterrorism therefore needs to cover the whole 

topic, from the roots of terrorist organisations and their development, their goals and 

motivations, the structures and recruitment processes of terrorist organisations, their 

supporters, trends and developments in counter-terrorist research, the psychology 

behind terrorism and their modus operandi, e.g. do they tend to carry out difficult, 

long planned attacks (e.g. al-Qaeda on 9/11)10 or less sophisticated attacks (e.g. IS 

suicide bomber in Istanbul on 12 January 2016)11. Further, this thesis will highlight 

the importance of current	 socio-political	 frames	 with	 consideration	 of	 the	

broader	normative	 contexts	 that	define	what	 is	 appropriate	 in	 times	of	 threat	

and	 uncertainty.	 It	 also	 shows	 how	 these	 frames	 and	 contexts	 indicate	 an	

appropriate	timing,	length	and	content	of	statements	and	the	way	demographic	

changes	and	their	potential	consequences	for	society	need	to	be	considered.	 
																																																								
7 P. Neumann, ‘Foreign fighter total in Syria/Iraq now exceeds 20,000; surpasses Afghanistan conflict in the 1980s’, ICSR, 
2015, http://icsr.info/2015/01/foreign-fighter-total-syriairaq-now-exceeds-20000-surpasses-afghanistan-conflict-1980s/, 
[accessed, 11 December 2016]. 
8 E. Berman, J. H. Felter, J. N. Shapiro, Small Wars, Big Data – The Information Revolution in Modern Conflict (Princeton, 
Princeton University Press, 2018), pp. 305 – 308. 
9 R. English, Terrorism – How To Respond (Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2009), pp. 140 – 143.   
10 ‘The 9/11 terrorist attacks’, BBC, 2010, http://www.bbc.co.uk/history/events/the_september_11th_terrorist_attacks, [accessed 
2 March 2017]. 
11  'Turkey: ‘IS suicide bomber’ kills 10 in Istanbul Sultanahmet district', BBC Europe, 12 January 2016, 
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-35290760, [accessed: 2 March 2017]. 
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Since the terrorist attacks on 11 September 2001, many examples of crisis 

communication in response to Islamic terrorist attacks can be found. The first that 

might come to mind is George W. Bush’s State of the Union address from 20 

September 2001, in which he declared the “War on Terror”12. Critics claimed that 

Bush’s “War on Terror” led to the radicalization of tens of millions of Muslims and 

made the US hated by large groups of people in the Middle East.13 Other examples of 

responses to terrorism, even if not yet with the repercussions the rhetorical War on 

Terror had can be seen in Europe.14  

 

Some of these examples will be analysed in this thesis. A crucial aspect that will be 

analysed is the role of cultural influences and norms that determine the ways in 

which crises are communicated by governments under threat. Emphasis will be put 

on understandings of society and unity as well as the relationships between in-groups 

and out-groups. Understanding cultural influences and norms is important for two 

main reasons. First, it helps to get a comparative understanding of crisis 

communication, for example, to understand the differences between counter-

terrorist-communication by Angela Merkel, Emmanuel Macron’s predecessor 

Francois Hollande as well as Tony Blair and Theresa May. Second, in a globalised 

world, it becomes more and more important to respect and understand different 

cultural influences and norms within Western countries. Countries are not 

homogeneous societies anymore but have become more and more multicultural, with 

migrants from other cultural backgrounds influencing societies and implementing 

parts of their understanding of social interaction and worldviews in the environment 

and societies they live in. These cultural aspects need to be considered when issuing 

																																																								
12   'Text of George Bush’s speech', The Guardian, 11 November 2016, 
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2001/sep/21/september11.usa13, [accessed 10 December 2016].  
13  N. Gardinger, ‘George W Bush – winning the war on terror’, The Telegraph, 2008, 
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/comment/personal-view/3965454/George-W-Bush-winning-the-war-on-terror.html, [accessed 
13.04.2017]. For more information on the War on Terror see also: M. Crenshaw, G. Lafree, Countering Terrorism (Washington 
D.C., The Brookings Institution, 2017); S. Croft, Culture, Crisis and America’s War on Terror (Cambridge, Cambridge 
University Press, 2006); R. English, Terrorism: How to respond (Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2009), pp. 99 – 107; M. R. 
Habeck, ‘Knowing the Enemy: Jihadist Ideology and the War on Terror’, in H. E. Negrin, M. Perry (eds.), The Theory and 
Practice of Islamic Terrorism (New York, Palgrave Macmillan, 2008); R. Jackson, Writing the War on Terrorism – Language, 
Politics and Counter-Terrorism (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2005); L. Jarvis, Times of Terror: Discourse, 
Temporality and the War on Terror (Basingstoke, Palgrave Macmillan, 2009); J. Mayer, The dark side: The inside story of how 
the war on terror turned into a war on American ideals (Waterlooville, Anchor, 2009); D. Randahl, ‘Terrorism and Public 
Opinion: The Effects of Terrorist Attacks on the Popularity of the President of the United States’, Terrorism and Political 
Violence, 30/3 (2018), pp. 373 – 384; M. Scheuer, Imperial Hubris: Why the West is Losing the War on Terror (Washington 
D.C., Potomac Books Inc., 2004); R. Singh, ‘Counter-Terrorism in the Post-9/11 Era: Successes, Failures and Lessons Learned’ 
and A. Guelke, ‘Secrets and Lies: Misinformation and Counter-Terrorism’ in R. English (ed.), Illusions of Terrorism and 
Counterterrorism (Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2015).   
14 J. Argomaniz, The EU and Counter-Terrorism: Politics, Polity and Policies after 9/11 (London, Routledge, 2011).  
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public statements. It is important to consider these new cultural aspects as part of one 

public culture, otherwise parts of the population are excluded, which can lead to the 

formation of subcultures that can be difficult to control and may lead to new 

domestic threats.  

 

Following the cultural aspects, it has to be examined what the issues are that need to 

be considered when communicating terrorist threats and what the exact purpose of 

the communication is. This could involve the level of threat as well as the reasons 

why the government is considering something a threat, specific information about the 

threat and potential ways to control it.15 The purpose of government communication 

in response to terrorist threats and attacks could be to ensure that the population 

remains appropriately calm but vigilant and that they retain lasting trust in 

government pronouncements in this area of politics. Otherwise, statements could 

lead to parts of the population being over-vigilant, which in the worst case leads to 

individuals or groups of individuals taking the law into their own hands, attacking 

members of minorities.16 Since the national population is usually the main audience 

of government statements and in most cases most directly affected by those, the main 

focus will be on domestic target groups.  

 

Therefore the three sub-questions go hand in hand with other normative liberal 

multicultural challenges of modern Western democracies, such as the following one: 

Since most terrorist attacks that were explicitly covered as such by mainstream 

media in the USA and Western Europe were committed by members of Islamic 

terrorist organisations, which in some cases led to public distrust against Muslims 

living in the countries under attack, it is important to discuss how the spread of 

prejudice against Muslim communities can be prevented in the countries affected by 

the threat of Islamic terrorism.17 Here it will be crucial for the government to lead the 

																																																								
15 T. K. Kelly, J. J. Medby, A. R. Morral, H. H. Willis, Estimating Terrorism Risk (Santa Monica, Rand Corporation, 2005), pp. 
5 – 20.  
16  A. Frumin, A. Sakuma, ‘Hope and despair: Being Muslim in America after 9/11’, NBC News, 2016, 
http://www.nbcnews.com/storyline/9-11-anniversary/hope-despair-being-muslim-america-after-9-11-n645451, [accessed 2 
March 2017]. 
17 G. Khiabany, M. Williamson, ‘Terror, Culture and Anti-Muslim Racism’ and J. Lewis, ‘Television and Immigration in 
France’ in D. Freedman, D. K. Thussu (eds.), Media and Terrorism: Global Perspectives (London, Sage Publications Ltd, 
2012), pp. 134 – 150, 223 - 240.  
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right public discourse to ensure that the population understands the actual problem 

the same way the government is assumed to understand it, in rational, logical ways 

and does not transfer it to minority groups who may fall victim to misunderstandings 

of the threat by certain members of the population.  

 

Apart from protecting minorities being a major responsibility of democratic 

governments, it is important to prevent distrust towards Muslims or any other 

minority living in the country in order to ensure a safe environment within which 

every individual can develop, live and work, and therefore also contribute to the 

national economy, without unnecessary obstacles.  

 

As will be explained in detail in the Literature Review, certain points crucial for 

governmental communication in response to Islamic terrorist threats and attacks have 

not yet been sufficiently examined by scholars. The goal of this thesis is to develop a 

concept of “Crisis Communication” in reaction to Islamic terrorist attacks for 

Western Governments by answering the three questions mentioned above and 

thereby broadening the understanding in the field of counterterrorism. To do so, it 

needs to be analysed what states have done in reaction to Islamic terrorist attacks and 

which lessons can be learned from it. 

 

Thus, the questions need to be answered through systematic research, the main 

methodological approach being Narrative Analysis. For the purpose of this work, 

narrative is understood as a process that focuses on the use of language in 

interconnection with other aspects as part of a broader context in social life.18 As 

several aspects of Discourse Analysis will be included in the Narrative Analysis in 

this thesis, an explanation for discourse will further help to understand the meaning 

of narrative in this work. Discourse, and in this case therefore also narrative, can be 

understood as “extended samples of either spoken or written language”, where an 

interaction between speaker/writer and addressee/reader, and therefore the processes 

																																																								
18 N. Fairclough, Analysing Discourse: Textual Analysis for Social Research (New York, Taylor & Francis, 2003), p. 3. 
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of production and interpretation of texts in relation to the contexts texts are 

developed and received in take place.19 Narrative Analysis will be described in depth 

in the methodology section.  

 

Much work has already been done in counterterrorism studies, as well as 

communication and public relations studies.20 Publications from these disciplines 

form the foundation for the research necessary for this thesis. They provide a 

profound understanding of political communication and counterterrorism, which will 

be crucial for the analyses of messages communicated in political statements.  

 

In this thesis, the two fields, counterterrorism and crisis communication will be 

merged in order to develop a concept of crisis communication as part of 

counterterrorism strategies.  

 

	  

																																																								
19 N. Fairclough, Discourse and Social Change (Cambridge, Blackwell Publishers, 1992), p. 3. 
20 To name just a few, E. Chenoweth, R. English, A. Gofas, S. Kalyvas (eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Terrorism (Oxford, 
Oxford University Press, 2019); A. Dershowitz, Why Terrorism Works: Understanding the Threat, Responding to the 
Challenge (New Haven, Yale University Press 2002); J. Dingley, M. Mollica (eds.), Understanding Religious Violence (Cham, 
Palgrave Macmillan, 2018); R. English, Terrorism: How to respond (Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2009); B. Hoffman, 
Inside Terrorism (New York, Columbia University Press, 2006); R. Jackson, Writing the War on Terror: Language, Politics 
and Counter-Terrorism (Manchester, Manchester University Press, 2005); D. Omand, Securing the State (Oxford, Oxford 
University Press, 2010); A. Richards, Conceptualizing Terrorism (Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2015), R. D. Crelinsten, A. 
P. Schmid (eds.), Western Responses to Terrorism (London, Frank Cass, 2005) as well as the work of the Soufan Group and the 
Comparing Terrorism Centre and journals such as Terrorism and Political Violence, Critical Studies on Terrorism, Studies in 
Conflict and Terrorism, Journal of Conflict Studies and Perspectives on Terrorism made ground-breaking contributions to 
counter-terrorist studies. Also several articles from BBC, The New York Times, Die Welt, Al Jazeera, Reuters and other news 
agencies contributed to the development of counter-terrorism knowledge. Some influential work in communication studies was 
published by J. Austin How to do Things with Words (Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1975); J. Ellul, Propaganda: The Formation of 
Men’s Attitudes (New York, Vintage Books, 1965); N. Fairclough, Analysing discourse: Textual analysis for social research 
(New York, Taylor & Francis, 2003); R. Fowler, B. Hodge, G. Kress, T. Trew, Language and Control (London, Routledge, 
1979); R. Fowler, Language in the News: Discourse and Ideology in the Press (London, Routledge, 1991); T. A. van Dijk (ed.), 
Discourse and Communication: New Approaches to the Analysis of Mass Media Discourse and Communication (Berlin, Walter 
de Gruyter, 1985); V. Koller, R. Wodak, Handbook of Communication in the Public Sphere (Berlin, Walter de Gruyter, 2008). 
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2. Literature review 

As mentioned in the introduction, this literature review will highlight to what extent 

scholars have already addressed the issue of government crisis communication in 

reaction to terrorist attacks. In order to do so, the most persistent topics in current 

counter-terrorism literature that have a direct impact on this research project will be 

analysed.21 The literature discussing what has been done by state representatives in 

reaction to terrorist threats and attacks and what should be considered in the future 

will be scrutinised in this literature review. Emphasis will be put on studies of verbal 

and written communicative responses to terrorism and how scholars suggest how the 

political and public discourse should be led and how certain beliefs and ideologies 

should be implemented in the public mind. Psychological research regarding political 

communication will be briefly covered in this context. The importance of 

considering cultural aspects in today’s multicultural Western societies when 

conducting crisis communication after terrorist threats or attacks is also briefly 

described at the end of the literature review. 

 

The question of how states should respond to terrorist attacks is frequently discussed 

in counterterrorism literature and plays an important role in crisis communication in 

response to terrorist attacks.  

 

																																																								
21 Neither the definition of terrorism nor the importance of defining terrorism will be discussed in this literature review. 
Definitions of terrorism differ between the UK, France and Germany, thus the definition given on the definitions page will be 
used. Regarding the definition debate it should just be noted that one thing the majority of definitions of terrorism have in 
common is that they all claim that terrorists have political intentions and the objective to influence an audience. This helps to 
understand the importance of crisis communication as part of counter-terrorism. To prevent terrorists from achieving their 
objectives, it is crucial for governments to respond appropriately in order to prevent the spread of insecurity, which could lead 
to a loss of trust in the government that is meant to protect its citizens. In the worst case this could lead to a political vacuum, 
which could be used by other organisations to implement new policies. 
For more information regarding definitions of terrorism and ongoing debates about the definition problem in academia and 
politics see: A. P. Schmid, ‘Terrorism – The Definitional Problem’, Case Western Reserve Journal of International Law, 36/2 
(2004), pp. 375 – 419; A. P. Schmid, The Routledge Handbook of Terrorism Research (London, Routledge, 2011), pp. 9 – 157; 
A. P. Schmid, J. de Graaf, Violence as Communication – Insurgent Terrorism and the Western News Media (London, Sage 
Publications, 1982), pp. 14 - 15; B. Hoffman, Inside Terrorism (New York, Columbia University Press, 2006), pp. 23, 40 - 41; 
D. G. Cox, ‘Political Terrorism and Democratic and Economic Development in Indonesia’, in W. J. Crotty (ed.), Democratic 
Development & Political Terrorism: The Global Perspective (Boston, Northeastern University Press, 2005), p. 258; J. Holland, 
Selling the War on Terror – Foreign policy discourses after 9/11 (Oxon, Routledge, 2013), p. 101; M. Eid, Exchanging 
Terrorism Oxygen for Media Airwaves: The Age of Terroredia (Hershey, IGI Global, 2014), p. 31; M. Stohl, ‘State terror: the 
theoretical and practical utilities and implications of a contested concept’, in R. Jackson, S. J. Sinclair (eds.), Contemporary 
Debates On Terrorism (Oxon, Routledge, 2012), pp. 43 – 49; N. Chomsky, ‘Wars of terror’, New Political Science, 25/1 
(2003), pp. 147 - 170; R. English, Does Terrorism Work? (Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2016), p. 10; R. Gunaratana, G. 
Steven, Counterterrorism  – A reference handbook (Santa Barbara, ABC-CLIO Inc, 2004), p. 6; R. Jackson, Terrorism a 
Critical Introduction, (Hampshire, Palgrave Macmillan, 2011), pp. 174 – 197; T. Wilson, “State Terrorism”, in E. Chenoweth, 
R. English, A. Gofas, S. Kalyvas (eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Terrorism (Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2019), pp. 331 – 
344; ‘Internatinoal Convention for the Suppression of the Terrorist Bombings’, UN, 1997, 
http://www.un.org/ga/documents/gares52/res52164.htm, [accessed 12 December 2016].  
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Frank Foley and Peter Katzenstein have conducted research focused on counter-

terror measures in the countries that will be analysed in this thesis. Frank Foley 

compared counterterrorism in Britain and France, and Peter Katzenstein examined 

the German response to terrorist threats.22 Their works focus on cultural norms, 

historical backgrounds and institutions and how these shape counter-terrorist 

decision-making. Even though their works do not put much emphasis on political 

statements in reaction to Islamic terrorist threats and attacks the results of their 

research contribute to a useful foundation through which the approaches towards 

political communications in times of threat and insecurity can be positioned within 

the broader context of counterterrorism strategies. Especially the role of normative 

contexts in which historical conflicts are interpreted and influence institutional 

practices will play an important role in the comparative analysis between statements 

of political leaders from the UK, France and Germany.   

 

The cases described in the literature mentioned above explain how past reactions 

should not have been conducted and what was wrong about them. Some work has 

been done on how governments should react to terrorist threats and attacks in the 

future; however, little of it puts emphasis on the verbal communicational aspect of 

these reactions. This is the main goal of this work. The aspects that are meant to 

contribute to the broader political decision making in reaction to terrorist threats and 

attacks still need to be considered as these influence how Islamic terrorist threats and 

attacks should be communicated to the public.   

 

Two examples of how scholars and governments developed general guiding 

principles in response to the threat of terror should be briefly explained in this 

context. After 9/11 the members of the European Union agreed on three principles 

that are meant to ensure democratic responses to terrorist attacks: 

 1. All aspects of the anti-terrorist policy and its implementation 

should be under the overall control of the civil authorities and hence 

democratically accountable. 

																																																								
22 F. Foley, Countering Terrorism in Britain and France: Institutions, Norms and the Shadow of the Past (Cambridge, 
Cambridge University Press, 2013); F. Foley, ‘Terrorism and state repression: Strategic choice and the domestic normative 
context’, in D. Muro (ed.), When Does Terrorism Work? (London, Routledge, 2018), pp. 71 – 84; P. J. Katzenstein, ‘Same War: 
Different Views: Germany, Japan, and Counterterrorism’, International Organization, 57/4 (2003), pp. 731 – 760. 
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 2. The government and security forces must conduct all anti-terrorist 

operations within the law. They should do all in their power to ensure 

that the normal legal processes are maintained and that those charged 

with terrorist offences are brought to trial before the courts of law. 

3. Special powers, which may become necessary to deal with a 

terrorist emergency, should be approved by the legislature only for a 

fixed and limited time, at the very minimum on an annual basis.23 

 

Richard English points out the importance of democratic frameworks and the 

democratically established rule of law as one of his seven steps to respond to 

terrorism. Under the final point of his seven steps to respond to terrorism, he also 

underlines the importance of maintaining a ‘strong credibility in the counter-terrorist 

public argument’.24 A similar framework was developed by David Kilcullen and 

covers similar aspects but is not as expansive as Richard English’s.25 Many of the 

points explained by Richard English are widely accepted and can be noticed in 

counter-terrorist strategies of western governments.26 Richard English argues in his 

book Terrorism – How to respond that the US lost credibility in the Muslim world in 

the War on Terror not only because of their Iraq policy, but also due to the way they 

communicated it. Eli Berman, Joseph Felter and Jacob Shapiro further underline this 

point in their book Small Wars, Big Data. 27  They argue that military leaders 

underestimated the ambiguity of asymmetric conflicts and highlight the importance 

of complementary processes that include clear communication with all stakeholders. 

Richard English further claims that it is crucial to be credible to one’s own 

population since a democratic government depends on the population’s support in its 

decisions and actions, and to the potential recruits for the terrorist groups threatening 

the country.28 The aspect of communicating the response to terror plays a main role 

in this research project and should, therefore, be further discussed here. Here again, 

the example most discussed is the War on Terror declared by the Bush 

administration in response to 9/11.  

																																																								
23 P. Wilkinson, Terrorism Versus Democracy 2nd edition (London, Routledge, 2006), pp. 83 – 84. 
24 English, Terrorism – How to respond?, pp. 120 – 141.  
25D. Miller, R. Sabir, “Counter-terrorism as counterinsurgency in the UK ‘war on terror’”, in S. Poynting, D. Whyte 
(eds.),Counter-Terrorism and State Political Violence: The ‘war on terror’ as Terror (Oxon, Routledge 2012), pp. 14 – 18. 
26 M. Cochrane, ‘Have global efforts to reduce terrorism and political violence been effective in the past decade?’, in R. 
Jackson, S. J. Sinclair (eds.), Contemporary Debates on Terrorism (Oxon, Routledge, 2012), p. 186.  
27 E. Berman, J. H. Felter, J. N. Shapiro, Small Wars, Big Data, pp. 304 – 305. 
28 English, Terrorism – How to respond?, p. 140. 
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A deeper look at communication studies is required in order to analyse prior 

statements in response to terrorist attacks to develop ideal concepts of how to 

respond to such attacks in the future. Here it is important to consider that, until 

recently, crisis communication was by most professionals only seen as a sub-branch 

of public relations and therefore did not receive the necessary academic scrutiny and 

attention.29 Especially the psychological effects crisis communication can have on its 

target groups need to be studied in more depth. Also, the role of emotions in times of 

crises and how governments can use emotions to control their population without 

misusing them need to be considered.   

 

Since 2001 a few important articles and books discussing the aspect of how 

governments respond through public statements to terrorist attacks have been 

published. Even though most of these texts focus on the American response to 9/11, 

there are some similarities between the American approach at the time and other 

western government representatives in reaction to different jihadist terrorist attacks 

and therefore uncover important aspects of the communication of political statements 

that will also play an important role in this thesis.  

 

In his book Writing the war on Terrorism – Language, Politics and Counter-

Terrorism, Richard Jackson explains how the discourse constructed by the Bush 

administration in response to 9/11 enabled the US government to carry out its 

policies the way it did in the years after the attacks on the twin towers and the 

Pentagon. Jackson argues that responses to terrorist attacks, at the scale of the US 

response, are not possible without the public and political consensus.30 Therefore, to 

conduct a response the government considers best, it has to establish a certain public 

belief about what led to the threat or attack and how it should be fought. These ideas 

can only be established by leading the public discourse into the desired direction, or, 

as Richard Jackson puts it, by deploying and manipulating language. To achieve this 

goal, all forms of non-physical communication need to be included. This means that 

any written or spoken speech needs to be directed towards the main goal of 

establishing a certain belief. This includes official speeches, media interviews, press 
																																																								
29 R. Jackson, Writing the War on Terrorism – Language, Politics and Counter-Terrorism (Manchester, Manchester University 
Press, 2005), p. 20. 
30 Jackson, Writing the War on Terrorism – Language, Politics and Counter-Terrorism, p. 16. 
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releases, radio and TV appearances, articles written by members of the 

administration, etc.31 In its 2004 report, the Defense Department’s Science Board 

Task Force on Strategic Communication wrote that ‘policies and strategic 

communication cannot be separated’.32 The report further states that, in order to 

control public opinion, officials should make use of powerful tools to analyse 

attitudes, understand cultures and assess influence structures as part of an on-going, 

continuous process. This underlines what Richard Jackson explains in his book as the 

discourse of counterterrorism.33 Applying critical discourse analysis he points out 

how the Bush administration led the discourse and influenced public opinion through 

the use of language, by implementing language that was likely to lead to certain 

assumptions that support the government’s goals, making use of the connotation of 

words that were carefully chosen when preparing public communication and by 

constructing myths that give a certain understanding to the events of 9/11.34 He also 

explains how the Bush administration re-created the American identity and the 

identity of those behind the terrorist attacks (e.g. The civilised us against the 

barbaric them).35 In his book Culture, Crisis and America’s War on Terror, Stuart 

Croft explains the post-9/11 discourse and how the Bush administration used it to 

implement its policies in a similar way. He comes to similar conclusions as Richard 

Jackson but approaches the topic from a slightly different angle. While Richard 

Jackson focuses on the analysis of the political discourse itself, Stuart Croft puts 

more emphasis on the cultural aspect of the discourse and how popular culture 

influenced it.36 In this thesis, some of Jackson’s and Stuart’s findings will be 

considered in a broader context that includes several countries and reactions to 

different terrorist attacks instead of one single incident, in order to enable a 

comparative analysis that strengthens the conclusions that can be drawn from the 

findings.  

 

Both authors explain the importance of certain terms that were repeatedly used by 

the Bush administration in its efforts to lead the public discourse in favour of its 

politics. The most common expressions with the strongest impact on the discourse 

																																																								
31 Jackson, Writing the War on Terrorism – Language, Politics and Counter-Terrorism, p. 17. 
32 V. Koller, R. Wodak, Handbook of Communication in the Public Sphere (Berlin, Walter de Gruyter GmbH & Co KG, 2008), 
pp. 51 – 52. 
33 Jackson, Writing the War on Terrorism – Language, Politics and Counter-Terrorism, pp. 18 - 20. 
34 Jackson, Writing the War on Terrorism – Language, Politics and Counter-Terrorism, pp. 29 – 180. 
35 Jackson, Writing the War on Terrorism – Language, Politics and Counter-Terrorism, p. 49. 
36 S. Croft, Culture, Crisis and America’s War on Terror (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2006), pp. 1 – 14. 
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are analysed in the collection of essays Collateral Language.37 The book explains 

how terms like ‘Civilization versus Barbarism’, ‘Cowardice’, ‘Evil’, ‘Freedom’, 

‘Justice’, the term ‘Terrorism’ itself and the expression ‘War on Terrorism’ shaped 

the discourse and with it the way of thinking in the American population. By 

analysing the connotations of these expressions, the authors explain the purpose and 

effect of the single expressions. John Collins, for example, explains how the public 

accepted the US definition of terrorism, which, in the way the Bush administration 

used it, is rather a vague description, and how this understanding of the term enabled 

the US government to gain public support for implementing its counterterrorism 

efforts.38 In the final chapter of the book, Ross Glover explains how the phrase ‘War 

on Terrorism’ goes in line with other recent wars the US declared, like the ‘War on 

Poverty’ or the ‘War on Drugs’. According to Ross Glover, these explanations are 

too vague to have a real meaning. This enables the government and law enforcement 

to create conditions under which they have more power to enter into people’s lives 

without needing to explain a proper cause.39 The essays help to further understand 

the importance of what is not said or deliberately excluded from the texts and how 

the discourse not only guides the public towards thinking in certain ways but also 

prevents it from thinking in other ways and from sharing opinions that may oppose 

the government’s interpretation of events. 

 

Jack Holland explains the usage of four other expressions that had a direct impact on 

the discourse directly after 9/11 and further help to understand how the immediate 

communicational reaction to the attacks influenced the discourse that was to follow 

during the years to come.40 What differentiates the way he analyses the expressions 

‘An act of war’, ‘Dawn of new and dangerous times’, ‘Unity’ and ‘Crisis and 

opportunity’ is that he focuses on foreign governments, especially the British 

government, as the target group of communication. This is important for this project 

because foreign governments are regarded as one target group of crisis 

communication in reaction to terrorist attacks. 

 

																																																								
37 J. Collins, R. Glover (eds.), Collateral Language – A User’s Guide to America’s New War (New York, New York University 
Press, 2002).   
38 J. Collins, ‘Terrorism’, in J. Collins, R. Glover (eds.), Collateral Language – A User’s Guide to America’s New War (New 
York, New York University Press, 2002), pp. 157 – 158.  
39 R. Glover, ‘The War on_’, in J. Collins, R. Glover (eds.), Collateral Language – A User’s Guide to America’s New War 
(New York, New York University Press, 2002), pp. 207 – 216. 
40 J. Holland, Selling the War on Terror – Foreign policy discourses after 9/11 (Oxon, Routledge, 2013), pp. 104 – 109. 
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Even though Richard Jackson mentions the Freedom Promotion Act of 2002 and 

how this involved a vast investment (hundreds of millions of dollars) into pro-

American TV and radio programmes, advertising campaigns, cultural exchanges, 

websites, training programmes for foreign journalists etc. to improve the image of 

the USA in the Middle East, he, Stuart Croft and Jack Holland, as well as the authors 

of the essays in Collateral Damage, focus on the post 9/11 communication directed 

at the domestic and general Western audiences and leave out the communication 

directed at al-Qaeda and potential al-Qaeda recruits. This will be considered another 

target group of crisis communication in reaction to terrorist attacks in this thesis.41 

This perspective is covered by Joshua Alexander Geltzer in his book US Counter-

Terrorism Strategy and al-Qaeda – Signalling and the terrorist world-view. Geltzer 

analyses the rhetoric of the Bush administration right after the attacks of 9/11 and 

during the following years in the War on Terror.42 He points out that all of the 

rhetoric directed at al-Qaeda was threatening, underlining the approach of clearly 

dividing them from us. To reach potential al-Qaeda recruits and other potential 

attackers, government representatives also used more general phrases that were 

meant to scare-off anyone thinking about attacking America. This rhetoric grew 

stronger with the war in Afghanistan. The Bush administration, at least in its public 

communication, did not try to understand al-Qaeda’s political demands or deeper 

motivation behind the attacks on the Twin Towers and Pentagon, they only 

repeatedly stated that the terrorists did not attack the USA for its politics in the 

Middle East but for the American way of thinking and living. 43 This approach 

follows the claim of Dershowitz, who argues that trying to address the root problems 

of terrorism supports the terrorist’s tactic.44 Nevertheless, Geltzer concludes that the 

Bush administration’s efforts in directing communication at al-Qaeda were counter-

productive since they encouraged further acts of terror against American interests.45 

It may be difficult to measure whether it was actually the administration’s written 

and spoken public communication which encouraged further attacks against 

American interests, whether the US invasion of Afghanistan and Iraq and its 

treatment of civilians and prisoners in that region, the US support for the state of 

																																																								
41 Jackson, Writing the War on Terrorism – Language, Politics and Counter-Terrorism, pp. 12 – 13. 
42 J. A. Geltzer, US Counter-Terrorism Strategy and al-Qaeda – Signalling and the terrorist world-view (Oxon, Routledge, 
2010), pp. 34 – 44.  
43 Geltzer, US Counter-Terrorism Strategy and al-Qaeda – Signalling and the terrorist world-view, pp. 34 – 35. 
44 A. Dershowitz, Why Terrorism Works - understanding the threat, responding to the challenge (USA, R. R. Donnelley & Sons 
Co., Inc., 2002), p. 24. 
45 Geltzer, US Counter-Terrorism Strategy and al-Qaeda – Signalling and the terrorist world-view, p. 43. 
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Israel, or an accumulation of US policies led to al-Qaeda and other terrorist 

organisations attacking US interests after 9/11, or if acts against the USA would have 

continued anyway. However, over the long term governments may be more 

successful in their verbal and written communication towards (potential) terrorists 

when applying the argument that governments, where possible, have to understand 

and ‘address underlying root problems and causes’ of terrorism.46 This will certainly 

be the case in this thesis, because ignoring the root problems and causes of terrorism 

can only lead to an even larger gap between the country under attack and those 

sympathising with the attackers, which leads to further aggression and increases the 

danger of future attacks, as well as the danger of the government under attack 

making irrational decisions which may lead to an overreaction in the response to 

terrorist attacks. This would then end up in a vicious circle, which will be even 

harder to break. Instead, addressing root problems and causes of terrorism in counter-

terrorist communication shows strength of the country under attack, since it sends a 

message that such actions cannot disturb the balance of the state and lead the 

government to think irrationally. And secondly, it would be a first step to decrease 

the hostility towards the country that was attacked, which weakens the argument of 

the terrorists and makes it harder for them to find support for their actions and to 

recruit future terrorists.  

 

Assessing the literature outlined here shows that they each focus on one government, 

namely the US government, involved in one specific conflict, the post-9/11 War on 

Terror, analysing it each from one specific point of view, the communication 

directed at the general public, foreign governments or terrorist organisations. The 

goal of this thesis is to develop communication concepts that can be adapted to the 

counter-terrorist communication of different western governments, in different 

Islamic terror-related crises, directed at several target groups. This should be 

achieved by uniting different research results to develop a broader communication 

concept in response to terrorist attacks. The book Small Wars, Big Data by Eli 

Berman, Joseph H. Felter and Jacob N. Shapiro highlights the importance of 

comparative studies in order to develop a stronger understanding of conflicts and 

efficient reactions to conflicts.47 Such comparative analyses are also necessary when 

																																																								
46 English, Terrorism – How to respond?, p. 123.  
47 E. Berman, J. H. Felter, J. N. Shapiro, Small Wars, Big Data, pp. ix – xv.  
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it comes to understanding reactions to acts of political violence and counterterrorism, 

as will be shown in this thesis.  

 

To develop a communication concept that is suitable for all the aspects considered in 

this thesis, it is necessary to take a look at the psychology behind the public 

discourse and how it can be controlled. Even though the academic discipline of 

psychology will not play a major role in this thesis, it is important to understand its 

impact in public discourse, since communicational psychology is necessary to 

understand how statements influence and are used to influence audiences in 

particular settings.  

 

In the book The Political Psychology of Terrorism Fears, scholars explain the 

psychological effect behind political speech and politics in general after terrorist 

threats or attacks.48 Some of the essays give insights that help to understand the basis 

from which counter-terrorist communication can be developed. In their essay, 

Wetherell and his colleagues, explain the direct implications of attributions, 

appraisals and emotions on the capability of influencing public discourse.49 This does 

not only help to better understand the success behind the Bush administration’s 

public communication right after 9/11, but it also offers a psychological layer that 

will be important to understand potential effects of the communication concepts 

developed in this project. It helps to understand the roots of the interplay between 

political communication and the public, what needs to be considered, and how the 

target group(s) might react.  

 

Another book that helps to gain a broader understanding of crisis communication and 

the psychology behind it is Narratives of Crisis – Telling Stories of Ruin and 

Renewal by Matthew W. Seeger and Timothy L. Sellnow, two influential scholars in 

the field of crisis communication. The book covers a broad field of crises related 

case studies, and Seeger and Sellnow explain how cultural-historical conditions 

influence narratives in times of crisis, also pointing out the special circumstances and 

																																																								
48 D. Antonius, S. J. Sinclair (eds.), The Political Psychology of Terrorism Fears (Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2013). 
49 A. J. Beavers, et al., ‘Policy Preference in Response to Terrorism: The Role of Emotions, Attributions, and Appraisals’, in D. 
Antonius, S. J. Sinclair (eds.), The Political Psychology of Terrorism Fears (Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2013), pp. 125 – 
133. 
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communicative spaces that are created through crises.50 This forms an important 

aspect of this thesis. To work with and conduct research about crisis communication, 

it is important to also define the term. Fortunately, the meaning of the term crisis is 

not as heavily debated as terrorism. Therefore it is easier to find a definition suitable 

for this project. Seeger defines crisis as a “specific, unexpected, non-routine event or 

series of events that create high levels of uncertainty and a significant or perceived 

threat to high-priority goals” and adds “a crisis is generally concentrated in a 

particular space or location at a specific defined time”.51 Terrorist attacks generally 

fall under this definition of crises since they occur, for those attacked, unanticipated 

and surprisingly. Therefore, even though people in the Western world are frequently 

told to expect terrorist attacks in Western states, the timing of attacks, the place and 

the way they occur and their extent cannot be precisely predicted, which leads to 

high level uncertainty and large perceived threats in populations whose members or 

territories are considered likely to be under attack. This definition of crisis, together 

with the definition of terrorism by Bruce Hoffman and its expansion by the aspects 

from Richard English’s definition, further defines the general frame under which this 

project operates. 

 

The cultural environment political communication is used in and directed at often 

influences the content of messages and how they are communicated. This aspect will 

play an important role in the comparative part of the thesis. The comparison of 

cultural standards and their influence on political communication between the 

governments analysed and their audiences in this research is based on the cultural 

standards developed by Alexander Thomas52 as well as the understanding of cultural 

dimensions by Geert Hofstede53. 

 

Since the definition of culture is also heavily contested, it is no surprise that they 

both define culture differently. Alexander Thomas understands culture as “a national 

and linguistic identity, which provides its members with a sense giving system of 

																																																								
50 M. T. Seeger, T. L., Sellnow, Narratives of Crisis – Telling Stories of Ruin and Renewal (Stanford, Stanford University Press, 
2016), pp. 5 – 10.  
51 Seeger, Sellnow, Narratives of Crisis – Telling Stories of Ruin and Renewal, p. 11. 
52 E. Kinast, S. Schroll-Machl, A. Thomas (eds.), Handbook of Intercultural Communication and Cooperation (Göttingen, 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2010).  
53 G. Hofstede, Cultures and Organizations: Software for the Mind (New York, McGraw-Hill, 2010).  
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orientation” 54 . Geert Hofstede sees culture as deeper implemented into the 

individual, meaning that culture is a subconsciously rooted pattern of behaviours and 

understandings of the world, claiming that culture “consists of the unwritten rules of 

the social game, […] the collective programming of the mind that distinguishes the 

members of a group or category of people from others”55. Aspects of both definitions 

are considered in this project. National identities and boundaries are important for 

this research to be able to analyse representatives of selected national governments 

and their target groups. This also involves the way national groups, as well as sub-

national groups, are distinguished from other national and sub-national groups. The 

aspect of ‘collective programming’ will be important when it comes to developing 

communication concepts for government representatives since these ways of 

collective thinking and interpretation of events play an important role when trying to 

lead a discourse. Collective programming is understood as the way societies develop 

a similar understanding of reality and right and wrong, as well as ways to react to 

certain events. These aspects can be used and over the long term even influenced by 

directing the public discourse into certain directions.  

 

Concluding, the question whether scholars have adequately interrogated the field of 

government communication in reaction to terrorism will be answered. As shown 

above, a lot of research has been conducted about how governments prepare for and 

react to terrorist attacks. Using the broader understanding of communication, which 

includes all kinds of political actions, it can be said that government communication 

has been thoroughly analysed. However, out of the large group of scholars that 

analyse government reactions to terrorist attacks, only very few attempted to analyse 

spoken and written communication by government representatives in response to 

terrorist threats and attacks. Scholars like Richard Jackson, who analyse this field of 

political communication apply Discourse Analysis. The goal of such projects is to 

point out how governments use their power to communicate the threats of terrorism 

in public statements in order to influence the public discourse. These works usually 

focus on the reaction to terrorist threats to one specific country, in most cases the US 

reaction to the threat of al Qaeda attacks. Thus, there are no broader comparative 

analyses of different national governments reacting to different Islamic terrorist 
																																																								
54 A. Thomas, ‘Culture and Cultural Standards’, in E. Kinast, S. Schroll-Machl, A. Thomas (eds.), Handbook of Intercultural 
Communication and Cooperation (Göttingen, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2010), p. 21. 
55 G. Hofstede, Cultures and Organizations: Software for the Mind (New York, McGraw-Hill, 2010), p. 3. 
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threats or attacks that can be used to improve government crisis communication 

considering public demands and crisis communication tools suitable for different 

cultural norms. In this thesis a slightly different analysis approach will be used to 

analyse political statements in reaction to terrorist threats and attacks from a new 

perspective, aiming to compare political reactions by different governments in the 

UK, France and Germany. The next section points out how this work will be 

approached.  

 

3. Methodology 

After terrorist threats or attacks, the main interests of governments affected are to 

ensure that the population stays appropriately calm but vigilant and that the public 

retains lasting trust in the government pronouncements in this area of politics.56 At 

the same time, governments have to keep an eye on effects on international relations 

and potential reaction by terrorist organisations. To assess how governments should 

communicate in response to terrorist threats or attacks, in order to protect their 

interests, several aspects related to crisis communication have to be analysed. Out of 

the results of this systematic analysis, applicable communication concepts can be 

developed. The steps necessary to achieve this goal are explained in this chapter.  

 

The countries analysed in this thesis are the United Kingdom, France and Germany. 

Their similar forms of democratic governments as well as the fact that these three 

states are the strongest and most influential in Europe and targeted by similar Islamic 

terrorist organisations give a good foundation for a comparative analysis, which 

outcome could be used as an indicator on how Europe and especially members of the 

European Union react verbally to terrorist threats and attacks.  

 

This work is based on practical considerations rather than ideological notions, 

analysing the benefits and consequences of decisions that have been or could be 

made, focusing on effects, outcomes and practicality of decisions. Challenges 

regarding crisis communication in response to terrorist threats and attacks will be 

approached based on the given socio-political contexts given around the time of the 

																																																								
56 Such goals are for example defined in the United Kingdom’s Strategy for Countering Terrorism, see “CONTEST – The 
United Kingdom’s Strategy for Countering Terrorism”, HM Government, June 2018, at 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/716907/140618_CCS207_CC
S0218929798-1_CONTEST_3.0_WEB.pdf [accessed June 2019].  
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threat or attack and thus enable a systematic analysis of the statements that is as 

objective as possible. Therefore, human needs and practical interests of humans as 

members of populations form the basis for the judgement and evaluation of decisions 

and actions. This approach allows the mixing of different methods, which will be 

necessary to reach representative results towards a concept of crisis communication 

in reaction to Islamic terrorist attacks for Western governments.  

 

The main methodology used for the research of this project will be the Narrative 

Analysis of nine case studies of crisis communication by representatives of Western 

governments with focus on statements from official government websites prior, 

during and after terrorist attacks carried out by Islamic terrorist organizations.57 

These will be analysed regarding the content, questioning what they reported 

compared to what we in hindsight know the government knew back then and if 

applicable why certain information was left out. Even though the study of 

communication can include a wide range of aspects, such as body language or the 

way the speaker present himself, this thesis will focus on the text of the statements 

analysed as this enables a more sophisticated study of the messages and reactions to 

them and does not limit the study to only video recordings of the statements but also 

allows the inclusion of audio and written disseminations. Including visual aspects in 

the analysis would limit the study of feedback, as it would be difficult to differentiate 

between feedback that was given in reaction to visual versions of the statements and 

spoken or written disseminations. Focusing on texts does not require this 

differentiation.  

 

Thus, the main body of this project involves the systematic analysis of socio-

linguistic aspects of government communication in reaction to terrorist threats and 

attacks. The foundation of this analysis will be based on Lasswell’s Communication 

Model.58 The model includes the following components: sender, message, medium, 

receiver, and feedback. In other words: Who says what to whom with what effect? 

																																																								
57 The complete statements can be found in the appendices. Governmental websites that will be used as sources of public 
communication for this project are: Government UK (https://www.gov.uk), Bundesregierung Deutschland 
(https://www.bundesregierung.de/Webs/Breg/DE/Startseite/startseite_node.html), Gouvernement France 
(http://www.gouvernement.fr/en/news; https://www.vie-publique.fr/).  
58 H. D. Lasswell, ‘The structure and function of communication in society’,  in L. Bryson (ed.), The communication of ideas: A 
series of addresses (New York, Institute for Religious and Social Studies, 1948), pp. 37 – 51. 



Dominik Hamm 

dhamm02@qub.ac.uk 

	

	 29	

This approach is suitable for the work towards the goal of this thesis, the 

development of a concept of Crisis Communication, as it puts the communication 

(statements) in the centre of the research instead of using it as one aspect of a larger 

analysis with the goal of understanding broader theories about that time in history, 

for which a historian approach would be more appropriate.59 Narrative Analysis puts 

the stories told by the leaders of the countries analysed in the centre of the human 

experience of terrorist threats and attacks and thus focuses the research on the 

statements given in reaction to such events, enabling the researcher to study the past 

experience, present opinions and future plans and actions of the politician at the time 

of the statements analysed. Reconstructing the broader socio-political contexts that 

existed around the times the statements were first published in response to Islamic 

terrorist threats or attacks and then breaking the communication process down to the 

different aspects used to disseminate the message enables a sophisticated systematic 

analysis of this form of political communication and its effects. The advantage of 

hindsight strengthens the analysis as it makes it possible to understand better why 

certain things were communicated the way they were and which aspects were 

deliberately left out.  

 

What makes Lasswell’s Communication Model valuable as the main analysis tool in 

this thesis is its flexibility that enables scholars to adjust it to theoretical needs at 

different times and in different contexts.60 Thus, it allows the modification of 

categories and techniques if needed, as will be done in this thesis and is explained 

below. As indicated above, the fifth aspect of the model was changed from ‘effect’ to 

‘feedback’. This enables the analysis of modern forms of communication such as 

Social Media as part of the broader analysis of the statements within the frame of 

Lasswell’s model. The frequent application of Lasswell’s Communication Model in 

academic studies of mass communication and the continuous introduction of it in 

recently published course books underlines the influence of the model in several 

																																																								
59 J.-M. Strange, ‘Reading Language as a Historical Source’, in L. Faire, S. Gunn (eds.), Research Methods for History 
(Edinburgh, Edinburgh University Press, 2016), pp. 193 – 206.  
60 A. S. Veenstra, N. Iyer, Z. S. Sapienza, ‘Reading Lasswell’s Model of Communication Backward: Three Scholarly 
Misconceptions’, Mass Communication and Society, 18/5 (2015), pp. 599 – 622.  
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fields related to political communication studies.61 

 

The sender in this work will be the political leader giving the statement in response 

to a terrorist threat or attack. Here aspects such as the stand in the political spectrum 

of the country, upcoming events such as national elections, the experience of the 

current government in reacting to terrorism and general public support as well as 

support within the party need to be considered.  

 

The message will be analysed regarding its content, terminology, linguistic forms, 

meanings and effects and Social Actors. Social Actors are participants in causes that 

influence the representation and interpretation of events.62 The way in which certain 

social actors that were involved in the social event covered are included or excluded 

and how they are represented shapes a story and its interpretation. Emphasising their 

contribution in a statement helps understanding in which ways recipients of texts are 

influenced and further shows the intentions of the author.63  

 

The analysis of the medium considers how the message is made public: whether the 

speech was held in the parliament or at a public place, shown on public TV on prime 

time or only on specific news channels. It also includes the reporting of the 

statements by national newspapers and which target groups receive the content of the 

statement through which medium.   

 

The receiver is the target group of the message. Even though political messages may 

be directed at one main target group, these target groups have become more 

heterogeneous in western countries such as the UK, France and Germany. 

Understanding the construction of the group of receivers of a statement helps to 

																																																								
61 D. Demers, Dictionary of Mass Communication and Media Reach – A Guide for Students, Scholars and Professionals 
(Milwaukee, Marquette Books, 2005); G. H. Stempel III, ‘Content analysis’, in G. H. Stempel III, D. H.Weaver, G. 
C. Wilhoit (eds.), Mass communication research and theory (Boston, Pearson Education, 2003), pp. 209 – 219.  
62 Fairclough, Analysing discourse: Textual analysis for social research, p. 145. 
63 Fairclough, Analysing discourse: Textual analysis for social research, p. 145.  
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analyse aspects of the message and its intentions as the receiver influences the way 

the message is communicated and published as well as its content, meaning, etc. The 

receiver could be the general public, members of the parliament, members of foreign 

governments, members and supporters of terrorist organisations or all of the above.   

 

The feedback component will be studied by analysing Twitter reactions to political 

statements in reaction to terrorist threats or attacks through the analysis of re-tweets. 

This will give an idea of how a group of receivers of the message interprets the texts 

and therefore helps to discover the effects of meaning-making behind government 

statements and how government responses to terrorist attacks influence the social 

reaction to and outcome of crises.  

 

Social Media Analysis has become a more important aspect in the analysis of 

political communication in recent years. Due to this new aspect of political 

communication, the leaders analysed in this thesis only used Twitter messages 

unevenly. However, even though the date of the launch of Twitter and the 

importance given to it in different countries at the times of the attacks analysed in 

this thesis only enables an uneven analysis of the usage of it across case studies, it 

will still set an example of how the analysis of different usages of communication 

channels by representatives of different governments in times of fast changing 

technologies and communication platforms that target different groups within the 

broader public can contribute to an in depth analysis of political statements in 

reaction to terrorist attacks.64 It is also meant to show how analysis that will become 

more important in the years to come can be approached to contribute to a broader 

understanding of political communication and feedback in reaction to political 

statements. 

 

Twitter didn’t exist at the time of the 7/7 attacks but Theresa May used it after the 

Manchester Arena attack and London Bridge attack.65 Even though Merkel has her 

																																																								
64 D. Murthy, Twitter: Social Communication in the Twitter Age (Cambridge, Polity Press, 2013), p. x.   
65 @theresa_may, ‘We all – every single one of us – stand with the people of Manchester at this terrible time.’, Twitter, 23 May 
2017, at https://twitter.com/theresa_may/status/867002900568002561 [accessed June 2018]. 
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own twitter account, Steffen Seibert, the speaker of the government, conducts Social 

Media communication on behalf of the government.66 His usage of the account 

increased over the past few years and has become a reliable platform for updates 

regarding the chancellor and the government with several tweets a day. This 

underlines the increasing importance of Social Media platforms in the analysis of 

political communication. However, Steffen Siebert’s account was not active at the 

time the statements analysed in this thesis were given and since the goal behind these 

analyses is to enable a direct comparison between the communication of 

representatives of the UK, French and German government the speaker of the 

German government is not considered in this analysis. Francois Hollande was the 

most active Twitter user amongst the political leaders of the UK, France and 

Germany. The analysis of his tweets in reaction to the Islamic terrorist attacks around 

Ile de France, Paris and Nice will give the best insight into how the analysis of Social 

Media communication can contribute to a deeper understanding of political 

communication in reaction to terrorist attacks.  

 

The growing importance of including Social Media communication in the analysis of 

political communication and reactions to it was already highlighted by Manuel 

Castells in The Rise of the Nextwork Society.67 Castells explains the impact networks 

have on the social morphology of societies and explains that the interaction between 

technologies and cultural, economic and political factors shape network societies. 

These interactions can only be seen considered in very few analyses of Social Media 

communication in political and counterterror contexts, which indicates a gap in the 

recognition of the importance of the Internet and its communication platforms in 

political and counterterrorism communication. One of the few good examples of the 

consideration of such platforms is M. Innes et al article Ten “Rs” of Social Reaction: 

using Social Media to Analyse the “Post-Event” Impacts of the Murder of Lee 

Rigby’. 68  The authors highlight the opportunities that come with tracking 

developments of social reactions to terrorist attacks through the study of Social 

Media communication, which enable insights into processes of post-event reactions. 

																																																								
66 T. Knüwer, ‘Wem folgt Angela Merkel auf Twitter?’, Indiskretion Ehrensache, at 
https://www.indiskretionehrensache.de/2018/05/angela-merkel-twitter/ [accessed October 2019]; S. Siebert, @RegSprecher, 
Twitter, https://twitter.com/regsprecher?lang=de [accessed October 2019].  
67 M. Castells, The Rise of the Network Society – Second Edition (Chichester, Wiley-Blackwell, 2010).  
68 A. Preece, C. Roberts, D. Rogers, M. Innes, ‘Ten “Rs” of Social Reaction: Using Social Media to Analyse the “Post-Event” 
Impacts of the Murder of Lee Rigby’, Terrorism and Political Violence, 30/3 (2018), pp. 454 – 474.  
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As will be attempted in this thesis they develop an overview of the broader context 

of the attack and analyse broadcast media and press accounts to identify the sub-

events in the current narrative and study how this is reflected in Social Media 

reactions. This also shows how politicians aim to polarize opinions and to which 

extend they succeed within the available target group. Thus, this helps to indicate 

how certain members of the public interpret social developments and thereby enables 

new ways of studying processes of public reactions to political statements in reaction 

to terrorist attacks, an important aspect of the analysis of the impact of the speaker 

upon public audiences, something that has been neglected in the vast majority of 

terrorism studies.     

 

The results of the systematic analysis of sender, medium, message and receiver will 

also be compared to approval ratings before and after the publication of those 

statements in order to point out similarities in statements that led to positive or 

negative public opinions.  

 

To deepen the analysis, further aspects such as broader events, actions, agents and 

objects that are of importance in order to understand the background and 

development of a given narrative will be included in the analysis. This also includes 

the analysis of the shape that those events, actions, agents and objects take when they 

are selected, arranged and represented by a government representative in the given 

medium. It is also important to analyse which aspects of a certain event are included 

in the text and how and which aspects are excluded. In order to understand these 

aspects, it is crucial to understand the broader context behind a country’s reaction to 

terrorist threats and attacks. This includes the broader political and social discourse 

in the country analysed, e.g. the recent history of the country, immigration, political 

trends etc. This rich body of context enables a deep analysis of the narrative used in 

the given situation. 
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For this work, the interpretation of ‘text’ as ‘any actual instance of language’69 will 

be adopted. This allows the systematic analysis of not only written statements but 

also speeches. Textual analysis for social research is then understood as the analysis 

of the language that is used in the analysed texts seen as an element of social life that 

is linked to other elements of social life. To be able to analyse the aspects of texts, 

this thesis is interested in, aspects of Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) will be 

integrated into the Narrative Analysis approach used in this work. What makes 

Fairclough’s approach the most appropriate one to be integrated into this work is that 

its goal is to find out social effects of texts, for example how they lead to changes in 

beliefs, attitudes, values and ideologies. This will also involve the analysis of other 

factors in the broader context of the texts that contribute to their effectiveness, 

considering the social and discursive nature of texts. To capture a larger picture 

behind communication between government representatives and the population in 

reaction to threats of terror, textual analysis for social research is used to find 

evidence of ways in which the message behind the statements are intended and 

interpreted.70 This includes analysing the explicit content of texts, as will be done as 

part of Lasswell’s Communication Model in the analysis of the message, and 

potential assumptions, which play an important role in political communication. 

When put in context with the analysis of the feedback from the receiver of the 

message these elements of textual analysis enable the assumption of attributions of 

causal effects to texts, which can then be used to develop a hypothesis that can be 

analysed and may lead to representative conclusions that crisis communicators can 

work with in the future. This will help to understand how communication in reaction 

to terror threats functions and to develop ways that help to improve it. 

 

This Narrative Analysis approach is selected for this thesis as it allows the systematic 

examination of other aspects that may influence the social world, such as economic 

aspects or international relations, which both play an important role in the context of 

this thesis. To understand crisis communication in response to terrorist threats or 

attacks, it will be crucial to show how discursive actions affect other social practices 

and vice versa. Only by considering the bigger picture political crisis communication 

																																																								
69 Fairclough, Analysing discourse: Textual analysis for social research, p. 3.  
70 Fairclough, Analysing discourse: Textual analysis for social research, p. 11. 
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can be sufficiently understood.  

 

The goal of the application of Narrative Analysis in this thesis is to highlight 

particular ways in which government representatives verbally respond to terrorist 

threats and attacks and how these could influence social outcomes of crises, e.g. 

whether the government’s response to terrorist attacks could lead to societies moving 

closer together as a whole or whether a political statement could lead to racist 

populism, marginalising minority groups within the national society. To enable this, 

analysing the larger perspective, as supported in Fairclough’s CDA is necessary. 

This includes the socio-political contexts in the countries analysed at the time of the 

statements. Especially political developments such as the influence of opposition 

parties on political discourses and changes in socio-political narratives will be 

important here as well as social and demographic changes caused by internal and 

external factors such as immigration and international conflicts. Contrary to the 

interests of Fairclough and other discourse analysts, the findings of the analysis will 

be used to contribute to the improvement of social control by governments. Since 

CDA is designed to lay open the given existing measures of social control and how 

these could be resisted, which will be an important aspect of this project, several 

aspects of Fairclough’s approach will be included. The most important one will be 

the role of Social Actors in statements. However, it will not be the main tool used in 

this work. 

 

Cultural standards will be analysed mainly in the linguistic part, as part of the 

Narrative Analysis, where special focus will be put on terminology used to describe 

attackers, victims and other social agents, analysing which cultural standards may 

have influenced the way an event was communicated, e.g. direct or indirect 

communication, importance of religious aspects etc. This part of the analysis will be 

included in the Narrative Analysis used in this work and mainly applied in the 

comparative analysis between the statements given by representatives of the different 

governments, which will form the final step of the analysis. The goal is to point out 

to which extent government representatives stick to their culturally given standards 
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in times of crisis and to which extent these may lead to differences regarding the 

content of messages between the countries analysed.  

 

In a nutshell, the Narrative Analyses of the UK, French and German government 

statements in reaction to terrorist threats and attacks will be conducted in each one of 

the countries in order to point out strengths and weaknesses of the government 

communication. To support the results of this method, broader socio-political 

contexts and reactions to government statements in reaction to terrorist threats or 

attacks, such as trends in the social media platform Twitter, and changes in approval 

ratings in the countries analysed will be considered. The comparison of the research 

results will then be used to point out two major aspects: the main cultural influences 

and norms that determine the ways in which crises are communicated by 

governments of countries under threat, the issues that need to be considered when 

communicating terrorist threats and what the exact purpose of the communication is. 

In reaction to recent developments in Western societies, this data will also be used to 

examine how government communication can help to prevent the spread of prejudice 

against Muslim minorities in the countries affected by the threat of Islamic terrorism. 

Using all these research results a crisis communication approach considering each 

aspect of this research will be developed for the use of governments in reaction to 

(potential) Islamic terrorist attacks. 
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4. Terrorist attacks and Government Statements in response 

a. United Kingdom 

i. London bombings 07/07/2005 

1. Political and Social Context  

The aim of this context section is to analyse and explain what the situation in the 

United Kingdom was like before and immediately after the London bombings on 7 

July 2005. Emphasis will be put on the political situation, domestically and in 

international relations in the Labour government of Prime Minister (PM) Tony Blair. 

However, general sentiments within the UK population and how those were affected 

immediately after the bombings will also be analysed. All these factors build the 

foundation for the narrative analysis of Tony Blair’s statement in response to the 

attacks and the reactions by the public and other players.  

 

Two months before the 7/7 London bombings, on 5 May 2005, Labour led by PM 

Tony Blair won the general election in the United Kingdom.71 After an ‘ugly’72, 

close race Labour ended up with 355 out of 646 seats in the House of Commons but 

with only 35.2% at the popular vote, the lowest of any majority government in the 

history of the UK electoral system. The Conservatives and Unionist Party held 198 

seats and the Liberal Democrats 62 seats.73 The Director-General of the MI5 at the 

time was Eliza Manningham-Buller who led the security service from 2002 until 

2007.74 The Chief of the British Secret Intelligence Service (MI6) was Sir John 

Scarlett, active in this position from 2004 until 2009.75  

 

Between January and the beginning of July PM Tony Blair’s approval ratings 

increased with only a very minor set back in February from 33% to 44%.76 One 

reason for the increase in approval ratings may have been the hope for changes in 

Tony Blair’s third term as PM and the bid for the Olympic games. Nevertheless, 

even though Blair was re-elected, the MP’s approval ratings, as well as support for 

Labour, were still quite low at the time of 7 July 2005.     

																																																								
71 A. Seldon, P. Snowdon, D. Collings, Blair Unbound (London, Simon and Schuster, 2007), pp. 331 – 350.  
72 T. Blair, A Journey (London, Random House, 2010) p. 511.  
73 ‘2005 General election results summary’, UK Political Info, 5 May 2005, at http://www.ukpolitical.info/2005.htm [accessed 
January 2018]. 
74  ‘Eliza Manningham-Buller, Baroness Manningham-Buller (Director General 2002 – 07)’, Secuity Service MI5, at 
https://www.mi5.gov.uk/eliza-manningham-buller-baroness-manningham-buller [accessed January 2018]. 
75 ‘Sir John Scarlett KCMG OBE’, RUSI, at https://rusi.org/people/scarlett-kcmg-obe [accessed January 2018]. 
76 J. Singer, M. Champion, ‘Hawks in Congress, not Tony Blair, May Benefit From Foiled Threat’, The Wall Street Journal, 12 
August 2006, at https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB115534578253134033 [accessed January 2018].  
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One of the main reasons for the division within British society that led to the low 

support for Labour and Tony Blair as PM was the involvement of British troops in 

Iraq and Afghanistan.77 British Forces were operating in Afghanistan in cooperation 

with the US military between 2001 and 2014 to fight the Taliban and Al-Qaeda78 and 

in Iraq under operation Telic between 19 March 2003 and 22 May 2011.79 Both 

missions were launched under Tony Blair’s government and especially the Iraq 

intervention led to strong criticism from parts of the British population.80 Especially 

the abuse scandal involving British soldiers stationed in Iraq that led to the arrest of 

three British soldiers on 26 February 2005 81  caused outrage from the British 

population and influenced the decline in support for Tony Blair’s government. While 

support for the operation Telic was with more than 60% of the respondents saying 

that it was right to invade Iraq quite strong amongst the UK population at the 

beginning, it quickly declined and by 2005 only 35% of the respondents still 

supported the operation while 53 to 56% considered the invasion of Iraq wrong.82  

 

From the very beginning of his time as PM Tony Blair tried to influence the general 

discourse of what Britishness means and by pointing out the importance of tolerance 

for minority groups within British society he helped to establish a diverse, open-

minded image of Great Britain.83 In a speech to the International Convention on 

Sikhism in Birmingham in 1999, shortly after nail bomb attacks in Brixton and Soho 

Tony Blair pointed out the importance of the New Britain when he said that ‘today 

we take pride in an identity, limited by the geography of the country, but within that 

																																																								
77 See D. Coates, J. Krieger, ‘The Mistake Heard Round the World: Iraq and the Blair Legacy’, in T. Casey (ed.), The Blair 
Legacy: Politics, Policy, Governance, and Foreign Affairs (New York, Palgrave Macmillan, 2009), pp. 247 – 259; C. Kennedy-
Pipe, R. Vickers, “’Blowback’ for Britain?: Blair, Bush and the war in Iraq”, Review of International Studies, 33/2 (2007), pp. 
205 – 221; S. P. Kramer, ‘Blair’s Britain after Iraq’, Foreign Affairs, 82/4 (2003), pp. 90 – 104. 
78 ‘UK troops in Afghanistan: Timeline of Key events’, BBC News, 22 December 2015, at http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-
35159951 [accessed January 2018]. 
79  ‘UK’s Operation Telic mission in Iraq ends’, BBC News, 22 May 2011, at http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-13488078 
[accessed January 2018]. See also A. Campbell, The Blair Years (London, Hutchinson, 2007), pp. 561 – 566, 569 – 588; L. 
Freedman, “Defence” in A. Seldon (ed.), Blair’s Britain 1997 – 2007 (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2007), pp. 626 
– 629.  
80 Blair, A Journey, p. 424. 
81  M. Smith, ‘Three Iraqi abuse soldiers are jailed and kicked out of Army’, The Telegraph, 26 February 2005, at 
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/middleeast/iraq/1484415/Three-Iraqi-abuse-soldiers-are-jailed-and-kicked-out-of-
Army.html [accessed January 2018]. 
82 ‘Iraq Trends’, YouGov, March 2013, at http://cdn.yougov.com/cumulus_uploads/document/raghpsamv0/YG-Archives-Pol-
Trackers-Iraq-130313.pdf [accessed January 2018].  
This sentiment may have influenced Tony Blair’s public appearance at that time and especially after the 7/7 bombings. Some 
even argue that the Iraq campaign destroyed Blair’s credibility and led to the decrease in support for Labour. See: ‘Public 
opinion, legitimacy and Tony Blair’s war in Iraq’, Democratic Audit UK, 7 July 2017, at 
http://www.democraticaudit.com/2017/07/07/long-read-public-opinion-legitimacy-and-tony-blairs-war-in-iraq/ [accessed 
January 2018]. 
83 S. Croft, Securitizing Islam – Identity and the Search for Security (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2012), p. 159. 
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country, open to all whatever their colour, religion or ethnic background’84. Even 

though the speech was not explicitly directed at the Muslim population of Great 

Britain, it shows the PM’s tolerant understanding of Britishness. This point was 

further underlined in Blair’s speech to the Muslim Council of Britain in 1999, where 

he pointed out the government’s role in supporting minority communities. There he 

said that ‘we have a long way to go both at home and abroad to promote tolerance, 

conquer racism, and give all religions, faiths and cultures the chance to thrive, but if 

anything is worth fighting for it is a society of shared values and a belief in human 

dignity’85. Both speeches show how PM Tony Blair understood and aimed to 

influence the general understanding of Britishness since the beginning of his time as 

PM. His statements in reaction to the 7/7 bombings show that his interpretation of 

what it means to be British at the end of the 20th and beginning of the 21st century did 

not change after the UK started facing a new threat that would later be discussed 

under the term “new terrorism”.86  However, the public discourse shifted back 

towards more conservative interpretations of Britishness in reaction to the increasing 

fear of Al-Qaeda attacks after 9/11 and even more after 7/7.87  

 

Two days after Great Britain celebrated the success of the UK’s Olympic bid for the 

Olympic games 2012 in the streets of London and one day after the UK welcomed 

the leaders of the G8 nations for the G8 summit in Gleneagles, Scotland, four 

individuals travelled from Leeds, West Yorkshire to London. 88  They carried 

backpacks full of explosives and killed 56 and injured more than 700 people in the 

tube and a bus in central London between 08:49am and 09:47am.89  

 

By the time Tony Blair arrived at Downing Street and gave his statement in response 

to the terrorist attacks the only certain information the PM and his team had was that 

the attackers were acting on behalf of the Al-Qaeda network. It was uncertain 

																																																								
84 T. Blair, ‘Prime Minister’s Speech to the International Convention on Sikhism’, 2 May 1999, at www.number10.gov.uk 
[accessed January 2018]. 
85 T. Blair, ‘Prime Minister’s Speech to the Muslim Council of Britain’, 5 May 1999, at www.number10.gov.uk [accessed 
January 2018].  
86 S. Spencer, “Immigration” in A. Seldon (ed.), Blair’s Britain 1997 – 2007 (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2007), 
pp. 356 – 358. 
87 For more information regarding the relationship between the 7/7 attacks and Al-Qaeda see B. Hoffman, “The 7 July 2005 
London Bombings” in B. Hoffman, F. Reinares (eds.), The Evolution of the Global Terrorist Threat: From 9/11 to Osama bin 
Laden’s Death (New York, Columbia University Press, 2014), pp. 192 – 223. 
88 A. Seldon, P. Snowdon, D. Collings, Blair Unbound, pp. 372 - 378. 
89  C-A. Taylor, ‘7/7 bombings: 13 facts that capture the horror of the London bombings’, Metro, 7 July 2015, at 
http://metro.co.uk/2015/07/07/77-bombings-13-facts-that-capture-the-horror-of-the-london-bombings-5282952/ [accessed 
January 2018]. 
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whether more attacks were planned to be carried out in London or elsewhere in the 

UK and who carried out the attacks, whether the attackers were British or from 

abroad and what their reasons for the attacks were.  

 

According to several people present at a private meeting of Labour MPs on 6 July 

2005, less than 24 hours before the suicide bombings in London, Dame Eliza 

Manningham-Buller said that there was no immediate terrorist threat to London nor 

other parts of the UK.90 This is further underlined in the Coroner’s Inquests into the 

London bombings of July 200591 and thus shows that the MI5 and the British 

government and its PM were unprepared when the attacks were carried out.92  

 

At the night of 7 July, PM Blair returned to the G8 summit in Gleneagles with the 

intention to show Al-Qaeda and the rest of the world that terrorism could not stop the 

UK from playing its role in the international world of politics.93 In most parts, the G8 

summit was a success for the UK government.94 Agreements on points important to 

the Blair administration, such as a comprehensive plan of action for African nations, 

dialogue about climate change issues and a package to support the Palestinian 

Authority were made.95 Besides Blair’s statement in reaction to the 7/7 attacks the 

successes of London being chosen as the host of the Olympic games 2012 and the 

outcome of the G8 summit need to be considered as factors of influence on the 

public’s support of the PM and his administration.  

 

On the day of the bombings, claims of responsibility for the terrorist attacks by a 

group linked to Osama bin Laden were found on the Internet. The Telegraph wrote 

the morning after “Al Qa’eda brings terror to the heart of London”96.  

 

																																																								
90 I. Cobain, D. Henecke, R. Norton-Taylor, ‘MI5 told MPs on eve of 7/7: no imminent terror threat’, The Guardian, 9 January 
2007, at https://www.theguardian.com/politics/2007/jan/09/july7.uksecurity [accessed January 2018]. 
91 ‘Coroner’s Inquest into the London bombings of 7 July 2005: Review of progress’, HM Government, May 2012, at 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/97988/inquest-7-7-progress-
report.pdf [accessed April 2019].  
92 M. de Goede, ‘Preemption contested: Suspect spaces and preventability in the July 7 inquest’, Political Geography, 39 
(2014), pp. 48 – 57. 
93 Blair, A Journey, p. 569.  
94 A. Seldon, P. Snowdon, D. Collings, Blair Unbound, pp. 378 – 381. 
95 Blair, A Journey, pp. 569 – 570. 
96  ‘Al Qa’eda brings terror to the heart of London’, The Telegraph, 08 July 2005, at 
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/uknews/1493592/Al-Qaeda-brings-terror-to-the-heart-of-London.html [accessed January 
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Investigations later showed that the bombers were Mohammad Sidique Khan (30), 

Shehzad Tanweer (22) and Hasib Hussain (18), all from Leeds and Germaine 

Lindsay (19) from Luton. The oldest attacker, Sidique, was seen as the ringleader. 

He, Tanweer and Hussain were born in England and grew up in Muslim families. 

Lindsay was born in Jamaica and moved to Huddersfield with his family where he 

converted to Islam in 2000 under the influence of the extremist preacher Abdallah al-

Faisal.97 The first information about the origins of three of the four attackers was 

revealed by the police five days after the attacks, on 12 July 2005. Simon Jeffery and 

Mat Smith of The Guardian wrote that night that “London bombs were ‘first British 

suicide attacks’”98. Two days before the police revealed this information David 

Leppard and Nick Fielding already wrote for Sunday Times that “intelligence experts 

and Islamic leaders agree that Thursday, July 7 marks the bloody emergence of 

home-grown Islamic terrorism in Britain rather than the arrival of Al-Qaeda’s 

bombers on these shores”99.  

 

When the public became aware of the fact that the attackers were all British citizens, 

parts of the population grew suspicious towards British Muslims. This change in 

discourse from the by Tony Blair initiated tolerant interpretation of Britishness with 

strong support for minority communities to a more conservative and prejudiced 

perspective is strongly notable in the Daily Mail article by Deborah Davies from 10 

August 2006, where she claims that “it is now our own home-grown kids who are the 

biggest threat to their fellow countrymen. We’re now witnessing Al Qaeda’s third 

generation in action”100.  

 

This shift in how members of the majority group within Britain thought about one of 

the minority groups in the country, Muslim communities, was also seen in anti-

Muslim incidents recorded after the 7/7 attacks. The Metropolitan Police reported a 

strong increase in faith-related hate crimes. Most of those verbal or minor physical 

assaults directed at members of Muslim communities, but there were also attacks on 

																																																								
97 S. Connor, L. Rodgers, S. Qurashi, ‘7 July London bombings: What happened that day?, BBC News, 3 July 2015, at 
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-33253598 [accessed January 2018].  
98  S. Jeffrey, M. Smith, ‘London bombs ‘were first British suicide attacks’’, The Guardian, 12 July 2005, at 
https://www.theguardian.com/uk/2005/jul/12/july7.uksecurity6 [accessed January 2018]. 
99 D. Leppard, N. Fielding, ‘The Hate’, Sunday Times, 10 July 2005, at www.timesonline.co.uk [accessed January 2018].  
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mosques and other property.101  Increases in racially and religiously motivated 

crimes after 7/7 were also reported from Liverpool102, Scotland103 as well as North 

and South East Wales104. The Institute for Race Relations (IRR) also stated that 

racially and religiously motivated crimes increased all around the UK immediately 

after it became clear that the 7/7 incidents were terrorist attacks, even before the 

attackers were identified.105 Even though an increase in racially and religiously 

motivated crimes does not represent the general sentiment of the majority group 

within the UK as much as popular newspaper articles and opinion polls might, it can 

be the tip of an iceberg of negative prejudices against certain groups within 

society.106  

 

Being aware of these potential tendencies Tony Blair considered it important to point 

out the importance of unity within the UK regardless of ethnicity and religion, 

paying special tribute to the Muslim population in his Downing Street statement after 

the 7/7 London bombings. While preparing for his statement he decided it would be 

important to point out the Olympic spirits of diversity and multiculturalism, values 

that were regarded as the main reasons why London was elected to host the Olympic 

games 2012.107 

 

To conclude, the situation in UK politics and general sentiments before and 

immediately after the 7/7 bombings in London show that the British government 

under PM Tony Blair was taken by surprise since MI5 was not expecting an 

immediate threat of terrorist attacks in London or elsewhere in the UK. Even though 

the Blair administration lost support due to its involvement in Afghanistan and Iraq, 

the summer of 2005 started successfully for Tony Blair. Winning the bid for the 
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Olympic games 2012 showed the national and global population that London is a 

diverse and multinational city and was widely celebrated in Great Britain. Hosting 

the G8 summit in Scotland showed that the UK is still an influential global player. 

The 7/7 attacks threatened the liberal, open-minded and multicultural idea of 

Britishness and it was Tony Blair’s responsibility to communicate the right values 

and interpretations of the events to protect the unity within the British population, 

especially between the majority group and the Muslim minority.  

 
2. Narrative Analysis of Political Statement 

The sender 

On Monday 11 July 2005, four days after the now known as 7/7 bombings in 

London, Prime Minister Tony Blair made his first Commons statement on the 

attacks.108 That makes Tony Blair in Lasswell’s Communication Model the sender. 

Being the PM makes Tony Blair in this setting answerable to the members of the 

House of Commons. The PM must maintain the support of the House of Commons 

in order to maintain the power that enables him to implement the decisions he and 

his party consider necessary. Especially after unprecedented events like the London 

bombings, the reactions to the PM’s statement can have crucial effects on national 

political decisions in reaction to such events. This puts the sender under high 

pressure to convince the MPs of his idea of a post-7/7 course of action. Even though 

Blair’s approval ratings had continuously increased since February 2005, a support 

of 44% of the population still meant that a large part of the population was not 

standing behind their PM.109 The London bombings could therefore have been an 

opportunity for Blair to improve his public image, but it also meant that he had to be 

particularly careful in his choice of messages and ways to communicate them since a 

soft decline in public support would have made it even harder for Blair to legitimise 

his post-7/7 policies.  

 

In the following part of this chapter, the message itself, as well as the medium and 

the receiver, will be analysed before a closer look will be put on the feedback and 

reactions to the statement.  
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The message      

Tony Blair starts his statement by pointing out the horror of the event that occurred 

in London the previous Thursday. In the very first sentence, he describes the 

bombings as ‘terrorist attacks’. The connotation of the term ‘terrorist attack’ changed 

throughout history and since the Al-Qaeda led actions in New York City and the 

Pentagon on September 11 2001 and its political reactions by the USA and its allies 

the broader public mainly understood terrorist attacks as politically motivated attacks 

carried out by Muslim extremist organisations.110 By using the term ‘terrorist attacks’ 

Blair does not merely describe the event but judges it. Hereby he immediately puts 

the context of his statement in a particular frame and awakens recent memories about 

events that shocked many members of the western world.  

 

In this first paragraph, Blair expresses his sympathy for the victims and their 

relatives. By mentioning the number of dead and injured, he further underlines the 

extent of the bombings. The PM also mentions one of the main Social Actors that 

were directly involved in the attacks, the ‘victims’, the ‘innocent’. Further Social 

Actors described in the first paragraph are the victim’s ‘families’ and the members of 

the House of Commons, referred to as ‘we’. In the last sentence of the first 

paragraph, the PM creates the core of the in-group in this constellation by including 

the victims of the bombings and their families into the group of Social Actors 

referred to as ‘we’. He explains that they are united and points out the common 

values that are according to Tony Blair shared by the MPs, the victims of the 

bombings and their families as well as the majority of the British population: the 

British ‘way of life’, ‘tolerance’ and ‘respect for others’. Naming these according to 

the PM common grounds that he uses to create an in-group support the interpretation 

of Britishness that Tony Blair constructed since the beginning of his premiership.111 

Pointing out the values of ‘tolerance’ and ‘respect for others’ can also be interpreted 

as preventive measures, where the government is aiming to keep society united in 

reaction to the attacks and not to develop prejudices against minority groups, in this 

case most likely Muslim communities, by nudging them in the hope that they will 

live up to the compliments. In the same sentence he also states that ‘our country will 

not be defeated by such terror but will defeat it’. This could be interpreted as a first 
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attempt to subtly defend his government’s decision to participate in the so-called 

wars on terror in Iraq and Afghanistan.  

 

In the second paragraph, Tony Blair thanks the professionals that helped in different 

ways right after the bombs exploded. He praises their work and includes them in the 

in-group of the people reacting to the attacks. He then praises the citizens of London 

for their ‘stoicism’, ‘resilience’ and their ‘undaunted spirit’. By doing so the PM 

includes Londoners in the in-group. The way he praises them, four days after the 7/7 

bombings and therefore probably too early to have analysed societal changes as a 

result of the attacks, could again be seen as a form of nudging by the PM in order to 

ensure rational and for all members of society safe reactions by all kinds of 

Londoners. By saying that ‘at the moment of terror striking, when the eyes of the 

world were upon them, they responded and continued to respond with a defiance and 

a strength that are universally admired’ Blair further nudges Londoners in the way 

the government wants them to behave. By claiming that ‘the eyes of the world were 

upon them’ he also again points out the extent of the attack.  

 

After mentioning and expressing support for as well as praising members of what 

can be regarded as the in-group, Blair summarises the events of the attacks of the 

morning of July 7 2005. 

 

At the beginning of the third paragraph, Tony Blair introduces another social actor, 

‘Islamist extremist terrorists’. Besides the negative connotations behind the words 

‘Islamist extremist terrorists’, he further degrades this social actor by saying that they 

are ‘of the kind who […] have been responsible for so many innocent deaths […]’. 

Hereby the PM creates the out-group, personalities that are described as the opposite 

of what is considered British, the in-group in this case.  Since at the time of his first 

Commons statement after the bomb attacks in London it was not proven that the 

bombs were detonated by members of a terrorist organisation, Blair says that ‘it 

seems probable’ that this was the case. Therefore, he is aware that he was making an 

assumption. In the following sentence he mentions 11 countries that were targeted by 

Islamist extremists, and thus uses this assumption to express that London and Great 

Britain are not the only country targeted by Islamist extremists, which implies that it 

is not particularly the British culture or politics of Blair’s government that led to 
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London being attacked, but that pretty much any country could be the target of 

Islamist extremist violence and that it unfortunately happened to be Great Britain on 

that day. At the end of the sentence he mentions ‘New York on September 11’, an 

event that is by most people in the western world still remembered as a horrific 

attack on western values and therefore underlines what he said at the end of the first 

paragraph, that the British people are ‘united in our determination that our country 

will not be defeated by such terror but will defeat it and emerge from this horror with 

our values, our way of life, our tolerance and respect for others, undiminished’. 

Further mentioning 9/11 awakens a threat of Islamist terror that has been 

continuously communicated by many western politicians and media and was used as 

a justification for the so-called war on terror in Afghanistan and Iraq, which Blair’s 

administration decided to participate in.112  

 

Blair then points out the goal of the investigations, saying that ‘we will pursue those 

responsible not just the perpetrators but the planners of this outrage, wherever they 

are and we will not rest until they are identified, and as far as humanly possible, 

brought to justice’. This may have been important to mention as a first measure for 

preventing a decrease in faith in the Blair administration. By referring to the people 

running the investigations as ‘we’, he includes himself in the social actor that is 

working to find the members of the social group that were involved in the attacks, 

here described as ‘perpetrators’ and ‘planners’, and together as ‘they’. Therefore, in 

this part of the statement, he mentions for the first time explicitly the in-group/out-

group relationship as ‘we’ against ‘them’.  

 

Tony Blair then continues by saying that the two social actors, police and 

intelligence services had as far as ‘I know […] no intelligence specific enough to 

have allowed them to prevent last Thursday’s attacks’. By saying that he primarily 

protects himself and his administration by pointing out that he could not have done 

anything because he had not been provided with any information that could have 

helped to make decisions and take actions to prevent the bombings.  
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In the next sentence, he further strengthens the in-group/out-group interpretation of 

the events by protecting the services and police and condemning the attacks. Blair 

refers to threats like the London bombings as ‘new and awful terrorist threat’ and 

hereby he also differentiates Islamist extremist violence from IRA violence, a form 

of political violence British governments, intelligent services and police have been 

very familiar with.113  

 

Tony Blair then underlines his involvement in the investigations after 7/7 by telling 

that he attended a Cabinet Office Briefing Room A (COBRA) meeting the morning 

before the statement.  

 

After having explained the determination to bring the people involved in the London 

bombings to justice, the PM expresses the government’s concern for the ‘families of 

the victims’ of the attacks. Here he expresses the empathy of the government by 

describing this social actor as ‘all of us’ while the families of the victims are 

described as ‘them’. He then goes into depth in describing actions that will be taken 

by the government to take care of the families of the victims. What stands out here is 

that he talks about what the government is ‘trying to do’, while, when talking about 

actions taken in order to find the people involved in the bombings, Blair always says 

‘we will’. One reason for this choice of words could be that Tony Blair keeps the 

actions that will be taken by police and intelligent services rather broad so that its 

outcomes cannot be measured precisely while he describes in detail what will be 

done for the families of the victims of the bombings and the outcomes of these 

measures could be measured emotionally, for example by expressions of sentiments 

of relatives of victims in the weeks and months after the attacks that go public.  

 

Following the part of the statement where Blair is addressing the families of the 

victims, he explains the process of formal identification of the victims and why this 

has not been completed at that point. He explains that in other countries that were 

affected by similar attacks mistakes had been made in identifying the victims. This 

explanation is interesting since it could be interpreted that it hints once more, that the 

attackers did not necessarily choose London because of something particularly 
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relatable to the politics of the Blair administration, but that many countries have been 

affected by that kind of political violence and that London just happened to be the 

target by chance. In the same part, he also explains that the British government has 

learned from other government’s mistakes and will not make the same mistakes. He 

then continues mentioning that the ongoing actions taken require some patience, 

expressing that he would like the process to be quicker but that ‘the only wise course 

is to follow precisely the advice of coroner and police’. Hereby he says that he 

cannot influence this aspect of work and therefore guides the responsibility for this 

particular, quite important, task away from himself and his government to larger 

bodies within which it is harder to hold individuals publicly responsible.  

 

Blair then introduces another influential social actor, Her Majesty the Queen, who 

will attend a memorial service for the victims of the attacks. The PM may have 

decided to include the Queen and mention her in his statement for two reasons. First, 

she is the Queen of the United Kingdom and should therefore be included in events 

of national scale, but second, his cooperation with the Queen may also give Blair and 

his government sympathy from members of the House of Commons as well as 

members of the broader population, that may not support Blair’s politics but 

appreciate the unity between the government and the Queen after what many see as 

an attack on British way of life and culture. Before Blair starts talking about political 

action, he mentions that two minutes silence will be held later in the week, which 

‘will be an opportunity for the nation to unite in remembrance’. Here again, Blair 

points out the importance of unity in the nation. This unity could be interpreted as a 

unity behind PM Tony Blair and his politics in the so-called war on terror including 

the involvement in Afghanistan and Iraq as well as other anti-terror legislations, one 

of which is mentioned in the next part of the statement. Blair talks here about the 

passage of the Prevention and Terrorism Act earlier in 2005 and reminds the 

audience that he and his party pledged to introduce another terrorism bill that would 

give an opportunity ‘to see whether there are additional powers which they [police 

and intelligence services] might need to prevent further attacks’. Hereby Tony Blair 

uses the statement to promote his party’s anti-terror politics that may include more 

surveillance rights for police and intelligence services, which may be regarded 

differently after 7/7 than before by members of the opposition and broader public. By 

saying ‘might need to prevent further attacks’ he refers to the London bombings and 



Dominik Hamm 

dhamm02@qub.ac.uk 

	

	 50	

therefore probably aims at the emotions of MPs and public and underlines the 

urgency for the passage of new laws.  

 

Tony Blair then introduces the next social actor, the home secretary who ‘pledged to 

publish the bill for pre-legislative scrutiny in the autumn’. This way, he further 

pushes the process of passing legislation his government has been working on before 

the London bombings.114 Blair points out that at his then state of knowledge the 

bombings did not lead to any changes in that plan by saying that he does not ‘see any 

reason to depart from that timetable’. In the following sentence he explains that ‘if 

the fuller picture about these incidents emerges and the investigation proceeds, it 

becomes clear that there are powers which the police and intelligence agencies need 

immediately to combat terrorism, it is plainly sensible to reserve the right to return to 

Parliament with an accelerated timetable’. This reserves him the opportunity to push 

the passing of the legislation ahead.  

 

In the next part of his statement, he expresses his appreciation for the international 

support for London and the ‘complete solidarity’ of the G8 leaders. This could be 

seen as a message directed at people that may have seen Britain weakened by the 

attacks. The aim of the message might have been to point out that the strongest 

nations in the world support the politics of the UK government and the British way 

of life and condemn the ideologies and actions of radical extremists. This is 

underlined by mentioning the ‘resolution of condemnation of the terrorist and 

support for Britain’ that was passed by the UN Security Council and the resolution of 

support from the International Olympic Committee. Mentioning the International 

Olympic Committee could be regarded as a subtle reminder of Blair’s latest political 

success, getting London elected as the host for the Olympic games 2012, two days 

before the attacks. By forwarding the comments of the G8 leaders that were amazed 

by the courage of London and its people he once more compliments the people of 

London and explicitly underlines the importance of unity that he mentioned before. 

The PM also mentions the ‘immediate offers of help from all the world’s main 

intelligence agencies’ and says that an EU justice and home affairs council would 

																																																								
114 J. Blackbourn, ‘Governmental response to the use of political violence by terrorist organisations: A comparative case study 
of the Omagh bomb and the July 7th London bombings’, in paper presented as part of the “Perspectives on Power” Conference 
run by Quest, at http://www.qub.ac.uk/sites/QUEST/JournalIssues/ [accessed April 2019].  
 



Dominik Hamm 

dhamm02@qub.ac.uk 

	

	 51	

take place in the days after the statement. Thus, Blair introduces a strong group of 

social actors in this part of the statement that strengthen the message that most of the 

strongest countries in the world stand behind Britain and could even be interpreted as 

threatening not only the people that were somehow involved in planning and 

organising the London bombings but everyone who follows similar ideologies.  

 

After explaining the planned political reactions of the government to the London 

attacks and introducing global actors that stand behind the UK in their fight against 

radical extremists and political violence he points out the historical significance of 

the events and expresses his empathy once again by saying that ‘the July 7 will 

always be remembered as a day of terrible sadness for our country and for London’. 

He then refers to the earlier explained ‘stoicism, resilience and sheer undaunted 

spirit’ and ‘steely determination that is genuinely remarkable’. Hereby Blair also 

sends a message to the people and organisations that may sympathise with the idea of 

political violence with the goal of changing the British way of life and politics by 

expressing that it took the city and the people of London only a short time get back 

on their feet and are not intimidated by the attacks.  

 

In the last part of the statement Blair explains how much London changed since the 

end of World War Two and thereby underlines the values of tolerance and respect for 

others, which he already mentioned at the beginning of the statement, by explaining 

that today’s London is ‘a city of many cultures, faiths and races’. However, he then 

also explains similarities between London 2005 and London right after world war 

two by talking about ‘a confident spirit which moves through the city, enabling it to 

take the blow but still not flinch from re-asserting its will to triumph over adversity’. 

He concludes that ‘Britain may be different today but the coming together is the 

same’. This part of the statement may be particularly directed at MPs and general 

members of the population that were still struggling to adapt to modern-day London 

by referring to more conservative British values and applying them to the present 

situation. The main goal of this sentence, therefore, might again be to point out the 

importance of unity amongst all kinds of Britain’s inhabitants and to prevent the 

development or growth of prejudices against minorities. To further strengthen this 

message, he then directs the next few sentences directly at the Muslim community in 

the UK. He says that ‘people know full well that the overwhelming majority of 
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Muslims stand four square with every other community in Britain’. Blair’s second 

intention behind this sentence may be similar to the intention he had when he 

mentioned the ‘stoicism, resilience, and sheer undaunted spirit’ of the Londoners 

after the attacks, which is to nudge the target group into behaving in a certain way by 

saying that one has the impression that they are already behaving in an ideal way, 

hoping that they will live up to the praise. The assumption that this was Blair’s 

intention in this case is strengthened by his own comments in A Journey where he 

mentions that he had doubts about how some of the leaders of the Muslim 

community in Britain would confront the kind of extremism that lead to the attacks 

in London.115 What is also interesting about this sentence is that Blair introduces 

another social actor, the Muslim community of Great Britain. However, even though 

they are according to Blair part of the UK, his statement allows the assumption that 

they are not completely part of the in-group. This assumption strengthens with the 

continuation of the statement, where he says: ‘We were proud of your contribution to 

Britain before last Thursday. We remain proud of it today. Fanaticism is not a state 

of religion but a state of mind. We will work with you to make the moderate and true 

voice of Islam heard as it should be.’ There are two interesting points to discuss in 

these sentences.  

 

First, Blair differentiates between the non-Muslims of Great Britain (‘we’), 

presumably the white, western European Brits and the Muslim community of Great 

Britain (‘you’). This makes it clearer that the social actor the Muslim community is 

not part of the in-group but rather an external actor that contributes to some extent to 

the general, by the in-group managed, society.  

 

Second, ‘We will work with you to make the moderate and true voice of Islam heard 

as it should be’ relies on the assumption that at that point in time the ‘moderate and 

true voice of Islam’ was not ‘heard as it should be’ in Great Britain. Blair could have 

meant that the London bombings overshadowed the understanding of Islam as a 

moderate religion. However, that would still contradict with the previous statement 

saying that ‘people know full well that the overwhelming majority of Muslims stand 

four square with every other community in Britain. Also, ‘we will work with you…’ 

																																																								
115 Blair, A Journey, p. 568 - 569. 
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could in this context be understood as the in-group showing the out-group how it 

wants them to live their faith. It implies that the current way is not accepted.  

 

In the final sentence of his statement, Tony Blair summarises the main points he 

mentioned at the very beginning of the statement, repeating that terrorists will never 

destroy the British way of life and that the in-group (‘we’) will defend its shared 

values and prevail over the out-group (‘terrorists’). 

 

The medium 

The medium was Blair’s statement at the House of Commons. Other audiences than 

the members of the House of Commons received the message either via television, 

radio, newspapers or websites. Therefore, the people of the United Kingdom should 

be considered as part of the main audience of the statement. International audiences 

also received parts of the contents of the statement through television, radio, 

newspapers and websites. However, since their reactions to Blair’s statement would 

not have as direct consequences for the UK government as reactions by members of 

the House of Commons and the general UK population would, international 

audiences are not considered the main audience and will therefore not be analysed in 

this thesis. Since TV stations and newspapers reach the largest audiences emphasis 

will be put on these media in this analysis.  

 

Unfortunately, at the time of writing, not much data about the broadcasting time 

during the weeks after the London bombings on 7 July 2005 is available. However, 

the general data available should help to develop a broad understanding of the 

reporting of PM Tony Blair’s statement in British television. Amongst the channels 

with news programs, the largest shares of viewers in the UK in 2010116  were: BBC 

One (58%), followed by ITV/UTV/STV (16%), BBC News Channel (12%), Sky News 

Channel (7%) and Channel 4 (3%).117 These channels reported Blair’s statements in 

reaction to the 7/7 London bombings to an audience of approximately 25 million 

households.118 National newspapers in the UK also reported extracts of the content of 

Blair’s statements. In 2005 the daily newspapers in the UK with the highest 
																																																								
116 The earliest data available was from 2010.  
117  Jigsaw Research, ‘News Consumption in the UK: 2018’, Ofcom, at 
https://www.ofcom.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0024/116529/news-consumption-2018.pdf [accessed April 2019].  
118  ‘Total number of TV households in the United Kingdom from 2004 to 2018 (in millions)’, statista, at 
https://www.statista.com/statistics/269969/number-of-tv-households-in-the-uk/ [accessed April 2019].  
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circulation were the conservative Sun (3,062,000 copies)119, the conservative Daily 

Mail (2,237,000 copies)120, the conservative Daily Telegraph (857,000 copies)121 and 

the centre-left Guardian (336,000 copies)122. International audiences also received 

abstracts of Blair’s statements via newspapers, television and radio stations.  

 

3. Analysis of public reactions 

The receiver 

The receivers of Tony Blair’s first Commons statement after the bomb attacks in 

London are the MPs as well as the public that will read and hear about the statement 

via television, radio newspapers and websites. The public needs to be divided into 

several groups. The first group is the general British population, another group is the 

Muslim community in the UK. These groups are strictly separated from each other, 

depending on the context members of one group can be part of the other group, e.g. 

members of the Muslim community can be regarded as members as the general 

British population. However, in the context of the UK after 7/7, in many cases a line 

was drawn that separates the two groups and therefore excludes potential members of 

the group of the general British population. International audiences are also 

considered receivers as the political reactions to the 7/7 bombings were followed by 

news stations all around the world. However, in this analysis, emphasis will be put 

on the domestic audiences.  

 

Feedback  

Before 7/7 PM Tony Blair’s approval ratings had increased from 33% in January 

2005 to 44% at the beginning of July.123 Immediately after the 7/7 attacks the 

satisfaction with Blair as PM started to decline and continued to do so until 

September where only 30% of the population was satisfied with their PM. During the 

month of the London bombings, Blair’s approval ratings already declined by 4%. 

The decline of 14% between July and September 2005 may not be a strong indicator 

																																																								
119 ‘Circulation of the Sun in the United Kingdom (UK) from 1st half 2003 to 2nd half 2016 (in 1,000 copies)’, statista, at 
https://www.statista.com/statistics/288206/circulation-trend-of-the-sun-newspaper-uk/ [accessed April 2019].  
120 ‘Circulation of the Daily Mail in the United Kingdom (UK) from 1st half 2003 to 2nd half 2016 (in 1,000 copies)’, statista, at 
https://www.statista.com/statistics/288261/circulation-trend-of-the-daily-mail-newspaper-uk/ [accessed April 2019].  
121 ‘Circulation of the Daily Telegraph in the United Kingdom (UK) from 1st half 2003 to 2nd half 2016 (in 1,000 copies)’, 
statista, at https://www.statista.com/statistics/288275/circulation-trend-of-the-daily-telegraph-newspaper-uk/ [accessed April 
2019]. 
122 ‘Circulation of The Guardian in the United Kingdom (UK) from 1st half 2003 to 2nd half 2016 (in 1,000 copies)’, statista, at 
https://www.statista.com/statistics/288278/circulation-trend-of-the-guardian-newspaper-uk/ [accessed April 2019].  
123 J. Singer, M. Champion, ‘Hawks in Congress, not Tony Blair, May Benefit From Foiled Threat’, The Wall Street Journal, 12 
August 2006, at https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB115534578253134033 [accessed January 2018].  
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of public reactions to Tony Blair’s reaction to the 7/7 attacks. However, since it was 

the main topic of public discourse at the time the decreasing support for the PM 

shows that the majority of the population did not take his reaction to the bombings 

positively. The 4% decline in July after months of increase in support is a stronger 

indicator for Tony Blair not reaching the goal of increasing public support through 

his statements in reaction to the terrorist attacks of 7 July 2005.  

 

Unfortunately for this thesis, Twitter had not been founded yet by the time of Tony 

Blair’s statement in reaction to the London bombings. Therefore an analysis of 

reactions to the PM’s tweets in reaction to 7/7 cannot be conducted.  

 

4. Conclusion 

Blair does not only give a response to the London bombings but rather builds upon 

an existing broader narrative on terrorism and how to counter it. He uses the context 

of the London attacks to push towards his political objectives. The narrative Tony 

Blair uses in his first Commons statement after the London bombings also aims at 

persuading the majority of the British population into supporting his proposed plan 

of action, including at the time already running operations, mainly the wars in 

Afghanistan and even more important the war in Iraq, as well as further anti-terrorist 

legislation. Through his statement, the PM tries to legitimize courses of action that 

may not have been accepted by some MPs as well as members of the population by 

convincing them that they are in society’s best interest. He does so by underlining 

the threat by using terms that describe Islamic terrorists 12 times throughout his 

statement. By using the unifying pronouns we and our 34 times he defines the 

opposition of the attackers and thus creates an in-group and an out-group. The fact 

that the PM uses the pronouns I, my and me only 22 times indicates that Blair was 

aware of his need of broad support for his planned actions due to his at the time still 

low approval ratings.  
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ii. Manchester Arena bombing 22/05/2017 

1. Political and Social Context 

After the United Kingdom European Union membership referendum on 23 June 

2016 in which the majority of the UK population voted to leave the European Union, 

David Cameron resigned from his position as Prime Minister of the United Kingdom 

as he did not feel willing and able to lead the UK through the process of withdrawing 

from the European Union. Theresa May won the leadership election after Cameron’s 

resignation in July 2016, which made her the second female PM in the history of the 

UK.  

 

Previous to her role as PM of the UK Theresa May was Home Secretary and 

Minister for Women and Equality, appointed by David Cameron on 12 May 2010.124 

During her time as Home Secretary May faced several challenges related to Islamic 

radicalisation and terrorism. One of May’s first actions in office was the 

announcement of cuts to the Home Office budget, which led to a reduction in the 

number of police officers. She also proposed a review of the previous government’s 

security and counterterrorism legislation. The main aspect of investigation being the 

‘stop and search’ rights and the 28-day limit on detaining individuals suspected 

terrorists without charge. 125  Further, May negotiated a treaty that enabled the 

deportation of the radical Muslim cleric Abu Qatada to Jordan in May 2013, after 11 

years of failed negotiations by prior Home Secretaries David Blunkett, Charles 

Clarke, John Reid, Jacqui Smith and Alan Johnson.126  

 

At the beginning of her first term as PM, one month after starting the process of 

withdrawing the UK from the European Union, in April 2017, May was aiming to 

strengthen her position in the Brexit negotiations and asked for a general snap 

election in June 2017. However, May’s request for a snap election led to a decline in 

her approval ratings from 48% in April 2017 to 38% at the day of the Manchester 

																																																								
124 ‘Coalition Government: David Cameron appoints Theresa May as Home Secretary’, The Telegraph, 12 May 2010, at 
https://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/politics/david-cameron/7714718/Coalition-Government-David-Cameron-appoints-Theresa-
May-as-Home-Secretary.html [accessed June 2018]. 
125  ‘Stop and search: Theresa May announces reform of police stop and search’, GOV.UK, 30 April 2014, at 
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/stop-and-search-theresa-may-announces-reform-of-police-stop-and-search [accessed 
June 2018]. 
126 ‘Abu Qatada deported from UK to stand trial in Jordan’, BBC News, 7 July 2013, at https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-
23213740 [accessed June 2018]. 
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Arena bombing.127 The outcome of this election did not lead to her desired outcome 

but instead weakened her position and that of the Conservative Party. The 

Conservatives lost 12 seats in the parliament and fell from 330 to 318 seats, 8 less 

than needed to form a majority government.128 This outcome forced May to arrange a 

confidence and supply deal with the Democratic Unionist Party (DUP) who gained 

seats at the elections to form her minority government.  

 

The outcome of May’s snap election in June 2017 can be regarded as one indicator 

of how divided the UK population was at that time, strongly reflected in the outcome 

of the Brexit referendum (51.9% voted to leave the EU)129 and the uncertainty about 

the UK’s role in the future in Europe and in international relations worldwide as well 

as domestic questions such as immigration.130 Scholars claim that this division within 

British society is the result of many years of societal changes and the impact of the 

bitter Brexit campaigns themselves.131  

 

The three main reasons why voters voted remain were that ‘the risks of voting to 

leave the EU looked too great when it came to things like the economy, jobs and 

prices’, ‘access to the EU single market while out of the Euro and no borders area 

giving the best of both worlds’ and thirdly ‘a feeling that we would become more 

isolated by leaving’.132 Voters who voted to leave argued that ‘decisions about the 

UK should be taken in the UK’, ‘voting to leave offered the best chance for the UK 

to regain control over immigration and its own borders’ and ‘remaining meant little 

or no choice about how the EU expended its membership or powers’.133 These points 

indicate how different members of society have different concerns, which the 
																																																								
127  “YouGov Survey Results“, YouGov, at 
https://d25d2506sfb94s.cloudfront.net/cumulus_uploads/document/z56a3650h8/Results_170525_Favourability_W.pdf 
[accessed June 2018].  
128  ‘Results – Election ends in Hung Parliament’, BBC News, 08 June 2017, at 
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/election/2017/results [accessed June 2018]. 
129 H. D. Clarke, M. Goodwin, P. Whiteley, Why Britain Voted to Leave the European Union (Cambridge, Cambridge 
University Press, 2017), p. 4.  
130 M. Goodwin, O. Heath, ‘The 2017 General Election, Brexit and the Return of Two-Party Politics: An Aggregate-Level 
Analysis of the Results’, The Political Quarterly, 88/3 (2017), pp. 345 – 358.  
131 For more information regarding the Brexit campaigns, referendum and consequences see: H. D. Clarke, M. Goodwin, P. 
Whiteley, Brexit (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2017); H. D. Clarke, M. Goodwin, P. Whiteley, Why Britatin Voted 
to leave the European Union, p. xiii; H. D. Clarke, M. Goodwin, P. Whiteley, ‘Why Britain Voted for Brexit: An Individual-
Level Analysis of the 2016 Referendum Vote’, Parliamentary Affairs, 70/3 (2017), pp. 439 – 464; M. Westlake, ‘The 
increasing inevitability of that referendum’, in W. Outhwaite (ed.), Brexit – Sociological Responses (London: Anthem Press, 
2017), pp. 3 - 15; R. Ford, M. Goodwin, ‘Britain After Brexit: A Nation Divided’, Journal of Democracy, 28/1 (2017), pp. 17 – 
30; S. B. Hobolt, ‘The Brexit vote: a divided nation, a divided continent’, Journal of European Public Policy, 23/9 (2016), pp. 
1259 – 1277. 
132  Ashcroft, ‘How the United Kingdom voted un Tuesday…and why’, Lord Ashcroft Polls, 24 June 2016, at 
https://lordashcroftpolls.com/2016/06/how-the-united-kingdom-voted-and-why/ [accessed June 2018]. 
133  Ashcroft, ‘How the United Kingdom voted un Tuesday…and why’, Lord Ashcroft Polls, 24 June 2016, at 
https://lordashcroftpolls.com/2016/06/how-the-united-kingdom-voted-and-why/ [accessed June 2018]. 
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previous governments may not have covered to sufficient extents. In the context of 

Theresa May’s reactions to terrorist attacks carried out in the UK the second most 

common argument amongst leave voters, that leaving the EU would enable the UK 

to control its borders and immigration as well as the remain voters’ second argument 

that included the point of ‘no borders’ need to be considered. Without having precise 

numbers of the number of members of the entire UK population supporting each of 

the arguments it is obvious that different perceptions of immigration dominate 

different parts of society. Considering and balancing both perspectives was therefore 

crucial for May in order to fairly address the vast majority of her national audience 

after the Manchester Arena bombing as well as the London Bridge attack.   

 

On 22 May 2017 Salman Abedi, born in Manchester to parents of Libyan origin, 

carried out a suicide attack at the end of a performance by pop-musician Ariana 

Grande in the foyer of the Manchester Arena. The bomb was detonated at 10:30pm 

local time, the time the visitors of the concert were leaving the event. 22 people were 

killed and 59 injured through the explosion, which made it the deadliest terror attack 

in the UK since the London bombings on 7 July 2005.134  

 

Police investigations found that Salman Abedi left for Libya on 15 April and 

returned to Manchester on 18 May, four days before carrying out the attack in the 

Manchester Arena. The so-called Islamic State claimed responsibility for the attack.  

 

The UK terrorist threat level at the time of the Manchester Arena attack was ‘severe’. 

Theresa May chaired two COBRA government emergency committee meetings the 

day after the attack. As an outcome of those meetings, the threat level was raised to 

‘critical’ in reaction to the attack, for the first time in 10 years. This change indicated 

that an attack was imminently expected and armed forces were deployed to replace 

police officers at important public places. The plan of positioning soldiers on the 

streets of the UK was part of the government-run Operation Temperer. In total, 984 

soldiers were deployed in the UK. The armed police officers that were replaced by 

armed forces were then employed as extra support at sporting events on the bank 

																																																								
134A. Ross, K. Rawlinson, ‘What happened in Manchester? What we know so far about the attack’, The Guardian, 24 May 
2017, at https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2017/may/23/manchester-arena-attack-what-we-know-so-far [accessed June 
2018].  
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holiday weekend after 22 May. May also travelled to Manchester where she met the 

mayor and emergency services.  

 

On 27 May the government’s emergency committee reduced the threat level to 

‘severe’ again.135  

 

On the evening of 22 May, shortly after the bomb was detonated at Manchester 

Arena, the Daily Mail published its first report on the attack titled: ‘Manchester 

bomber is named as British Libyan jihadist Salman Abedi who killed 22 including a 

girl aged EIGHT – in terror attack on packed Ariana Grande concert’. In one of the 

subheadings of the article it states that the attacker was ‘known to security services’ 

and that ‘ISIS have claimed responsibility’.136 Even though other British newspapers, 

such as The Daily Telegraph, The Guardian and The Sun remained more cautious in 

their immediate news reports about the attack in the Manchester Arena, enough 

information to regard the attack as an Islamic terrorist attack reached the public 

before Theresa May gave her first public statement at 10 Downing Street in response 

to the attack in the morning of 23 May 2017, the morning after the Manchester Arena 

bombing.137 Since the 7/7 bombings in London and the strong media coverage of the 

identity of the attackers, the public understanding of the threat from radicalised 

British citizens may not have been as surprising anymore. This may have been one 

reason why most of the newspapers did not put as much explicit focus on the identity 

of the attacker as they did almost 12 years ago. This may also have influenced some 

aspects of Theresa May’s first statement in reaction to the attack on 22 May 2017. 

By the morning of 23 May investigators knew that the bombing was what to their 

definition of terrorism is regarded as a terrorist attack and they identified the identity 

of the attacker. However, it was not clear yet whether the perpetrator planned the 

attack on his own or if others were involved in the attack.  

 

																																																								
135  ‘Manchester attack: What we know so far’, BBC News, 12 June 2017, at https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-
manchester-40008389 [accessed June 2018]. 
136 T. Burrows et al.,  ‘BREAKING NEWS: Manchster bomber is named as British Libyan jihadist Salman Abedi who killed 22 
including a girl aged EIGHT – in terror attack on packed Ariana Grande concert’, Mail Online, 22 May 2017, at 
http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-4531940/Emergency-services-rush-Manchester-Arena.html [accessed June 2018].  
137 B. Malkin, ‘ ‘Terror at the Arena’: how the papers reacted to Manchester attack, The Guardian, 23 May 2017, at 
https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2017/may/23/terror-at-the-arena-how-the-papers-reacted-to-manchester-attack [accessed 
June 2018].  
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The fact that the British population was not taken by surprise when it learned that the 

attacker was a British citizen did not mean that parts of the population would not 

draw drastic conclusions from the identity of Salman Abedi. Similar to the days and 

weeks after the 7/7 bombings in London in 2005, a strong increase in Islamophobic 

attacks was reported in the UK, especially in Manchester. On 22 June 2017, a month 

after the Manchester Arena attack, The Guardian reported an increase of 500%.138 

According to the article 224 anti-Muslim hate crimes were reported in the period 

between 22 May and 22 June 2017, 187 more than during the same time period the 

year before. Anti-Muslim hate crimes were also reported in other parts of the UK, the 

most severe one in Finsbury Park, London, where the driver of a van struck a group 

of pedestrians in front of the local mosque on 19 June 2017. One man died and eight 

were taken to hospital, two of them with serious injuries. Two more were treated at 

the scene.139  

 

Even though the strong increase in anti-Muslim hate crimes and the vast dimensions 

of a few of them can not be regarded as representative for the majority of the British 

population, they could be one sign of an increase in negative prejudices against 

minority groups within society, in this case Muslim communities. Early indicator of 

such tendencies might have influenced Theresa May’s choice of aspects and words in 

her statements.  

 

To conclude, at the time of the Manchester Arena bombing on 22 May 2017 the 

political situation in the UK was very uncertain. Theresa May was new in office and 

the outcome of the snap election a month after the attack, which she announced in 

April, a month before the attack, underlines how divided society was in questions of 

political leadership. This shows, in hindsight, how low Theresa May’s support was 

within her country’s population. The close outcome of the Brexit referendum was a 

first indicator for the tendency of division within society when it came to certain 

socio-economical aspects. What, according to opinion polls, turned out to be the 

three main reasons for more than half of the population to vote ‘leave’ also shows 

																																																								
138 J. Halliday, ‘Islamophobic attacks in Manchester surge by 500% after arena attack’. The Guardian, 22 June 2017, 
https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2017/jun/22/islamophobic-attacks-manchester-increase-arena-attack [accessed June 
2018].  
139  ‘What we know so far about the Finsbury Park terror attack’, The Guardian, 19 June 2017, at 
https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2017/jun/19/what-we-know-so-far-van-hits-pedestrians-near-london-mosque [accessed 
June 2018]. 



Dominik Hamm 

dhamm02@qub.ac.uk 

	

	 61	

that the sentiments towards immigration and the control of UK borders were in 

favour of stronger checks and stricter immigration policies. Especially in times 

where large groups of mainly Muslim refugees from the war zones in Syria and Iraq 

as well as North- and Sub-Saharan African countries were fleeing to the European 

continent, many of them with the intention of moving to the UK, an Islamic terrorist 

attack carried out by a radicalised British citizen of Lybian origin may have 

strengthened such sentiments in certain groups of society, as the strong increase in 

anti-Muslim hate crimes in parts of Great Britain indicates.  

 

Even though the threat level at the time of the attack was ‘severe’, the fourth highest 

threat level out of five, meaning that ‘a terrorist attack is highly likely’140, the post-

Brexit referendum debate dominated the broader national discourse before 22 May. 

This put Theresa May in a different social context when responding to the attack as 

she would have been 12 days later when she had to talk to the nation again in 

response to the London bridge attack.  

 

2. Narrative Analysis of Political Statement 

The Sender 

On the morning of 23 May 2017, the morning after the suicide attack at the 

Manchester Arena at a pop concert, PM Theresa May gave her first statement to the 

press on the attack. That makes Theresa May in Lasswell’s Communication Model 

the sender. Being the PM makes Theresa May in this setting responsible for 

communicating the government’s first thoughts and actions in reaction to the attack 

the night before. Less than a month before the snap election on 8 June 2017, the PM 

had to ensure the population’s trust and support and to show that she was capable of 

guiding the nation through challenging times. The reactions of the press and public in 

general could have strong impacts on the outcome of the upcoming elections. This 

puts the sender under high pressure to maintain the trust of those who support her 

and at the same time offers an opportunity to gain the trust of those who did not want 

to see her as the leader of the United Kingdom. The societal division within the 

country (explained above), which has become quite obvious in the outcome of the 

Brexit referendum underlines the difficulties Theresa May was facing when she gave 

																																																								
140 ‘Threat levels’, Security Service MI5, 2018, at https://www.mi5.gov.uk/threat-levels [accessed June 2018]. 
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her first statement in response to the Manchester Attack. Since the statement was 

given the morning after the attack, the PM and her team had about 12 hours to 

prepare it.  

 

The message 

Theresa May starts her statement by updating the listeners on her first actions as PM 

after the attack. By doing so, she introduces the first Social Agents, herself and the 

government’s emergency committee COBRA, in the second part of the first sentence 

put together as ‘we’. She mentions that the response to the attack was discussed at 

the meeting, without giving further information at this point about what the response 

would look like in general. She refers to the attack in Manchester the previous night 

as ‘appalling events’. Hereby Theresa May expresses her contempt without using the 

term ‘terrorism’.  

She then expresses her and the government’s emergency committee’s (‘our’) 

empathy to everyone affected by the attacks. Hereby the PM introduces a second 

group of Social Agents, the victims and their families and friends.  

 

In the third paragraph, May describes the attack as a ‘terrorist attack’ for the first 

time. Not starting the statement by calling the attack a terrorist attack but briefly 

updating the public audience on the government’s actions and expressing its 

‘thoughts and prayers’ to those affected by the attack shows how she, at the 

beginning of her statement does not let the attacker dictate the narrative but 

prioritises what is under her control, the government’s response and the connection 

to the victims of the attack and their families and friends.  

 

In the same sentence Theresa May introduces a third Social Agent, ‘the youngest in 

our society’ and thereby at the same time connects the first two Social Agents, 

members of the government and the families and friends of the victims of the attack. 

This can be seen as a first attempt to create a close connection between herself and 

her colleagues and members of the public. Considering the socio-political situation in 

the UK at the time, after the close outcome of the Brexit referendum, less than a 

month before the snap election in which Theresa May was hoping to strengthen her 

position as Brexit PM, a connection that might have been a crucial aspect to her.  
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By saying that the attack ‘targeted some of the youngest members of society with 

cold calculation’ Theresa May starts constructing a negative image of the Social 

Agent that carried out the attack, without mentioning him explicitly yet. This is 

underlined when she describes that attack as one of the ‘worst terrorist incidents’ that 

took place in the UK and that it was the worst attack the city of Manchester and the 

north of England have experienced. This also further expresses the horror of the 

attack.  

 

In the fifth paragraph, May introduces a fourth Social Agent, the police and security 

services. Due to May’s sometimes difficult relationship with police and security 

services during her time as Home Secretary, her messages regarding this Social 

Agent, which is the most needed actor in the immediate reaction to the attack, will be 

analysed closely in this statement.  

 

The PM then starts telling the audience what she ‘can at this stage’. By starting the 

part of the statement where she shares some of the information that is available to the 

government, May mentions in a subtle way that she is not going to share all the 

information she has regarding the attack the night before.  

 

In the sixth paragraph, Theresa May describes the time and place of the attack before 

she focuses on the attack itself in the next paragraph. Here she explicitly introduces 

the Social Actor who carried out the attack, ‘a single terrorist’. The connotation 

behind the term ‘terrorist’ puts the attacker into a negative frame connected to other 

terrifying acts of political violence. She then explains the tool and the specific place 

of the attack and explains what she sees as the attacker intentions behind the attack. 

Her interpretation as well as the fact that the attack ‘coincided with the conclusion of 

a pop concert, which was attended by many young families and groups of children’ 

further underlines the cruelness behind the attackers’ apparent intentions. The Social 

Agents mentioned, ‘young families’ and ‘groups of children’, are the strongest 

influencers here.  

 

In the following paragraph, Theresa May then condemns the attack in depth by 

pointing out how ‘appalling’ and ‘sickening’ it was even compared to other acts of 

terrorism. To underline her condemnation, she repeats previously introduced Social 
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Agents: innocent people, innocent, defenceless children, young people. By 

repeatedly pointing out the aspect of innocence in the Social Agents who were 

affected by the attacks May strengthens the opposition between them and the 

attacker. This forms an in-group/out-group mentality that will be further underlined 

in the following parts of the statement.  

 

In the ninth paragraph, May returns to stating objective aspects of the attack. She 

says that 22 people died and 59 got injured in the attack. Here it is interesting that the 

PM decides to mention 59 injuries instead of 119 as was stated in The Guardian right 

after the attack.141 Mentioning the smaller number out of two options may appear to 

some extent counterproductive to what it seems Theresa May was trying to do in the 

previous paragraphs, constructing a strong opposition between the attacker and the 

in-group, those who were affected or feel for those affected by the attack. One reason 

for her decision could have been that such numbers are the easiest aspect of a 

statement to check for its credibility and therefore May may have decided to mention 

the number of injuries that had to be treated in the hospital instead of the higher 

number that includes minor injuries that were treated at the scene.142 She also 

mentions that some of those injured by the attack were still treated for life-

threatening conditions, which shows that the morning after the direct effects of the 

attack were still very present.  

 

In the tenth paragraph, Theresa May talks about a potential root cause that could 

have led to the attack. She says that ‘we’, ‘struggle to comprehend the warped and 

twisted mind that sees a room packed with young children not as a scene to cherish, 

but as an opportunity for carnage’. This sets a more explicit frame for the in-

group/out-group idea that was implicitly described in earlier parts of the statement. 

Using the word ‘we’ to describe the broader Social Agent that connects the 

government and the general population in this context and was previously introduced 

when May was talking about ‘our society’ she describes the in-group, people who 

see a room with young children as a scene to cherish. The members of the out-group 

are those who think the opposite. In the context of the time, the listener might 

																																																								
141  H. Pidd, J. Halliday, ‘Police release CCTV pictures of Manchester bomber’, The Guardian, 27 May 2017, at 
https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2017/may/27/police-release-pictures-of-manchester-bomber [accessed June 2018].  
142  H. Pidd, J. Halliday, ‘Police release CCTV pictures of Manchester bomber’, The Guardian, 27 May 2017, at 
https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2017/may/27/police-release-pictures-of-manchester-bomber [accessed June 2018]. 
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assume that May is talking about radicalised Muslim terrorists when she talks about 

‘warped and twisted minds’. Even though she does not explicitly mention it at any 

point of the statement, this may be the most remembered aspect of the attacker.  

 

In the next paragraph, PM May deepens this assumption by talking about ‘the 

ideology that often fuels this violence’. May chooses the singular here, therefore 

might assume that there is only one ideology that comes into question that fuels the 

kind of violence that the people witnessed in Manchester the night before. In the 

global context at that time, after terrorist attacks in France, Germany and other parts 

of Europe, this would be Islamic terrorism. The strategic context in the CONTEST 

report 2018 does not support this assumption completely.143 Even though CONTEST 

describes Islamic terrorism as the main terrorist threat for the UK, it also highlights 

the growing threat of extreme right-wing terrorism. However, the name of the 

attacker that was communicated by all newspapers before the PM’s statement 

contributed to the assumption that the ideology behind the attack was Islamic 

extremism. In the second part of the sentence May says that if investigations show 

that others have been responsible for the attack at the Manchester Arena, they will be 

brought ‘to justice’. The end of the sentence again contributes to the in-group/out-

group frame, ‘justice’ against ideologies that fuel violence.  

 

In the next paragraph, May explains which kind of steps will be taken to find out 

whether more people were involved in the planning of the attack. She asks for 

patience when she explains that these investigations will take some time. This may 

again be important for May to mention not only because the population might want 

to know the broader events that led to the attack but also because they might want 

May to find this out before the snap election on 08 June. It cannot be proven whether 

these aspects actually influenced May and her team when they prepared this 

statement but the political situation in the UK at that time should still be considered 

in the analysis of this statement. The eleventh paragraph ends with May saying ‘the 

police and security service will be given all the resources they need to complete that 

task’. The PM speaking out support for the police and security forces in times where 

they are needed more than usually appears to be plausible but could also again be 
																																																								
143  ‘CONTEST: The United Kingdom’s Strategy for Countering Terrorism’, HM Government, June 2018, at 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/716907/140618_CCS207_CC
S0218929798-1_CONTEST_3.0_WEB.pdf [accessed April 2019].  
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seen as a reminder of how May cut down police funding when she was Home 

Secretary and could therefore be seen as an attempt to partly use the situation to 

rebuild her support within the police and security forces. 

 

In the thirteenth paragraph, May says that ‘police and security services believe they 

know the identity of the perpetrator’, but that they cannot confirm his name yet. 

What is interesting here is that even though the identity of the attacker cannot yet be 

publicly confirmed assumptions about his ideology that may have motivated him to 

carry out the attack were already encouraged in earlier parts of the statement. This 

could either mean that the speaker made assumptions that she now wants the public 

to make too or that she is hinting further information she already possesses but is not 

yet willing to share explicitly.  

 

This is also the second time the Social Agent of the attacker is explicitly mentioned, 

this time as ‘the perpetrator’. Again, a term with a negative connotation, however, in 

this context not as polarising as the previously chosen term ‘terrorist’. One reason for 

that may again be that the PM is trying to direct the narrative instead of letting deep 

connotations influence the understanding of her statement.  

 

In the fourteenth paragraph, Theresa May praises the work of the police and 

emergency services. This again could be seen as an attempt to improve her standing 

amongst members of the police but may also just be a common part of statements in 

reaction to catastrophic events.  

 

In the eighteenth paragraph May again mentions a group of Social Agents that were 

affected by the attack: children, brothers and sisters, parents and loved ones. These 

terms may awaken even closer connections in the broader population to those 

affected by the attacks. This again strengthens the in-group mentality, May seems to 

frame and underline throughout the statement.  

 

In the twentieth paragraph, the PM mentions the threat level set by the Joint 

Terrorism Analysis Centre (JTAC).144 Here she explains that the threat level was at 

																																																								
144 The Joint Terrorism Analysis Centre analyses intelligence relating to terrorism in the UK and abroad, sets threat levels for 
government departments, and produces in-depth reports on terrorist networks. The threat levels are: LOW (an attack is 
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‘severe’ before the attack and remains so until the situation will have been assessed 

completely. By explaining the meaning of the threat level ‘severe’ (a terrorist attack 

is highly likely), she also points out that JTAC and the government had predicted a 

terrorist attack to take place.  

 

In the following paragraph Theresa May explains that she is going to meet some 

Social Agents that are crucial in the aftermath of and reaction to the Manchester 

Arena attack, the Chief Constable of Greater Manchester Police, the Mayor of 

Greater Manchester and members of the emergency services, as well as that she is 

going to chair another COBRA meeting. This shows how the PM is getting directly 

involved in the work that needed to be done in reaction to the attack. She then 

reminds the audience that the general election campaign was suspended, which 

suggests that responding to the attack is of higher importance.  

 

In the twenty-third paragraph May explicitly condemns the attacker and hereby 

introduces new Social Agent who can be directly related to the previously mentioned 

‘warped and twisted minds’ and ‘the ideology that often fuels [this] violence’: 

perpetrators and terrorists. Here she uses the plural form and by saying ‘the terrorist 

will not win’ she potentially refers to a conflict larger than that behind the 

Manchester Arena attack itself, the conflict between the British government and the 

forces under its command and the broader field of terrorists. By saying that ‘we have 

been here before’ and ‘[we] need to say this again’, the Social Agent described here 

as ‘we’ referring to leaders and politicians, she reminds the listener of previous 

attacks and potentially implies that some parts of her statement are phrases most of 

the listeners have heard before, alas the problems that existed in the past still exist.  

 

May then again underlines the in-group/out-group picture in the next two paragraphs. 

She implicitly refers to the attacker as ‘worst of humanity’ and everyone who helped 

after the attack as ‘the best’. The cowardice of the in this context main actor of the 

out-group, the attacker vs. the bravery of the Social Actors from the in-group, the 

emergency services and the people of Manchester. At the end of this comparison, 

																																																																																																																																																													
unlikely), MODERATE (an attack is possible), SUBSTANTIAL (an attack is a strong possibility), SEVERE (an attack is 
highly likely), CRITICAL (an attack is expected imminently). For more information see: “Joint Terrorism Analysis Centre”, 
MI5, at https://www.mi5.gov.uk/joint-terrorism-analysis-centre [accessed April 2019]; “Threat Levels”, MI5, at 
https://www.mi5.gov.uk/threat-levels [accessed April 2019].  
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May concludes that ‘the attempt to divide us met countless acts of kindness that 

brought people closer together’. This implies that from the broader perspective, the 

attack was counterproductive. However, the PM does not mention how the attack 

was aiming to divide whom. It can be assumed that ‘us’ is again referring to the 

people of the UK, who have indirectly been described by May earlier in the 

statement as the opposite of the attacker and people that follow similar ideologies, 

which have not been explicitly explained either but which understanding is based on 

assumptions that could be made in the broader context of the attack. If one assumes 

that the intention behind the attack was to divide groups within British society, in 

this context then probably minority groups, e.g. British Muslims from the majority 

group, it is important to notice that only a very specific group of individuals 

(Manchester Arena employees, fans of pop music and police officers, paramedics, 

doctors, nurses on duty) was involved in those ‘countless acts of kindness that 

brought people closer together’ immediately after the attack. Whether ‘the attempt to 

divide’ British society succeeded on a broader scale only became noticeable during 

the weeks and months after the attack.  

 

Maybe Theresa May was aware of that when she said in the next sentence that ‘in the 

days ahead, those [countless acts of kindness that brought people closer together] 

must be the things we remember’. She then mentions the Social Agents whose 

actions contributed to the immediate reaction to the attack that shaped the impression 

that there could be a positive effect of the attack: ordinary men and women, 

emergency services and individuals who opened their homes to the victims. She uses 

the actions of those Social Agents to refer to a broader idea of togetherness, which 

May sees as the spirit of Manchester and of Britain. By saying that this is ‘a spirit 

that, through years of conflict and terrorism, has never been broken and will never be 

broken’ she reminds the listener again that this is not the first time the UK is going 

through difficult times after a terrorist attack and potentially indirectly asks the 

population to remain supportive of each other and united. However, considering the 

broader socio-political context at the time before the attack, after the outcome of the 

Brexit referendum, it is questionable how united the British population was at that 

time, especially regarding aspects such as immigration.  
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Theresa May then refers back to what she started the statement with, representative 

for the government offering ‘thoughts and prayers to the family and friends of those 

affected’ and their full support to ‘the authorities, the emergency and the security 

services’, highlighting the in her opinion most important Social Agents and the 

importance of unity.  

 

The PM ends her statement by saying that ‘our values, our country and our way of 

life will always prevail’. ‘Our’ might again be used to describe the group of British 

citizens whose ideologies contradict those of the attacker and those supporting his 

action. Theresa May does not explain what exactly she means by ‘our values […| and 

our way of life’, but it can be assumed that she referred to a feeling of unity within 

the population again. However, due to the socio-political situation in the UK at the 

time ‘values’ and ‘way of life’ needed to be regarded very broadly to unite the vast 

majority of the population under the meaning of those terms.  

 

The medium 

The medium was PM Theresa May’s statement at Downing Street. The content of the 

statement was contributed via TV and radio stations, newspapers and websites. Since 

TV stations and newspapers reach the largest audiences emphasis will be put on 

these media as well as the Social Media platform Twitter in the Feedback part of this 

analysis.  

 

78% of adults who receive news through TV watched BBC One in 2017.145 ITV 

(52%), BBC News Channel (33%) and Sky News Channel (30%) were the other 

popular TV channels with news coverage. 

 

9,356,000 read parts of the content of PM Theresa May’s statement in the 

conservative Daily Mail print and digital versions.146 8,010,000 read the centre-left 

Guardian, 5,610,000 the conservative Sun and 5,083,000 the conservative Daily 

Telegraph. International audiences received parts of the content in news reports on 

																																																								
145  Jigsaw Research, ‘News Consumption in the UK: 2018’, Ofcom, at 
https://www.ofcom.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0024/116529/news-consumption-2018.pdf [accessed April 2019]. 
146  Jigsaw Research, ‘News Consumption in the UK: 2018’, Ofcom, at 
https://www.ofcom.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0024/116529/news-consumption-2018.pdf [accessed April 2019]. 
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national television channels. However, due to its more direct impact on UK politics 

after the Manchester Arena attack this analysis will focus on the domestic audience.  

 

3. Analysis of public reactions 

The receiver 

The receiver of Theresa May’s statement in Downing Street following the terrorist 

attack in Manchester was the general UK population. This receiver needs to be 

divided into different groups. While live TV and radio audiences, as well as readers 

of some news websites, received the full content of the statement, many readers of 

newspapers and those TV and radio audiences who did not watch the live coverage 

of the statement only received selected pieces of the statement or interpretations of it. 

Theresa May did not explicitly direct different parts of her statement at different 

members of the general British population. However, the media through which 

different groups within society receive the content of the statement divides the 

general audience into smaller groups and influences the way they may perceive it 

(explained above).  

 

Feedback 

After PM Theresa May’s statement in reaction to the attack, on 23 May 2017, her 

approval ratings increased immediately and reached 44% the day after her 

statement.147 This data helps to determine the immediate success of May’s statement 

since her reaction to the Arena bombing was the only to the public visible political 

action the PM had taken on that day. Even though an increase of 6% did still not give 

her the support of the majority of the population, considering that her approval 

ratings had been declining until the day of the attack it shows that May regained the 

support of parts of the population she had lost not long before May 2017 and thus 

indicates that her communication with the public was considered positive by 

conservative voters. A decline in the PM’s approval ratings during the weeks after 

her statement could indicate that her reaction to the attack did not lead to a long-

lasting increase in support.148 However, since these were politically hectic times in 

																																																								
147  ‘YouGov Survey Results’, YouGov, at 
https://d25d2506sfb94s.cloudfront.net/cumulus_uploads/document/z56a3650h8/Results_170525_Favourability_W.pdf 
[accessed June 2018].  
148  M. Smith, ‘Theresa May’s favourability score plummets to new low’, YouGov, 12 July 2018, at 
https://yougov.co.uk/topics/politics/articles-reports/2018/07/12/theresa-mays-favourability-score-plummets-new-low [accessed 
July 2018].  
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the UK, the Manchester Arena attack was not the only topic influencing the socio-

political discourse. Her reaction to the London Bridge attack on 3 June 2017, the 

general Brexit discourse and campaigns for the upcoming snap elections strongly 

influenced the socio-political narrative. Therefore, it cannot be argued that May’s 

statement was the main reason for the decline in her approval ratings.  

 

A second indicator of how parts of the public reacted to PM Theresa May’s 

statement in reaction to the Manchester Arena attack is the reactions to her posts on 

the Social Media platform Twitter.  

 

In 2017 39 million people used social networks in the UK.149 Twitter became much 

more popular in the UK since 2010, which led to an estimated 50% increase in users 

between 2013 and 2017, from 13 million to 20 million adults with Twitter 

accounts.150 56% of those users were men and 44% women, and the majority of 

people with Twitter accounts were 18 to 44 years old (18 – 24 22.4%; 25 – 34 

24.9%; 35 – 44 18.5%).151 UK Twitter users were politically more active and higher 

educated than the population average with the majority having A-levels and an 

undergraduate or postgraduate degree.152 These factors as well as the fact that those 

users who follow Theresa May’s Twitter account deliberately chose to do so need to 

be considered when analysing them as one aspect of feedback to May’s statements in 

reaction to Islamic terrorist attacks. The analysis could therefore indicate how 

comparably young and educated supporters of PM Theresa May reacted to her 

statement.  

 

Immediately after May had given her statement, a recording of it was shared through 

her Twitter account.153 The video was retweeted 2,055 times. In comparison, other 

videos Theresa May posted on her Twitter account around May 2017 were retweeted 

between 400 and 1,000 times. Thus, more than twice the number of the average 

																																																								
149  ‘Social media usage in the United Kingdom (UK) – Statistics & Facts’, statista, at 
https://www.statista.com/topics/3236/social-media-usage-in-the-uk/ [accessed June 2018].  
150  R. McGrory, ‘UK Social Media Statistics for 2017’, Rose McGrory Social Media Ltd, at 
http://www.rosemcgrory.co.uk/2017/01/03/uk-social-media-statistics-for-2017/ [accessed June 2018].  
151  ‘Distribution of Twitter users in the United Kingdom (UK) from 2012 to 2018, by age group’, statista, at 
https://www.statista.com/statistics/271351/twitter-users-in-the-united-kingdom-uk-by-age/ [accessed June 2018].  
152 J. Mellon, C. Prosser, ‘Twitter and Facebook are not representative of the general population: Political attitudes and 
demographics of British social media users’, Research and Politics, 4/3 (2017). 
153 @theresa_may, ‘We all – every single one of us – stand with the people of Manchester at this terrible time.’, Twitter, 23 May 
2017, at https://twitter.com/theresa_may/status/867002900568002561 [accessed June 2018].  
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number of retweets shows that the video was given much more importance by May’s 

active followers. Nevertheless, considering she has 811,000 followers, this is still a 

very low number. This indicates that even though Twitter users are in general more 

interested in politics, Theresa May’s statement in reaction to the Manchester Arena 

bombing did not surpass the expectations of a larger group of young, educated 

members of the UK population to an extent where they were willing to express their 

support and further spread the PM’s statement.  

 

Even though the brief analysis of Twitter reactions to Theresa May’s statement does 

not determine how the general population reacted to her statement it helps to roughly 

narrow down the group of people who reacted positively to the PM’s reaction to the 

attack by excluding larger groups of individuals that are younger and higher educated 

than the average UK citizen.  

 

4. Conclusion 

Theresa May focuses in her statement following the Manchester Arena attack on the 

attack and the necessary immediate reactions to it, rather than including broader 

political topics into her statement. This may be due to the fact that she was only in 

office for one month and, even though she had been Home Secretary, did not yet 

have a fixed political agenda in questions of counterterrorism. Another reason could 

be the snap election coming up less than a month after the Manchester Arena attack. 

Since British voters appeared to be strongly divided as was shown by the outcome of 

the Brexit referendum, it may have been difficult to find counterterror related 

political agendas that could satisfy the majority of the domestic receivers. Theresa 

May’s statement focuses on the British population and particularly those who were 

affected by and those who came to help at the aftermath of the attack. She mentions 

Social Agents that are in any way negatively affected by the attack and the helpers at 

the scene 60 times in her statement, while she mentions the attacker only twice 

explicitly and the broader group that she considers the attacker part of, ‘perpetrators’ 

and ‘terrorists’ twice as well. Nevertheless, in several parts of the statement May 

encourages assumptions that create an in-group/out-group thinking under 

consideration of the broader terror-related narrative at the time. In the way she 

encourages these assumptions, referring to ‘warped and twisted minds’ and ‘the 

ideology that often fuels […] violence’, it appears as if the PM is well aware of the 
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effect the communication via different media has on the perception of the message in 

different parts of society. The increase in approval ratings and retweets show that she 

achieved minor gains through her statement.  

 

iii. London Bridge attack 03/06/2017 

1. Political and Social Context 

The Manchester Arena attack and the Prime Minister’s reaction to it influenced the 

national discourse in the UK at the time of the London Bridge attack, carried out on 

3 June 2017, 12 days after the Manchester Arena bombing. Even though her 

approval ratings declined again slightly between the Manchester Arena bombing and 

the London Bridge attack, the immediate increase after her statement indicated that 

the national narrative shifted for the benefit of PM Theresa May.154 While before the 

Manchester Arena bombing May seemed to have struggled to gain the support she 

expected for her victory in the 8 June snap elections, due to a discourse based on 

unpopular political plans such as reducing social benefits for older people, the post-

Manchester Arena bombing narrative was more in favour of the PM. Parts of the 

population supported Theresa May’s statements after the attack and appreciated the 

knowledge about security, policing and terrorism she developed during her six years 

as home secretary.155 

 

By 3 June 2017 the campaigning for the national elections, which was put on hold 

after the Manchester Arena bombing, was running again. The threat level which was 

raised to ‘critical’ after the bombing was reduced back to ‘severe’ on 27 May, which 

meant that the number of British armed forces at key locations in the UK was also 

reduced again.156  

 

During the days between the Manchester Arena bombing and the London Bridge 

attack it seemed that politicians, public figures and the majority of the public shared 

a common narrative and were expressing more signs of unity than has been the case 

																																																								
154  ‘YouGov Survey Results’, YouGov, at 
https://d25d2506sfb94s.cloudfront.net/cumulus_uploads/document/ovy5dhg86p/InternalResults_170612_Favourability_W.pdf 
[accesser June 2018].  
155 S. Erlanger, ‘Manchester Bombing shifts political narrative as UK election looms’, The New York Times, 24 May 2017, at 
https://www.nytimes.com/2017/05/24/world/europe/manchester-bombing-shifts-political-narrative-as-uk-election-looms.html 
[accessed July 2018]. 
156  ‘Threat Level to the UK from International Terrorism Lowered to Severe’, MI5, 27 May 2017, at 
https://www.mi5.gov.uk/news/threat-level-to-the-uk-from-international-terrorism-lowered-to-severe [accessed April 2019].  
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during the months before the Manchester Arena bombing, where Brexit dictated the 

discourse in a strongly divided nation. Nevertheless, the 500% increase in 

Islamophobic incidents and a rise in anti-Muslim hate crimes in the Greater 

Manchester area from 37 at the end of May and beginning of June 2016 to 224 in the 

same time period 2017 was concerning and showed that some parts of the earlier 

described in-group undermined a form of unity that would have included all 

members of society, including minority groups.157 Even though these could be 

regarded as low numbers, it has to be considered that these are only reported 

incidents and might therefore be just the tip of the iceberg of a much larger problem. 

These sentiments will be important to consider when analysing PM Theresa May’s 

statement in reaction to the London Bridge attack.  

 

During the attack at and around London Bridge on 3 June 2017 eleven people were 

killed between 09:58pm and 10:16pm. The three attackers were shot and killed by 

armed police.158 

 

The morning after the London Bridge attack all national newspapers except for The 

Guardian reported about the attack of the previous evening. The headline of The Sun 

said ‘London Bridge – 7 killed, dozens injured in 50mph van & knife horror’159. The 

Mail on Sunday wrote ‘Terror strikes London Bridge – at least 6 dead as van runs 

amok, attackers jumped out to stab victims, bodies of suspects in suicide vests’160. 

The Sunday Herald reported ‘Terror on London bridge – knife attack after van 

mounts pavement, City under lockdown as civilians flee scene, eyewitness claims 

rapid gunfire heard, reports of up to 20 victims, claims of second incident near 

bridge’161. The Sunday Times said ‘Terrorists mow down crowds on London Bridge 

																																																								
157 J. Halliday, ‘Islamophobic attacks in Manchester surge by 500% after arena attack’, The Guardian, 22 June 2017, 
https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2017/jun/22/islamophobic-attacks-manchester-increase-arena-attack [accessed June 
2018].  
158 ‘London attack: What happened’, BBC News, 30 May 2018, https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-london-40147164 
[accessed July 2018].  
159  ‘The Sun, Tomorrow’s front page (Final edition): London Bridge Terror’, Twitter.com, 03 June 2017,  
https://twitter.com/TheSun/status/871182378282176512/photo/1?ref_src=twsrc%5Etfw%7Ctwcamp%5Etweetembed%7Ctwter
m%5E871182378282176512&ref_url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.theguardian.com%2Fuk-
news%2F2017%2Fjun%2F04%2Fhow-the-papers-reported-the-london-bridge-and-borough-market-attacks [accessed July 
2018]. 
160  M. Nixson, ‘#MailonSunday 2am edition Terror Strikes London Bridge’, twitter.com, 03 June 2018, 
https://twitter.com/MattNixson/status/871170938808807426/photo/1?ref_src=twsrc%5Etfw%7Ctwcamp%5Etweetembed%7Ct
wterm%5E871170938808807426&ref_url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.theguardian.com%2Fuk-
news%2F2017%2Fjun%2F04%2Fhow-the-papers-reported-the-london-bridge-and-borough-market-attacks [accessed August 
2018].  
161  Sunday Herald, ‘Late breaking news Terror on London Bridge’, twitter.com, 03 June 2017, 
https://twitter.com/newsundayherald/status/871135622072643585/photo/1?ref_src=twsrc%5Etfw%7Ctwcamp%5Etweetembed
%7Ctwterm%5E871135622072643585&ref_url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.theguardian.com%2Fuk-
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– Three stab passers-by after van crashed into pedestrians, Theresa May says attack 

treated as act of terrorism’162. The Independent headline on 4 June was ‘Night of 

terror as brutal attack strikes capital’163. Daily Star Sunday wrote ‘Terror on London 

Bridge’164 and the Sunday Express titled ‘Terror at London Bridge’165.  

 

Surprisingly, The Sun was the only one of the main newspapers that did not have the 

word ‘terror’ in its headline when first reporting about the London Bridge attack. The 

fact that every other of the main newspapers indicated once more how expressive but 

at the same time under the broader context of political violence flexible the word 

‘terror’ had become in mainstream use. Even though Theresa May related to the 

attack as an act of terrorism, newspapers with large numbers of readers using the 

term to describe the event might have put extra pressure on how May was expected 

to react to the attacks in her statements and political decisions.  

 

The British government did not increase the threat level in reaction to the attack, 

which was severe before the London Bridge attack and remained that way.  

 

As after the 7/7 attacks and the Manchester Arena attack a further increase in the 

number of Islamophobic attacks was reported in the UK. Four days after the London 

Bridge attack the mayor of London, Sadiq Khan, reported a fivefold increase.166 This 

shows a part of a pattern where Islamophobic attacks immediately after publicly as 

																																																																																																																																																													
news%2F2017%2Fjun%2F04%2Fhow-the-papers-reported-the-london-bridge-and-borough-market-attacks [accessed August 
2018].  
162 Sunday Times News, ‘Our update front page: Terrorists mow down crowds on #Londonbridge’, twitter.com, 03 June 2017, 
https://twitter.com/ST_Newsroom/status/871168233138728960/photo/1?ref_src=twsrc%5Etfw%7Ctwcamp%5Etweetembed%
7Ctwterm%5E871168233138728960&ref_url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.theguardian.com%2Fuk-
news%2F2017%2Fjun%2F04%2Fhow-the-papers-reported-the-london-bridge-and-borough-market-attacks [accessed August 
2018].  
163 The Independent, “’Night of terror as brutal attack strikes capital’: this morning’s final edition of The @Independent. To 
subscribe subscription.independent.co.uk”, twitter.com, 03 June 2017, 
https://twitter.com/Independent/status/871212406155988993/photo/1?ref_src=twsrc%5Etfw%7Ctwcamp%5Etweetembed%7Ct
wterm%5E871212406155988993&ref_url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.theguardian.com%2Fuk-
news%2F2017%2Fjun%2F04%2Fhow-the-papers-reported-the-london-bridge-and-borough-market-attacks [accessed August 
2018].  
164  A. Hodgkins-Brown, ‘Star on Sunday revised edition taking in #LondonBridge attack’, twitter.com, 03 June 2017, 
https://twitter.com/AllieHBNews/status/871237997622161408/photo/1?ref_src=twsrc%5Etfw%7Ctwcamp%5Etweetembed%7
Ctwterm%5E871237997622161408&ref_url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.theguardian.com%2Fuk-
news%2F2017%2Fjun%2F04%2Fhow-the-papers-reported-the-london-bridge-and-borough-market-attacks [accessed August 
2018].  
165  A. Hodgkins-Brown, ‘Sjunday Express – revised edition’, twitter.com, 03 June 2017, 
https://twitter.com/AllieHBNews/status/871240173153071105/photo/1?ref_src=twsrc%5Etfw%7Ctwcamp%5Etweetembed%7
Ctwterm%5E871240173153071105&ref_url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.theguardian.com%2Fuk-
news%2F2017%2Fjun%2F04%2Fhow-the-papers-reported-the-london-bridge-and-borough-market-attacks [accessed August 
2018].  
166 S. Marsh, V. Dodd, ‘Anti-Muslim hate crimes increase fivefold since London Bridge attacks’, The Guardian, 07 June 2017, 
https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2017/jun/07/anti-muslim-hate-crimes-increase-fivefold-since-london-bridge-attacks 
[accessed August 2018].  
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terrorism described incidents increase heavily. In order to ensure general safety 

within the domestic population and to protect minority groups within the country, 

this might be a development politicians might want to consider addressing in their 

public statements.  

 

To conclude, at the time of the London Bridge attack on 03 June 2017 the British 

public was still dealing with the aftermath of the Manchester Arena bombing on 22 

May 2017. The election campaigns for the upcoming snap election continued and 

PM Theresa May gained public support by some part of the population for her 

statements in reaction to the Manchester Arena bombing. However, she also had to 

deal with other short term social developments that developed out of or at least were 

strengthened by the events of 22 May. Especially the drastic increase in 

Islamophobic attacks, which further increased in parts of the country after 03 June 

appeared to be one aspect the PM had to consider when talking to the public.  

 

2. Narrative Analysis of Political Statement  

The	sender	

On	04	June	2017,	the	day	after	the	London	Bridge	attack,	PM	Theresa	May	gave	

her	 first	 statement	 to	 the	 press	 on	 the	 attack.	 That	 makes	 Theresa	 May	 in	

Lasswell’s	Communication	Model	the	sender.	As	the	PM	of	the	UK	Theresa	May	

is	communicating	the	government’s	first	thoughts	and	actions	in	reaction	to	the	

attack	the	evening	before.	Four	days	before	the	snap	elections	on	8	June	2017,	

the	PM	had	to	ensure	the	population’s	trust	and	support	and	show	them	for	the	

second	 time	 within	 two	 weeks	 that	 she	 was	 capable	 of	 guiding	 the	 nation	

through	challenging	times.	Four	days	before	the	snap	elections,	the	reactions	of	

the	press	and	public	could	have	very	strong	impacts	on	the	upcoming	elections.	

Therefore,	PM	May’s	public	statements	could	have	given	her	an	advantage	or	a	

disadvantage	 in	 the	election	race,	depending	on	how	the	voters	reacted	 to	 the	

message	 Theresa	 May	 was	 communicating.	 This	 put	 her	 under	 even	 higher	

pressure	 than	 she	was	 facing	 on	 the	morning	 of	 23	May	 2017	when	 she	was	

giving	her	first	statement	after	the	Manchester	Arena	attack.		
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Since	the	statement	was	given	in	the	morning	after	the	attack	Theresa	May	and	

her	team	had	about	12	hours	to	prepare	for	it.		

	

The	message		

PM	Theresa	May	starts	her	first	public	statement	after	the	London	bridge	attack	

by	 describing	 the	 actions	 of	 the	 night	 before	 as	 a	 ‘brutal	 terrorist	 attack’.	

Hereby,	 she	 uses	 a	 strongly	 negative,	 terrifyingly	 connoted	 expression	 to	

describe	 the	events	of	 the	night	before.	By	 saying	 that	 the	 country	 ‘fell	 victim	

[…]	once	again’	she	reminds	the	audience	of	previous	politically	motivated	acts	

of	violence,	mainly	the	Manchester	arena	attack	on	22	May	2017.	The	terms	‘our	

country’	 and	 ‘victim’	 in	 the	 same	 sentence	 frame	 the	 role	 of	 the	 British	

government,	which	May	 is	 representing	 in	 her	 role	 as	 PM	 and	 the	 country	 in	

general	 after	 the	 attack.	 ‘Our	 country’	 also	 hints	who	 the	 statement	 is	mainly	

directed	at	and	excludes	the	attackers	and	their	supporters	since	they	did	harm	

to	what	May	describes	as	the	country	she	represents.		

	

She	then	continues	explaining	what	she	already	did	in	reaction	to	the	attack	the	

night	before	and	explains	her	main	goal	of	the	statement,	her	update	about	the	

latest	information	she	is	willing	and	able	to	share	with	her	audience.		

	

She	 describes	 the	 attackers	 as	 ‘3	 terrorists’	 and	 the	 people	 under	 attack	 as	

‘innocent	 and	 unarmed	 civilians’.	 Thereby,	 she	 forms	 two	 sides	 of	 which	 she	

condemns	one	and	expresses	empathy	for	the	other	one	through	her	choice	of	

words	 used	 to	 describe	 them.	 The	 repeated	 use	 of	 the	 term	 ‘terrorist’	

strengthens	 the	 division	 between	what	 can	 be	 regarded	 as	 an	 in-group	 (‘our	

country’,	‘innocent	and	unarmed	civilians’)	and	an	out-group	(‘terrorists’).	This	

underlines	 the	 narrative	 used	 by	 most	 popular	 newspapers	 at	 the	 time	 and	

Theresa	May	in	the	past.		

	

In	 the	 fourth	 paragraph,	 PM	 May	 then	 praises	 the	 police	 officers’	 work	 in	

immediate	reaction	to	the	attack.	She	points	out	their	 ‘great	courage	and	great	

speed’	with	which	they	‘shot	and	killed	the	three	suspects’.	In	the	next	sentence,	

she	describes	the	‘three	suspects’	as	‘terrorists’	again.	In	an	in-group/out-group	
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scenario,	 this	 adds	 the	 police	 officers	 to	 the	 in-group	 and	 the	 negative	

connotation	of	the	word	‘terrorism’	that	is	used	to	describe	the	suspects	is	used	

to	legitimise	and	maybe	even	celebrate	the	shot	and	kill	action.	Pointing	out	the	

efficiency	 of	 the	Metropolitan	Police	 and	 the	City	 of	 London	Police	 also	 sends	

out	 the	 message	 that	 those	 in	 charge	 can	 react	 quickly	 to	 not	 predicted	

incidents.	Nevertheless,	the	fact	that	the	attack	was	carried	out	in	the	first	place	

and	 killed	 eleven	 people,	 as	 described	 in	 the	 fourth	 paragraph,	 could	 also	 be	

seen	as	a	failure	in	security	measures.	By	putting	emphasis	on	the	reaction	May	

directs	the	attention	towards	the	positive	part	of	the	work	of	those	in	charge.	

	

In	the	sixth	paragraph	the	PM	thanks	the	police	and	emergency	services	as	well	

as	members	of	 the	public	 for	 their	 ‘professionalism’,	 ‘bravery’	and	 ‘courage’	 in	

their	 immediate	 reactions	 to	 the	 attack.	 She	 also	 expresses	 ‘our	 thoughts	 and	

prayers’	 for	 the	 victims	 and	 their	 friends,	 families	 and	 loved	 ones.	 All	 of	 the	

above	 are	 expressed	 ‘on	 behalf	 of	 the	 people	 of	 London,	 and	 on	 behalf	 of	 the	

whole	country’.	This,	as	well	as	mentioning	all	the	groups	of	people	involved	in	

the	consequences	of	the	attack	widens	and	strengthens	the	sympathy	for	the	in-

group.	The	individuals	who	carried	out	the	attack	are	described	as	‘attackers’	in	

this	paragraph	and	remind	the	listener	of	the	out-group	the	members	of	the	in-

group	are	meant	to	stand	up	against.	Mentioning	not	only	those	who	died	or	got	

injured	during	 the	attacks	but	 also	 those	who	are	affected	by	 it	 in	 an	 indirect	

way	widens	the	outcome	of	the	attack	and	underlines	its	brutality.	Including	‘the	

whole	 country’	 into	 the	 in-group	 builds	 more	 resistance	 against	 individuals	

expressing	 disagreements	 with	 measures	 taken	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	 attack	 and	

underline	Theresa	May’s	position	as	leader	of	the	nation.	This	may	be	a	crucial	

aspect	four	days	before	the	snap	elections	in	the	UK.		

	

In	 the	 seventh	 paragraph,	 May	 reminds	 the	 listener	 that	 the	 London	 bridge	

attack	 was	 the	 third	 ‘terrorist	 attack’	 in	 the	 UK	 within	 three	 months.	 She	

mentions	 the	 two	 previous	 attacks	 and	 points	 out	 that	 at	 the	 time	 London	 is	

particularly	threatened,	saying	that	‘London	has	been	struck	once	more’.		
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In	the	next	paragraph,	she	then	explains	that	security	and	intelligence	agencies	

and	 the	 police	 disrupted	 another	 five	 plots	 since	 March.	 This	 underlines	 the	

threat	the	UK	was	under	and	at	the	same	time	praises	the	work	of	the	security	

and	intelligence	agencies	and	police.	Since	successful	terrorist	attacks	appear	as	

a	 failure	 of	 such	 agencies	 this	 praise	might	 be	 useful	 to	 remind	 the	 public	 of	

their	 successful	 work	 while	 at	 the	 same	 time	 hinting	 that	 more	 intelligence	

work	and	potentially	also	wider	rights	and	possibilities	might	be	necessary	for	

security	and	intelligence	agencies	and	police	to	prevent	future	attacks.		

	

In	the	ninth	paragraph,	she	then	says	that	the	recent	attacks	in	the	UK	were	not	

connected	but	that	there	appears	to	be	a	new	trend	that	changes	the	way	such	

attacks	 are	 executed.	 Using	 the	 terms	 ‘terrorism’,	 ‘perpetrators’,	 ‘attackers’,	

‘radicalised’	 and	 ‘crudest	 of	 means	 of	 attack’,	 Theresa	 May	 explains	 that	

individuals	are	easier	inspired	to	carry	out	attacks	simply	by	copying	previous	

attacks.	 To	 prevent	 a	 consistency	 of	 such	 attacks,	 the	 PM	 says	 in	 the	 tenth	

paragraph	 that	 things	 need	 to	 change	 in	 ‘four	 important	 ways’.	 The	 next	 six	

paragraphs	describe	the	four	ways.		

	

May	 strengthens	 the	 in-group	 vs	 out-group	 identification	 by	 contrasting	 their	

ideologies	and	says	in	the	next	paragraph	that	defeating	this	ideology	is	‘one	of	

the	greatest	challenges	of	our	time’.	She	then	subtly	refers	to	the	importance	of	

military	interventions	British	Forces	were	involved	in	in	Syria	and	Iraq	and	thus	

justifies	 the	current	UK’s	 foreign	policies	but	also	says	 that	one	crucial	way	to	

defeat	the	out-group	ideology	is	to	‘turn	people’s	minds	away	from	this	violence	

and	 make	 them	 understand	 that	 our	 values	 -	 pluralistic,	 British	 values	 -	 are	

superior	to	anything	offered	by	the	preachers	and	supporters	of	hate’.	Thus	she	

again	 puts	 the	 radical	 Islamic	 ideology	 in	 contrast	 to	 the	 values	 she	 and	 her	

supporters	cherish.		

	

In	 the	 second	 of	May’s	 ‘4	 important	ways’,	 she	 explains	 that	 the	 providers	 of	

Internet-based	 services	 allow	 the	 ideology	 she	explained	before	 ‘safe	 space	 to	

breed’.	Hereby,	May	claims	that	one	of	the	main	sources	of	the	ideology	that	led	

to	the	London	Bridge	attack	as	well	as	other	attacks	in	the	UK	are	not	under	the	
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control	of	the	government.	This	shifts	blame	for	the	attack	off	her	and	puts	the	

focus	on	big	online	companies.	

	

The	third	‘important	way’	focuses	explicitly	on	the	importance	of	military	action	

necessary	to	 ‘destroy	ISIS	 in	Iraq	and	Syria’	as	well	as	taking	action	in	the	UK.	

This	again	justifies	UK	military	intervention	in	the	Middle	East	and	at	the	same	

time	 suggests	 stricter	 actions	 against	 apparent	 extremists	 in	 the	 UK.	 This	

indirectly	supports	conservative	domestic	politics,	which	May	as	the	Brexit-PM	

needs	to	communicate	to	maintain	the	trust	and	support	of	her	largest	group	of	

potential	 voters.	 She	 underlines	 this	 point	 by	 saying	 that	 ‘we	 have	 made	

significant	progress	in	recent	years’	but	that	there	is	still	‘far	too	much	tolerance	

of	 extremism	 in	 our	 country’.	 Hereby,	 she	 points	 out	 that	 she	 and	 her	

predecessors’	politics	went	into	the	right	direction	but	also	expresses	the	need	

for	stricter	actions	in	the	future.	Four	days	before	the	snap	elections	that	were	

planned	to	strengthen	May’s	position	as	PM	this	could	be	regarded	as	a	subtle	

election	 campaign	 statement,	 pointing	 out	 success	 in	 the	 past	 and	 promising	

improvements	 in	 the	 future,	 if	 re-elected.	 She	 explains	 these	 according	 to	 her	

necessary	improvements	by	saying	that	‘we	need	to	become	far	more	robust	in	

identifying	 [extremism]	 and	 stamping	 it	 out’.	 The	 broad	 use	 of	 the	 term	 ‘we’	

once	more	underlines	the	idea	of	an	in-group/out-group	mentality	where	the	in-

group,	 the	 government,	 security	 and	 intelligence	 agencies,	 police	 and	 the	 vast	

majority	 of	 the	 British	 public	 need	 to	 stand	 united	 and	 take	 collective	 and	

individual	 action	 to	 fight	 members	 of	 the	 out-group.	 This	 approach	 is	

underlined	 by	 May	 saying:	 ‘This	 will	 require	 some	 difficult	 and	 often	

embarrassing	 conversations,	 but	 the	 whole	 of	 our	 country	 needs	 to	 come	

together	to	take	on	this	extremism	–	and	we	need	to	live	our	lives	not	in	a	series	

of	 separated,	 segregated	 communities	 but	 as	 one	 truly	 United	Kingdom.’	 This	

sentence	 is	 interesting	 since	 it	 leaves	 a	 lot	 of	 room	 for	 interpretation	 and	

assumptions	 that	 are	 not	 clarified	 later	 in	 the	 statement.	 First,	 it	 should	 be	

pointed	 out	 that	 the	 repeated	 use	 of	 ‘our	 country’	 in	 the	 context	 of	 this	

statement	 implies	 that	 anyone	who	 identifies	 as	 a	 citizen	 of	 the	 UK	 can	 only	

support	 the	 ‘superior	 British	 values’	 and	 therefore	 stand	 against	 opposing	

extremist	Islamic	ideology.		
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Slightly	 exaggeratedly	 interpreted,	 the	 phrase	 ‘that	will	 require	 some	 difficult	

and	 embarrassing	 conversations’	 could	 lead	 to	 the	 assumption	 that	 every	

Muslim	community	must	be	interrogated	to	make	sure	no	extremist	ideologies	

are	 preached	 there.	 This,	 in	 an	 extreme	 interpretation	 of	 the	 phrase,	 would	

make	every	member	of	a	British	Muslim	community	a	potential	suspect.	‘[…]	the	

whole	of	our	country	needs	to	come	together	to	take	on	this	extremism’	could	

be	 interpreted	 as	 if	 every	 citizen	who	 considers	 himself	 British	 needs	 to	 take	

action	 against	 Islamic	 extremism.	What	 is	 also	 interesting	 at	 this	 stage	 of	 the	

statement,	 as	 well	 as	 in	 general	 public	 discourse	 at	 the	 time	 is	 that	 ‘this	

extremism’	is	understood	as	Islamic	extremism	and	Islamic	extremism	only.	The	

final	 part	 of	 this	 sentence,	 that	 ‘we	 need	 to	 live	 our	 lives	 not	 in	 a	 series	 of	

separated,	 segregated	 communities	 but	 as	 one	 truly	 United	 Kingdom’	 could	

subtly	 express	 that	 those	 who	 are	 regarded	 as	 proper	 British	 citizens	 live	 a	

traditional	British	 lifestyle	and	do	not	 live	 in	communities	 influenced	by	other	

lifestyles,	which	would	mainly	be	societies	that	include	mainly	people	of	African	

or	Western-	and	Central-	Asian	backgrounds,	who	form	minority	groups	in	the	

UK.		

	

The	 repeated	 use	 of	 the	 term	 ‘we’	 underlines	 the	 distinction	 between	 those	

British	 citizens	May	directs	 her	message	directly	 at	 and	members	 of	minority	

groups	 living	 in	 communities	 where	 different	 cultures	 are	 dominant.	 From	 a	

more	positive	perspective,	this	sentence	could	also	be	interpreted	as	an	appeal	

to	 more	 efforts	 to	 enable	 better	 integration	 of	 people	 with	 immigrant	

backgrounds	into	what	May	describes	as	British	society	with	Western	values.		

	

The	 fourth	 and	 final	way	May	mentions	 states	 that	 in	 order	 to	 keep	 Britain’s	

counterterrorism	up	to	date,	it	needs	to	be	made	sure	that	‘police	and	security	

services	 have	 all	 the	power	 they	need’.	 This	 could	 easily	 be	 interpreted	 as	 an	

appeal	 to	 a	 change	 of	 laws	 that	 widen	 the	 power	 of	 the	 police	 and	 security	

services,	 which	 could	 mean	 stronger	 surveillance	 or	 stricter	 profiling.	 This	

interpretation	is	underlined	by	the	way	May	describes	the	increased	complexity	

in	 the	 threat	 counterterrorism	strategies	 are	 facing:	more	 fragmented,	 hidden	
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and	online.	In	the	next	paragraph	PM	May	even	expresses	another	aspect	of	‘all	

the	 power’	 police	 and	 security	 services	 need	 by	 saying	 that	 ‘if	 we	 need	 to	

increase	 the	 length	of	 custodial	 sentences	 for	 terrorism-related	offences,	 even	

apparently	less	serious	offences,	that	is	what	we	will	do’.	These	statements	play	

along	with	May’s	 conservative	 politics,	 which	 she	might	 need	 to	 keep	 up	 her	

support	as	Brexit-PM	and	at	the	same	time	should	be	regarded	critically	from	a	

counter-terror	perspective	since	these	potential	changes	in	power	for	the	police	

and	security	services	would	mean	that	she	thinks	that	 the	power	given	within	

the	 existing	 juristic	 framework	 is	 not	 enough	 to	 protect	 the	 country	 and	 its	

citizens	 and	 therefore	would	be	 a	minor	 success	 for	 those	 trying	 to	 challenge	

the	status	quo	by	doing	harm	to	the	UK.		

	

In	the	seventeenth	paragraph,	Theresa	May	repeats	that	the	UK	has	made	good	

progress	in	counterterrorism	against	‘Islamist	inspired	terrorism’.	However,	she	

also	repeats	that	the	current	measures	are	not	sufficient,	using	a	sentence	that	

made	 headlines	 in	 several	 British	 newspapers	 the	 days	 after	 the	 statement:	

‘Enough	 is	 enough’.	The	 choice	of	 these	words	 is	questionable	 at	 this	point	 in	

time,	 less	 than	 two	 weeks	 after	 the	 Manchester	 Arena	 attack.	 A	 harsh	

interpretation	of	 the	expression	could	 imply	that	 the	Manchester	Arena	attack	

was	bad	but	bearable	but	 the	London	bridge	attack	was	 the	 tipping	point	and	

from	now	on	UK	politics	and	rights	to	fight	the	people	behind	such	attacks	need	

to	change.	She	continues	by	saying	that	‘our	society	should	continue	to	function	

in	accordance	with	our	values’,	which	once	more	underlines	the	 in-group/out-

group	thinking,	before	she	says:	‘But	when	it	comes	to	taking	on	extremism	and	

terrorism,	 things	need	 to	 change’,	which	 strengthens	 the	 interpretation	of	 the	

phrase	‘enough	is	enough’	given	above.		

	

In	 the	 second	 to	 last	 paragraph,	 Theresa	 May	 explains	 that	 the	 national	

campaigns	 for	 the	 upcoming	 elections	were	 suspended	 for	 the	 day	but	would	

continue	the	day	after.	She	argues	that	‘violence	can	never	be	allowed	to	disrupt	

the	 democratic	 process’.	 Contrary	 to	 other	 aspects	 of	 British	 life	 and	 politics	

mentioned	in	previous	parts	of	the	statement	May	implies	here	that	the	attacks	

did	not	impact	this	aspect.		
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In	the	final	paragraph	PM	Theresa	May	summarises	that	the	British	people	must	

stand	united	to	defeat	their	enemies.	Here	she	uses	the	word	‘we’	four	times	and	

‘our’	 twice.	 As	 in	 many	 other	 parts	 of	 the	 statement,	 this	 shows	 again	 May’s	

importance	of	an	understanding	of	the	people	she	identifies	as	British	to	follow	

not	only	same	values	but	also	a	common	understanding	of	right	politics,	hence	a	

right	 response	 to	 the	 attack.	 The	 out-group	 is	mentioned	 one	 last	 time	 at	 the	

very	end	of	the	statement	as	‘our	enemies’.	In	this	context,	considering	the	rest	

of	the	text,	these	‘enemies’	are	not	only	those	whom	British	troops	are	fighting	

in	Syria	and	Iraq	but	mainly	enemies	within,	living	in	minority	communities	and	

following	an	ideology	that	contradicts	British	values.	In	a	context	broader	than	

that	of	a	 statement	 in	reaction	 to	 the	London	bridge	attack,	 the	context	of	 the	

upcoming	elections,	this	could	be	interpreted	as	a	message	to	unify	voters	under	

the	umbrella	of	a	common	enemy,	using	 the	heat	of	 the	moment	 to	get	a	 final	

advantage	in	the	election	race.		

	

The medium  

The information regarding TV stations and newspapers had not changed since the 

Manchester Arena bombing and are described in depth in 4. Terrorist attacks and 

Government Statements in response, a. United Kingdom, ii. Manchester Arena 

bombing 22/05/2017, 2. Narrative Analysis of Political Statement. 

 

3. Analysis of public reactions 

The receiver 

Information regarding the receiver of Theresa May’s statement in Downing Street 

following the London Bridge attack had not changed since the Manchester Arena 

bombing and is described in depth in 4. Terrorist attacks and Government Statements 

in response, a. United Kingdom, ii. Manchester Arena bombing 22/05/2017, 3. 

Analysis of public reactions.  
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Feedback	

By	 the	 time	 of	 the	 London	Bridge	 Attack	 Theresa	May’s	 approval	 ratings	 had	

declined	again	by	2%.167	Nevertheless,	the	support	of	42%	of	the	population	still	

left	 May	 in	 a	 better	 position	 than	 before	 her	 statement	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	

Manchester	Arena	bombings.	In	the	7	days	after	May’s	statement	in	reaction	to	

the	London	Bridge	attack,	Theresa	May	lost	13%	in	approval	ratings.	Due	to	the	

turbulent	 times	 in	 UK	 politics	 at	 the	 time,	 this	 decline	 cannot	 be	 used	 to	

determine	the	direct	reactions	to	May’s	statement	from	4	June	2017.	However,	

it	 does	 indicate	 that	May	did	 not	manage	 to	 benefit	 again	 from	 the	 change	 in	

narratives	due	 to	another	 Islamic	 terrorist	attack	but	more	 likely	 lost	 support	

due	to	her	statement.		

	

A second indicator of how parts of the public reacted to PM Theresa May’s 

statement in reaction to the Manchester Arena attack is the reactions to her posts on 

the Social Media platform Twitter.  

 

While PM Theresa May posted a video of her entire statement on her Twitter account 

after the Manchester Arena bombing, she only tweeted “Enough is enough. Read my 

response to last night’s brutal terror attack:”168 and posted a link to her Facebook 

page after the London Bridge attack. Her post was retweeted 1,967 times. Again, 

more often than May’s average tweets but less than after her tweet after the 

Manchester Arena bombing. As after the Manchester Arena bombing this indicates 

again that even though Twitter users are in general more interested in politics, 

Theresa May’s statement in reaction to an Islamic terrorist attack did not surpass the 

expectations of a larger group of young, educated members of the UK population to 

an extent where they were willing to express their support and further spread the 

PM’s statement.  

 

This brief analysis of Twitter reactions to Theresa May’s statement indicates that 

younger and above average educated citizens did not in large numbers react 

																																																								
167  ‘YouGov Survey Results’, YouGov, at 
https://d25d2506sfb94s.cloudfront.net/cumulus_uploads/document/ovy5dhg86p/InternalResults_170612_Favourability_W.pdf 
[accesser August 2018].  
168  T. May, ‘@theresa_may’, Twitter, at https://twitter.com/theresa_may/status/871330486936797185?lang=en [accessed 
August 2018].  
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positively to PM Theresa May’s statement and possibly contributed to the strong 

decline in her approval ratings.  

	

4. Conclusion 

PM	Theresa	May	states	at	the	beginning	of	her	first	public	statement	in	reaction	

to	 the	 London	 bridge	 attack	 that	 she	 would	 give	 her	 audience	 an	 update	

regarding	 the	 information	about	 the	attack.	However,	 especially	 in	 the	 second	

part	 of	 her	 statement	 May	 puts	 the	 emphasis	 on	 political	 agendas.	 In	 the	

broader	 political	 context	 at	 the	 time	 of	 the	 statement	 this	 could	 even	 be	

considered	 as	 campaigning.	 Her	 language	 and	 political	 approaches	 appear	

conservative	 and	by	 repeatedly	pointing	out	 the	 importance	of	 unity	 amongst	

the	 British	 people	 she	 implies	 that	 her	 political	 approaches	 are	 the	 ones	 the	

citizens	of	the	UK	need	to	follow	to	live	in	a	safer	country.	The	continuous	use	of	

terms	as	‘we’	and	‘our	country’	contribute	to	this	interpretation.		

	

The	content	of	May’s	statement	focuses	on	the	people	in	any	way	affected	by	the	

attack	as	well	as	the	broader	population	of	the	UK.	However,	she	also	puts	a	lot	

of	 emphasis	 on	 the	 attackers,	 their	 potential	 sympathizers	 and	 the	 ideology	

behind	such	forms	of	political	violence.	Throughout	her	statement	she	uses	the	

term	 terrorist/terrorism	 eleven	 times,	 thirteen	 times	 attacker/attack	 and	

extremist/extremism	 six	 times.	 These	 terms	 refer	 to	 an	 in-group/out-group	

mentality	 that	may	 be	 used	 in	 this	 statement	 to	 unify	 the	 audience	 by	 giving	

them	a	common	enemy.	The	drastic	increase	in	Islamophobic	attacks	in	parts	of	

the	UK	 after	 the	Manchester	 Arena	 attack	 on	 22	May	 2017	 and	 the	 therefore	

increasingly	necessary	protection	of	minorities	did	not	seem	to	have	influenced	

PM	Theresa	May’s	first	public	statement	in	reaction	to	the	London	Bridge	attack.	

Approval	 ratings	 and	 Twitter	 reactions	 indicate	 that	 the	 majority	 of	 the	

population	was	not	impressed	by	Theresa	May’s	interpretation	of	and	reaction	

to	 the	 London	 Bridge	 attack.	 This	 indicates	 that	May	 failed	 in	 her	 attempt	 to	

focus	 on	 a	 more	 conservative	 target	 group	 and	 instead	 lost	 supporters	 from	

most	parts	of	society.		
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iv. Comparative Analysis - United Kingdom 

Tony Blair’s statement after 7/7 2005 as well as Theresa May’s statements after the 

Manchester Arena bombing and the London Bridge attack have several aspects in 

common. They all point out the importance of unity within British society, all 

express the speaker’s sympathy for the victims of the attacks and their families and 

the great work the police officers, security services and helpers at the scene did. All 

three statements talk about differing values between the British population and the 

people involved in or supportive of the attacks and construct in-group/out-group 

understandings that should explain a potential cause of the attacks and May and Blair 

subtly underline the importance of the involvement of British military in the Middle 

East. However, what appear to be similarities at a glimpse turn out to be carrying 

very different understandings of what the speakers mean and how each aspect 

mentioned in the statements should be treated. To gain a clearer understanding of the 

analyses of the different statements Tony Blair’s statement after the 7/7 attack will 

be compared to Theresa May’s statements and May’s statement after the Manchester 

Arena attack and the London Bridge attack will be compared.  

 

Blair and May both point out the importance of British values. However, they appear 

to have quite different understandings of those values.169 While Blair is, not only in 

his statement after the 7/7 attacks, expressing ideas of Britishness and British values 

that emphasise the positive impacts of immigration such as growing diversity and 

new cultural values that contribute to existing aspects of Britishness, May focuses on 

a more conservative understanding of British values. In her interpretation, 

immigrants are regarded as British if they fully adapt to traditional British values. 

These different understandings of British values, which both repeatedly mention in 

their statements also lead to a divide in another important aspect of all three 

statements: the implicit expression of an in-group/out-group view. While in Blair’s 

statement the in-group includes, except for those who were directly involved in 

planning and carrying out the attack, not only all people living in the UK but 

everyone who shares common values as the ones he expresses, May explicitly points 

																																																								
169 A. Favell, ‘Brexit: a requiem for the post-national society?’, Global Discourse: An interdisciplinary journal of current 
affairst, 9/1 (2019), pp. 157 – 168; R. Sales, ‘Britain and Britishness: place, belonging and exclusion’, in W. Ahmad, Z. Sardar 
(eds.), Muslims in Britain: Making Social and Political Space (London, Routledge, 2012), pp. 33 - 52.  
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out that those citizens living in ‘separated […] communities’170 are not part of her 

understanding of a United Kingdom. These different understandings of British values 

and approaches towards the in-group/out-group argument may trace back to the 

speakers’ party backgrounds and situation in British politics at the time of the 

statements. While Blair was emphasising a rather liberal understanding of 

Britishness since the beginning of his time as leader of the Labour party and the most 

recent political events underlined Britain’s openness to the rest of the world (G8, 

London bid for the 2012 summer Olympics), May’s role as the new leader of the 

Conservative party was to lead the country through the Brexit process while running 

a snap election campaign with the goal of strengthening her position as PM. Her 

position as the by many called Brexit PM developed out of the Brexit referendum in 

which 51.9% of the voters voted to leave the European Union, many of them because 

they wanted stricter border controls and more limited immigration.171  

 

This division was also reflected in May’s approval ratings. Before the Manchester 

Arena attack, 38% of the UK population supported their PM.172 Immediately after 

her statement her approval ratings increased by 6% to 44%. This could indicate a 

positive perception of parts of the population that did not support May before her 

statement and thus shows the effect such statements in reaction to Islamic terrorist 

attacks can have. However, the decline in her approval ratings by 2% between her 

statement in reaction to the Manchester Arena attack and the London Bridge attack 

also shows how short-lived such successes are in times where other political debates 

influence the population.173 Within a week after May’s statement in reaction to the 

London Bridge attack, May’s approval ratings declined by 13%.174 The strong 

decline may not have been solely due to a broad dislike of May’s statement but also 

due to aspects of the election campaign and the snap elections five days after the 
																																																								
170  T. May, ‘PM statement following London terror attack: 4 June 2017’, GOV.UK at 

https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/pm-statement-following-london-terror-attack-4-june-2017 [accessed October 2018].  
171  BBC News, ‘EU Referendum Results’, BBC at  https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/politics/eu_referendum/results [accessed 
October 2018].   
172 ‘YouGov Survey Results’, YouGov, at 
https://d25d2506sfb94s.cloudfront.net/cumulus_uploads/document/z56a3650h8/Results_170525_Favourability_W.pdf 
[accessed June 2018]. 
173 M. Smith, ‘Theresa May’s favourability score plummets to new low’, YouGov, 12 July 2018, at 
https://yougov.co.uk/topics/politics/articles-reports/2018/07/12/theresa-mays-favourability-score-plummets-new-low [accessed 
July 2018]. 
174 ‘YouGov Survey Results’, YouGov, at 
https://d25d2506sfb94s.cloudfront.net/cumulus_uploads/document/ovy5dhg86p/InternalResults_170612_Favourability_W.pdf 
[accesser August 2018]. 
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attack. However, it could be assumed that the changes within her statements 

regarding the changes of emphasis and an even more conservative content (discussed 

again below) might have contributed to the decline in approval ratings since the 

London Bridge attack and May’s response to it was a broadly discussed topic in UK 

media the days after the attack. 

 

Regarding feedback of the statements given by Theresa May, the number of re-

tweets of the tweet of her statement only indicates that the interest in these two 

particular videos was higher than that of usual tweets by the PM (2,055 after the 

Manchester Arena attack and 1,967 after the London Bridge attack, compared to an 

average of 400 – 1,000 retweets). However, the low and similar numbers do not 

indicate any changes in public reactions.  

Blair witnessed a similar decline in approval ratings as May did after her statement in 

reaction to the London Bridge attack during the months following his statement in 

reaction to the London bombings 2005.175 After a continuous increase in approval 

between January and July, which left the at the time controversial PM with support 

by 44% of the population, Blair’s approval ratings declined by 4% during the month 

after the statement and then declined by another 10% in September. Since this was 

the only public statement Blair had to give in reaction to a large Islamic terrorist 

attack this decline cannot be compared to public reactions to other similar statements 

by the PM as was the case with Theresa May. Nevertheless, the reactions indicate 

that Blair did not succeed in using the statement in order to legitimise aspects of his 

policies, which the content strongly suggests might have been his goal.  

 

In his statement after 7/7 Blair points out that London is one victim of Islamic 

terrorism amongst many other cities that have been affected by comparable attacks, 

explaining that the Islamic terror threat is a global problem and not one only the UK 

is facing. By mentioning a diverse group of other cities that suffered from Islamic 

terrorist attacks he implicitly points out that his government should not have been the 

																																																								
175 J. Singer, M. Champion, ‘Hawks in Congress, not Tony Blair, May Benefit From Foiled Threat’, The Wall Street Journal, 12 
August 2006, at https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB115534578253134033 [accessed January 2018].  
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reason for the attack but that the reason why the attackers targeted London this time 

was that the radical ideology of the attackers contradicts with the general Western 

lifestyle.176 Theresa May also mentions the ideology of the attackers as their reason 

for why they carried out the attacks in Manchester and London, but she completely 

focuses on the UK in her statements. This again could be due to the political situation 

the two leaders were in at the times of their statements. Blair was emphasising 

Britain’s role in the global community while May was leading the nation out of the 

community of the European Union.177  

 

Both speakers also talk about the next political steps they are planning to take in 

reaction to the attacks. May after the London Bridge attack and Blair after 7/7 

explain that they are planning to increase the power of the police and security 

services in reaction to the attacks. Blair is much more precise in his statement there 

and explicitly says which MPs will be responsible for which task and he mentions 

bills that his government is planning to pass. Blair’s advantage here was that he was 

a much more experienced PM than Theresa May was at the time of her statement in 

response to the London Bridge attack and therefore had a stronger structure in his 

government and on-going projects prepared to execute when suitable. Blair must 

have assumed that the 7/7 attacks gave him the right momentum to remind the 

audience of a planned counterterrorism bill.178 Another aspect that may have affected 

this aspect of the statements could have been the audiences the PMs were talking to. 

Since Theresa May gave her first longer statement around 12 hours after the London 

Bridge attack at Downing Street while Blair only gave a very brief statement when 

he arrived in London right after the attacks and gave a longer statement at the House 

of Commons the Monday after. However, the location of the statement should only 

have had a very limited impact on the content of the messages, since both messages 

were equally available to the broader public via television, radio and newspapers, as 

well as MPs. Nevertheless, Blair had more time to prepare his first Commons 

statement, which could explain why he was able to be more precise about the next 

																																																								
176 A. Seldon, P. Snowdon, D. Collings, Blair Unbound, p. 376 
177 N. Fairclough, “Blair’s contribution to elaborating a new ‘doctrine of international community’”, Journal of Language and 
Politics, 4/1 (2005), pp. 41 – 63; N. Allen, “’Brexit means Brexit’: Theresa May and post-referendum British politics”, British 
Politics, 13/1 (2018), pp. 105 – 120.   
178 S. Spencer, “Immigration” in A. Seldon (ed.), Blair’s Britain 1997 – 2007 (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2007), 
pp. 354 – 355. 
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steps.179  

 

Except for some quantitative differences, most of the changes in the statements of 

Blair after 7/7 and May after the Manchester arena attack and after the London 

Bridge attack can be explained by the politicians’ different political backgrounds and 

political changes in the UK and abroad during the 12 years between 7/7 and the 

Manchester attack.180 The main quantitative aspect that stands out is that, under 

consideration of the different lengths of the statements (Blair: 1551 words, Theresa 

May: 1151 words after Manchester Arena attack and 1060 words London Bridge 

attack) Blair used the unifying pronouns we/us/our less often (34 times), than 

Theresa May did (29 times in her statement after the Manchester Arena attack and 31 

times after the London Bridge attack). Tony Blair also separated himself from the 

audiences by using the pronouns I/me 22 times; May did so only seven times after 

the Manchester Arena attack and three times after the London Bridge attack. Thus, 

even though their approval ratings were similarly low, Blair decided to implicitly 

underline his role as the political leader much more often than Theresa May did in 

both of her statements. The public reaction indicates that this did not contribute to an 

increase in support from the population. Again, since this statement cannot be 

compared to any similar statement Blair had to give during his premiership it is not 

possible to indicate how far this quantitative aspect influenced the public reaction 

and how far broader socio-political contexts may have influenced the public reaction 

to Blair’s attempt of being a strong leader in this particular situation. These 

quantitative aspects will be discussed in more depth and compared in a broader 

context in the comparative analysis between statements given by political leaders 

from the UK, France and Germany later in this thesis.  

 

Further changes are noticeable between Theresa May’s statement after the 

Manchester arena attack on 23 May 2017 and the London bridge attack on 4 June 

																																																								
179 Theresa May had 12 hours to prepare for her statements in reaction to the attacks in Manchester and London, Blair had four 
days between the London bombings and his first statement at the House of Commons. The timing of the statements will be of 
more importance under the consideration of normative contexts in different countries and will be examined in more depth in the 
comparative analysis later in this thesis. 
180 T. E. Givens, ‘How the Left Can Right Itself’, World Policy Journal, 34/1 (2017), pp. 26 – 29.  
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2017.  

 

One big difference between May’s first statement after the Manchester arena attack 

and the London bridge attack is that the former focuses on the victims and helpers 

while the latter focuses on those who carried out the attack and the general ideology 

and its threat. This becomes even more obvious when comparing the number of 

times May uses the terms terrorist/terrorism (11), attacker/attack (13) and 

extremist/extremism (6) in her first statement after the London bridge attack, 

compared to 8, 9 and 0.181  

 

While the content of May’s statement after the Manchester arena attack is rather 

reflecting on what happened, her statement after the London bridge attack contains 

more steps that should be taken next, especially her ‘things [that] need to change […] 

in 4 important ways’182. Here she gives a deeper explanation about how her 

government needs to ‘continue to resolve to thwart such attacks in future, to take on 

and defeat the ideology that often fuels this violence, and if there turn out to be 

others responsible for this attack, to seek them out and bring them to justice’183, as 

mentioned in her statement from 23 May 2017.  

 

In her statement after the London bridge attack, May more explicitly holds on to 

more conservative values, based on the in the days of the statement often cited 

argument that ‘enough is enough’184. Reasons for this shift could be that two attacks 

with large numbers of victims might have been overwhelming for large parts of the 

British population and May felt an increasing demand in a strong stand in support of 

her and her party’s political position. Even though the national campaigns for the 

																																																								
181 Blair also referred to Social Actors involved in Islamic terrorism 12 times in total in his statement in reaction to the 7/7 
London bombings. However, since this was the only statement he had to give in reaction to large Islamic terrorist attacks in the 
UK during his premiership the quantitative aspects of Blair’s statement will be of more interest in the broader comparative 
analysis between statements given by political leaders in the UK, France and Germany. 
182 T. May, ‘PM statement following London terror attack: 4 June 2017’. 
183  T. May, ‘PM statement following terrorist attack in Manchester: 23 May 2017’, GOV.UK at 
https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/pm-statement-following-terrorist-attack-in-manchester-23-may-2017 [accessed 
October 2018].  
184 T. May, ‘PM statement following London terror attack: 4 June 2017’.  
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upcoming snap elections were suspended for the day and her statements as PM in 

reaction to the London bridge attack should therefore officially not be regarded as 

part of the election campaign, the fact that it was only four days until the elections 

may still have influenced the choice of content of the statement.  

 

Comparing the three statements, the main points that stand out prove aspects that 

appear to be straightforward but still need to be actively emphasised when analysing 

public statements given by political leaders. In all three statements, the speakers use 

expressions of empathy and metaphors to gain the audience’s support and to 

influence their interpretation of the events that led to the statements in the way the 

speakers want them to interpret the events. The content of the messages the speaker 

chooses when attempting to gain the audience’s support depends mainly on the 

broader socio-political context at the time and the current public discourse as well as 

to a lesser extent the thereto indirectly linked political discourse. The way the 

speaker wants the audience to interpret an event and thereby influence the public 

discourse in his or her favour depends on the political party represented and is 

limited by what is considered acceptable to say at the time. If the statement manages 

to gain the audience’s trust and support by showing an accurate understanding of the 

broader socio-political context and public discourse at the time and then manages to 

influence the audience’s interpretation of the event in the attended direction the 

speaker can fill a vacuum that developed out of a lack of understanding of the event 

and its consequences. In their statements, Blair and May both offer explanations of 

what happened and why it happened and also explain to different extents why and 

which political consequences these events have and how these might affect the 

audience. 
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b. France 

i. Île de France attacks – 07/01/2015 – 09/01/2015 

1. Political and Social Context 

The	aim	of	 this	context	section	 is	 to	analyse	and	explain	what	 the	situation	 in	

France	was	 like	before,	during	and	immediately	after	the	Ile	de	France	attacks	

between	7	and	9	of	January	2015.	Emphasis	will	be	put	on	the	political	situation,	

domestically	 and	 in	 international	 relations	 in	 the	 Socialist	 government	 of	

President	 Francois	 Hollande.	 All	 these	 factors	 build	 the	 foundation	 for	 the	

narrative	 analysis	 of	 Francois	 Hollande’s	 statement	 on	 9	 January	 2015	 in	 the	

Élysée	 Palace	 in	 response	 to	 the	 attacks	 and	 the	 reactions	 by	 the	 public	 and	

other	important	actors.		

	

In	 2012	 Hollande	 won	 a	 tight	 election	 race	 against	 former	 President	 Nicolas	

Sarkozy.185	In	 the	 first	 round	of	 elections,	Hollande	 came	 in	 first	with	28.63%	

and	in	the	second	round,	Hollande	won	the	run-off	with	Sarkozy	with	51.6%.186	

That	led	to	Hollande’s	inauguration	on	15	May	2012.		

	

In	 March	 2014	 Hollande	 appointed	 Manuel	 Valls	 as	 the	 Prime	 Minister	 of	

France.187	Valls	 formed	 his	 first	 cabinet	 on	 2	 April	 2014	 following	 the	 French	

municipal	 elections.	 Following	 insolvable	 disputes	 with	 several	 ministers,	

Hollande	conducted	some	changes	in	the	cabinet,	which	led	to	the	second	Valls	

government	 on	27	August	 2014.188	The	 second	Valls	 government	 of	 577	 seats	

consisted	of	15	Socialist	Party	(PS)	ministers	and	two	ministers	from	the	Parti	

Radical	de	Gauche	(PRG).189		PS	had	a	majority	of	314	seats,	53%	in	the	second	

Valls	government.190		

	

																																																								
185 J. Gaffney, France in the Hollande Presidency – The Unhappy Republic (London, Palgrave Macmillan, 2015) pp. 16 – 19.  
186 ‘Résultats de l'élection présidentielle 2012’, Ministére de l’election présidientielle 2012, at 
https://www.interieur.gouv.fr/Elections/Les-resultats/Presidentielles/elecresult__PR2012/(path)/PR2012/FE.html [accessed 
November 2018] 
187 Gaffney,  France in the Hollande Presidency – The Unhappy Republic, pp. 81 – 82. 
188 Gaffney,  France in the Hollande Presidency – The Unhappy Republic, p. 137. 
189  ‘France Hollande: New team named after ministers rebel’, BBC News, 26 August 2014, at 
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-28938703 [accessed November 2018].  
190  ‘Hollande’s Socialists secure majority in French parliament’, France24, 18 June 2012, at 
https://www.france24.com/en/france/2min/20120617-france-socialist-party-wins-parliamentary-election-hollande-left-national-
assembly [accessed November 2018].  
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From	 the	 beginning	 of	 his	 presidency,	 Hollande’s	 approval	 ratings	 almost	

continuously	 decreased. 191 		 Halfway	 through	 Hollande’s	 presidency,	 in	

November	 2014,	 only	 19%	 of	 the	 French	 population	 approved	 of	 their	

President.192	One	 reason	 for	 the	 high	 disapproval	 for	 President	 Hollande	was	

the	 high	 unemployment	 rate. 193 	The	 right-wing	 socialism	 within	 the	 PS,	

supported	by	PM	Manuel	Valls	and	economy	minister	Macron	might	also	have	

led	 to	a	decrease	 in	support	 from	PS	voters	as	well	as	other	socialist-oriented	

French	citizens.194	Military	interventions	under	President	Hollande	were	facing	

different	reactions	by	the	public.	Even	though	60%	of	the	population	supported	

“Operation	 Serval” 195 	in	 Mali	 in	 January	 2013,	 59%	 opposed	 the	 French	

involvement	in	Syria.196	Since	the	media	coverage	of	the	Syria	intervention	was	

much	 higher	 than	 that	 of	 Operation	 Serval	 and	 lasted	 beyond	 the	 end	 of	

Hollande’s	 presidency,	 the	 decision	 to	 join	 the	 western	 coalition	 in	 order	 to	

punish	 Bashar	 al-Assad	 for	 his	 use	 of	 chemical	 weapons	 could	 have	 been	

another	strong	reason	for	the	low	support	of	President	Hollande.197		

	

On	 the	 other	 hand,	 the	 popularity	 of	 Hollande	 within	 minority	 groups,	 most	

importantly,	 the	 4,155,000	 Muslims	 living	 in	 France	 was	 very	 high.	 Opinion	

polls	 after	 the	 second	 round	of	 the	 elections	 in	2012	 show	 that	 up	 to	93%	of	

Muslim	French	citizens	voted	 for	Hollande.198	However,	 this	very	high	number	

does	not	 necessarily	mean	 that	 the	 vast	majority	 of	 French	Muslims	 supports	

Hollande	 and	 his	 politics.	 Sarkozy	 was	 very	 unpopular	 amongst	 the	 Muslim	

minority	 in	 France.	 Therefore,	 it	 is	 likely	 that	many	Muslim	 voters	 used	 their	

vote	to	vote	against	Sarkozy,	rather	than	to	express	their	support	 for	Francois	

																																																								
191A. Nardelli, ‘Le rebound – Hollande’s popularity rises 21 points in one month’, The Guardian, 19 January 2015, at 
https://www.theguardian.com/news/datablog/2015/jan/19/hollandes-popularity-rises-21-points-in-one-month-charlie-hebdo 
[accessed November 2018].  
192 ‘Les francais et le bilan de Francois Hollande a mi-mandat’, BVA Group, 05 November 2014, at https://www.bva-
group.com/sondages/les-francais-et-le-bilan-de-francois-hollande-a-mi-mandat/[accessed November 2018].  
193 ‘France Unemployment Rate’, Trading Economics, at  https://tradingeconomics.com/france/unemployment-rate [accessed 
November 2018].  
194 R. Lefebvre, “’Dépassement’ ou effacement du parti socialiste (2012 – 2017)?”, Mouvements. 89/1 (2017), pp. 11 – 21. 
195 Gaffney,  France in the Hollande Presidency – The Unhappy Republic, pp. 109 – 110. 
196  K. Chhor, ‘The spectacular rise and fall or Hollande’s Socialist Party’, France 24, 14 December 2016, at 
https://www.thelocal.fr/20130829/majority-of-french-oppose-syria-intervention [accessed November 2018]; B. Charbonneau, J. 
Sears, ‘Faire la guerre pour un Mali démocratique: l’intervention militaire francaise et la gestion des possibilities politiques 
contestées’, Revue canadienne de science politique, 47/3 (2014), pp. 597 – 619.  
197 Gaffney,  France in the Hollande Presidency – The Unhappy Republic, pp. 95, 106 – 116. 
198 M. P. Rieublanc, ‘93% des musulmans ont voté pour François Hollande’, La vie, 07 May 2012, at 

 http://www.lavie.fr/actualite/93-des-musulmans-ont-vote-pour-francois-hollande-07-05-2012-27212_3.php[accessed 
November 2018]. 
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Hollande.199	Nevertheless,	the	President	repeatedly	said	that	he	fights	to	protect	

all	religions,	and	appeared	much	more	tolerant	towards	Islam	than	his	political	

competitors	Nicolas	Sarkozy	and	Marine	Le	Pen.200		

	

Between	the	morning	of	7	January	and	noon	of	9	January	2015	17	people	were	

killed	and	22	wounded	in	four	separate	shootings.201	On	7	January	the	attackers	

Cherif	and	Said	Kouachi,	French	citizens	of	Algerian	origin,	killed	twelve	people	

during	 and	 after	 their	 attack	 on	 the	 offices	 of	 the	 satirical	 magazine	 Charlie	

Hebdo	in	central	Paris.	The	next	day	Amedy	Coulibaly,	French	citizen	of	Malian	

origin	and	friend	of	the	Kouachi	brothers	shot	dead	a	policewoman	and	injured	

a	civilian	in	Montrouge	in	the	south	of	Paris	at	8:45am	local	time.	The	following	

day	 Coulibaly	 took	 19	 people	 hostage	 in	 a	 kosher	 supermarket	 at	 Porte	 de	

Vincennes,	 east	 of	 Paris.	 When	 the	 police	 Special	 Forces	 entered	 the	 kosher	

supermarket,	they	managed	to	free	15	hostages.	Four	were	found	dead.	

	

The	 Kouachi	 brothers	 both	 trained	 with	 al-Qaeda	 in	 the	 Arabian	 Peninsula	

(AQAP)	 in	 Yemen	 in	 2011	 and	 claimed	 that	 they	 killed	 the	 Charlie	 Hebdo	

members	on	behalf	of	AQAP.202	Amedy	Coulibaly	who	first	met	Cherif	Kouachi	in	

prison	after	Coulibaly	was	arrested	for	armed	bank	robbery	in	2004	supported	

the	terrorist	organisation	ISIS.203	

	

At	the	evening	of	7	January	2015,	the	conservative	newspaper	Figaro	described	

the	 attack	 at	 the	 members	 of	 Charlie	 Hebdo	 as	 a	 terrorist	 attack	 on	 all	

civilisation	in	which	men	and	women	have	equal	rights	and	freedom	of	thought	

																																																								
199 G. Goodliffe, J. Laurence, ‘The French Debate on National Identity and the Sarkozy Presidency: A Retrospective’, The 
International Spectator, 48/1 (2013), pp. 34 – 47. 
200 H. Alexander, ‘France election 2012: Islam takes centre stage in battle for France’, The Telegraph, 08 April 2012, at 
https://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/europe/france/9191923/France-election-2012-Islam-takes-centre-stage-in-battle-
for-France.html [accessed November 2018]. For more information regarding Muslims in France see: A. Rabasa, C. Benard, 
Eurojihad: Patterns of Islamist Radicalization and Terrorism in Europe (New York, Cambridge University Press, 2015), pp. 9 
– 11; C. L. Adida, D. D. Laitin, M.-A. Valfort, Why Muslim Integration Fails in Christian-Heritage Societies (Cambridge, 
Harvard University Press, 2016); J. Heider, ‘Unveiling the truth behind the French burqa ban: The unwarranted restriction of 
the right to freedom of religion and the European Court of Human Rights’, Indiana International & Comparative Law Review, 
22/1 (2012), pp. 93 – 130; S. Gemie (ed.), French Muslims: New Voices in Contemporary France (Cardiff, University of Wales 
Press, 2010).  
201 ‘Charlie Hebdo attack: Three days of terror’, BBC News, 14 January 2015, at https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-
30708237 [accessed November 2015]. 
202 ‘Chérif Kouachi’, Counter-extremism Project, at https://www.counterextremism.com/extremists/chérif-kouachi [accessed 
November 2018]; for more information regarding the background of the Kouachi brothers see M. Scheider, ‘Counterfeiting and 
terrorism’, Journal of Intellectual Property Law & Practice, 11/4 (2016), p. 221.  
203 E. Mickolus, Terrorism, 2013 – 2015: A Worldwide Chronology (Jefferson, McFarland & Company, Inc., 2016), pp. 308 – 
309. 



Dominik Hamm 

dhamm02@qub.ac.uk 

	

	 96	

and	expression	is	taken	for	granted.	He	further	explains	that	the	Charlie	Hebdo	

attack	 is	 the	 declaration	 of	 a	 war	 between	 fanatic	 Islam	 and	 the	 values	 of	

European	 democracies. 204 	At	 the	 same	 evening,	 the	 left-wing	 newspaper	

Libération	 strictly	 differentiated	 terrorism	 and	 Islam	 and	 argued	 that	 the	

attacks	 did	 not	 have	 anything	 to	 do	 with	 the	 religion	 of	 Islam.	 The	 author	

further	 argues	 that	 French	Muslims	would	 be	 the	 first	 victims	 of	 this	 form	of	

Islamic	 fundamentalism.205	Le	 Parisien	wrote	 that	 France	 was	 in	 shock.	 The	

article	 describes	 the	 event	 as	 a	 terrorist	 attack	 and	 mentions	 how	 President	

Francois	Hollande	and	other	leading	French	politicians,	as	well	as	international	

state	representatives	such	as	Barack	Obama	and	Angela	Merkel,	condemned	the	

attack.206	Le	 Monde	 published	 the	 most	 controversial	 cover	 page,	 calling	 the	

attacks	at	the	Charlie	Hebdo	magazine	“le	11	Septembre	Francais”	(the	French	

9/11).207	Similar	 media	 reactions	 condemning	 the	 attacks	 and	 ideologies	 and	

organisations	behind	 them	 followed	 the	attacks	on	8	and	9	 January.	However,	

the	 reactions	 to	 the	 attacks	 at	 the	 Charlie	 Hebdo	 headquarters	 remained	 the	

main	topic	in	French	media.208		

	

After	the	Ile	de	France	attacks,	millions	of	French	citizens	and	political	 leaders	

from	France	and	abroad	expressed	solidarity	and	unity	with	the	entire	French	

population,	 including	 its	 minority	 groups.	 However,	 other	 indicators	 such	 as	

hate	crimes	against	members	of	minority	groups	show	that	the	aftermath	of	the	

Ile	de	France	attacks	in	January	2015	did	not	only	unite	the	people	in	France	but	

also	 led	 to	 stronger	 divisions	 in	 parts	 of	 society. 209 	The	 incidents	 of	

Islamophobic	 hate	 crimes	 increased	 from	 133	 in	 2014	 to	 more	 than	 400	 in	

2015.	 Gilbert	 Clavreul,	 the	 head	 of	 a	 body	 of	 the	 French	 government	 that	

coordinates	action	against	racism	said	that	the	January	attacks	in	Paris	are	the	

																																																								
204  A. Brézet, ‘Alexis Brézet: Quand la guerre est là, il faut la gagner’, Le Figaro, 07 January 2015, at 
http://www.lefigaro.fr/vox/societe/2015/01/07/31003-20150107ARTFIG00452-alexis-brezet-quand-la-guerre-est-la-il-faut-la-
gagner.php [accessed November 2018].  
205  L. Joffrin, “’Charlie’ vivra“, Libération, 07 January 2015, at https://www.liberation.fr/societe/2015/01/07/charlie-
vivra_1175877, [accessed November 2015]. 
206 ‘Attentat à Charlie Hebdo: la France sous le choc’, Le Parisien, 07 January 2015, at http://www.leparisien.fr/faits-divers/en-
direct-paris-fusillade-au-siege-de-charlie-hebdo-07-01-2015-4425881.php [accessed November 2015].  
207 J. Bellver, “’Le 11 septembre francais’ à la Une du ’Monde’, pas un mot à la Une en deuil de ’M’“, pure médias, 08 January 
2015, at http://www.ozap.com/actu/-le-11-septembre-francais-a-la-une-du-monde-pas-un-mot-a-la-une-en-deuil-de-
m/460911[accessed November 2018]. 
208 N. Fatah, ‘After the Paris Attacks: Reflections on the Media’ in E. M. Iacobucci, S. J. Toope (eds.), After the Paris Attacks: 
Responses in Canada, Europe, and around the Globe (Toronto, University of Toronto Press, 2015), pp. 121 – 130. 
209 J. Wolfreys, Republic of Islamophobia: The Rise of Respectable Racism in France (Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2018), 
pp. 19 – 44.  
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main	 reason	 for	 the	 strong	 increase	 in	 attacks	 against	 Muslims	 in	 France.210	

Anti-Semitic	 hate	 crimes	 also	 increased	 by	 84%	 to	 508	 incidents	 between	

January	 and	May	 2015.	 Even	 though	 the	 January	 attacks	may	 not	 be	 the	 only	

reason	 for	 the	 strong	 increase	 in	 hate	 crimes	 against	 members	 of	 minority	

groups,	 they	 are	 definitely	 one	 aspect	 that	 needs	 to	 be	 considered	 in	 the	

political	 debate	 about	 immigration	 and	 protection	 of	 minority	 groups	 in	

France.211	

	

To	conclude,	France	was	a	politically	and	socially	divided	country	before	the	Ile	

de	 France	 attacks	 between	 7	 and	 9	 January	 2015	 and	 remained	 so	

afterwards.212	The	one	factor	that	united	the	majority	of	the	French	population	

before	the	attacks	was	their	disapproval	for	their	President	Francois	Hollande.	

The	public	rally	in	Paris	on	11	January	showed	unity	amongst	millions	of	French	

citizens	 of	 different	 social,	 ethnic	 and	 religious	 backgrounds.	 However,	 even	

though	the	number	of	French	citizens	that	decided	to	express	their	unity	in	the	

streets	 of	 Paris	 that	 Sunday,	 the	 public	 gathering	 was	 not	 necessarily	

representative	of	all	of	France	and	all	its	citizens.	The	increase	in	Islamophobic	

and	 anti-Semitic	 hate	 crimes	 shows	 that	 minority	 groups	 were	 negatively	

affected	 by	 some	 forms	 of	 reactions	 to	 the	 January	 attacks	 and	 the	 different	

reactions	 to	 the	 attacks	 by	 leading	 French	 newspapers	 to	 show	 how	 divided	

mainstream	 political	 opinion	 is	 in	 France.213	Nevertheless,	 one	 factor	 French	

media	and	citizens	agreed	on	was	that	their	freedom	and	their	national	values	

were	 under	 attack.	 Francois	Hollande’s	main	 challenge	 after	 the	 Paris	 attacks	

was	therefore	to	unite	a	politically	divided	nation	of	which	the	vast	majority	did	

not	support	 its	President,	 in	order	to	maintain	safety	as	well	as	 the	remaining	

respect	in	the	government’s	authority.		

	

	  

																																																								
210  https://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/europe/france/12075018/Hate-crimes-against-Muslims-and-Jews-soar-in-
France.html [accessed November 2018]. 
211 A. Begag, ‘La France en panne d’intéfration’, Contemporary French Civilization. 41/2 (2016), pp. 273 – 277. 
212 S. McDaniel, ‘French Socialism in crisis: The undoing of Hollande’s ‘anti-austerity’ programme’, Journal of Labour 
Politics, 25/1 (2017), pp. 39 – 52; F. Cournut-Gentille, ‘Pour un nouveau Parlement: Retrouver la force de gouvener’, Le Débat, 
194/2 (2017), pp. 27 – 36. 
213 B. Stewart, ‘Journalism and Political Decision-Making in an Age of Crises’, in E. M. Iacobucci, S. J. Toope (eds.), After the 
Paris Attacks: Responses in Canada, Europe, and around the Globe (Toronto, University of Toronto Press, 2015), pp. 131 – 
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2. Narrative Analysis of Political Statements 

The	sender	

In	 the	 early	 afternoon	 of	 9	 January	 2015,	 after	 three	 days	 of	 attacks	 in	 and	

around	Paris,	a	few	hours	after	the	Charlie	Hebdo	attackers	were	killed	and	the	

hostages	 of	 the	 kosher	 supermarket	 were	 freed,	 President	 Francois	 Hollande	

gave	his	first	statement	on	the	attacks	that	occurred	between	7	and	9	of	January	

2015.	 That	 makes	 Francois	 Hollande	 in	 Lasswell’s	 Communication	Model	 the	

sender.	 Being	 the	 President	 of	 France	makes	 Francois	Hollande	 in	 this	 setting	

responsible	 for	 communicating	 the	government’s	 first	 thoughts	 and	actions	 in	

reaction	 to	 the	attacks	of	 the	previous	 three	days.	At	 the	beginning	of	 January	

2015,	 Francois	 Hollande	 was	 in	 the	 middle	 of	 his	 first	 and	 only	 term	 as	

President	of	France.	Before	giving	his	statements	in	reaction	to	the	Ile	de	France	

attacks	Hollande	was	the	President	with	the	lowest	approval	rates	in	the	history	

of	 France.	 Therefore,	 Francois	 Hollande	 had	 little	 to	 lose,	 but	 his	 public	

statements	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	 Ile	 de	 France	 attacks	 gave	 him	 a	 chance	 to	

reconnect	with	the	population	of	France.	The	main	challenge	he	was	facing	was	

to	 formulate	 a	message	 that	 equally	meets	 the	 expectations	 of	 supporters	 all	

over	the	broad	field	of	mainstream	politics	in	France,	as	well	as	addressing	the	

largest	Muslim	community	in	Europe.	Since	Hollande	gave	his	statement	shortly	

after	 the	 attackers	 were	 eliminated	 and	 hostages	 freed	 and	 the	 main	 threat	

appeared	 to	 be	under	 control,	 the	President	 and	his	 team	had	 a	 few	hours	 to	

adapt	 his	 statement.	 The	most	 discussed	 attack	 happened	 two	 days	 before	 9	

January	2015.	Hollande,	 therefore,	had	 two	days	 to	prepare	 the	main	 ideas	of	

the	statement	he	would	give	after	the	attackers	were	taken	down.		

	

The	message	

Francois	 Hollande	 addresses	 his	 statement	 to	 his	 compatriots.	 Hereby	 he	

defines	the	French	population	as	his	explicit	audience	and	thereby	mentions	the	

first	and	largest	Social	Actor.		

	

At	the	beginning	of	his	statement	Hollande	mentions	the	victims	of	the	attacks	

and	expresses	his	solidarity	with	them	and	their	families.	Hereby	he	introduces	

the	narrower	second	group	of	Social	Actors,	the	people	directly	affected	by	the	
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attacks.	In	the	same	paragraph,	the	President	describes	the	attacks	as	a	national	

tragedy,	 which	 France	 as	 a	 country	managed	 to	 overcome.	 By	 describing	 the	

events	 of	 the	 previous	 three	 days	 as	 tragedies	 or	 ordeals,	 Hollande	 implicitly	

outlines	what	 should	go	without	 saying,	 that	France	was	 the	victim.	However,	

this	subtle	statement	set	the	frame	to	mention	the	positive	aspect	of	the	attacks,	

the	 fact	 that	France	overcame	 them,	which	Hollande	 claims	was	 the	 country’s	

duty.	 France,	 as	 a	 country,	 is	 another	 social	 player	 that	 should	be	understood	

similarly	to	the	President’s	compatriots.	This	explanation	of	how	France	got	out	

of	 this	 struggle	as	 the	winner	 then	 set	 the	 right	 frame	 to	 introduce	 two	other	

social	actors:	the	larger	group	of	compatriots,	the	gendarmes,	police	officers	and	

others	that	were	involved	in	the	operations	that	stopped	the	attackers,	and	on	

the	 other	 side,	 the	 social	 actor	 that	 carried	 out	 the	 attacks,	 introduced	 as	 the	

“assassins”.	By	praising	those	who,	from	Hollande’s	perspective,	were	heroes	for	

having	 eliminated	 the	 attackers,	 which	 are	 later	 in	 the	 third	 paragraph	

described	as	“terroristes”,	the	President	underlines	the	good	work	and	bravery	

of	 the	 people	 whose	 job	 it	 is	 to	 protect	 the	 public	 and	 positioned	 them	 in	

contrast	to	those	who	killed	innocent	people.	Hereby,	the	speaker	does	not	only	

explain	 the	 sides	 in	 this	 conflict	 and	 defines	 the	 enemy,	 he	 also	 tries	 to	

strengthen	the	trust	in	and	support	for	those	whose	job	it	was	after	the	attacks	

more	 than	 before	 to	 keep	 the	 population	 calm	 and	 giving	 them	 a	 feeling	 of	

security.	 While	 paying	 his	 tribute	 to	 the	 work	 of	 those	 involved	 in	 the	

operations	against	the	attackers,	Hollande	repeatedly	uses	the	pronouns	we	and	

them/they.	By	using	different	social	actors	that	belong	to	the	same	larger	social	

actor	of	 the	 citizens	of	France,	he	 strengthens	his	 intention	of	underlining	 the	

importance	of	the	gendarmes	and	police	officers	in	French	society.	Interpreting	

the	pronoun	 “nous”	 (we)	as	 the	people	of	France	and	 “ils”	 (them/they)	as	 the	

police	officers	and	gendarmes,	it	differentiates	them	from	the	rest	of	the	citizens	

of	 France	 in	 this	 context.	 Besides	 political	 politeness,	 this	 could	 have	 been	 a	

subtle	first	step	towards	making	the	increase	in	power	for	police	and	military	in	

France	 in	 reaction	 to	 terrorist	 attacks	 appear	 more	 legitimate	 in	 public	

opinion.214	Measures	 taken	 by	 the	 Hollande	 administration	 later	 that	 month	

underline	this	assumption.215	
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In	the	fourth	paragraph	Hollande	then	says	that	even	though	she	(in	French	elle,	

describing	 the	 social	 actor	 France)	 and	 her	 security	 forces	 have	 proven	 that	

they	 can	 overcome	 threats	 and	 attacks	 such	 as	 the	 Ile	 de	 France	 attacks,	 the	

country	 and	 its	 citizens	 (vous,	 second	 person	 plural,	 same	 social	 actor	 as	 the	

President’s	compatriots)	should	remain	vigilant,	united	and	mobilized	since	the	

country	will	be	facing	more	threats	in	the	future.	Hereby,	the	President	protects	

himself	 from	 potential	 future	 accusations	 that	 could	 claim	 that	 he	 said	 that	

France	would	be	safe	even	though	it	was	not.	Even	more	important	though,	he	

tries	to	use	the	prevailing	feeling	of	 fear	after	the	attacks	to	encourage	French	

citizens	to	stick	together.	Especially	the	aspect	of	remaining	united	is	important	

here	 and	will	 be	 covered	 in	more	 depth	 later	 in	 this	 analysis.	 First,	 Hollande	

explains	why	vigilance	is	important	and	how	it	will	be	implemented.	This	is	the	

only	part	of	the	statement	where	he	explains	what	he	and	the	government	had	

done	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	 attacks	 at	 that	 point	 in	 time.	 He	 explains	 that	 it	 is	

foremost	 the	 state’s	 responsibility	 to	 demonstrate	 vigilance	 and	 says	 that	 he	

and	the	Prime	Minister	(Manuel	Valls)	increased	the	security	in	public	places	in	

order	to	enable	the	public	to	continue	their	lives	without	having	to	fear	further	

threats.	 This	 was	 a	 subtle	 way	 to	 explain	 the	 presence	 of	 military	 forces	 in	

French	cities,	something	of	which	members	of	the	public	could	have	expressed	

strong	rejections	in	other	situations.216		

	

In	 the	 sixth	 paragraph,	 President	 Hollande	 then	 explains	why	 he	 considers	 it	

important	 for	 the	 French	 people	 to	 stay	 united.	 He	 explains	 that	 the	 unity	 of	

French	 people	 is	 their	 strongest	weapon.	 It	 is	 questionable	whether	Hollande	

actually	 considered	 the	 French	 population	 as	 completely	 united,	 whether	 he	

was	thinking	of	a	particular	group	within	the	population,	e.g.	the	majority	group	

of	 ethnic	 Western	 Europeans,	 or	 whether	 he	 did	 not	 see	 France	 as	 a	 united	

nation	at	that	point	in	time	but	was	trying	to	encourage	unity	by	expecting	the	
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population	to	live	up	to	how	their	President	describes	them.	It	was	probably	a	

combination	of	the	second	and	third	thought.	No	matter	what	exactly	Hollande	

and	 his	 team	 were	 thinking	 when	 preparing	 this	 part	 of	 the	 statement,	 they	

must	 have	 considered	 it	 important	 to	 use	 this	 statement	 to	 prevent	 the	

worsening	of	the	division	within	society,	especially	in	order	to	protect	the	rights	

of	minority	groups,	 especially	Muslims	and	 Jews	as	Hollande	explicitly	 says	 in	

his	 statement.	 By	 again	 repeatedly	 using	 the	 pronoun	nous	 in	 this	 part	 of	 the	

statement,	 he	 expresses	 that	 the	 fight	 against	 ideologies	 that	 could	divide	 the	

people	of	France	needs	to	be	fought	mercilessly.		

	

In	 the	 seventh	 paragraph,	 the	 President	 then	 states	 explicitly	 that	 the	

“terroristes”	 and	 “fanatiques”	 do	 not	 have	 anything	 to	 do	with	 the	 religion	 of	

Islam.	 Hereby,	 Hollande	 hints	 that	 his	 main	 concern	 might	 have	 been	 the	

development	or	strengthening	of	prejudices	against	French	Muslims	due	to	the	

attacks	in	Ile	de	France.	Statistics	of	race/religion	related	hate	crimes	over	the	

months	 after	 the	 attacks	 in	 January	 2015	 show	 that	 Hollande’s	 concern	 was	

legitimate	but	the	statement	itself	did	not	prevent	an	increase	in	hate	crimes.217		

	

In	the	eighth	paragraph,	Francois	Hollande	then	explains	why	he	considers	the	

third	 and	 final	 one	 of	 the	 three	 terms	 mentioned	 earlier	 (vigilant,	 united,	

mobilized)	 in	 the	 statement	 important.	 He	 says	 that	 France	 must	 remain	

mobilized	 in	 order	 to	 react	 to	 attacks	with	 solidarity	 but	 if	 there	 is	 no	 other	

choice	 also	 with	 force.	 The	 President	 thereby	 once	 more	 points	 out	 the	

importance	of	unity	and	at	the	same	time	potentially	implicitly	suggests	that	an	

increase	in	the	numbers	of	soldiers,	as	well	as	the	power	of	the	military,	could	

be	 increased	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	 Ile	 de	 France	 attacks.	 He	 then	 continues	 by	

saying	that	nous	need	to	show	the	effectiveness	of	solidarity	and	that	France	is	a	

free	 nation	 with	 a	 strong	 ideal	 that	 the	 people	 of	 France	 (nous)	 are	 able	 to	

defend.	Getting	closer	to	the	end	of	the	statement,	this	is	an	interesting	part	as	it	

could	 be	 interpreted	 as	 directed	 not	 only	 and	maybe	 not	 even	mainly	 at	 the	

French	public,	but	also	at	other	French	and	 international	politicians.	Hollande	

																																																								
217  D. Chazan, ‘Hate crimes against Muslims and Jews soar in France’, The Telegraph, at 
https://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/europe/france/12075018/Hate-crimes-against-Muslims-and-Jews-soar-in-
France.html [accessed November 2018].  
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and	his	team	probably	understood	that	the	Ile	de	France	attacks,	carried	out	by	

French	Muslims	would	offer	a	strong	opportunity	for	political	parties	positioned	

further	 to	 the	 right	 in	 the	 political	 spectrum	 in	 France,	most	 of	 all	 the	 Front	

National	 (FN)	under	Marine	Le	Pen.	Referring	 to	 an	 ideal	 that	 the	majority	 of	

French	 citizens	 share	 could	 have	 been	 a	 strong	 message	 that	 contributed	 to	

Hollande’s	strengthened	position	as	President	after	the	Ile	de	France	attacks	as	

well	as	his	increase	in	approval	ratings.218	In	the	same	paragraph,	Hollande	pays	

his	 tribute	 to	 the	 soldiers	who,	 according	 to	him,	make	 it	possible	 for	nous	 to	

deal	with	 terrorism	 in	 a	way	 the	government	 considers	 it	 appropriate.	 In	 this	

context,	 nous	 could	 be	 related	 specifically	 to	 the	 French	 government	 and	 the	

military	would	therefore	be	a	crucial	asset	to	fight	and	prevent	terrorism.		

	

In	the	ninth	paragraph,	Hollande	mentions	that	several	leaders	from	all	around	

the	 world	 expressed	 their	 solidarity	 and	 told	 the	 President	 that	 they	 would	

participate	 in	 the	 planned	 march	 in	 Paris	 on	 11	 January	 2015.	 International	

leaders	are	 the	 second	 to	 last	 social	 actor	 introduced	 in	Hollande’s	 statement.	

By	mentioning	their	support,	 the	President	of	 the	Republic	communicates	that	

the	influential	players	in	world	politics	support	France	and	its	values.	Since	the	

statement	repeatedly	put	France,	the	President	and	his	compatriots,	in	contrast	

to	the	attackers,	the	expression	of	solidarity	with	France	implies	a	stand	against	

terrorism	in	this	context.		

	

He	 ends	 his	 statement	 by	 saying	 that	 alongside	 the	 international	 leaders,	

Francois	Hollande	will	 participate	 at	 the	planned	marches	 and	 calls	 his	 direct	

audience,	the	people	of	France	to	join	the	march	in	Paris	to	support	the	values	of	

democracy,	freedom	and	pluralism.	Hereby,	Hollande	is	aiming	to	encourage	the	

listeners	to	express	their	unity	and	solidarity	actively	and	to	take	a	united	stand	

against	 terrorism.	By	naming	democracy,	 freedom	and	pluralism,	he	mentions	

values	 many	 people	 consider	 strong	 parts	 of	 their	 French	 identity.	 Hollande	

says	that	these	values	are	important	to	nous	(in	this	case	all	French	people)	and	

represented	 by	 Europe.	 Europe	 is	 the	 last	 social	 actor	 introduced	 in	 this	

																																																								
218  B. McPartland, ‘Hollande’s popularity rating highest since 2012’, The Local, 02 December 2015, at 
https://www.thelocal.fr/20151202/hollandes-popularity-highest-since-2012 [accessed November 2018].  
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statement	 and	 further	 helps	 Hollande	 to	 underline	 his	 point	 that	 not	 only	

France	 and	 not	 only	 the	world	 leaders	were	 affected	 by	 the	 attacks,	 but	 that	

attacks	 targeted	 against	 freedom	 of	 speech	 and	 expression	 and	 other	

democratic	values	are	attacks	against	all	people	 living	 in	democracies.	Hereby	

he	implicitly	extends	the	idea	of	unity	beyond	France’s	borders	to	the	rest	of	the	

continent	France	is	part	of.		

	

At	the	very	end	of	the	statement,	the	President	promises	his	audience	that	they	

will	 grow	stronger	 through	 the	ordeal	 of	 attacks	 against	France’s	 citizens	 and	

values.	 By	 saying	 “je	 vous	 l’assure”	 (I	 promise	 you)	 where	 je	 is	 President	

Francois	Hollande	and	vous	his	compatriots,	Hollande	shows	that,	even	though	

he	described	himself	as	part	of	the	nation	(nous)	he	is	the	leader	and	is	willing	

to	 lead	his	people	 through	 the	hard	 times	 the	country	 is	going	 through,	 “cette	

épreuve”	(this	ordeal).	In	typical	French	manner,	he	ends	his	statement	with	the	

words	vive	la	République,	vive	la	France.		

	

The	medium		

The	 medium	 was	 President	 Francois	 Hollande’s	 address	 to	 the	 public.	

Therefore,	the	main	audience	was	the	people	of	France	who	saw	the	statement	

either	live	on	public	French	television	or	summaries	of	it	in	news-programmes	

on	public	and	private	television.	The	statement	was	also	disseminated	via	radio	

and	 it	 can	be	read	on	several	websites,	 including	 the	government-run	website	

vie-publique.fr.	 Extracts	 of	 the	 statement	were	 also	 printed	 in	 several	 French	

newspapers.	 International	 audiences	 also	 received	 abstracts	 of	 the	 statement	

via	newspapers,	television	and	radio	stations.		

	

Since	 television	 and	 newspapers	 reach	 the	 largest	 audiences	 in	 France,	

emphasis	will	be	put	on	those	two	media.		

	

Unfortunately,	there	is	no	precise	data	available	about	the	broadcasting	times	of	

the	 days	 of	 and	 after	 the	 Ile	 de	 France	 attacks.	 However,	 the	 general	 data	

available	should	help	to	develop	an	understanding	of	the	reporting	of	Francois	

Hollande’s	statement	in	French	television	after	the	attacks.	TF1	and	France2	are	
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the	 main	 news	 broadcasters	 in	 France.	 On	 average,	 21.7%	 of	 the	 French	 TV	

audience	 watched	 TF1,	 followed	 by	 France2	with	 14.5%	 in	 January	 2015.219	

These	 two	channels	had	 the	highest	number	of	people	watching	 the	 channels’	

reporting	of	 the	Paris	attacks	 in	 January	2015.	The	evening	programme	“Nous	

sommes	 Charlie”,	 dedicated	 to	 the	 attacks	 contributed	 to	 an	 above	 average	

number	 of	 watchers	 in	 the	 second	 week	 of	 the	 month	 (15.8%).	 France5	 and	

Canal+	also	reported	the	attacks	in	their	news	programmes.	However,	the	most	

watched	news	programmes	on	French	television	run	on	TF1	and	France2:	TF1’s	

1pm	Bulletin	(up	to	7.4m	viewers),	8pm	Bulletin	(up	to	8m	viewers),	Reportages	

(up	to	5.1m	viewers)	and	Sept	à	huit	(up	to	4.6m	viewers).	France2’s	20Heures	

has	up	to	4.8m	viewers.220		

	

Extracts	of	 the	statement	were	also	printed	 in	several	French	newspapers.	On	

the	national	 level,	 the	newspaper	with	 the	highest	circulation	 is	 the	politically	

neutral	 Le	 Parisien	 with	 a	 circulation	 of	 400,000.	 The	 newspaper	 with	 the	

highest	readership	(2.1m)	and	second	highest	circulation	(399,000)	is	the	left-

liberal	 Le	Monde	 followed	 by	 the	 conservative	 Le	Figaro	with	 a	 circulation	 of	

320,000	and	the	left-wing	Libération	with	a	circulation	of	142,000.221	

	

International	 audiences	 also	 received	 abstracts	 of	 the	 statement	 via	

newspapers,	television	and	radio	stations.		

	

3. Analysis of public reactions 

The	receiver	

The	 receivers	of	 Francois	Hollande’s	 statement	 after	 the	 Ile	de	France	 attacks	

are	 the	 French	public	 as	well	 as	 international	 audiences.	 The	 domestic	 public	

can	be	divided	into	several	groups	that	are	in	some	contexts	interconnected	and	

in	others	separated.	One	large	group	is	the	ethnic	French	majority;	another	one	

would	 be	 the	Muslim	minority.	Depending	 on	 the	 part	 of	 society	 and	 context,	

																																																								
219 B. Daragon, ‘Audiences janvier: TF1 en baisse, l’actualité booste France2, BFMTV et iTELE’, pure media, 02 February 
2015, at https://www.ozap.com/actu/audiences-janvier-tf1-en-baisse-l-actualite-booste-france-2-bfmtv-et-itele/462052 
[accessed April 2019].  
220 M. Baudriller, ‘JT de 20H: France 2 talonne TF1 avant l’arrivée d’Anne-Sophie Lapix’, Challenges, 07 July 2017, at 
https://www.challenges.fr/media/jt-de-20h-france-2-talonne-tf1-avant-l-arrivee-d-anne-sophie-lapix_485783 [accessed January 
2019].  
221 W. C. Thompson, The World Today Series 2015 – 2016: Western Europe (Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield, 2015) p.165. 
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French	Muslims	go	 from	being	a	well-integrated	part	 to	non-existing.222	In	 the	

post-Ile	de	France	attack	context,	French	Muslims	were	an	outlying	group	due	

to	the	background	of	the	attackers.	This	led	to	a	separation	of	the	larger	group	

of	 receivers,	 French	 citizens,	 into	 smaller	 groups	 that	 required	 different	

approaches	and	contents	within	the	message.	

	

Feedback	

The	 attacks	 in	 and	 around	 Paris	 between	 7	 and	 9	 January	 2015	 and	 the	

President’s	 statement	 in	 reaction	 to	 them	 seemed	 to	 affect	 his	 approval	

ratings.223	Before	 the	attacks,	Hollande’s	approval	ratings	had	been	decreasing	

continuously	 since	 his	 election	 and	 were	 around	 17%	 -	 19%	 throughout	

December	 and	 the	 beginning	 of	 January.	 Immediately	 after	 the	 Ile	 de	 France	

attacks,	 Francois	Hollande’s	 approval	 ratings	 started	 to	 increase	 continuously	

and	kept	on	doing	so	until	they	reached	their	peak	of	32%	on	4	February.	After	

4	February	Hollande’s	approval	 ratings	decreased	again	until	 the	beginning	of	

April	but	did	not	go	back	to	the	numbers	of	before	the	Ile	de	France	attacks	and	

stayed	 between	 22%	 and	 25%	 until	 November	 2015.	 Since	 nothing	 else	

influenced	the	political	discourse	in	France	as	much	at	the	time	the	changes	in	

Hollande’s	approval	ratings	after	the	Ile	de	France	attack	could	suggest	that	his	

reaction	 to	 the	 attacks	 may	 have	 been	 the	 main	 reason	 for	 the	 increase	 in	

approval	ratings.	The	fact	that	Holland’s	approval	stayed	for	months	at	least	3%	

above	the	approval	ratings	before	the	attacks	could	suggest	 that	 the	President	

gained	at	least	a	small	group	of	supporters	through	his	reaction	to	the	attacks.		

	

The	reactions	to	Francois	Hollande’s	tweets	related	to	the	Ile	de	France	attacks	

are	 another	 indicator	 of	 how	 members	 of	 the	 public	 perceived	 Hollande’s	

statement.	 Even	 though	 the	 President	 did	 not	 share	 his	 entire	 statement	 of	 9	

January	 2015	 on	 his	 Twitter	 account,	 he	 did	 communicate	 small	 parts	 of	 the	

statement	 he	 gave	 after	 the	 attacks.	 These	 short	 tweets	 could	 be	 seen	 as	 the	

aspects	of	his	statement	he	considered	most	important	to	communicate	with	the	

group	of	people	he	wanted	to	connect	with	through	his	twitter	account.	
																																																								
222 C. L. Adida, D. D. Laitin, M.-A. Valfort, Why Muslim Integration Fails in Christian-Heritage Societies (Cambridge, 
Harvard University Press, 2016), pp. 93 – 107. 
223  ‘Politique/Popularité moyenne de l’exécutif’, opinionlab, 10 January 2019, at http://opinionlab.opinion-
way.com/populariteMoyenneDeLexecutif.html [accessed January 2019].  
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In	2014,	33%	of	the	Twitter	users	in	France	were	16	to	24	years	old,	26%	25	to	

34	years	old,	25%	35	to	44	years	old,	11%	45	to	54	years	old	and	5%	55	and	

older.224	41%	of	those	users	are	High	School	students	or	graduates,	19%	have	

the	French	equivalent	of	A-Levels	(Bac	Pro/BTS),	29%	are	University	graduates.	

and	11%	have	a	PhD	or	higher	academic	titles.225	This	data	shows	that	the	

average	Twitter	user	in	France	is	younger	and	higher	educated	than	the	average	

citizen.226	The	analysis	could,	therefore,	indicate	how	comparably	young	and	

educated	supporters	of	the	President	reacted	to	what	he	considered	important	

aspects	of	his	statement.		

	

In	 the	 afternoon	of	 7	 January	2015,	 after	 the	 attack	 at	 the	headquarter	of	 the	

magazine	 Charlie	 Hebdo	 Francois	 Hollande	 tweeted:	 “Aucun	 acte	 barbare	 ne	

saura	 jamais	 éteindre	 la	 liberté	 de	 la	 presse.	 Nous	 sommes	 un	 pays	 unis	 qui	

saura	 réagir	 et	 faire	 bloc.”227	(No	 barbaric	 act	 will	 ever	 erase	 the	 freedom	 of	

press.	We	are	a	united	country	that	will	react	united.)	This	tweet	was	retweeted	

19,874	 times.	 Compared	 to	 the	 average	 number	 of	 200	 to	 600	 retweets	 of	

Hollande’s	tweets	the	days	before	the	attack	and	the	1,011	retweets	of	his	New	

Years	 tweet	 his	 first	 tweet	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	Charlie	Hebdo	attack	 appears	 to	

have	expressed	an	opinion	that	was	supported	by	a	much	larger	number	of	his	

followers.		

	

Seven	hours	later	Hollande	tweeted	his	second	tweet	in	reaction	to	the	first	of	

the	 Ile	 de	 France	 attacks,	 saying	 “La	 liberté	 sera	 toujours	 plus	 forte	 que	 la	

barbarie.	Notre	meilleure	 arme,	 c’est	 notre	 unité.”228	(Freedom	will	 always	 be	

stronger	 than	 barbarity.	 Our	 best	 weapon	 is	 our	 unity.)	 This	 tweet	 was	

retweeted	34,171	 times,	14,297	 times	more	 than	his	 first	 tweet	 in	 reaction	 to	

the	Charlie	Hebdo	attack	earlier	that	day.	It	needs	to	be	considered	that	some	of	

Hollande’s	Twitter	followers	may	have	been	working	that	Wednesday	afternoon	
																																																								
224  ‘Distribution of Twitter users in France in 2014, by age’, Statista – The Statistics Portal, at 
https://www.statista.com/statistics/438044/twitter-users-age-distribution-france/ [accessed December 2018].  
225  ‘Distribution of Twitter users in France in 2014, by education level’, Statista – The Statistics Portal, 
https://www.statista.com/statistics/438172/twitter-users-education-level-france/ [accessed December 2018].  
226  ‘France Population’, Worldometers, at http://www.worldometers.info/world-population/france-population/ [accesser 
December 2018].  
227 F. Hollande, ‘@fhollande’, Twitter, at https://twitter.com/fhollande/status/552796249624424449 [accessed January 2019].  
228 F. Hollande, ‘@fhollande’, Twitter, at https://twitter.com/fhollande/status/552906052011053056 [accessed January 2019].  
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when	he	tweeted	the	first	tweet	of	the	day,	while	the	vast	majority	might	have	

been	free	by	11pm	and	therefore	able	to	retweet	his	message	when	it	appeared	

in	 their	 accounts.	 Since	 the	 contents	of	 the	 tweets	 from	 that	day	do	not	differ	

strongly,	the	timing	of	the	tweets	may	be	the	main	reason	for	the	higher	number	

of	retweets	of	the	second	tweet	of	the	day.	The	compared	to	previous	tweets	by	

the	President	high	number	of	retweets	of	the	first	message	of	the	day	could	also	

have	made	it	appear	more	legitimate	to	retweet	Hollande’s	tweets	for	other	less	

active	followers	who	then	retweeted	his	second	tweet	of	the	day.		

	

Hollande’s	next	tweet	was	tweeted	in	the	late	morning	of	9	January	2015.	The	

President	wrote	“J’exprime	la	reconnaissance	de	la	Nation	aux	forces	de	l’ordre,	

admirables	de	courage	et	d’efficacité.	Mes	pensées	vont	aux	victimes.”229	(I	want	

to	 express	 the	 appreciation	of	 the	nation	 for	 its	 law	enforcement	 forces,	 their	

admirable	bravery	and	efficiency.	My	thoughts	are	with	the	victims.)	This	tweet	

was	retweeted	2,710	times,	31,461	times	less	than	his	last	tweet	related	to	the	

attacks.	This	timing	of	the	post	needs	to	be	considered	again,	however,	that	may	

not	 be	 the	 only	 factor	 that	 influenced	 the	 much	 lower	 number	 of	 retweets.	

Another	 factor	 that	 could	 help	 explain	 the	 much	 lower	 number	 of	 retweets	

could	be	the	content	of	the	message.	Many	of	Hollande’s	Twitter	followers	might	

relate	 to	 his	 messages	 of	 unity	 and	 freedom	 but	 not	 as	 much	 to	 the	 law	

enforcement	 forces	he	mentions	 in	 the	 statement	of	 the	morning	of	9	 January	

2015,	a	tendency	that	will	also	be	noticeable	 in	his	tweets	 in	reaction	to	other	

terrorist	attacks	in	France.	The	fact	that	the	tweet	Hollande	posted	one	minute	

later	 was	 retweeted	 4,929	 times	 also	 further	 underlines	 this	 assumption.	 At	

11:11	the	President	tweeted:	“Je	serai	à	la	marche	dimanche	et	j’appelle	tous	les	

Francais	 à	 se	 lever	 pour	 porter	 ces	 valeurs	 de	 démocratie,	 de	 liberté	 et	 de	

pluralisme.”230	(I	will	be	at	the	march	on	Sunday	and	I	ask	all	French	people	to	

stand	up	for	the	values	of	democracy,	freedom	and	pluralism.).	Again,	this	tweet	

was	retweeted	far	less	than	the	tweets	of	7	January	2015,	after	the	first	of	the	Ile	

de	France	attacks,	but	the	fact	that	it	was	retweeted	almost	twice	as	often	as	the	

first	 tweet	of	 the	morning	of	9	 January	2015	still	 gives	 some	 insights	 into	 the	

																																																								
229 F. Hollande, ‘@fhollande’, Twitter, at https://twitter.com/fhollande/status/553629988734660608 [accessed January 2019].  
230 F. Hollande, ‘@fhollande’, Twitter, at https://twitter.com/fhollande/status/553630045626191874 [accessed January 2019].  
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interests	of	Hollande’s	twitter	supporters.	The	far	lower	number	of	retweets	on	

9	January	compared	to	7	January	may	also	indicate	that	the	attack	at	the	Charlie	

Hebdo	offices	affected	a	much	larger	group	of	the	President’s	twitter	 followers	

than	the	attacks	of	the	following	two	days.		

	

Hollande’s	last	tweet	related	to	the	attacks	between	7	and	9	January	2015	was	

tweeted	 in	 the	afternoon	of	13	 January	2015	 in	memory	of	 the	police	officers	

that	 died	during	 the	 attacks:	 “Ahmed,	 Clarissa	 et	 Franck	 sont	morts	 pour	 que	

nous	 puissions	 vivre	 libres.	 Notre	 grande	 et	 belle	 France	 ne	 plié	 jamais,	 elle	

reste	debout.”231	(Ahmed,	Clarissa	and	Franck	died	so	that	we	can	live	free.	Our	

great	 and	beautiful	 France	never	bends,	 it	 always	 stands	upright.).	This	 tweet	

was	retweeted	1,712	times.	One	reason	for	the	lower	number	of	retweets	could	

have	been	 the	 timely	distance	between	 the	attacks	and	 this	 tweet,	 since	many	

Twitter	users	may	have	been	focusing	on	other	issues	or	not	as	active	on	Social	

Media	on	Tuesday	afternoon.	However,	it	may	also	to	some	extent	again	indicate	

that	a	larger	group	of	Hollande’s	twitter	followers	does	not	react	supportively	to	

tweets	that	include	aspects	related	to	law	enforcement	forces.		

	

In	 the	months	 after	 the	 attacks,	 the	 number	 of	 retweets	 of	 Hollande’s	 tweets	

stayed	between	400	and	2,400,	higher	than	before	his	tweets	related	to	the	Ile	

de	France	attack.	This	could	show	that	his	reactions	to	the	attacks	may	have	led	

to	an	increase	in	interest	in	the	President	amongst	his	Social	Media	followers.		

	

Analysing	 Francois	 Hollande’s	 approval	 ratings	 before	 and	 after	 the	 Ile	 de	

France	attacks	and	the	reactions	to	his	tweets	show	that	he	gained	support	from	

the	general	public	as	well	as	people	who	were	already	to	some	extent	interested	

in	 his	 work	 and	 followed	 it	 on	 Twitter.	 Hollande’s	 reaction	 to	 the	 attack	

contributed	 to	 a	 strengthening	 of	 his	 position	 as	 President	 of	 France.	 	 The	

microanalysis	 also	 shows	 that	 small	 analyses	 of	 different	 reactions	 to	 the	

President’s	 communication	 could	 give	 a	more	 profound	 understanding	 of	 the	

success	of	the	President’s	statements	in	different	stakeholder	groups.		

	

																																																								
231 F. Hollande, ‘@fhollande’, Twitter, at https://twitter.com/fhollande/status/554957771675013120 [accessed January 2019].  
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4. Conclusion 

Francois	 Hollande’s	 statement	 focuses	 on	 the	 French	 population	 and	 unity	

within	 the	 population.	 Throughout	 the	 entire	 statement	 he	 only	mentions	 the	

attackers	 four	 times,	 not	mentioning	 the	word	 terroristes	 until	 the	 end	 of	 the	

third	 paragraph.	 He	 mentions	 the	 gendarmes,	 police	 officers	 and	 military	

explicitly	 in	 three	 parts	 of	 the	 statement.	 The	 rest	 of	 the	 statement	 is	mainly	

about	the	French	public.	These	aspects	of	his	statement	will	be	of	interest	in	the	

comparative	 analysis	 of	 statements	 in	 reactions	 to	 Islamic	 terrorist	 attacks	

given	 by	 the	 political	 leaders	 of	 France,	 the	 UK	 and	 Germany.	 Through	 his	

repeated	 appeal	 for	 unity	 and	 solidarity	 and	 even	more	 explicitly	 through	his	

appeal	for	the	fight	against	racism	and	anti-Semitism	and	by	explaining	that	the	

acts	 of	 the	 attackers	 did	 not	 have	 anything	 to	 do	 with	 the	 religion	 of	 Islam,	

Hollande	 shows	his	 awareness	of	 the	potential	 effect	of	 the	attacks	 that	 could	

and	 did	 lead	 to	 an	 increase	 in	 discrimination	 against	 members	 of	 minority	

groups	 in	 France.	 Hollande	 also	 tried	 to	 use	 his	 statement	 to	 strengthen	 his	

position	 in	 French	 politics	 by	 improving	 his	 approval	 ratings	 amongst	 the	

centre-left	 voters	 by	 using	 terms	 that	 refer	 to	 core	 values	 in	 French	 identity:	

freedom	 (liberté),	 unity	 (fraternité)	 and	 indirectly	 equality	 (égalité).	 The	

analysis	of	the	reactions	to	Hollande’s	tweets	related	to	aspects	of	the	statement	

he	gave	after	the	attacks	also	shows	that	these	points	were	shared	by	many	of	

the	people	who	had	already	been	supporting	the	President.	Referring	to	 those	

values	might	also	have	been	directed	at	opposition	parties	positioned	further	on	

the	 right	 in	 French	 politics	 and	 their	 supporters,	 in	 order	 to	 soften	 political	

movements	 that	 were	 likely	 to	 develop	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	 attacks.	 The	

President’s	approval	ratings	at	the	time	indicate	that	he	may	have	succeeded	at	

this	to	some	extent	at	least	immediately	after	the	attacks.	

	

Hollande	 also	 underlined	 the	 importance	 of	 gendarmes,	 police	 and	 military,	

probably	 in	 order	 to	 start	 justifying	 future	 political	 decisions	 that	 involved	 a	

stronger	presence	of	and	more	rights	for	security	forces	throughout	France.232	

The	analysis	of	his	Twitter	history	indicates	that	those	who	already	supported	

																																																								
232 J.-L. Samaan, A. Jacobs, ‘Countering Jihadist Terrorism: A Comparative Analysis of French and German Experiences’, 
Terrorism and Political Violence (2018), DOI: 10.1080/09546553.2017.1415891 
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Hollande’s	policies	did	not	support	these	aspects	of	his	statements	as	much	as	

those	referring	to	 freedom	and	unity.	However,	 the	numbers	of	retweets	were	

too	 low	 to	 indicate	 a	 strong	 effect	 on	 approval	 ratings	 and	 do	 not	 allow	 the	

conclusion	that	mentioning	 law	enforcement	forces	 led	to	a	decline	 in	support	

from	 people	 who	 followed	 Hollande	 on	 Twitter.	 His	 approval	 ratings	 may	

indicate	 that	 a	 larger	 group	 within	 the	 French	 population	 supported	 the	

increased	use	of	gendarmes,	police	and	military	 in	order	 to	 fight	 the	 threat	of	

terrorism.		

 
ii. November Paris attacks 13/11/2015 

1. Political and Social Context 

In	 this	 section,	 the	 political	 and	 cultural	 situation	 in	 France	 before	 and	 right	

after	13	November	2015	when	Paris	witnessed	Europe’s	worst	terror	attacks	in	

10	 years	 will	 be	 explained	 and	 analysed.233 	Emphasis	 will	 be	 put	 on	 the	

domestic	 and	 international	 political	 situation	 in	 the	 socialist	 government	 of	

President	Francois	Hollande	between	the	Ile	de	France	attacks	in	January	2015	

and	the	Paris	attacks	in	November	2015.	These	factors	will	build	the	foundation	

for	 the	 narrative	 analysis	 of	 Francois	 Hollande’s	 statement	 from	 the	 Élysée	

Palace	the	morning	after	the	attacks.		

After	the	President’s	strong	 increase	 in	approval	ratings	after	his	statement	 in	

reaction	 to	 the	 Ile	 de	 France	 attacks,	 the	 population’s	 support	 of	 Francois	

Hollande	 decreased	 again	 but	 stayed	 at	 around	 25%	 -	 30%	 between	 January	

and	November,	higher	 than	at	 any	point	during	 the	 second	year	of	Hollande’s	

presidency	 and	 the	 first	 time	 that	 his	 popularity	was	 not	 continuously	 falling	

since	his	 election.234	The	approval	 ratings	 are	 affected	by	many	aspects	of	 the	

President’s	work	and	can	therefore	not	be	seen	as	a	sole	indicator	of	the	public’s	

reaction	 to	 the	 President’s	 statement	 and	measures	 taken	 after	 the	 attacks	 in	

January.	However,	 the	 fact	 that	his	 approval	 ratings	did	not	 go	back	 to	where	

they	 were	 before	 the	 attacks	 could	 be	 seen	 as	 an	 indicator	 that	 parts	 of	 the	

population	were	not	disappointed	by	Hollande’s	verbal	and	political	reaction	to	

the	 attacks,	 including	 the	 restriction	 on	 civil	 liberties	 that	 came	with	 several	

																																																								
233 C. Werber, ‘Paris has suffered Europe’s worst terror attacks. Here’s what we know’, Quartz, 14 November 2015, at 
https://qz.com/550169/paris-has-suffered-europes-worst-terror-attack-in-10-years-heres-what-happened/ [accessed December 
2018].   
234 Gaffney, France in the Hollande Presidency – The Unhappy Republic, p. 69.  
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new	 laws	 that	 were	 proposed	 and	 came	 into	 force	 after	 the	 Ile	 de	 France	

attacks.235	

	

One	 of	 the	 main	 challenges	 Hollande	 had	 to	 master	 in	 order	 to	 hold	 up	 his	

approval	 ratings	 after	 the	 Ile	 de	 France	 attacks	 was	 to	 protect	 the	 Muslim	

minority	 in	France	 from	other	members	of	 the	public	who	used	 the	attacks	 to	

generalise	or	strengthen	existing	sentiments	about	French	Muslims	due	 to	 the	

background	 of	 the	 attackers.236	French	 Muslims	make	 up	 7.5%	 of	 the	 French	

population	and	are	therefore	not	insignificant	when	it	comes	to	approval	ratings	

and	elections.237	This	became	more	difficult	 after	 the	attacks	between	7	and	9	

January.	Besides	 the	 collective	 “Je	 suis	Charlie”	 campaign,	 one	 consequence	of	

the	attacks	was	the	growing	strength	of	the	already	before	the	attacks	existing	

narratives	 of	 Muslims	 being	 dangerous	 citizens,	 threatening	 peace	 and	

security.238	One	 action	 taken	 by	 Hollande	 to	 intervene	 and	 prevent	 similar	

developments	in	the	future	was	the	development	of	a	€100	Million	action	plan	

against	racism	and	anti-Semitism	in	April	2015.239	Parts	of	this	campaign	were	

communal	 programmes	 and	 a	 large	 communication	 campaign	 as	 well	 as	

stronger	 punishments	 for	 racist	 and	 anti-Semitic	 comments	 and	 actions.	

Political	opinion	polls	cannot	 indicate	 to	which	extent	 these	decisions	affected	

Hollande’s	approval	ratings,	but	they,	as	well	as	other	actions	taken	in	order	to	

protect	minority	groups	may	have	strengthened	the	political	move	to	the	right	

in	France.240	

	

Even	 though	 the	 majority	 of	 the	 French	 population	 initially	 opposed	 French	

involvement	in	Syria,	the	Hollande	administration	increased	their	efforts	in	the	

																																																								
235  C. Harris, ‘Charlie Hebdo attacks: Five ways France has changed’, Euronews, 7 January 2016, at 
https://www.euronews.com/2016/01/07/charlie-hebdo-attacks-five-ways-france-has-changed [accessed December 2018].       
236 A. Mondon, A. Winter, ‘Charlie Hebdo, Republican secularism and Islamophobia’, in D. Freedman, G. Khibany, G. Titley, 
A. Mondon (eds.), After Charlie Hebdo: Terror, Racism and Free Speech (London, Zed Books Ltd, 2017), pp. 31 – 45.  
237 J. Laurence, J. Vaïsse, Integrating Islam: Politics and Religious Challenges in Contemporary France (Washington D.C., 
The Brookings Institute, 2006), pp. 195 – 220.  
238  J. Britton, ‘Muslims, Racism and Violence after the Paris attacks’, Sociological Research Online, August 2015, at 
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/pdf/10.5153/sro.3736 [Accessed December 2018]; C. L. Adida, D. D. Laitin, M.-A. Valfort, 
Why Muslim Integration Fails in Christian-Heritage Societies (Cambridge, Harvard University Press, 2016), pp. 93 – 107. 
239 Deutsch – Französisches Institut, Frankreich Jahrbuch 2015 – Frankreich nach der Territorialreform, pp. 158 – 159.  
240 B. Testé, C. Maisonneuve, M. Cohu, ‘L’effet ‘Charlie-Hebdo’: Répercussions des attentats de Janvier 2015 en France sur les 
Préjugés à l’égard des Maghrébins, l’orientation à la Dominance Sociale et le degree d’attachement au Principe de Laïcité’, 
Revue Internationale de Psychologie Sociale, 29/1 (2016), pp. 50 - 58; D. Reynié, “The Specter Haunting Europe: ‘Heritage 
Populism’ and France’s National Front”, Journal of Democracy, 27/4 (2016), pp. 47 – 57; C. Harris, ‘Charlie Hebdo attacks: 
Five ways France has changed’, Euronews, 7 January 2016, at https://www.euronews.com/2016/01/07/charlie-hebdo-attacks-
five-ways-france-has-changed [accessed December 2018]. 
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region,	 launching	 air	 strikes	 on	 27	 September	 2015.241	This	 having	 been	 the	

most	media	covered	involvement	of	French	troops	might	also	have	affected	the	

development	 of	 Hollande’s	 approval	 ratings.242	However,	 due	 to	 the	 Ile	 de	

France	 attacks	 and	 the	 attackers	 connection	 to	 Al-Qaeda	 in	 the	 Arabian	

Peninsula	 (AQAP)	and	 Islamic	State	of	 Iraq	and	Syria	 (ISIS),	 strengthening	 the	

involvement	 in	 the	 conflict	 in	 Syria	 could	 have	 led	 to	more	 positive	 reactions	

within	 the	 French	 population	 than	 they	 might	 have	 before	 the	 Ile	 de	 France	

attacks.243		

	

In	 the	 evening	 of	 13	 November	 2015,	 four	 suicide	 bombers	 and	 six	 gunmen	

killed	130	people	 in	Saint-Denis,	north	of	Paris	and	 the	city	 centre	of	Paris.244	

The	 suicide	 vests	 detonated	 by	 Bilal	 Hadifi,	 Ahamad	 al-Mohammed	 and	M	 al	

Mahmod	 shortly	 after	 09:20pm	 killed	 one	 person	 in	 front	 of	 the	 football	

stadium	 Stade	 de	 France	 where	 France	 was	 playing	 against	 Germany.245	The	

fourth	suicide	bomber,	Braham	Abdeslam,	injured	one	person	on	the	Boulevard	

Voltaire	 in	 the	 city	 centre	 of	 Paris	 at	 09:40pm.	 At	 09:25pm	 gunmen	 Chakib	

Akrouh,	Abdelhamid	Abaaoud	 and	Brahim	Abdeslam	killed	39	 and	 injured	32	

severely	 in	 different	 parts	 of	 the	 centre	 of	 Paris.	 Fifteen	 minutes	 later	 Omar	

Ismail	Mostefai,	Samy	Animour	and	Foued	Mohamed-Agged	entered	the	concert	

hall	 Bataclan	 armed	 with	 Kalashnikov	 assault	 rifles	 and	 suicide	 vests	 and	

started	 shooting	 at	 the	 1,500	 people	 audience.	 89	 people	 were	 killed	 and	 99	

severely	injured.		

	

The	 Abdesalam	 brothers,	 Chakib	 Akrouh	 and	 Abdelhamid	 Abaaoud	 were	

Belgian	citizens	of	Morrocan	origin.	Omar	 Ismail	Mostefai	 and	Samy	Animour,	

Foued	Mohamed-Agged	and	Bilal	Hadfi	were	all	French	citizens,	and	Ahamad	al-

Mohammed	and	M	al	Mahmod	entered	Europe	through	Greece	pretending	to	be	

																																																								
241 A. Herranz-Surrallés, F. Ostermann, J. Kaarbo, W. Wagner, ‘Politicization, party politics and military missions deployment 
votes in France, Germany, Spain and the United Kingdom’, WBZ Discussion Paper, 101/1 (2017). 
242 A. Belkaïd, ‘En Syrie, une issue politique bien incertaine’, Le Monde Diplomatique, 741/12 (2015), p. 16. 
243 T. Gomart, ‘La politique étrangère francaise est-elle Charlie?’, Études, 11/1 (2015), pp. 19 – 30; S. Ramani, ‘Why France is 
so deeply entangled in Syria’, Washington Post, 19 November 2015, at https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/monkey-
cage/wp/2015/11/19/why-france-is-so-deeply-entangled-in-syria/?utm_term=.e6c2d30b3372 [accessed December 2018].  
244 ‘Paris attacks: What happened on the night’, BBC News, at https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-34818994 [accessed 
December 2018].  
245 ‘Paris attacks: Who were the attackers?’, BBC News, at https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-34832512 [accessed 
December 2018]. 
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Syrian	 refugees.	 Six	 of	 the	 attackers	 had	 travelled	 to	 Syria	 to	 fight	 for	 ISIS	 at	

least	once.246	

	

In	 the	 morning	 of	 14	 November	 2015	 the	 conservative	 newspaper	 Le	 Figaro	

described	the	attacks	in	and	around	Paris	the	night	before	on	its	cover-page	as	

‘War	all	over	Paris’	 (La	guerre	en	plein	Paris).247	The	authors	 then	describe	 in	

the	 main	 article	 of	 the	 day	 the	 attacks	 as	 ‘unprecedented	 terrorist	 attacks	

throughout	all	of	Paris’	(attaques	torroristes	sans	precedent	en	plein	Paris).248		

They	explain	in	one	of	the	headline	that	coordinated	Islamic	attacks	with	rifles	

and	 explosives	 killed	 at	 least	 126	 people	 and	 injured	 more	 than	 200.	 They	

continue	 by	 explaining	 that	 France	 is	 witnessing	 the	 worst	 tragedy	 France	

experienced	since	World	War	II,	eleven	months	after	the	Charlie	Hebdo	attacks.	

They	 then	 explain	 the	 first,	 immediate	 measures	 taken	 by	 the	 Hollande	

government.	 	 At	 the	 very	 end	 of	 the	 article,	 the	 authors	 claim	 that	 the	

“apocalyptic	 scenes”	 in	 Paris	 were	 the	 Terrorists’	 reactions	 to	 France’s	

“declaration	of	war”	against	radical	Islamic	organisations	in	the	Middle	East.	On	

their	title	page	of	the	day,	the	newspaper	shows	a	team	of	paramedics	carrying	a	

victim	 of	 the	 attacks	 to	 an	 ambulance	 with	 other	 paramedics	 and	 civilians	

around	the	scene.249		

	

The	same	morning	the	left-wing	newspaper	Libération	titled	“Carnages	à	Paris”	

and	 Le	 Figaro	 describes	 the	 events	 of	 the	 night	 before	 as	 ‘a	 wave	 of	

unprecedented	attacks’	 (Une	vague	d’attentats	 sans	precedent).250	The	articles	

published	 in	 Libération	 the	 day	 after	 the	 attacks	 put	 more	 emphasis	 on	 the	
																																																								
246 K. Cragin, ‘The November 2015 Paris Attacks: The Impact of Foreign Fighter Returnees’, Orbis – Journal of World Affairs, 
61/2 (2016), pp. 212 – 226. For more information regarding the attackers see ‘Abdelhamid Abaaoud’, Counter-Extremism-
Project, at https://www.counterextremism.com/extremists/abdelhamid-abaaoud [accessed December 2018]; ‘Salah Abdeslam’, 
Counter-Extremism-Project, at https://www.counterextremism.com/extremists/salah-abdeslam [accessed December 2018]; L. 
Stack; P. Karasz, ‘How Belgium Became Home to Recent Terror Plots’, New York Times, 23 March 2016, at 
https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2015/11/15/world/europe/belgium-terrorism-suspects.html [accessed December 2018]; P. 
Moureaux, De Waarheid Over Molenbeek (Brussels, Horizon, 2016); G. Van Vlierden, ‘Molenbeeok and Beyond. The 
Brussels-Antwerp Axis as Hotbed of Belgian Jihad’ in A. Varvelli (ed.), Jihadist Hotbeds, Understanding Local Radicalization 
Processes (Milan, ISPI, 2016), pp. 49 – 61;   
247  ‘Les unes de la presse francaise en date du 14 novembre 2015’, 20 minutes, 14 November 2015, at 
https://www.20minutes.fr/medias/1730263-20151114-attentats-presse-francaise-guerre-plein-paris#&gid=1&pid=1 [accessed 
December 2018]. 
248 C. Correvin, P. Gonzalès, J.-M. Leclerc, ‘Attaques terroristes sans précédent en plein Paris’, Le Figaro, 14 January 2015, at 
http://www.lefigaro.fr/politique/2015/11/14/01002-20151114ARTFIG00019-attaques-terroristes-sans-precedent-en-plein-
paris.php [accessed December 2018].  
249  ‘Les unes de la presse francaise en date du 14 novembre 2015’, 20 minutes, 14 November 2015, at 
https://www.20minutes.fr/medias/1730263-20151114-attentats-presse-francaise-guerre-plein-paris#&gid=1&pid=1 [accessed 
December 2018].  
250 ‘Carnages à Paris’, Libération, 14 and 15 November 2015, at https://boutique.liberation.fr/products/carnages-a-paris-14-et-
15-novembre-2015 [accessed December 2018].  
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attacks,	their	victims,	and	how	the	world	reacted	to	the	attacks,	rather	than	the	

cultural	and	religious	origin	of	 the	attackers.251	The	 title	page	of	Libération	on	

the	morning	of	14	November	2015	shows	a	police	officer	and	a	civilian	carrying	

away	an	injured	individual.252	

	

Le	Parisien’s	cover	 page	 also	 showed	paramedics	 and	police	 officers	 at	 one	 of	

the	 scenes	 of	 the	 attacks	 and	 wrote	 ‘this	 time	 it’s	 war’	 (Cette	 fois	 c’est	 la	

guere).253	The	main	article	of	the	day	describes	the	events	of	the	previous	night	

in	 Paris	 and	 refers	 to	 President	 Francois	 Hollande’s	 reactions,	 politically	 and	

verbally,	 during	 and	 immediately	 after	 the	 attacks.	 Interestingly,	 in	 his	

statement	on	the	morning	of	14	November	2015	(which	will	be	analysed	in	this	

chapter),	 after	 Le	 Parisien	 and	 La	 Figaro	 editions	 of	 the	 day	 were	 published,	

Hollande	claimed	in	the	very	first	sentence	what	the	newspapers	titled	in	their	

headlines,	that	the	attacks	the	night	before	were	an	act	of	war.254	

	

Le	Monde	headline	the	morning	after	the	attacks	of	13	November	2015	was:	‘the	

terror	 in	 Paris’	 (La	 terreur	 à	 Paris)	 and	 the	 cover-page	 shows	 two	 officials	

dressed	 entirely	 in	 white	 with	 their	 faces	 covered	 covering	 a	 probably	 dead	

victim	of	the	attacks	lying	on	a	stretcher.255	Le	Monde	and	Aujourd’hui	en	France	

are	the	only	newspapers	mentioning	terror	 in	their	headlines.	Le	Figaro	and	Le	

Parisien	describe	the	attacks	as	acts	of	war.		

	

As	after	the	attacks	in	January	2015,	there	was	again	an	increase	in	hate	crimes	

against	Muslims	in	France	after	the	attacks	on	13	November	2015.256	These	hate	

																																																								
251  “Le monde ‘choqué’, solidaire de la France après les attentats de Paris“, Libération, 14 November 2015, at 
https://www.liberation.fr/planete/2015/11/14/le-monde-choque-solidaire-de-la-france-apres-les-attentats-de-paris_1413369 
[accessed December 2018]; M. Cherif, ‘Carnages’, Libération, 14 November 2015, at 
https://www.liberation.fr/debats/2015/11/15/carnages_1413562 [accesser December 2018]; L. Joffrin, ‘A Paris, l’horreur’, 
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15-novembre-2015 [accessed December 2018]. 
253  ‘Les unes de la presse francaise en date du 14 novembre 2015’, 20 minutes, 14 November 2015, at 
https://www.20minutes.fr/medias/1730263-20151114-attentats-presse-francaise-guerre-plein-paris#&gid=1&pid=1 [accessed 
December 2018]. 
254 F. Hollande, ‘Déclaration de M. Francois Hollande, Péésident de la République, sur les attaques terroristes ä Paris, le 14 
novembre 2015’, Vie-Publique, 14 November 2015, at http://discours.vie-publique.fr/notices/157002978.html [accessed 
December 2018].  
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crimes	 include	 physical	 attacks	 as	well	 as	 verbal	 threats.	 After	 the	 attacks	 in	

January,	 the	 number	 of	 such	 hate	 crimes	 increased	 from	 hardly	 any	 in	

December	 2014	 to	 180	 after	 the	 attacks.257	By	 February	 2015	 the	 number	 of	

reported	 Islamophobic	 incidents	 went	 down	 to	 20	 to	 30	 a	 month,	 until	 the	

attacks	in	November	after	which	around	70	hate	crimes	against	Muslims	were	

reported	throughout	France.	The	total	number	of	reported	anti-Muslim	attacks	

in	2015	went	up	to	429,	which	is	223%	more	than	in	2014.	58%	of	those	crimes	

were	 committed	 after	 the	 attacks	 in	 January	 and	November.	 Even	 though	 the	

increase	 in	 hate	 crimes	 against	 Muslim	 citizens	 was	 not	 as	 strong	 after	 the	

November	attacks	as	it	was	after	the	January	attacks,	the	annual	statistic	should	

have	been	a	strong	indicator	of	growing	tendencies	within	France,	which	should	

have	 influenced	 Hollande’s	 statements	 and	 actions	 after	 the	 attacks	 on	 13	

November	 2015,	 as	 well	 as	 the	 broader	 debate	 in	 French	 politics	 regarding	

immigration	and	protection	of	minority	groups	in	France.	The	increase	in	hate	

crimes	after	 the	 Ile	de	France	attacks	may	have	been	one	reason	 for	 the	€100	

Million	action	plan	against	racism	and	anti-Semitism	in	April	2015.	The	smaller	

increase	 in	 hate	 crimes	 against	Muslims	 after	 13	 November	 compared	 to	 7-9	

January	could	be	one	indicator	of	a	first	success	of	the	campaign.	However,	it	is	

difficult	to	prove	how	far	the	campaign	influenced	this	development.	And,	in	any	

case,	 the	 data	 shows	 that	 more	 work	 needed	 to	 be	 done	 to	 protect	 minority	

groups	in	France.		

	

Interestingly,	right	after	the	January	attacks	anti-Semitic	hate	crimes,	as	well	as	

hate	 crimes	 against	 other	minority	 groups,	 increased	 in	 a	 similar	way	as	hate	

crimes	 against	 Muslims.	 However,	 the	 November	 attacks	 only	 affected	 hate	

crimes	 against	 Muslims	 and	 members	 of	 other	 minority	 groups. 258 	It	 is	

important	to	keep	in	mind	that	these	are	only	incidents	that	were	reported	and	

are	therefore	only	an	indicator	of	a	larger	problem.		

	

To	 conclude,	 President	 Francois	 Hollande’s	 political	 position	 in	 France	 may	

have	been	slightly	easier	before	the	attacks	on	13	November	than	it	was	before	
																																																								
257  ‘Les actes racistes ont bondi de 22% en 2015 en France’, La Croix, 20 January 2016, at https://www.la-
croix.com/France/Les-actes-racistes-bondi-22-2015-France-2016-01-20-1300732649 [accessed December 2018].  
258  ‘Les actes racistes ont bondi de 22% en 2015 en France’, La Croix, 20 January 2016, at https://www.la-
croix.com/France/Les-actes-racistes-bondi-22-2015-France-2016-01-20-1300732649 [accessed December 2018].  
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the	attacks	between	7	and	9	January.	After	the	Ile	de	France	attacks	his	at	that	

time	 very	 low	 approval	 ratings	 of	 17%	 to	 20%	 doubled	 to	 almost	 40%	 and	

afterwards	 stayed	 at	 around	 25%	 until	 the	 13	 November	 attacks.259 	Even	

though	 these	 are	 still	 low	 approval	 ratings	 for	 a	 president,	 they	 could	 have	

enabled	 Hollande	 to	 reach	 larger	 groups	 within	 the	 French	 population.	 An	

indicator	 for	 that	 could	 be	 the	 increase	 of	 his	 approval	 ratings	 to	 up	 to	 40%	

after	 13	 November	 2015.	 Nevertheless,	 increases	 in	 hate	 crimes	 against	

Muslims	 and	 other	 members	 of	 minority	 groups	 in	 France	 as	 well	 as	 the	

increasing	 strength	 of	 right-wing	 parties,	 especially	 FN	 and	 the	 harsher	

discourse	in	French	society	and	media	mainly	affecting	the	Muslim	minority	in	

the	country	show	that	Hollande	was	facing	strong	opposition	and	had	to	balance	

the	 protection	 of	 minority	 groups	 with	 the	 prevention	 of	 losing	 voters	 to	

conservative	parties	in	his	statements	and	actions.	Several	aspects	of	the	attacks	

also	need	to	be	considered	to	understand	Hollande’s	situation	at	the	time	of	the	

preparation	 of	 his	 statement	 for	 the	 morning	 after	 the	 attacks:	 The	 January	

attacks	 took	 the	 nation	 by	 surprise,	 left	 it	 in	 shock	 but	 also	 led	 to	 an	 initial	

public	and	political	condemnation	and	reaction.	In	November,	the	attacks	were	

the	second	terrorist	attacks	in	2015	with	for	Western	standards	large	numbers	

of	 victims.	 The	 fact	 that	 the	 intelligence	 services	 and	 police	 forces	 did	 not	

manage	to	prevent	a	second	attack	in	Paris	might	have	led	to	an	even	stronger	

feeling	 of	 insecurity	 and	 helplessness	 within	 the	 domestic	 population.	 These	

feelings	 might	 have	 been	 further	 strengthened	 by	 the	 fact	 that	 the	 January	

attacks	 were	 directed	 at	 particular	 targets	 (Charlie	 Hebdo	 staff,	 members	 of	

Jewish	minority,	police	officers),	but	any	person	could	have	fallen	victim	to	the	

attacks	of	13	November.	The	much	larger	number	of	deaths	and	injuries	could	

have	 been	 a	 third	 aspect	 of	 the	 attacks	 that	may	have	 led	 to	 a	 sentiment	 and	

reactions	within	 the	population	 that	were	different	 to	 those	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	

January	attacks.	The	headlines	of	the	largest	French	newspapers	on	the	morning	

after	the	attacks	underline	these	assumptions	by	describing	the	attacks	as	war,	

horror	and	 carnage.	Hollande’s	main	 challenges	 immediately	 after	 the	 attacks	

were	therefore	to	rebuild	trust	in	the	authorities,	especially	police	forces	as	well	

																																																								
259  ‘Politique/Popularité moyenne de l’exécutif’, opinionlab, 19 December 2018, at http://opinionlab.opinion-
way.com/populariteMoyenneDeLexecutif.html# [accessed December 2018]. 
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as	protecting	minority	groups	by	softening	the	national,	right-shifting	discourse	

without	losing	support	from	more	conservative	voters	of	the	socialist	party.	

	

2. Narrative Analysis of Political Statement 

The	sender	

Before	 noon	 on	 14	 January	 2015,	 the	 morning	 after	 the	 13	 November	 2015	

attacks	 in	 the	 city	 centre	 of	 Paris	 and	 around	 the	 Stade	 de	 France	 football	

stadium,	 President	 Hollande	 gave	 his	 first	 statement	 after	 the	 attacks	 of	 the	

night	 before	 were	 officially	 considered	 over.	 Francois	 Hollande	 gave	 one	

statement	during	the	attacks,	which	will	be	considered	in	this	analysis	but	was	

not	 chosen	 to	be	analysed	 in	depth	 since	 the	 statement	 the	morning	after	 the	

attacks	 was	 given	 with	 a	 more	 profound	 understanding	 of	 the	 attacks	 on	 13	

November	 2015	 and	 is,	 therefore,	 more	 useful	 for	 a	 comparison	 with	 other	

political	 statements	 given	 after	 Islamic	 terrorist	 attacks.	 In	 either	 case,	 this	

makes	Francois	Hollande	in	Lasswell’s	Communication	Model	the	sender.	Being	

the	President	of	France	makes	Francois	Hollande	in	this	setting	responsible	for	

communicating	 the	 government’s	 first	 thoughts	 and	 actions	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	

attacks	of	the	night	before.	This	was	the	second	time	Francois	Hollande	had	to	

give	official	statements	in	reaction	to	Islamic	terrorist	attacks	within	one	year.	

Before	 the	 first	 attacks	 in	 January	 2015,	Hollande	was	 the	President	with	 the	

lowest	approval	ratings.	His	approval	ratings	increased	after	the	January	attacks	

and	stayed	above	the	pre-January	attacks	level	throughout	the	time	until	the	13	

November	attacks.	This	 gave	Hollande	a	 slightly	 stronger	political	 situation	at	

the	beginning	of	the	second	half	of	his	first	and	only	term	as	President	of	France.	

Nevertheless,	 Hollande	 was	 facing	 several	 challenges	 when	 preparing	 for	 his	

statement	after	the	13	November	attacks	since	the	social	and	political	situation	

in	 France	 changed	 after	 the	 January	 attacks.	 Thus,	 Hollande	 was	 facing	 a	

stronger	discrimination	against	Muslims	and	other	members	of	minority	groups	

in	France	and	a	stronger	right-wing	oriented	discourse	 in	French	politics.	The	

extent	and	randomness	of	the	13	November	attacks	also	made	him	face	an	even	

more	concerned	public	and	demanded	stronger	political	statements	and	actions	

in	reaction	to	the	attacks.		
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Since	Francois	Hollande	gave	this	statement	around	ten	hours	after	the	attacks	

were	over	he	and	his	team	had	time	to	collect	information	about	the	events	and	

public	 reactions,	 including	 the	headlines	of	 the	main	newspapers	 the	morning	

after	the	attacks	to	develop	an	understanding	of	the	public	interpretation	of	the	

events	and	consider	these	when	preparing	the	statement.	Having	given	a	brief	

statement	 during	 the	 night	 of	 the	 attacks	 gave	 Hollande	 some	 extra	 time	 to	

prepare	his	statement	since	he	already	showed	that	he	was	quick	to	react	to	the	

attacks	and	already	set	a	frame	for	the	statement	the	morning	after.260		

	

The	message	

Francois	 Hollande	 addressed	 his	 statement	 to	 his	 compatriots	 and	 therefore	

defines	the	French	population	as	his	explicit	audience	and	mentions	thereby	the	

first	Social	Actor.		

	

At	the	beginning	of	the	statement,	he	hardly	describes	what	happened	the	night	

before	 but	 rather	 assumes	 that	 everyone	 listening	 to	 his	 message	 was	 well	

aware	of	the	events	the	night	before.	Therefore,	he	simply	sets	the	main	topic	of	

and	reason	for	his	statement	by	referring	to	“what	happened	[…]		yesterday	[…]”	

(Ce	qui	s’est	produit	hier	à	Paris	et	à	Saint-Denis	[…]).	In	the	same	sentence,	he	

describes	 the	 attacks	 of	 the	 night	 before	 as	 an	 act	 of	war	 and	 claims	 that	 the	

country	needs	to	take	appropriate	decisions	in	the	face	of	war.	The	country,	as	

well	as	Paris	and	France	 later	in	the	statement,	can	be	regarded	as	large	Social	

Actors,	 including	 the	 President	 and	 his	 government	 as	well	 as	 the	 citizens	 of	

France.	 Talking	 about	 “appropriate	 decision	 in	 the	 face	 of	 war”	 sets	 a	 strong	

frame	 for	 the	 narrative	 of	 this	 and	 future	 statements	 related	 to	 the	 13	

November	2015	attacks.	In	the	core	of	this	frame	could	be	a	narrative	that	could	

help	justify	political	decisions	that	affect	personal	freedom	in	France	as	part	of	

counter-terror	measures.		

	

In	 the	next	 sentence,	Hollande	mentions	 the	 Social	Actor	 that	was	 considered	

responsible	 for	 the	 attack.	 He	 describes	 this	 Social	 Actor	 as	 an	 “armée	

																																																								
260 F. Hollande, ‘Représentation permanente de la France’, Ministére de L’Europe et des Affaires Étrangères, at https://onu-
geneve.delegfrance.org/Attaques-a-Paris-La-declaration-de-Francois-Hollande#Declaration-du-13-novembre [accessed 
December 2018].  
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terroriste”,	 “Daesh”	 and	 “une	armée	djihadiste”.	Using	 the	 term	army	 fits	well	

into	 the	 frame	of	 “act	 of	war”,	 since	 it	 underlines	 the	 size	 and	 strength	of	 the	

attackers	and	shows	 that	Hollande	understood	 that	 those	who	carried	out	 the	

attacks	 were	 just	 a	 part	 of	 a	 much	 larger	 threat.	 This	 could	 have	 further	

contributed	to	the	legitimisation	of	strong	political	actions,	which	many	French	

citizens	 would	 not	 have	 supported	 under	 different	 interpretations	 of	 the	

attacks.	 What	 will	 also	 be	 important	 to	 notice	 when	 it	 comes	 to	 comparing	

political	 statements	 in	 reaction	 to	 Islamic	 terrorist	 attacks	 is	 that	 Hollande	

mentions	the	Social	Actor	of	the	attackers	before	he	introduces	the	Social	Actor	

of	 the	victims	of	 the	attacks.	 In	 the	same	sentence,	he	continues	by	explaining	

that	the	attackers	committed	acts	of	war	against	the	Social	Actor	France	and	the	

values	that	are	important	to	and	that	make	the	French	people.	By	using	a	much	

larger	Social	Actor	than	just	the	victims	of	the	attacks,	he	further	underlines	the	

size	 of	 the	 attacks	 and	 the	 number	 of	 people	 that	 are	 affected	 by	 it.	 In	 this	

sentence,	 he	 uses	 the	 pronoun	nous	 (we)	 for	 the	 first	 time	 and	 thereby	more	

explicitly	 describes	 the	 population	 he	 is	 governing	 and	 his	 self	 as	 one	 entity	

united	by	the	values	they	share.	By	describing	France	as	a	free	country	(un	pays	

libre	[…])	he	starts	comparing	the	two	protagonists	of	this	event,	the	citizens	of	

a	free	country	and,	two	sentences	later,	barbaric	people	(un	acte	d’une	barbarie	

absolute	[…]).	Before	mentioning	the	barbaric	aspect	of	the	attacks	for	the	first	

time	Hollande	explains	that	the	“acte	de	guerre”	was	planned	by	external	actors	

with	internal	support.	Hereby,	Hollande	might	implicitly	say	that	the	core	of	the	

problem	is	not	the	result	of	French	society/politics	but	rather	an	international	

threat.	He	might	also	indirectly	refer	to	ISIS	and	thereby	express	that	there	were	

legitimate	reasons	for	his	administration’s	decisions	regarding	the	intervention	

in	 Syria	 and	 Iraq,	 which	 were	 opposed	 by	 many	 members	 of	 the	 domestic	

population.	Referring	to	the	external	roots	of	the	attacks	also	again	underlines	

Hollande’s	understanding	that	the	threat	is	much	larger	than	just	the	attackers	

that	 carried	 out	 the	 attacks	 and	 might,	 therefore,	 require	 harsher	 political	

reactions	in	and	outside	of	France.		

	

In	 the	 following	 sentence,	 the	 President	mentions	 the	 isolated	 Social	 Actor	 of	

the	 direct	 victims	 of	 the	 attacks,	 the	 127	 dead	 people	 and	 those	 who	 got	
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wounded	 in	 the	 attacks,	 and	 their	 families.	 The	 number	 of	 victims	 further	

underlines	 the	 extent	 of	 the	 attacks	 and	 mentioning	 the	 assumable	 mental	

states	of	 those	close	 to	 the	victims	(être	dans	 le	chargin,	 la	déstresse)	and	the	

entire	 country	 (être	 dans	 la	 peine)	 symbolises	 the	 horror	 of	 the	 attacks	 the	

night	 before.	 Mentioning	 the	 Social	 Actor	 of	 le	 pays	 (the	 country)	 as	 well	 as	

using	 the	 pronoun	 nous	 several	 times	 in	 the	 previous	 sentences	 are	 subtle	

references	 to	 Hollande’s	 importance	 of	 unity	 in	 the	 population,	 which	 he	

expresses	more	explicitly	at	the	end	of	the	statement.		

	

To	further	express	how	strongly	the	attacks	affected	all	members	of	the	nation,	

Hollande	starts	the	second	paragraph	by	explaining	that	he	declared	three	days	

of	national	mourning.	This	is	the	first	action	taken	by	Hollande	in	reaction	to	the	

13	November	attacks	described	in	the	statement.	He	then	continues	reminding	

the	 audience	 subtly	 that	 he	 declared	 a	 state	 of	 emergency	 during	 the	 attacks,	

and	 thus	broadened	 the	 legal	 framework,	which	would	be	used	 to	protect	 the	

Social	Actor	of	French	citizens	and	the	French	territory.	The	protection	of	notre	

territory	 probably	 refers	 to	 the	 closing	 of	 the	 borders,	 which	 Hollande	 also	

mentioned	 explicitly	 during	 his	 statement	 the	 night	 before.	 In	 the	 next	

sentences,	 he	 explains	 in	 more	 depth	 which	measures	 were	 taken	 to	 protect	

French	 citizens.	He	uses	 this	 explanation	 to	 introduce	 two	more	 Social	Actors	

that	were	in	high	demand	during	and	immediately	after	the	attacks	and	became	

an	increased	part	of	French	cities	after	the	attacks:	the	domestic	security	forces	

and	 the	army.261	In	 the	 same	sentence,	Hollande	highlights	 the	actions	 carried	

out	by	the	security	forces	and	army	during	and	after	the	attacks	and	mentions	

that	they	managed	to	neutralise	the	“terroristes”.	“Terroristes”	is	here	the	Social	

Agent	that	physically	carried	out	the	attacks.	Hollande,	therefore,	uses	the	term	

“armée	 terroriste”	 for	 the	 larger	 Social	 Actor	 also	 known	 as	 ISIS	 and	

“terroristes”	for	the	individual	members	of	the	organisations	that	carry	out	the	

organisation’s	plans.		

	

																																																								
261 R. Hémez, ‘The French Army at a Crossroad’, Parameters, 47/1 (2017), pp. 103 – 112;  ‘Sentinelle: Situation update, 19 
November 2015’, Ministére des armées, 01 December 2015, at 
https://www.defense.gouv.fr/english/operations/france/operation-sentinelle/sentinelle-situation-update-19-november-2015 
[accessed December 2018].  
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Hollande	then	repeats	that	France	will	do	everything	that	is	appropriate,	within	

the	 framework	 of	 the	 law,	 inside	 and	 outside	 of	 France,	 in	 consultation	 with	

France’s	 allies.262	This	 sentence	 is	 interesting	 for	 several	 reasons.	 Hollande	

states	at	the	beginning	of	his	statement	that	the	country	has	to	make	decisions	

that	 appear	 appropriate	 in	 the	 face	 of	war	 and	highlights	here	 for	 the	 second	

time	 in	 this	 statement	 that	 all	 reactions	 will	 be	 carried	 out	 within	 the	

framework	of	the	law.263	He	does	not	mention	though,	that	the	framework	of	the	

law	has	been	widened	due	to	the	declaration	of	the	state	of	emergency.264	This	

gave	him	the	freedom	to	decide	what	is	appropriate	in	the	given	context	and	led	

to	 drastic	 steps	 and	 new	 laws	 affecting	 individual	 freedoms.265	Dividing	 the	

appropriate	measures	 into	 domestic	 and	 international	 Hollande	 also	 further	

justifies	his	government’s	previous	decisions	regarding	the	conflict	in	Syria	and	

Iraq	 at	 the	 time	 of	 the	 attacks	 and	 also	 helps	 to	 legitimise	 potential	 future	

military	 actions	 in	 that	 conflict.	 Introducing	 the	 Social	 Actor	 of	 France’s	allies	

underlines	 the	 strength	 and	 impact	 of	 decisions	 made	 by	 the	 French	

government	 in	 global	 politics.	 It	 could	 have	 been	 considered	 necessary	 to	

remind	 ISIS	 and	 other	 terrorist	 organisations	 that	 they	 are	 not	 facing	 the	

reaction	of	France	alone	but	that	of	a	stronger	collective	of	several	international	

powers.266	The	 introduction	 of	 the	 Social	Actor	allies	 also	 enables	Hollande	 to	

remind	his	audience	that	France	is	not	the	only	country	under	attack	by	Islamic	

terrorist	organisations,	which	could	give	the	President	some	form	of	protection	

from	potential	claims	that	his	foreign	politics	led	to	the	attacks.		

	

Hollande	then	explains	the	importance	of	unity	within	his	population	explicitly.	

He	urges	people	to	stay	calm	and	to	stick	together	as	a	nation.	One	reason	for	

Hollande	 to	 highlight	 the	 importance	 of	 unity	 might	 have	 been	 the	 strong	

increases	in	hate	crimes	against	Muslims,	Jews	and	members	of	other	minority	

																																																								
262 For more information regarding France counter-terror strategies see: F. Foley, Countering Terrorism in Britain and France: 
Institutions, Norms and the Shadow of the Past (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2013).  
263 A. Bogain, ‘Security in the name of human rights: the discursive legitimation strategies of the war on terror in France’, 
Critical Studies on Terrorism, 10/3 (2017), pp. 476 – 500.  
264  J. Fredette, ‘The French State of Emergency’, Current History, 788/116 (2017), pp. 101 – 106; ‘Reservations and 
Declarations for Treaty No.005 – Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms’, Council of 
Europe, 17 December 2018, at https://www.defense.gouv.fr/english/operations/france/operation-sentinelle/sentinelle-situation-
update-19-november-2015 [accessed December 2018].  
265 ‘France approves tough new anti-terror laws’, BBC News, 4 October 2017, at https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-
41493707 [accessed December 2018].  
266 M. Feinberg, ‘The Legality of the International Coalition against ISIS: The Fluidity of International Law’, Justice, 57/1 
(2015), pp. 24 – 31.  
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groups	immediately	after	the	Ile	de	France	attacks.	His	goal	could	have	been	to	

minimize	 the	 number	 of	 racist	 incidents	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	 attacks	 without	

explicitly	 taking	 a	 stand	 for	 minority	 groups	 in	 France,	 which	 could	 have	

impacted	his	support	from	more	conservative	supporters.	In	the	same	sentence	

he	 explains	 that	 he	 is	 going	 to	 host	 a	 special	 joint	 meeting	 including	 both	

chambers	of	the	French	Parliament	to	rally	his	nation	in	this	“épreuve”	(ordeal)	

the	Monday	after	the	attacks.	Therefore,	another	goal	behind	Hollande’s	call	for	

unity	 could	 have	 been	 the	 prevention	 of	 anarchic	 acts	 during	 the	 two	 days	

between	 the	 attacks	 (Friday)	 and	 the	 time	 the	 parliament	 develops	 a	 plan	 on	

how	 to	 deal	 with	 the	 situation	 that	 goes	 beyond	 an	 increased	 presence	 of	

security	 forces	 and	military	 in	Paris	 and	all	 around	France.	The	 expression	of	

rallying	the	nation	in	this	ordeal	underlines	the	importance	of	a	strong	leader,	a	

strong	President.	This	could	be	interpreted	as	a	subtle	request	for	more	support	

from	his	population.		

	

In	the	next	sentence,	he	then	says	that	France	 is	strong	and	that	 it	always	gets	

back	up.	Here	France	needs	to	be	regarded	as	the	Social	Actor	of	the	people	of	

France	 again.	 The	 French,	 feminine	 pronoun	 elle	 compared	 to	 the	 in	 English	

neutral	pronoun	it	makes	it	a	stronger	metaphor	in	the	statement.	He	continues	

by	 saying	 that	 France	 is	 solid	 and	 valiant	 and	 that	 it	 will	 triumph	 over	

barbarism.	France	being	a	metaphor	 for	 the	people	of	France	could	be	seen	as	

much	as	a	reminder	as	a	request	to	the	population.	Barbarism	is	in	this	context	

another	term	Hollande	uses	to	describe	the	larger	organisation(s)	behind	the	13	

November	 attacks	 and	 other	 Islamic	 terrorist	 attacks.	 It	 is	 also	 the	 third	 time	

that	 Hollande	 uses	 the	 term	 barbarism	 referring	 to	 the	 people	 behind	 the	

attacks,	 which	 put	 them	 in	 strong	 contrast	 to	 how	 he	 describes	 France,	 its	

values	and	people.	This	 choice	of	words	 feeds	 into	a	broader	narrative	 that	 is	

often	noticeable	 in	political	statements	 in	reactions	to	Islamic	terrorist	attacks	

and	will	be	analysed	in	more	depth	in	the	comparative	parts	of	this	dissertation.	

At	the	end	of	the	sentence,	Hollande	says	that	the	strength	they	(nous)	are	able	

to	harness	on	the	day	after	the	attacks	will	convince	them	(nous)	of	being	able	

to	defeat	their	enemies	again.	Using	the	pronoun	nous	again	close	to	the	end	of	

his	 statement	 highlights	 the	 connection	 between	 the	 President	 and	 the	
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population	Hollande	wants	 to	communicate	 in	his	statement	but	also	presents	

him	as	a	strong	leader	that	sets	an	example	and	expects	his	population	to	follow.		

	

In	 the	 third	and	 final	paragraph,	President	Hollande	summarises	 that	what	he	

and	the	citizens	of	France	(nous)	defend	is	their	(notre)	homeland	but	beyond	

that	also	the	values	of	humanity.	Here	Hollande	tries	to	highlight	the	connection	

between	 him	 and	 his	 population	 again	 and	 at	 the	 same	 time	 repeats	 that	 the	

attacks	were	not	particularly	against	French	values	but	values	 that	are	shared	

throughout	the	world.	Before	the	usual	“Vive	la	République	et	vive	la	France”	he	

comes	to	the	end	of	his	statement	by	asking	his	compatriots	(“je	vous	appelle”)	

to	show	the	“indispensable”	unity	he	highlighted	earlier	 in	his	statement.	This	

request	could	highlight	his	awareness	of	potential	escalations	in	reaction	to	the	

attacks	 that	 could	 affect	 mainly	 members	 of	 minority	 groups.	 By	 explicitly	

directing	 his	 final	 request	 from	 himself	 (je)	 to	 the	 French	 population	 (vous)	

Hollande	again	underlines	his	position	of	the	country’s	 leader.	Even	though	he	

repeatedly	used	terms	that	show	the	connection	between	the	President	and	the	

French	population	 throughout	 the	statement,	he	seemed	to	have	considered	 it	

important	to	highlight	his	role	as	President	of	France.	One	reason	for	this	might	

have	 been	 his	 low	 approval	 ratings,	 which	 stood	 in	 contrast	 to	 his	

understanding	of	the	need	for	a	strong	leader	after	the	attacks.		

	

The	medium	

The	 medium	 was	 President	 Francois	 Hollande’s	 address	 to	 the	 public.	

Therefore,	the	main	audience	was	the	people	of	France	who	saw	the	statement	

either	live	on	public	French	television	or	summaries	of	it	in	news-programmes	

on	 public	 and	 private	 television.	 During	 the	 week	 after	 the	 attacks	 (14-20	

November	2015)	14%	of	the	broadcasting	time	of	the	seven	largest	French	TV	

stations	was	covering	the	Paris	attacks.267	France	2	with	45%	of	its	broadcasting	

time	 and	TF1	with	 28%	of	 its	 broadcasting	 time	were	 the	 channels	 reporting	

most	 about	 the	 attacks,	 followed	 by	 France	 5	 (26%)	 and	 Canal+	 (24%).	 The	

station	with	 the	 highest	 number	 of	 viewers	was	TF1,	 which	 showed	 Francois	

																																																								
267 C. Malhebre, ‘Attentats du 13 Novembre: la saturation des écrans TV’, ina Global – television, 7 November 2016, at 
https://www.inaglobal.fr/television/article/attentats-du-13-novembre-la-saturation-des-ecrans-tv-9355 [accessed Decembre 
2018].  
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Hollande’s	 statement	on	 the	morning	of	14	November	2015	 live	and	 reported	

about	his	main	points	later	that	day	in	France’s	most	viewed	news	programme	

20Heures.	On	the	evening	of	14	November,	6,406,000	people	watched	20Heures,	

which	 made	 up	 26.5%	 of	 all	 TV-watchers	 in	 France	 at	 that	 time. 268 	In	

comparison,	before	the	attacks,	e.g.	on	12	November,	no	news	programme	made	

it	 into	the	 list	of	the	five	most	viewed	TV	programmes	of	the	day	in	France.269	

Throughout	the	week	after	the	attacks,	TF1	showed	Hollande’s	statement	after	

the	 attacks	 nine	 times.	 The	 second	 most	 viewed	 French	 news	 programme,	

20Heures	 Le	 Journal	 had	 5,005,000	 viewers	 that	 saw	 the	 main	 parts	 of	

Hollande’s	 statement	 on	 14	 November	 2015.	 France	 2	 included	 Hollande’s	

statement	in	its	programmes	14	times,	more	than	any	other	French	TV	station	

during	the	week	after	the	attacks.	The	seven	largest	French	TV	stations	covered	

the	President’s	statements	in	reaction	to	the	attacks	52	times	in	total	between	

14	and	20	November	2015.		

	

Extracts	of	 the	statement	were	also	printed	 in	several	French	newspapers.	On	

national	 the	 level,	 the	 newspapers	 with	 the	 highest	 circulation	 is	 Le	 Parisien	

with	a	circulation	of	400,000.	The	newspaper	with	the	highest	readership	(2.1	

Million)	 and	 second	 highest	 circulation	 (399,000)	 is	Le	Monde	 followed	 by	Le	

Figaro	 with	 a	 circulation	 of	 320,000	 and	 Libération	 with	 a	 circulation	 of	

142,000.270		

	

International	 audiences	 also	 received	 abstracts	 of	 the	 statement	 via	

newspapers,	television	and	radio	stations.		

	

3. Analysis of public reactions 

The	receiver	

Information	regarding	the	receiver	of	Francois	Hollande’s	statement	in	reaction	

to	the	13	November	2015	Paris	attacks	had	not	changed	since	the	Ile	de	France	

attacks	7	–	9	January	2015	and	are	described	in	depth	in	4.	Terrorist	attacks	and	

																																																								
268  ‘Dimanche 15 Novembre’, pure médias, 15 November 2015, at http://www.ozap.com/archives/articles/2015/11/15/1 
[accessed December 2018].  
269  ‘Vendredi 13 Novembre’, pure médias, 13 November 2015, at http://www.ozap.com/archives/articles/2015/11/13/1 
[accessed December 2018].  
270 W. C. Thompson, The World Today Series 2015 – 2016: Western Europe (Lanham, Rowman & Littlefield, 2015) p. 165. 
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Government	 Statements	 in	 response,	 b.	 France,	 i.	 Ile	 de	 France	 attacks	 –	

07/01/2015	–	09/01/2015,	3.	Analysis	of	public	reactions.	

	

Feedback	

Immediately	 after	 the	 Paris	 attacks	 on	 13	 November	 2015	 and	 Francois	

Hollande’s	 statement	 the	morning	after,	 the	President’s	approval	 ratings	went	

constantly	 up	 until	 they	 reached	 their	 peak	 of	 41%	 on	 21	 November	 2015,	

almost	 twice	 as	 high	 as	 they	 were	 before	 the	 attacks	 on	 13	 November	 2015	

when	 approval	 ratings	 were	 at	 23.3%. 271 	Since	 hardly	 anything	 but	 the	

reactions	 to	 the	Paris	 attacks	 influenced	public	politics	 in	France	at	 that	 time,	

the	President’s	reaction	 to	 the	attacks	may	have	been	 the	main	reason	 for	 the	

strong	 increase	 in	his	approval	ratings.	Nevertheless,	after	 the	strong	 increase	

within	 a	 week,	 Hollande’s	 approval	 ratings	 started	 to	 decrease	 constantly	

immediately	 after	 they	 reached	 their	 peak.	 By	 19	 December	 2015	 approval	

ratings	were	at	34.7%	and	by	30	January	2016	at	26%.	On	12	November	2016,	a	

year	after	the	Paris	attacks	approval	ratings	were	down	to	15.4%,	the	lowest	in	

Hollande’s	presidency.	Even	 though	 the	development	of	 approval	 ratings	over	

one	year	cannot	be	seen	as	a	strong	indicator	of	how	well	the	public	reacted	to	

Francois	Hollande’s	statement	after	the	attacks,	they	do	show	that	the	positive	

public	 feedback	 was	 not	 long	 lasting	 and	 did	 not	 help	 him	 to	 strengthen	 his	

general	position	as	President	of	France.			

	

Another	indicator	of	how	members	of	the	public	perceived	Hollande’s	statement	

is	how	they	reacted	to	his	tweets	related	to	it.	President	Francois	Hollande	did	

not	 share	 his	 entire	 statement	 of	 14	 November	 2015	 on	 his	 Twitter	 account.	

However,	 he	 used	 his	 Twitter	 account	 to	 communicate	 small	 parts	 of	 the	

statements	he	gave	during	and	the	morning	after	the	attack.	These	short	tweets	

could	be	seen	as	the	aspects	of	his	statement	he	considered	most	important	to	

communicate	with	 the	 group	 of	 people	 he	wants	 to	 connect	with	 through	 his	

twitter	account.272		

	
																																																								
271  ‘Politique/Popularité moyenne de l’exécutif’, opinionlab, 19 December 2018, at http://opinionlab.opinion-
way.com/populariteMoyenneDeLexecutif.html# [accessed December 2018].  
272 Information regarding Twitter users in France can be found in 4. Terrorist attacks and Government Statements in response, 
b. France,i. Ile de France attacks – 07/01/2015 – 09/01/2015, 3. Analysis of public reactions. 
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On	the	evening	of	13	November	2015,	while	the	attacks	 in	Paris	were	still	on-

going,	Hollande	tweeted	“Face	à	 l’effroi,	 il	y	a	une	Nation	que	sait	se	defender,	

sait	 mobiliser	 ses	 forces	 et,	 une	 fois	 encore,	 saura	 vaincre	 les	 terroristes”	

(Facing	 this	 threat,	 there	 is	 one	 nation	 that	 knows	 how	 to	 defend	 itself,	 that	

knows	how	to	mobilize	its	forces	and	who	will	defeat	the	terrorist	once	more).	

This	tweet	was	retweeted	52,000	times.	Comparing	this	to	the	average	number	

of	200	to	600	retweets	of	Hollande’s	tweets	the	days	before	the	attack	indicates	

that	a	large	number	of	his	followers	supported	his	patriotic	optimism.		

	

On	16	November	Hollande	tweeted		“Le	terrorisme	ne	détuira	pas	la	République	

francaise	car	c’est	la	République	que	le	détuira”	(Terrorism	will	not	destroy	the	

French	 Republic,	 because	 the	 French	 republic	 will	 destroy	 terrorism).273	This	

tweet	was	retweeted	22,000	times.	That	means	his	tweet	was	retweeted	30,000	

times	less	than	the	one	from	the	evening	of	the	attack,	but	still	much	more	than	

his	average	tweets	before	the	attacks.	It	also	has	to	be	considered	that	Twitter	

users	might	 have	 been	more	 likely	 to	 retweet	 the	 President’s	message	 in	 the	

moment	of	direct	threat	than	three	days	after	the	attacks,	when	the	nation	was	

slowly	 recovering	 from	 the	 horror	 of	 that	 Friday	 evening	 and	went	 back	 into	

following	 their	 routines.	 Another	 reason	why	 his	 first	message	 related	 to	 the	

attacks	was	shared	30,000	more	often	than	the	second	one	could	also	simply	be	

that	it	was	tweeted	at	the	beginning	of	the	weekend	while	his	second	message	

was	tweeted	at	 the	beginning	of	 the	working	week.	Considering	these	aspects,	

22,000	retweets	are	still	a	high	number	for	Francois	Hollande’s	tweet.		

	

On	 17	 November	 the	 President	 tweeted	 “A	 la	 barbarie	 des	 terroristes,	 nous	

devons	oppose	l’invincible	humanité	de	la	culture”	(To	counter	the	barbarism	of	

the	 terrorists	we	have	 to	show	the	 invincible	humanity	of	culture).	This	 tweet	

was	retweeted	3,300	times.	Still	much	more	than	his	average	tweets,	but	much	

less	than	the	previous	two.		

	

On	18	November	he	tweeted	“La	France	est	fière	de	disposer	de	forces	de	police	

de	cette	qualité	pour	protéger	ses	concitoyens”	(France	is	proud	to	have	police	

																																																								
273 F. Hollande, ‘@fhollande’, Twitter, at https://twitter.com/fhollande [accessed December 2018].  
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forces	 of	 this	 high	 quality	 to	 protect	 its	 citizens)	 and	 “Nous	 devons	 être	

implacables	 contre	 toutes	 les	 forms	 de	 haine.	 Aucun	 acte	 xenophobe,	 anti-

Semite,	antimusulman	ne	doit	être	toléré	(We	have	to	show	no	mercy	against	all	

forms	of	hatred.	No	act	of	 xenophobia,	 anti-Semitism,	 Islamophobia	 should	be	

tolerated).	The	first	tweet	that	day	was	retweeted	2,500	times,	and	the	second	

one	 4,900	 times.	 Up	 to	 this	 point,	 all	 of	 Francois	 Hollande’s	 tweets	 since	 the	

attacks	more	or	 less	directly	related	 to	aspects	he	mentioned	 in	his	statement	

after	the	attacks	in	very	similar	ways.	The	second	post	on	18	November	2018	is	

much	more	explicit	about	what	he	might	have	tried	to	communicate	in	a	much	

more	 subtle	 and	 implicit	way.	 This	 shows	 that	 he	 is	 aware	 of	 the	 differences	

between	people	who	follow	him	on	Twitter	and	the	broader	French	population	

that	 sees/hears	 his	 spoken	 statements	 on	 television	 and	 reads	 about	 it	 in	

newspapers.	 The	 fact	 that	 this	 message	 was	 twice	 as	 often	 retweeted	 as	 the	

previous	 one	 that	 day	 shows	 that	 this	 audience	 supports	 his	 liberal,	 socialist	

approach.		

	

Francois	 Hollande’s	 last	 tweet	 related	 to	 the	 13	 November	 2015	 attacks	 was	

tweeted	on	19	November.	The	President	tweeted	“La	France	épondra	à	la	haine	

par	la	fraternité,	à	la	terreur	par	le	droit,	au	fanatisme	par	l’espérance.	En	étant	

tout	simplement	la	France”	(France	will	respond	to	hatred	with	brotherhood,	to	

terror	with	 law,	 to	 fanaticism	with	hope.	France	will	 respond	simply	by	being	

France).	This	 tweet	was	retweeted	4,000	times,	which	 indicates	again	that	 the	

President’s	Twitter	audience	supports	his	statements	that	communicate	liberal	

but	 patriotic	 values.	 During	 the	 weeks	 after	 the	 attacks	 retweets	 of	 the	

President’s	tweets	went	down	to	400	to	1,000	retweets,	higher	than	before	the	

attacks	but	not	as	high	as	for	tweets	related	to	the	attacks.	This	could	indicate	

that	 the	 aspects	 of	 the	 statement	 Hollande	 chose	 to	 communicate	 via	 twitter	

were	 appreciated	 by	 many	 of	 the	 French	 Twitter	 users	 that	 have	 a	 genuine	

positive	interest	in	their	President	and	led	to	a	slightly	stronger	interest	in	his	

social	media	communication.		

	

The	analysis	of	Francois	Hollande’s	ratings	before	and	after	the	attacks	and	his	

Twitter	 history	 show	 that	 in	 general	 his	 statement	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	 Paris	
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attacks	 was	 supported	 by	 more	 people	 than	 his	 previous	 decisions	 and	

statements	 as	President	 of	 France.	However,	 the	 analysis	 also	 shows	 that	 this	

success	was	 longer	 lasting	 amongst	 a	 specific	 group	 of	 people	who	 showed	 a	

positive	 interest	 in	 the	 President	 before	 the	 attacks.	 In	 general,	 Hollande’s	

reaction	 to	 the	 Paris	 attacks	 of	 13	 November	 2015	 did	 not	 strengthen	 his	

position	as	President	of	France.		

	

4. Conclusion 

Francois	 Hollande’s	 statement	 focuses	 on	 the	 horror	 of	 the	 attacks	 that	 took	

place	 in	Paris	 the	night	before	and	how	these	were	directed	not	only	at	 those	

affected	directly,	 the	 victims	of	 the	 attacks,	 but	 the	 values	 that	 France	 and	 its	

allies	live	by.	He	also	explains	in	this	context	that	the	threat	France	and	its	allies	

are	 facing	 is	much	bigger	 than	 just	 the	number	of	people	 that	 carried	out	 the	

attacks.	 Another	 main	 aspect	 of	 his	 statement	 is	 the	 military	 reaction	 to	 the	

attacks,	inside	and	outside	of	France	in	order	to	protect	the	people	of	France.	A	

third	 aspect	 Hollande	 highlights	 in	 his	 statement	 is	 the	 importance	 of	 unity	

within	France	and	its	different	citizens.		

	

Throughout	his	statement	he	mentions	the	attackers	and	the	organisation	that	

claimed	to	have	organised	the	attacks	six	times,	using	several	terms	to	describe	

the	 attackers	 (terroristes)	 and	 the	 terrorist	 organisation	 ISIS	 (terrorist	 army,	

Daesh,	jihadist	army,	Daesh	barbarians).	He	uses	the	terms	barbarity,	barbarism	

and	barbarians	in	different	parts	of	his	statement,	which	further	highlights	the	

difference	between	French	 values	 and	 those	of	 the	people	behind	 the	 attacks.	

Hollande	mentions	the	organisation	behind	the	attacks	at	the	very	beginning	of	

the	statement,	before	mentioning	 the	victims	of	 the	attacks.	Talking	about	 the	

organisations	 and	 not	 just	 the	 attackers	 at	 the	 beginning	 of	 the	 statement	

underlines	the	claim	that	the	attacks	were	an	act	of	war,	which	he	makes	at	the	

very	beginning	of	 the	 statement.	When	 talking	 about	 the	military	 reaction,	 he	

mentions	 the	 army	 and	 the	 domestic	 security	 forces	 twice	 each	 and	 once	

together	under	the	term	service	personnel.	

	



Dominik Hamm 

dhamm02@qub.ac.uk 

	

	 129	

The	direct	victims	of	the	attacks	are	mentioned	once.	Throughout	the	rest	of	the	

statement,	Hollande	mentions	the	country	of	France	as	a	Social	Actor	ten	times	

and	 refers	 to	 it	 several	 times	more	 by	 using	 the	 pronoun	nous,	notre	and	nos	

eleven	 times.	 The	 repetitive	 mentioning	 of	 a	 common	 home	 country	 and	

common	values	could	have	been	intended	to	subtly	underline	the	importance	of	

unity,	 which	 he	 mentions	 explicitly	 towards	 the	 end	 of	 the	 statement.	

Highlighting	the	 importance	of	unity	might	have	been	directed	at	the	threat	of	

an	increase	in	racist	and	anti-Semitic	hate	crimes	as	it	was	the	case	after	the	Ile	

de	France	attacks	 in	 January	of	 the	same	year.	However,	he	only	mentions	the	

importance	of	unity	but	does	not	explicitly	speak	out	in	support	of	the	Muslim	

and	 other	 religious	 and	 ethnic	minorities	 in	 the	 country.	 One	 reason	 for	 this	

might	 have	 been	 the	 strong	 right-wing	 narrative	 in	 the	 country	 that	 gained	

more	and	more	support	since	the	Ile	de	France	attacks	and	led	to	more	pressure	

for	 Hollande	 from	 the	 right	 spectrum	 of	 French	 politics.	 Hollande	 also	

attempted	 to	 strengthen	 his	 position	 as	 the	 leader	 of	 the	 country	 by	

communicating	 his	 connectedness	 to	 the	 population	 (nous,	 notre,	 nos)	 but	 at	

the	same	time	trying	to	communicate	his	actions	as	an	example	for	the	rest	of	

the	nation	to	follow.	 

 
iii. Nice Truck attack 14/07/2016 

1. Political and Social Context 

In	 this	 section,	 the	 political	 and	 cultural	 situation	 in	 France	 between	 the	 13	

November	 attacks	 in	 Paris	 and	 14	 July	 2016	 when	 a	 truck	 attack	 killed	 85	

people	and	injured	more	than	300	during	the	Bastille	Day	celebrations	in	Nice,	

France	will	be	explained	and	analysed.274	As	in	the	previous	chapters,	emphasis	

will	be	put	on	the	domestic	and	international	political	situation	surrounding	the	

socialist	 government	 of	 President	 Francois	 Hollande.	 These	 factors	 will	 build	

the	foundation	for	the	narrative	analysis	of	Francois	Hollande’s	statement	from	

the	Élysée	Palace	on	the	early	morning	after	the	attack.		

	

After	 his	 statements	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	 13	 November	 2015	 attacks	 in	 Paris	

approval	 ratings	 for	 President	 Hollande	 enjoyed	 a	 short-lasting	 increase	 that	
																																																								
274 ‘Nice attack: What we know about the Bastille Day killings’, BBC News, at https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-
36801671 [accessed January 2019].   
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went	 up	 from	 around	 25-30%	 between	 the	 Ile	 de	 France	 and	 13	 November	

attacks	 to	 40%.275	By	 early	 January	 2016,	 the	 President’s	 approval	 ratings	

started	 decreasing	 again.	 By	 March	 his	 approval	 ratings	 were	 at	 16%	where	

they	 stayed	with	 only	 very	minor	 ups	 and	 downs	 until	 the	 end	 of	 Hollande’s	

presidency.	The	approval	ratings	are	affected	by	many	aspects	of	the	President’s	

work	and	can	therefore	not	be	seen	as	a	sole	indicator	of	the	public’s	reaction	to	

the	 President’s	 statement	 and	measures	 taken	 after	 the	 attacks	 in	 November	

2015.	 However,	 the	 fact	 that	 his	 approval	 ratings	 stayed	 above	 his	 pre-Ile	 de	

France	 average	 between	 January	 and	November	 and	 strongly	 increased	 again	

after	 Hollande’s	 statement	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	 13	 November	 Paris	 attacks	 but	

then	decreased	to	the	lowest	point	in	his	presidency	and	did	not	increase	again	

after	his	 statement	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	Nice	 attack	 could	 indicate	 that	Hollande	

did	not	manage	 to	 influence	 the	national	discourse	 in	2016	as	much	as	he	did	

after	 the	 attacks	 in	 2015.	 This	 could	 be	 regarded	 as	 an	 indicator	 of	 Hollande	

losing	more	 control	 over	 the	 political	 narrative	 in	 France	 to	 the	 at	 that	 time	

increasing	power	of	 the	parties	and	politicians	situated	 further	 to	 the	right	on	

the	 political	 scale.276	This	 would	 also	 indicate	 that	 the	 President’s	 verbal	 and	

political	 reactions	 to	 the	 Nice	 attack	 were	 affecting	 a	 much	 smaller	 group	 of	

supporters	within	the	French	population	positively	compared	to	his	reactions	to	

the	attacks	the	year	before.		

	

As	after	 the	attacks	 in	2015,	one	of	Hollande’s	main	challenges	was	 to	protect	

the	Muslim	minority	 (7.5%	of	 the	French	population)	 from	other	members	of	

the	public	who	might	have	used	the	attack	to	generalise	or	strengthen	existing	

sentiments	towards	French	Muslims	due	to	the	background	of	the	attackers.277		

This	challenge	had	not	become	easier	since	the	13	November	Paris	attacks	since	

the	 already	 before	 13	 November	 2015	 existing	 narrative	 of	 Muslims	 being	

dangerous	 citizens,	 threatening	 peace	 and	 security	 gained	 even	 more	

momentum	after	the	Paris	attacks.278		

	
																																																								
275 ‘Politique/Popularité moyenne de l’exécutif’, opinionlab, at http://opinionlab.opinion-
way.com/populariteMoyenneDeLexecutif.html# [accessed January 2019]. 
276 A. Mondon, The Mainstreaming of the Extreme Right in France and Australia (Abingdon, Routledge, 2016), pp. 107 – 119. 
277 R. J. Pauly, Jr., Islam in Europe – Integration or Marginalization? (Oxon, Routledge 2016), pp. 33 – 64.  
278 J. Britton, “Muslims, Racism and Violence After the Paris Attacks“, Sociological Research Online, August 2015, DOI 
https://doi.org/10.5153/sro.3736. 
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In	 2016	 France	 continued	 its	 participation	 in	 the	 coalition	 fight	 in	 Syria	 and	

Iraq.279	After	the	attacks	in	Paris	in	January	2015,	the	French	military	increased	

its	involvement	in	the	region	and	started	launching	air	strikes	on	27	September	

2015.	The	decision	to	increase	participation	in	the	conflict	in	Syria	and	Iraq	may	

have	 been	 one	 action	 that	 could	 have	 contributed	 to	 Hollande’s	 increase	 in	

approval	ratings	after	the	Ile	de	France	and	13	November	Paris	attacks.280	On	16	

November	2015,	 three	days	after	 the	Paris	attacks,	85%	of	 the	participants	of	

the	Ifop	survey	‘Les	reactions	des	Francais	aux	attentats	du	13	novembre’	stated	

that	they	support	the	French	participation	in	the	fight	against	ISIS	in	the	Middle	

East.281	In	2016	the	military	involvement	in	Syria	and	Iraq	continued	being	the	

most	 media	 covered	 involvement	 of	 French	 troops.	 Therefore,	 Hollande’s	

statements	 and	 decisions	 regarding	 the	 operation	 (Operation	 Chammal)	most	

likely	 continued	 affecting	 the	 President’s	 approval	 ratings.282 	The	 fact	 that	

France	 financially	 increased	 its	 involvement	 in	 Syria	 and	 Iraq	 (€360	 Million	

compared	 to	€220	Million	 in	2015)	could	have	made	 the	 topic	more	sensitive	

for	some	members	of	the	public.283	

	

Since	 12	 January	 2015	 French	military	 had	 also	 been	 active	 in	 the	 streets	 of	

France	 under	 Opération	 Sentinelle.284	10,000	 soldiers	 had	 been	 patrolling	 the	

streets	of	French	cities	guarding	 important	sites	at	a	cost	of	approximately	€1	

Million	a	day.	Since	the	majority	(59%)	of	the	participants	of	the	Ifop	survey	‘Les	

reactions	des	Francais	aux	attentats	du	13	november’	stated	three	days	after	the	

																																																								
279 For more information regarding the broader context behind the conflict in the Middle East and ISIS see: D. Byman, Al-
Qaeda, the Islamic State, and the Global Jihadist Movement: What Everyone Needs to Know (Oxford, Oxford University Press, 
2015); F. A. Gerges, ISIS: A History (Princeton, Princeton University Press, 2017); J. Gani, ‘Contentious Politics and the Syrian 
Crisis: Internationalization and Militarization of the Conflict’, in F. A. Gerges (ed.), Contentious Politics in the Middle East: 
Popular Resistance and Marginalized Activism beyond the Arab Uprisings (New York, Palgrave Macmillan, 2015), pp. 127 – 
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13	November	attacks	in	Paris	that	France	was	in	a	state	of	war	since	the	attacks	

and	84%	stated	that	they	would	accept	an	increase	in	controls	and	limitations	in	

their	personal	freedoms	for	higher	security	measures,	it	could	be	expected	that	

the	 Nice	 attack	 would	 cause	 similar	 reactions	 and	 therefore	 suggest	 a	

continuous	domestic	placement	of	French	soldiers.285	

	

In	 the	 evening	 of	 14	 July	 2016,	 after	 thousands	 of	 people	were	watching	 the	

Bastille	Day	fireworks	at	 the	seafront	of	Nice,	a	white	 lorry	drove	towards	the	

crowd	of	people	celebrating	the	national	holiday.286		The	attack	killed	85	people	

and	severely	injured	303.	

	

The	attacker,	Mohamed	Lahouaiej-Bouhlel,	was	a	Tunisian	citizen	living	in	Nice,	

France.287	Police	investigators	later	found	ISIS-propaganda	images	and	pictures	

of	 Osama	 bin-Laden	 on	 his	 computer	 and	 the	 so-called	 Islamic	 State	 later	

claimed	responsibility	for	the	attack.288	However,	on	17	July	2016,	the	al-Qaeda	

magazine	Inspire	published	an	article	on	the	attack	without	mentioning	ISIS	 in	

it.289	

	

On	the	morning	of	15	July	2016,	the	conservative	newspaper	Le	Figaro	stated	on	

its	 cover-page	 ‘the	 horror,	 again’	 (L’horreur,	 à	 nouveau). 290 	The	 authors	

describe	 the	 events	 of	 the	night	 before	 and	write	 that	 ‘eight	months	 after	 the	

Paris	attacks	 terrorism	came	over	France	again’	 (Huit	mois	après	 les	attentats	

de	Paris,	le	terrorisme	à	nouvelle	fois	frappè	la	France).	On	the	cover	page	of	the	

day,	 the	 newspaper	 shows	 police	 officer	 and	 police	 vans	 in	 front	 of	 the	

destroyed	front	of	the	lorry	the	attacker	used	to	drive	into	the	crowd	the	night	

before.		
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Interestingly,	 the	 left-wing	 newspaper	 Libération	 did	 not	 report	 about	 the	

attacks	in	their	15	July	2016	edition.	The	day	after,	16	July	2016,	their	title	page	

simply	stated	‘WHY?’	(Pourquoi?).291	In	the	16	July	2016	edition,	the	newspaper	

seems	to	be	 trying	 to	make	up	 for	not	having	covered	 the	events	 immediately	

after	 the	attacks	and	covers	the	Bastille	Day	attack	 in	Nice	over	sixteen	pages.	

The	Libération	cover	 page	 from	16	 July	 2016	 shows	 a	 close	 up	 picture	 of	 the	

windscreen	of	the	lorry	that	the	attacker	drove	into	the	crowd	two	days	earlier	

with	 eleven	 bullet	 holes	 in	 it.	 The	 editorial	 on	 page	 two	 carries	 the	 title	

‘Powerlessness’	(Impuissances).	Page	four	to	nine	describe	 in-depth	the	attack	

and	page	12-13	describe	the	attacker	and	his	background,	mentioning	that	his	

neighbours	 were	 scared	 of	 him	 and	 regarded	 him	 as	 violent	 and	 paranoid.	

Articles	on	page	14	and	15	explain	that	the	modus	operandi	of	the	Nice	attack	

stands	 for	a	new	strategy	of	 ISIS.	 In	 the	second	article	on	page	15,	 the	French	

scholar	 Jean	 Pierre	 Filiu	 tries	 to	 explain	 why	 France	 appears	 to	 be	 the	main	

target	of	Daech	(ISIS).	Articles	on	page	16	and	17	explain	the	general	terrorist	

threat	for	France.		

	

The	 15	 July	 edition	 of	 Le	 Parisien	 states	 ‘The	 horror	 in	 Nice”	 (L’horreur	 à	

Nice).292	The	cover	page	shows	in	the	upper	half	of	the	page	the	same	image	Le	

Figaro	had	on	 its	 cover	page	 that	morning,	 taken	 from	 further	away.	 It	 shows	

two	police	vans	standing	in	front	of	the	attack-lorry,	destroyed	from	the	crashes	

during	 the	attack	and	bullets	all	over	 the	windscreen.	This	picture	also	shows	

four	police	officers	in	the	front	and	paramedics	operating	behind	the	lorry.	The	

second	 picture,	 on	 the	 bottom	 half	 of	 the	 cover	 page,	 shows	 people	 standing	

around	 blankets	 covering	 the	 victims	 of	 the	 attack	 on	 the	 Promenade	 des	

Anglais.		

	

Interestingly,	 on	 15	 July	 2016,	 before	 the	 Le	 Parisien	 and	 Le	 Figaro	 editions	

covering	 the	 Nice	 attack	 were	 published,	 Hollande	 started	 his	 statement	 at	

3:45am	with	the	word	‘L’horreur	(horror).	The	newspapers	Le	soir	also	refers	to	

the	attack	as	‘horror	in	Nice’	(L’horreur	à	Nice)	on	its	cover	page.		
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The	 left-liberal	 newspaper	 Le	Monde	weekend	 edition	 from	 Saturday	 16	 July	

2016	titles	 ‘Nice	 -	The	terror	on	14	 July’	 (Nice	-	La	Terreur	–	Un	14-Juillet).293	

That	 makes	 Le	Monde	 the	 only	 larger	 French	 newspaper	 that	 used	 the	 word	

‘terreur’	 to	 refer	 to	 the	 attack	 in	 its	 cover-phrase.	 The	 cover	 picture	 shows	 a	

man	 sitting	 on	 the	 promenade	 facing	 a	 victim	 of	 the	 attack	 covered	 with	 a	

blanket.	A	second	picture	on	the	cover	title	page	shows	a	drawing	of	the	outlines	

of	France	in	front	of	a	blue,	white,	red	background.	A	dove	with	a	tear	dropping	

out	of	its	eye	is	drawn	on	the	outlines	of	France.	The	picture	is	surrounded	by	a	

drawing	of	what	looks	like	a	frame	and	a	broad	black	line	going	from	the	centre-

bottom	to	the	centre-right	part	of	the	image	with	Nice	written	on	it	in	white.	The	

title	of	 the	editorial	 is	 ‘Violence,	 again.’	 (La	violence,	 encore).	Other	articles	 in	

the	newspaper	cover	the	events	of	the	night	of	14	July	2016,	Preisdent	Francois	

Hollande’s	statements	after	the	attack,	a	profile	of	the	attacker,	the	extension	of	

the	state	of	emergency	 in	France	 for	another	 three	months,	 the	perspective	of	

the	political	opposition	and	reactions	from	abroad.		

	

The	Rapport	sur	la	lutte	contre	le	racism	l’antisémitisme	et	la	xénophobie	of	 the	

year	2016	conducted	by	 the	Commission	Nationale	Consultative	Des	Droits	de	

L’Homme	 shows	 that	 the	 number	 of	 reported	 insults	 and	 attacks	 against	

Muslims	in	France	decreased	at	the	beginning	of	2016	from	70	after	the	attacks	

on	 13	 November	 2015	 to	 30	 in	 January.294	Surprisingly,	 the	 total	 number	 of	

reports	(physical	attacks	and	verbal	insults/threats)	in	2016	reached	its	peak	in	

May	with	 40	 complaints.	 Until	 the	 beginning	 of	 July,	 the	 number	 of	 reported	

incidents	went	 down	 to	 30	 again	 and	 then	 increased	 to	 36.	 Over	 the	months	

after	the	Nice	attack,	the	number	of	reported	incidents	continuously	decreased	

again	until	the	end	of	November	(14	incidents	reported	in	November	2016).	It	is	

important	to	keep	in	mind	that	the	numbers	available	are	only	hate	crimes	that	

had	been	reported	and	therefore,	only	an	indicator	of	a	much	broader	problem	
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that	goes	through	 large	parts	of	French	society.295	The	numbers	available	here	

are	 so	 low	 that	 a	 few	 cases	 could	 have	 had	 strong	 effects	 on	 the	 statistic.	

However,	 since	 this	 is	 the	 result	 of	 a	 national	 study,	 the	 few	 cases	 reported	

could	still	be	considered	as	an	indicator	of	broader	tendencies	in	different	parts	

of	France.	Therefore,	the	data	available	before	the	attacks,	especially	the	strong	

increase	 in	hate	crimes	against	Muslims	 less	 than	two	months	before	 the	Nice	

attack	should	have	influenced	Hollande’s	statements	and	actions	after	the	attack	

on	 14	 July	 2016,	 as	 well	 as	 the	 broader	 debate	 in	 French	 politics	 regarding	

immigration	 and	 protection	 of	 minority	 groups.	 The	 lower	 increase	 in	 hate	

crimes	 against	 Muslims	 in	 France	 after	 the	 Nice	 attack,	 compared	 to	 the	

increases	 after	 the	 Ile	 de	 France	 and	 13	 November	 Paris	 attacks	 could	 be	

regarded	 as	 one	 indicator	 of	 a	 continuous	 success	 of	Hollande’s	 €100	Million	

action	 plan	 against	 racism	 and	 anti-Semitism	 from	April	 2015.	 However,	 it	 is	

difficult	to	prove	how	far	the	campaign	influenced	this	development	and,	in	any	

case,	the	increase	of	reported	hate	crimes	in	May	2016	shows	that	more	work	

needed	to	be	done	to	protect	Muslims	and	members	of	other	minority	groups	in	

France.			

	

To	 conclude,	 President	 Francois	Hollande’s	 political	 position	 in	 France	during	

and	 after	 the	 Nice	 attacks	 was	 probably	 the	 most	 difficult	 one	 of	 his	 entire	

presidency,	 as	 his	 approval	 ratings	 had	 been	 at	 a	 record	 low	of	 16%	 for	 four	

months.	 That	 made	 it	 very	 difficult	 to	 reach	 the	 French	 public	 through	 his	

statement	after	 the	attack,	on	15	 July	2016.	Hollande’s	statements	and	actions	

after	the	attack	did	not	change	that	and	his	approval	ratings	stayed	below	18%	

until	the	end	of	the	year.296	On	the	other	hand,	hate	crimes	against	Muslims	did	

not	increase	either	after	the	Nice	attack.	Even	though	it	is	hard	to	prove	how	far	

Hollande’s	communication	in	reaction	to	the	lorry	attack	influenced	the	actions	

of	members	of	 the	majority	group	within	 the	French	population,	 it	meant	 that	

one	 of	 the	 President’s	 potential	 goals	 was	 reached.	 Nevertheless,	 political	

groups	 from	 the	 right	 spectrum	 of	 the	 political	 scale,	 and	 with	 them,	 the	

nationalist	discourse	in	French	society	and	media,	affecting	the	Muslim	minority	
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in	 the	 country	 continued	 to	 gain	 legitimisation	 and	 support.	 This	 meant	 that	

Hollande	was	 facing	 a	 strong	 opposition	 and	had	 to	 balance	 the	protection	 of	

minority	groups	with	the	prevention	of	losing	his	last	remaining	supporters	to	

more	conservative	parts	within	his	own	party	or	other	political	parties.		

	

Some	aspects	of	 the	Nice	attack	and	the	way	 it	was	conducted	also	need	to	be	

considered	to	understand	Hollande’s	situation	during	the	days	after	the	attack.	

It	was	the	third	major	terrorist	attack	with	a	large	number	of	casualties	during	

the	Hollande	presidency.	The	 country	was	 still	 in	a	 state	of	 emergency,	which	

meant	that	French	citizens	had	to	accept	some	restrictions	in	their	everyday	life	

and	in	return	expected	more	security	that	would	prevent	terrorist	attacks	in	the	

country.	The	Nice	attack,	eight	months	after	the	Paris	attacks,	could	have	been	

seen	 by	 parts	 of	 the	 public	 as	 a	 failure	 of	 the	 security	measures	 that	were	 in	

place	 since	 November	 2015.	 In	 Hollande’s	 defence,	 different	 to	 the	 attackers	

who	 carried	 out	 the	 13	 November	 attacks,	 Mohamed	 Lahouaiej-Bouhlel	 had	

never	been	on	a	terrorist	watch-list	and	got	radicalised	in	the	anonymity	of	the	

internet	 within	 a	 very	 short	 period	 of	 time	 prior	 to	 the	 attack.	 The	 way	 the	

attack	 was	 conducted	 was	 unprecedented	 in	 the	 history	 of	 Islamic	 terror	 in	

France.	These	two	facts	made	it	very	hard	to	impossible	for	intelligence	services	

and	 police	 forces	 to	 prevent	 the	 attack	 from	 being	 carried	 out.	 Like	 the	 13	

November	attacks	and	different	to	the	Ile	de	France	attacks,	the	Nice	attack	was	

not	targeting	a	very	specific	group	within	French	society	but	instead	could	have	

affected	anyone	who	participated	 in	 the	Bastille	Day	 celebrations.	The	date	of	

the	event	needs	to	be	considered	to	further	understand	the	Preisdent’s	situation	

and	 expectations	 from	 the	 population	 immediately	 after	 the	 attack.	 As	 every	

year	 on	 14	 July,	 thousands	 of	 French	 people	 were	 celebrating	 Bastille	 Day,	

which	 is	 considered	 the	 start	 of	 the	 French	 Revolution	 and	 still	 nowadays	

strongly	influences	the	French	understanding	of	freedom	throughout	the	entire	

country.297	The	fact	that	the	Nice	lorry	attack	was	carried	out	on	that	day,	with	a	

deeper	historical-political	message	or	not,	did	not	only	cause	the	physical	harm	

other	terrorist	attacks	in	France	have	caused	as	well,	but	might	also	have	hurt	
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many	French	citizens	in	their	national	pride	in	other	ways	than	the	Ile	de	France	

and	 13	 November	 attacks	 did.	 The	 largest	 French	 newspapers	 referred	

explicitly	to	the	date	of	the	attack	in	its	headline	(Le	Monde:	Nice	-	La	Terreur	–	

Un	14-Juillet)	and	main	articles.	Hollande’s	main	challenge	after	the	attack	was,	

therefore,	 to	 give	 his	 population	 a	 feeling	 of	 safety	 and	 unity,	 which	 had	 to	

include	minority	 groups,	 especially	 the	Muslim	minority.	 To	 do	 so,	 he	 had	 to	

soften	 the	 national,	 right-wing	 discourse	 without	 losing	 his	 small	 remaining	

support	to	more	conservative	politicians	and	parties.		

	

2. Narrative Analysis of Political Statement 

The	sender	

Around	 3:45am	 on	 15	 July	 2016,	 five	 hours	 after	 the	 lorry	 attack	 in	 Nice,	

President	 Francois	Hollande	 gave	his	 first	 statement	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	 attack.	

This	makes	Francois	Hollande	 in	Lasswell’s	 Communication	Model	 the	 sender.	

Being	 the	 President	 of	 France	 makes	 Francois	 Hollande	 in	 this	 setting	

responsible	for	communicating	the	state’s	first	thoughts	and	actions	in	reaction	

to	the	attacks	of	the	previous	evening.	This	was	the	third	time	Hollande	had	to	

give	 an	 official	 statement	 in	 reaction	 to	 Islamic	 terrorist	 attacks	 during	 his	

presidency.	Hollande	was	the	President	with	the	lowest	approval	ratings	and	his	

ratings	were	at	the	lowest	point	of	his	presidency	around	the	time	of	the	attack.	

This	put	Francois	Hollande	in	a	much	more	difficult	situation	compared	to	eight	

months	 earlier,	 when	 he	 gave	 his	 statements	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	 Paris	 attacks	

from	13	November	2015.	Other	 socio-political	 aspects	 that	 contributed	 to	 the	

difficult	 situation	 out	 of	 which	 the	 President	 had	 to	 address	 his	 nation	 in	

reaction	to	the	Nice	attack	was	the	increasingly	right-wing	oriented	discourse	in	

French	politics	and	society	and	discrimination	against	Muslims	 in	France.	The	

fact	 that	 the	 attack	 was	 carried	 out	 on	 one	 of	 the	 most	 important	 French	

holidays	and	the	geographical	randomness	of	the	attack	made	him,	once	again,	

face	a	very	concerned	public	and	demanded	strong	political	statements	after	the	

attack.		

	

Since	President	Hollande	gave	this	statement	only	five	hours	after	the	attack,	he	

and	 his	 team	 had	 very	 little	 time	 to	 collect	 information	 about	 the	 event	 and	
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public	reactions.	At	 the	 time	he	gave	his	statement	 the	newspapers	of	 the	day	

after	the	attack	had	not	been	distributed	yet	so	Hollande’s	team	did	not	have	the	

time	 to	 gather	 ideas	 of	 how	 different	 parts	 of	 society	 interpreted	 the	 attack.	

However,	holding	the	statement	at	3:45am	on	15	July	2016	gave	him	the	chance	

to	be	the	first	actor	to	influence	the	discourse	that	developed	in	reaction	to	the	

attack.	 The	 timing	 of	 his	 statement	 also	 showed	 the	 public	 that	Hollande	was	

quick	to	react	to	the	attack.		

	

The	message	

Different	 from	 previous	 statements	 directed	 at	 the	 French	 population	 in	

reaction	 to	 Islamic	 terrorist	 attacks,	 Francois	 Hollande	 does	 not	 start	 his	

statement	by	directing	it	to	his	compatriots.	Instead,	he	starts	it	by	stating	that	

“horror,	 horror	 has	 befallen	 France	 again”.	 This	 first	 sentence,	 especially	 the	

repeated	use	of	the	term	l’horreur	(horror)	can	be	interpreted	as	an	implicit	but	

strong	expression	of	empathy	from	the	President,	as	it	indicates	that	he	feels	the	

way	many	French	citizens	might	have	felt	when	they	heard	of	the	attack	in	Nice.	

Starting	his	statement	with	this	sentence	could	also	be	a	sign	of	helplessness,	as	

it	shows	that	Hollande	was	not	able	or	willing	to	start	his	statement	the	way	he	

usually	would.	L’horreur	could	also	be	seen	as	a	synonym	for	terrorism	in	this	

context.	Even	though	the	word	terrorisme	has	a	negative	connotation,	the	word	

horreur	may	be	an	even	stronger	term	to	help	Hollande	express	the	negativity	of	

the	event.	La	France	could	be	seen	both	as	an	Object	of	Importance	as	well	as	a	

Social	Actor,	standing	for	the	population	of	France	in	this	context.		

	

In	the	second	paragraph,	the	President	introduces	the	Social	Actors,	the	at	that	

point	77	victims	of	the	attack,	pointing	out	that	many	of	them	are	children	and	

around	 twenty	 people	 that	 were	 severely	 injured	 by	 the	 attack.	 Stating	 the	

number	of	the	killed	and	injured	helps	to	show	the	extent	of	the	attack.	 In	the	

next	 sentence,	 he	 then	 explains	 that	 the	 attack	 was	 of	 terrorist	 nature	 and	

showed	 absolute	 violence	 (violence	 absolute).	 The	 connotation	 of	 the	 term	

terroriste,	 especially	 with	 the	 2015	 attacks	 in	 Paris	 in	 mind,	 as	 well	 as	 the	

expression	violence	absolute	 further	underlines	 the	 intensity	 of	 the	 event.	The	

term	 terroriste	describes	 the	 event	 but	 at	 the	 same	 time	 introduces	 the	 next	
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Social	 Agent:	 the	 attacker	 and	 similar	minded	 people	 that	 fit	 into	 the	 French	

understanding	of	terrorists.		

	

In	 the	 third	 paragraph,	 Hollande	 introduces	 the	 Social	 Actor	 of	 the	 French	

government	by	stating	that	it	is	clear	that	nous	(we)	must	do	everything	to	fight	

the	“scourge	of	terrorism”.	Hereby	he	refers	to	a	context	bigger	than	just	that	of	

the	 attack	 but	 rather	 the	 general	 Islamic	 terror	 threat	 in	 France	 at	 that	 time.	

After	having	explained	the	intensity	of	the	attack,	this	statement	could	be	seen	

as	 the	 next	 step	 towards	 making	 the	 audience	 support	 continuous,	 if	 not	

stronger,	counter-terror	measures	within	France	and	abroad.		

	

In	 the	 fourth	 paragraph	 the	 President	 introduces	 another	 Social	 Actor,	 the	

conducteur	(the	 truck	 driver)	 and	 explains	 that	 his	 ID	was	 found	 in	 the	 truck	

after	 the	 driver	 was	 shot	 down	 and	 explains	 that	 this	 should	 help	 the	 Social	

Actor	 nous,	 in	 this	 case,	 police,	 intelligence	 and	 those	 in	 charge	 in	 the	

government	to	find	out	whether	the	attacker	had	accomplices.	Hereby	he	shows	

that	during	and	 immediately	after	 the	attack,	measures	were	already	 taken	 to	

eliminate	the	threat	and	rebuild	security.		

	

In	 the	 fifth	 paragraph,	 Hollande	 explains	 the	 meaning	 of	 a	 terrorist	 attack	

having	been	conducted	on	 that	particular	day,	 the	national	holiday	14	 July	 for	

the	Social	Actor	France.	He	uses	the	metaphor	“symbol	of	freedom”	(symbol	de	

la	liberté)	to	explain	the	meaning	of	Bastille	Day	and	claims	in	this	context	that	

the	Social	Actor	fanatiques	(fanatics)	deny	human	rights	and	that	therefore	the	

Social	Actor	France,	the	people	living	according	to	this	understanding	of	liberté,	

is	 their	 target.	 The	 terms	 used	 to	 describe	 the	 different	 Social	 Actors	 in	 this	

context	puts	 the	 two	groups	opposite	each	other,	 expressing	 that	 the	attacker	

and	those	who	support	his	ideology	are	opposing	the	core	values	France	and	its	

citizens	stand	for.	This	creation	of	context	and	choice	of	words	could	also	have	

been	 intended	 to	 have	 a	 unifying	 effect	 on	 the	 French	 population,	 without	

having	to	use	the	in	former	statements	frequently	underlined	term	unité.		
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After	 having	 interpreted	 the	 root	 of	 the	 attack,	 Hollande	 describes	 the	

previously	 as	 France	 introduced	 Social	 Actor	 as	 “our	 grieving	 nation”	 and	

expresses	 his	 solidarity	 with	 the	 victims	 and	 their	 families.	 Hereby	 he	

introduces	through	the	families	of	the	victims	a	new	Social	Actor	that	belongs,	

as	the	victims,	to	the	larger	Social	Actor	la	France.		

	

At	 the	beginning	of	 the	 seventh	paragraph,	 he	 explains	 that	Le	Plan	Blanc	has	

been	 activated	 and	 led	 to	 the	 mobilisation	 of	 all	 the	 hospitals	 around	 Nice.	

Mentioning	a	plan	that	is	activated	in	case	of	such	a	catastrophe	could	be	used	

to	 indicate	 that	 the	 government	 and	 other	 actors	 involved	 in	 measures	 that	

need	to	be	taken	to	save	lives	after	incidents	like	the	attack	in	Nice	learned	from	

past	 events	 and	 are	 able	 to	 provide	 the	 best	 possible	 support.	 In	 the	 next	

sentence,	 Hollande	 mentions	 the	 two	 main	 Islamic	 terrorist	 attacks	 that	

“struck/affected”	(touchée)	France	in	2015.298	The	word	touchée	underlines	the	

one-sidedness	 and	 unpredictability	 of	 the	 attacks,	 which	 take	 away	 the	

governments	 responsibility	 for	 the	 attacks	 and	 hints	 the	 difficulty	 behind	

predicting	 the	place	and	 time	of	a	potential	 terrorist	 attack,	which	could	have	

been	 intended	 to	 take	 some	 pressure	 off	 the	 police	 and	 intelligence	 forces.	

Following	 this,	 the	President	 further	underlines	 the	difficulty	of	protecting	his	

population	from	terrorist	attacks	by	saying	that	all	of	France	is	under	the	threat	

of	terrorisme	islamiste	(Islamic	terrorism).	Hollande	here	uses	another	term	to	

describe	 the	 Social	Actor	 that	 represents	 the	 larger	 threat	 to	France,	which	 is	

larger	 than	 individual	 attackers	 but	 rather	 describes	 a	 group	 of	 people	 that	

follow	a	radical	Islamist	ideology.299	This	statement	is	very	likely	to	strengthen	

the	feeling	of	fear	that	many	French	citizens	might	have	felt	after	the	third	major	

Islamic	terrorist	attack	within	one	and	a	half	years.	This	could	be	a	further	step	

to	 sensitise	 the	 audience	 for	 further	 measures	 that	 would	 be	 taken	 to	 fight	

Islamic	 terrorism	 but	 limit	 individual	 freedom	 in	 France	 and	 requires	 larger	

amounts	of	taxpayer’s	money.		

	

																																																								
298 G. Kepel, Terror in France: The Rise of Jihad in the West (Princeton, Princeton University Press, 2017), p. xiii. 
299 B. R. Farmer, Radical Islam in the West: Ideology and Challenge (Jefferson, McFarland & Company, 2011), pp. 7 – 19, 107 
– 128. 
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Hollande	takes	this	one	step	further	in	the	eighth	paragraph	by	concluding	that	

these	 circumstances	 require	 the	French	government	and	population	 (nous)	 to	

show	absolute	vigilance	and	determination.	Even	though	the	Social	Actor	nous	

describes	the	population	and	its	political	representatives	as	one	entity,	the	need	

for	vigilance	and	determination	is	mainly	directed	at	the	rights	and	numbers	of	

police	 and	 intelligence	 forces.300	This	 becomes	 clearer	 in	 the	 next	 paragraph	

where	the	President	explains	that	several	measures	had	already	been	taken	and	

that	 notre	 arsenal	 legislatif	 (our	 legislative	 arsenal)	 has	 been	 considerably	

strengthened.	Notre	may	refer	to	the	government	and	population	as	one	entity	

again,	but	since	the	decisions	were	made	immediately	after	the	attack,	it	is	clear	

that	 the	 population	 did	 not	 have	 any	 decisive	 influence.	 “Considerably	

strengthening	 the	 legislative	 arsenal”	 indicates	 drastic	 changes	 in	 security	

matters.	Hollande	tries	to	further	justify	this	in	the	next	sentence	by	explaining	

that	the	summer	season	requires	an	increase	in	protection.	

	

In	 the	 tenth	 paragraph,	 Francois	 Hollande	 explains	 what	 these	 increases	 in	

protection	 imply.	 From	 a	 strategic	 perspective,	 these	 measures	 could	 appear	

incomplete	since	military	and	other	security	 forces	would	only	be	able	to	take	

action	reactively	instead	proactively	and	thus	not	prevent	the	threat	in	the	first	

place.	This	links	to	a	lack	of	measures	taken	by	the	French	government	and	its	

domestic	 intelligence	and	police	 forces	 in	 the	past	when	other	Western	 states	

made	 significant	 reforms	 to	 its	 counterterrorism	 policies. 301 	Nevertheless,	

surveys	show	that	in	the	past	the	majority	of	the	French	population	supported	

domestic	 military	 action	 after	 terrorist	 attacks.302	This	 paragraph	 is	 also	 the	

first	 time	 that	 Hollande	 explicitly	 mentions	 the	 Social	 Actors	 of	 militaires,	

gendarmes	 and	 policiers.	 Hollande	 then	 continues	 describing	 the	 measures	

taken	 to	 increase	 protection	 in	 the	 eleventh	 paragraph.	 The	 importance	 of	

																																																								
300 A. Bogain, ‘Security in the name of human rights: the discursive legitimation strategies of the war on terror in France’, 
Critical Studies on Terrorism, 10/3 (2017), pp. 476 – 500. 
301 See F. Foley, Countering Terrorism in Britain and France: Institutions, Norms and the Shadow oft he Past (Cambridge, 
Cambridge University Press, 2013), pp. 84 – 88; S. Gregory, ‘France and the War on Terrorism’, Terrorism and Political 
Violence, 15/1 (2003), pp. 124 – 147; D. Hellmuth, ‘Countering Jihadi Terrorists and Radicals the French Way’, Studies in 
Conflict and Terrorism, 38/12 (2015), pp. 979 – 997; A. Jacobs, J.-L. Samaan, ‘Countering Jihadist Terrorism: A Comparative 
Analysis of French and German Experiences’, Terrorism and Political Violence (2018), DOI: 
10.1080/09546553.2017.1415891; K. O’Brien, ‘France’ in Karin von Hippel (ed.), Europe confronts terrorism (London, 
Palgrave Macmillan, 2005), 19 – 41. 
302  A. Bourgine, J. Fourquet, ‘Les réactions des Francais aux attentats du 13 novembre’, Ifop, November 2015, at 
https://www.ifop.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/3202-1-study_file.pdf [accessed January 2019], pp. 13 – 14, 20 – 23. 
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taking	 these	 measures	 and	 probably	 even	 more	 important	 to	 communicate	

them	may	 have	 been	 due	 to	 the	 fact	 that	 security	 measures	 were	 taken	 and	

increased	 after	 the	 Ile	 de	 France	 and	 13	 November	 Paris	 attacks	 but	 did	 not	

manage	 to	 prevent	 the	 Nice	 attack.	 The	 President	 and	 his	 team	 may	 have	

assumed	 that	 further	 security	 measures	 could	 help	 to	 regain	 trust	 in	 the	

government	and	its	military,	gendarmes	and	police,	that	may	have	been	lost	due	

to	the	lorry	attack.	Hollande	further	explains	that	the	reserve	opérationelle	will	

be	 mostly	 needed	 for	 border	 checks.	 Mentioning	 the	 importance	 of	 border	

checks,	even	though	France	only	shares	borders	with	other	EU	states,	could	be	

directed	 at	 the	 more	 conservative	 parts	 of	 the	 population	 and	 the	 growing	

sentiment	 that	 immigration	 into	 France	 should	 be	 stronger	 controlled	 and	

restricted.303		

	

In	 the	 twelfth	 paragraph,	 Hollande	 mentions	 the	 final	 measure	 he	 took	 to	

increase	 security	 in	 France,	 to	 extend	 the	 back	 then	 still	 existing	 state	 of	

emergency,	 which	 would	 have	 expired	 by	 26	 July	 2016,	 by	 another	 three	

months.	Here	again,	he	points	out	that	it	was	him	(j’ai)	who	made	the	decision.	

He	 then	 continues	 explaining	 that	 the	 necessary	 bill	 will	 be	 submitted	 to	 the	

Parliament	 the	 following	 week.	 Briefly	 mentioning	 the	 democratic	 process	

necessary	to	extend	the	state	of	emergency	may	be	necessary	to	give	the	public	

the	 impression	 that	 even	 though	 drastic	 measures	 are	 being	 taken,	 they	 all	

happen	within	the	frame	of	democracy.		

	

In	 the	 thirteenth	 paragraph,	 Hollande	 moves	 from	 the	 domestic	 measures	 to	

international	 measures	 taken	 to	 fight	 terrorism,	 indirectly	 referring	 to	 the	

larger	 threat,	 earlier	 described	 as	 fanatiques	and	 terrorisme	 islamiste.	 He	 says	

that	 nothing	will	 hold	 the	 French	 government	 and	military	 (nous)	 back	 from	

fighting	 terrorism	 (terrorisme)	 and	 that	 they	 (nous)	will	 reinforce	 their	 (nos)	

actions	 in	Syria	and	 Iraq.	Here	he	once	again	shows	 the	 two	opposing	groups,	

nous	and	terrorisme,	and	explains	in	the	following	sentence	the	physical	actions	

he	 and	 his	 military	 are	 going	 to	 take	 by	 stating	 that	 nous	 continue	 attacking	

those	who	attack	nous	in	France	in	their	“caves”	(repaires).	Describing	attacking	

																																																								
303 Bourgine, J. Fourquet, Ifop, pp. 26 – 27. 
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the	 terrorisme	 in	 their	 repaires	makes	 the	 people	 supporting	 the	 ideologies	

Hollande	 indirectly	 held	 responsible	 for	 the	 attacks	 in	 France	 appear	 as	

intimidated	 and	 backward	 and	 therefore	 also	 undermines	 the	 ideology	 and	

underlines	 the	 necessity	 of	 French	 involvement	 in	 Syria	 and	 Iraq.	 This	might	

have	been	necessary	at	the	time	since	the	opinion	of	the	French	military	actions	

in	Syria	and	Iraq	were	quite	divided	throughout	French	society	and	the	French	

government	had	increased	its	expenditures	for	the	operations	in	Syria	and	Iraq	

by	€140	million	compared	to	2015.304		

	

Hollande	 then	 continues	 in	 the	 following	 paragraph	with	 the	 immediate	 next	

steps.	By	mentioning	that	a	Defence	Council	meeting	would	be	held	the	next	day,	

he	 introduces	 another	 Social	 Actor	 of	 the	 democratic	 system.	 Protection	 and	

vigilance	may	have	been	the	main	desire	 for	 large	parts	of	 the	population	and	

were	therefore	important	for	Hollande	to	assure	in	his	statement.	Explaining	the	

role	 of	 the	 Conseil	 de	 Défense	 here	 once	 again	 underlines	 the	 democratic	

foundation	of	the	drastic	measures	that	were	taken	after	the	terrorist	attacks	in	

and	around	Paris	in	January	and	November	2015	and	in	Nice	five	hours	before	

Hollande’s	 statement.	 The	 Social	 Actor	 described	 by	 Hollande	 as	 nous	 in	 this	

context	 takes	some	of	 the	responsibility	off	 the	President,	 showing	 that	 it	was	

not	 him	 alone	who	made	 the	 decisions	 but	 that	 those	were	 the	 results	 of	 the	

most	 qualified	members	 of	 the	 elected	 government.	 It	 is	 always	 important	 to	

assure	the	public	that	decisions	that	affect	them	directly	and	limit	the	individual	

freedom	 of	members	 of	 the	 public	 are	 based	 on	 democratic	 processes,	 but	 in	

Hollande’s	case,	this	may	have	been	particularly	important	due	to	his	very	low	

approval	 ratings	at	 the	 time.	Decisions	 for	which	only	 the	President	would	be	

seen	 as	 responsible	 could	 lead	 to	 stronger	 disapproval	 when	 only	 one	 in	 six	

citizens	still	support	him	as	their	leader.		

	

In	 the	 fifteenth	 paragraph,	 Hollande	 focuses	 on	 the	 actual	 place	 of	 the	 attack	

again,	Nice,	 after	he	 spent	 the	middle	part	of	his	 statement	 focusing	on	 larger	

measures	 and	 challenges,	 that	 affect	 all	 of	 France	 and	 the	 country’s	 domestic	

and	 international	 affairs.	This	 includes	 the	 introduction	of	 a	new	Social	Actor,	

																																																								
304 Bourgine, J. Fourquet, Ifop, p. 25. 



Dominik Hamm 

dhamm02@qub.ac.uk 

	

	 144	

the	elected	representatives	in	the	region.	In	this	context,	he	describes	himself	as	

a	single	Social	Actor	(je)	again,	who	travels	to	Nice	with	his	Premier	Ministre.	In	

the	 given	 structure	 of	 the	 sentence,	 it	 makes	 sense	 that	 Hollande	 describes	

himself	as	a	single	Social	Actor	and	does	not	describe	himself	and	the	Premier	

Minister	as	one	Social	Actor	 (nous).	However,	 this	also	plays	out	 to	Hollande’s	

advantage,	 since	 it	 shows	 that	 he	 interacts	 with	 the	 local	 representatives	

directly	and	that	he	is	the	one	who	mobilises	the	necessary	means.		

	

In	the	second	to	last	paragraph,	Hollande	then	moves	back	to	the	larger	picture	

as	 he	 says	 that	 the	 Social	 Actor	 la	 France	 is	 afflicted	 by	 the	 new	 tragedy.	 La	

France,	in	this	case,	refers	to	the	country	as	well	as	the	people	of	France	again.	

He	talks	about	the	attack	and	says	that	elle	(she	–	la	France)	is	horrified	by	the	

event,	 the	monstrosity	of	using	a	 truck	 to	deliberately	kill	 tens	of	people	who	

came	 together	 to	 simply	 celebrate	 the	national	holiday	14	 July.	Hollande	here	

again	describes	the	tragedy	of	the	attack	without	mentioning	the	Social	Actor	of	

the	 attacker	 explicitly,	 only	mentioning	 the	 Social	 Actor	 of	 the	 victims	 of	 the	

attack.	 Focusing	 on	 the	 victims	 of	 the	 attack	 and	 the	 fact	 that	 the	 attack	was	

carried	 out	 at	 the	 national	 holiday	 of	 14	 July,	 rather	 than	 the	 attacker,	

underlines	the	emotion	of	grief	rather	than	anger	in	reaction	to	the	attack.	In	the	

last	 paragraph	 of	 the	 statement,	 Hollande	 expresses	 that	 emotion	 explicitly	

when	he	 says	 that	France	 is	 grieving	and	distressed,	which	 further	underlines	

his	empathy	for	the	people	affected	by	the	attack.	He	then	finishes	his	statement	

with	a	more	encouraging	message,	assuring	his	audience	that	France	 is	strong	

and	will	always	get	stronger	than	the	fanatiques	who	want	to	attack	it	(la	–	her).	

By	expressing	his	empathy	but	then	also	pointing	out	the	superiority	of	France	

over	 the	 fanatiques,	 the	 opposing	 Social	 Actors,	 France	 and	 the	 fanatiques	

islamiste	who	 carried	 out	 several	 attacks	 in	 France,	 Hollande	 underlines	 the	

importance	 of	 the	 drastic	measures	 his	 government	 had	 taken	 after	 previous	

terrorist	 attacks	 and	was	 going	 to	 take	 again	 after	 the	 Nice	 attack	 of	 14	 July	

2016.	 By	 assuring	 his	 audience	 (je	 vous	 l’assure)	 that	 France	 will	 always	 be	

stronger	 than	 its	 attackers,	 Hollande	may	 imply	 that	 France	 will	 be	 stronger	

than	its	attackers	as	long	as	the	measures	he	proposed	are	carried	out.	It	is	also	

important	to	highlight	here	that	this	is	the	first	and	only	time	in	the	statement	
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that	Hollande	uses	the	pronouns	je	(‘I’)	and	vous	(‘you’,	plural)	in	one	sentence.	

This	 could	 be	 a	 subtle	 attempt	 to	 distance	 himself	 again	 from	 the	 public	 to	

implicitly	underline	his	authority	as	President	of	France.	He	and	his	team	may	

have	considered	this	important	due	to	the	belief	that	the	country	is	looking	for	a	

strong	 leader	 in	 times	of	 crisis	but	 also	 simply	because	his	very	 low	approval	

ratings	at	the	time	made	it	more	necessary	to	underline	his	authority.		

	

After	having	sensitised	his	audience	for	the	need	of	drastic	political	measures	at	

the	 beginning	 of	 the	 statement,	 and	 explaining	 those	measures	 in	 the	 second	

half	of	the	statement,	Hollande	last	comment	thus	implicitly	further	legitimises	

them.	 Interestingly	 Hollande	 does	 not	 end	 his	 message	 with	 the	 for	 French	

Presidents	 common	 statement	 ‘vive	 la	 Republique,	 vive	 la	 France`.	While	 the	

unorthodox	 beginning	 of	 the	 statement	 led	 to	 the	 question	whether	Hollande	

was	 trying	 to	 express	 his	 strong	 empathy	 or	 actually	 felt	 helpless	 after	 the	

attack,	the	unorthodox	ending	of	the	statement	rather	underlines	the	stress	and	

helplessness	the	President	might	have	felt	at	that	moment	in	time.		

	

The	medium	

The	 medium	 was	 President	 Francois	 Hollande’s	 address	 to	 the	 public.	

Therefore,	the	main	audience	was	the	people	of	France	who	saw	the	statement	

either	live	on	public	French	television	or	summaries	of	it	in	news-programmes	

on	public	and	private	television.		

	

Unfortunately,	 at	 the	 time	 of	 writing,	 there	 is	 not	 as	 much	 data	 about	 the	

broadcasting	 time	 the	week	 after	 the	Nice	 attack	 available	 as	 there	 is	 for	 the	

time	after	the	Paris	attacks	in	November	2015.	However,	the	general	data	that	is	

already	 presented	 in	 4.	 Terrorist	 attacks	 and	 Government	 Statements	 in	

response,	 b.	 France,	 i.	 Ile	 de	 France	 attacks	 –	 07/01/2015	 –	 09/01/2015,	 2.	

Narrative	Analysis	 of	 Political	 Statement	helps	 to	 get	 an	understanding	of	 the	

reporting	 of	 Hollande’s	 statement	 in	 French	 television	 after	 the	 attack.	

Information	 regarding	 the	 largest	 French	 newspapers	 that	 printed	 extracts	 of	

the	statement	can	also	be	found	there.	
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3. Analysis of public reactions 

The	receiver	

Information	regarding	the	receiver	of	Francois	Hollande’s	statement	in	reaction	

to	the	14	July	2016	Nice	attack	had	not	changed	since	the	Ile	de	France	attacks	7	

–	 9	 January	 2015	 and	 are	 described	 in	 depth	 in	 4.	 Terrorist	 attacks	 and	

Government	 Statements	 in	 response,	 b.	 France,	 i.	 Ile	 de	 France	 attacks	 –	

07/01/2015	–	09/01/2015,	3.	Analysis	of	public	reactions.	

	

Feedback	

The	Nice	attack	on	14	July	2016	and	Francois	Hollande’s	statement	in	the	early	

morning	 of	 15	 July	 2016	 did	 not	 affect	 the	 President’s	 approval	 ratings.305	

Before	the	attack,	Hollande’s	approval	ratings	were	at	16%	and	stayed	between	

15%	and	17%	until	the	end	of	2016.	Since	approval	ratings	of	16%	indicate	that	

only	devoted	supporters	of	the	President	still	supported	his	politics	there	may	

not	 have	 been	 much	 popularity	 to	 be	 lost	 as	 long	 as	 no	 very	 inappropriate	

messages	 were	 communicated	 in	 the	 statement.	 The	 fact	 that	 his	 approval	

ratings	did	not	 increase	after	 the	statement	shows	 though,	 that	 the	content	of	

the	 statement	 and	 measures	 communicated	 in	 the	 statement	 and	 taken	

immediately	 after	 the	 attack	 and	 during	 the	 following	 days	 were	 not	 strong	

enough	 to	 regain	 trust	 from	 members	 of	 the	 public	 who	 may	 have	 reacted	

positively	 to	 Hollande’s	 statements	 after	 the	 Ile	 de	 France	 and	 13	 November	

attacks.	 Obviously,	 other	 factors	 besides	 Hollande’s	 statement	 after	 the	 Nice	

attack	affect	 approval	 ratings,	however,	 in	 times	where	many	members	of	 the	

public	 might	 be	 looking	 for	 a	 strong	 leader,	 no	 increase	 in	 approval	 ratings	

indicates	a	weak	to	non-existing	positive	reaction	to	the	statement.		

	

Another	indicator	of	how	members	of	the	public	perceived	Hollande’s	statement	

is	how	they	reacted	to	his	tweets	related	to	it.	President	Francois	Hollande	did	

not	share	his	entire	statement	of	15	July	2016	on	his	Twitter	account.	However,	

he	used	his	Twitter	account	to	communicate	a	small	message	immediately	after	

the	attack,	that	five	hours	later	became	the	last	sentence	of	his	statement.	This	

																																																								
305  ‘Politique/Popularité moyenne de l’exécutif’, opinionlab, 17 January 2019, at http://opinionlab.opinion-
way.com/populariteMoyenneDeLexecutif.html# [accessed January 2019].  
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short	 tweet	 could	 be	 seen	 as	 the	 aspect	 of	 his	 statement	 he	 considered	most	

important	 to	communicate	with	the	group	of	people	he	wants	 to	connect	with	

through	his	Twitter	account.		

	

Hollande’s	tweet	right	after	the	lorry	attack	in	Nice	says:	“La	France	est	éplorée,	

affligée,	mais	elle	est	forte	et	le	sera	toujours	plus	que	les	fanatiques	que	veulent	

aujourd’hui	 la	 frapper.	 #Nice’306	(France	 is	 grieving,	 it	 is	 distressed,	 but	 it	 is	

strong	 and	 it	 will	 always	 be	 stronger	 than	 the	 fanatics	 whom	 today	 wish	 to	

attack	 it).	 This	 tweet	 was	 retweeted	 10,493	 times.	 Comparing	 this	 to	 the	

average	number	of	200	to	550	retweets	of	Hollande’s	tweets	the	days	before	the	

attack	indicates	that	a	large	number	of	his	followers	supported	his	expression	of	

empathy	and	patriotism.	

	

After	the	night	of	the	Nice	attack	on	14	July	2016,	Hollande	did	not	tweet	again	

until	20	July	2016.	On	20	July	2016	Hollande	tweeted	a	picture	of	him	visiting	

the	national	Gendarmerie	training	facility	in	Saint-Astier	with	the	message:	”Le	

terrorisme	 ne	 nous	 fracturera	 pas,	 la	 coésion	 sera	 notre	 response	 et	

l’engagement	 notre	 force.	 #Saint-Astier” 307 	(Terrorism	 won’t	 fracture	 us,	

cohesion	will	be	our	 response	and	commitment	our	strength).	This	 tweet	was	

only	 retweeted	 682	 times,	 more	 than	 9,800	 times	 less	 than	 the	 tweet	 in	

immediately	after	the	attack	on	14	July	2016	and	only	slightly	more	often	than	

his	average	tweets.	It	has	to	be	considered	that	Twitter	users	might	have	been	

more	 likely	 to	 retweet	 the	 President’s	 message	 right	 after	 a	 feeling	 of	 threat	

than	five	days	after	the	attack,	when	the	nation	was	recovering	from	the	horror	

of	 14	 July	 2016	 and	 got	 back	 to	 following	 their	 daily	 life	 routines.	 Another	

reason	why	 his	 first	message	 related	 to	 the	 attack	was	 shared	 almost	 10,000	

times	more	often	as	the	one	from	20	July	2016	could	also	be	that	it	was	tweeted	

in	the	evening	of	a	national	holiday	while	the	second	message	was	tweeted	on	a	

Wednesday	 afternoon.	 Nevertheless,	 such	 a	 strong	 decline	 in	 retweets	

compared	 to	 the	 14	 July	 tweet	 indicates	 a	 strong	 decline	 in	 interest	 in	

Hollande’s	messages.		

																																																								
306 F. Hollande, ‘@fhollande’, Twitter, at https://twitter.com/fhollande/status/753771279845625856 [accessed January 2019].  
307 F. Hollande, ‘@fhollande’, Twitter, at https://twitter.com/fhollande/status/755712835741679620 [accessed January 2019].  
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On	22	July	2016,	Hollande	tweeted	“Je	 lance	un	appel	aux	Francais	pour	qu’ils	

fassent	 bloc,	 qu’ils	 soient	 unis	 et	 forts.	 C’est	 ainsi	 que	 nous	 remporterons	 la	

victoire.”308	(I	ask	the	French	people	to	stick	together,	united	we	are	strong.	This	

is	how	we	win.)	This	tweet	was	retweeted	1,186	times.	Almost	twice	as	often	as	

the	last	tweet	related	to	the	Nice	attack,	but	still	9,307	times	less	than	the	tweet	

from	14	July.		

	

Hollande’s	tweet	“vous	êtes	les	sentinelles	de	la	République.	La	France	a	besoin	

de	vous,	ses	sentinelles	vigilantes,	qui	nous	défendez.	#OpérationSentinelle”309	

(You	 are	 the	 sentries	 of	 the	 Republic.	 France	 needs	 you,	 its	 vigilante	 sentries	

who	defend	us)	from	25	July	2016	was	retweeted	359	times,	the	lowest	number	

of	 retweets	 of	Hollande’s	messages	 related	 to	 the	 reactions	 to	 the	Nice	 attack	

eleven	days	earlier.		

	

The	next	day	Hollande	 tweeted:	 “J’adresse	aux	 familles	des	victimes	ainsi	qu’à	

l’ensemble	 des	 catholiques	 de	 France,	 la	 solidarité	 et	 la	 compassion	 de	 la	

Nation.”310	(I	send	the	solidarity	and	compassion	of	the	nation	to	the	families	of	

the	victims	as	well	as	to	all	the	Catholics	of	France.).	This	tweet	was	retweeted	

1,767	 times,	 still	much	 less	 than	 the	 tweet	 from	14	 July	 but	more	 than	 1,408	

times	more	 than	 the	 Opération	 Sentinelle	 tweet.	 The	 same	 day	Hollande	 also	

tweeted:	“Ce	qui	es	visé	c’est	notre	démocratie,	elle	est	 la	cible,	elle	sera	notre	

bouclier.	C’est	notre	unite	que	fait	notre	force.”311	(Our	democracy	is	the	target,	

it	 will	 be	 our	 shield.	 It	 is	 our	 unity	 that	 makes	 us	 strong.)	 The	 tweet	 was	

retweeted	1,360	times.		

	

Two	days	 later,	on	28	 July	2016,	 fourteen	days	after	 the	Nice	attack,	Hollande	

tweeted	his	last	tweet	related	to	the	reactions	to	the	lorry	attack	in	Nice:	“Nous	

allons	rendre	opérationnelle	au	plus	vite	la	constitution	de	la	#GardeNationale,	

cette	 force	 au	 service	 de	 la	 protection	 des	 Francais.”312	(We	 will	 make	 the	

																																																								
308 F. Hollande, ‘@fhollande’, Twitter, at https://twitter.com/fhollande/status/756447857809424384 [accessed January 2019].  
309 F. Hollande, ‘@fhollande’, Twitter, at https://twitter.com/fhollande/status/757508446405165056 [accessed January 2019].  
310 F. Hollande, ‘@fhollande’, Twitter, at https://twitter.com/fhollande/status/757902746859270144 [accessed January 2019].  
311 F. Hollande, ‘@fhollande’, Twitter, at https://twitter.com/fhollande/status/758005631777472512 [accessed January 2019].  
312 F. Hollande, ‘@fhollande’, Twitter, at https://twitter.com/fhollande/status/758587556732801024 [accessed January 2019].  
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structure	 of	 the	 Garde	 Nationale	 functioning	 as	 soon	 as	 possible	 for	 the	

protection	 of	 the	 French	 people.)This	message	was	 retweeted	 465	 times,	 865	

times	less	than	the	previous	tweet.		

	

Even	though	only	his	tweet	from	the	night	of	14	July	2016	was	an	actual	part	of	

his	statement	 in	reaction	to	the	Nice	attack,	most	of	his	tweets	during	the	two	

weeks	 after	 the	 attack	 relate	 to	 aspects	 mentioned	 in	 Hollande’s	 statement.	

Therefore,	 these	 can	 be	 used	 as	 an	 indicator	 of	 how	 well	 people	 who	 are	

genuinely	interested	in	and	in	many	cases	supportive	of	Hollande’s	politics	react	

to	 different	 aspects	 of	 his	 statement.	 Even	 though	 the	 number	 of	 retweets	

declines	 sharply	 after	 14	 July,	 the	 retweets	 in	 the	 two	weeks	 after	 the	 attack	

related	to	aspects	such	as	empathy	and	unity	were	much	more	often	retweeted	

than	 the	 average	 tweet	 by	 Francois	 Hollande	 before	 the	 attack.	 What	 is	

interesting	 is	 that	 the	 tweets	related	 to	 the	Gendarmerie,	Opération	Sentinelle	

and	the	Garde	Nationale	are	retweet	much	less	than	the	other	tweets	in	reaction	

to	 the	 attack.	 Even	 though	many	 of	 Hollande’s	 tweets	 in	 the	 weeks	 after	 the	

attack	are	related	 to	 the	success	of	French	athletes	 in	 the	Olympic	games	 that	

started	 three	 weeks	 after	 the	 Nice	 attack	 and	 might	 have	 been	 of	 broader	

interest	than	other	political	events	Hollande	usually	communicates	via	Twitter,	

the	 number	 of	 his	 retweets	 almost	 immediately	 returns	 to	 the	 numbers	 of	

before	 the	 attack	 and	 therefore	 indicate	 that	his	messages	 related	 to	 the	Nice	

attack	 did	 not	 lead	 to	 a	 stronger	 interest	 in	 Hollande’s	 social	 media	

communication.	

	

Analysing	Francois	Hollande’s	approval	ratings	before	and	after	the	Nice	attack	

and	his	Twitter	history	 show	 that	his	 statement	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	Nice	attack	

did	not	lead	to	an	increase	in	the	number	of	people	supporting	his	decisions	and	

statements	 compared	 to	 previous	 actions	 he	 took	 as	 President	 of	 France.	

Therefore,	 his	 reactions	 to	 the	Nice	 attack	of	14	 July	2016	did	not	 strengthen	

nor	weaken	his	position	as	President.		
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4. Conclusion 

Francois	 Hollande’s	 statement	 focuses	 on	 the	 measures	 that	 were	 taken	 to	

protect	 French	 citizens	 from	 the	 broader	 threat	 of	 Islamic	 terrorism.	 His	

statement,	therefore,	focuses	more	on	the	broader	aspects	of	counterterrorism	

and	less	on	the	actual	attack	in	Nice	five	hours	before	he	gave	his	statement.	He	

explains	 in	depth,	which	measures	will	be	taken	in-	and	outside	of	France	and	

tries	to	justify	those	by	pointing	out	the	threat	his	country	is	facing,	beyond	the	

attack	 in	 Nice.	 He	 does	 this	 by	 balancing	 the	 emotions	 of	 grief	 and	 fear	

throughout	his	statement.		

	

Throughout	his	statement	he	mentions	the	attacker	and	those	who	may	embody	

a	 similar	 threat	 due	 to	 their	 ideology	 eight	 times,	 using	 different	 terms	 to	

describe	 this	 group	 of	 Social	 Actors	 (terroriste,	 terrorisme,	 conducteur	 (truck	

driver),	 fanatiques,	 terrorisme	 islamiste).	 Especially	 the	 term	 fanatiques	

highlights	the	difference	between	French	values	(symbole	de	la	liberté	–	symbol	

of	freedom)	and	those	of	the	attacker	and	people	who	support	their	ideology.		

	

Since	 the	 information	 was	 not	 available	 by	 the	 time	 Hollande	 gave	 his	

statement,	he	does	not	explicitly	mention	 the	organisation	behind	 the	attacks.	

However,	by	highlighting	the	importance	of	French	involvement	in	the	conflict	

in	Syria	and	Iraq,	he	 indirectly	 indicates	 that	he	assumes	that	 ISIS	was	behind	

the	attack.		

	

Hollande	starts	his	statement	by	talking	about	the	actual	attack	and	its	victims	

before	he	mentions	the	attacker	and	the	ideology	he	suspects	behind	the	attack.	

This	way	he	puts	more	emphasis	on	the	tragedy	of	the	attack	than	the	broader	

threat	 it	 embodied.	 However,	 that	 changes	 after	 the	 first	 sentences,	 and	

throughout	the	entire	statement	the	victims	are	only	mentioned	four	times,	half	

as	 often	 as	 the	 attacker	 and	 other	 people	 that	 could	 be	 a	 similar	 threat	 to	

France.	 In	the	middle	part	of	 the	statement,	after	 the	tragedy	of	 the	event	and	

the	necessary	measures	in	reaction	to	it	had	been	explained	emphasis	is	put	on	

the	personnel	that	should	be	activated	to	increase	security	in	France.		
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In	the	context	created	by	Hollande	in	his	statement,	France	could	be	considered	

a	 Social	 Actor.	He	mentions	France	 six	 times	 in	 his	 statement	 and	 refers	 to	 it	

several	 times	more	 by	 using	 the	 pronouns	 elle/nous/notre/nos	29	 times.	 The	

repetitive	mentioning	of	a	common	home	country	and	common	values	that	the	

majority	of	 the	French	population	connect	with	 their	country	could	have	been	

an	attempt	to	subtly	underline	the	importance	of	unity,	which	Hollande	does	not	

mention	 explicitly	 in	 his	 statement	 but	 underlined	 frequently	 in	 the	 past	 and	

mentioned	in	his	Twitter	messages	after	the	attack,	where	he	was	engaging	with	

a	 more	 specific	 target	 group.	 The	 increase	 in	 reported	 hate	 crimes	 against	

French	 Muslims	 in	 the	 months	 before	 the	 attack	 could	 have	 been	 an	 extra	

reason	to	highlight	the	importance	of	unity	between	different	groups	in	French	

society.	Only	mentioning	the	importance	of	unity	implicitly	could	have	been	the	

result	 of	 an	 increasingly	 conservative,	 right-wing	 narrative	 in	 French	 politics	

and	 society	 and	a	 fear	of	 losing	 the	very	 little	 remaining	 support.	 Leaving	 the	

interpretation	of	nous/notre/nos	open	to	the	audience	could	also	have	been	an	

attempt	 to	 communicate	 similarities	 between	 the	 President	 and	 different	

groups	 within	 his	 in	 many	 parts	 estranged	 population	 in	 order	 to	 regain	

sympathy	and	political	support.		

 
iv. Comparative Analysis - France 

Through	close	analysis	of	Hollande’s	statements	after	the	Ile	de	France	attacks	

(7–9	January	2015),	Paris	attacks	(13	November	2015)	and	Nice	attack	(14	July	

2016)	 using	 Lasswell’s	 framework,	 one	 can	 notice	 changes	 regarding	 the	

content	 of	 the	 messages	 and	 the	 way	 these	 were	 communicated.	 This	 may	

mainly	 have	 happened	 due	 to	 the	 changing	 political	 and	 social	 circumstances	

under	which	Hollande	had	to	react	to	different	forms	of	Islamic	terrorist	attacks.	

However,	 one	 consistent	 aspect	 was	 the	 ideology	 the	 attackers	 followed	 and	

aimed	to	communicate	through	their	attacks.313	Hollande	made	sure	to	highlight	

																																																								
313 For more information regarding jihadist ideology see: D. Al Raffie, ‘Whose hearts and minds? Narratives and counter-
narratives of Salafi Jihadism’, Journal of Terrorism Research, 3/2 (2012), pp. 13 – 31; C. Benard, A. Rabasa, Eurojihad: 
Patterns of Islamist Radicalization and Terrorism in Europe (New York, Cambridge University Press, 2015), pp. 27 – 34; A. 
Boukhars, ‘Islam, Jihadism, and Depoliticization in France and Germany’, International Political Science Review, 30/9 (2009), 
pp. 297 – 317; F. Gerges, ‘ISIS and the Third Wave of Jihadism’, Current History, 767/113 (2014), pp. 339 – 343; F. 
Khosrokhavar, Inside Jihadism: Understanding Jihadi Movements Worldwide (Abingdon, Routledge, 2009), pp. 18 – 53; J.-L. 
Marret, ‘The Jihadist and anti-terrorist challenges in France: an overview’, in M. Ranstorp (ed.), Understanding Violent 
Radicalisation: Terrorist and Jihadist Movements in Europe (Abingdon, Routledge, 2010), pp.191 – 205; A. Pargeter, The New 
Frontiers of Jihad: Radical Islam in Europe (Philadelphia, University of Pennsylvania Press, 2008), pp. 32 – 46; P. Nesser, 
‘Joining jihadi cells in Europe: exploring motivational aspects of recruitment and readicalization’, in M. Ranstorp (ed.), 
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this	 to	 different	 extents	 in	 all	 of	 the	 statements	 analysed	 here.	 In	 all	 three	

statements,	Hollande	creates	an	in-group	vs	out-group	understanding	that	does	

not	only	relate	to	the	Social	Actors	involved	in	and	affected	by	the	attacks	but	to	

the	national	and	global	population.	This	comparative	analysis	of	the	three	main	

statements	given	after	the	most	impactful	Islamic	terrorist	attacks	carried	out	in	

France	at	 the	beginning	of	 the	21st	 century	will	 help	 to	better	understand	 the	

similarities	between	Hollande’s	statements	and	the	factors	that	may	have	led	to	

changes	in	the	way	the	President	communicated	his	thoughts	in	reaction	to	the	

attacks.	

	

One	thing	that	changed	was	the	structure	of	the	statements.	On	9	January	2015	

Hollande	 started	 his	 statements	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	 Ile	 de	 France	 attacks	 by	

briefly	 explaining	 the	 attacks	 that	were	 carried	 out	 during	 the	 three	previous	

days	in	and	around	Paris	and	then	expressed	his	empathy	for	everyone	affected	

by	the	attacks.	Only	then	he	mentioned	the	attackers	briefly	and	mainly	focuses	

on	how	France	and	the	French	people	should	react	to	the	attack	throughout	the	

remaining	part	of	the	text.	In	his	first	statement	after	the	attacks	that	took	place	

on	the	night	of	13	November	2015,	Hollande	started	by	describing	the	events	of	

the	night	as	an	act	of	war,	immediately	pointing	out	the	terrorist	background	of	

the	 attacks,	 holding	 the	 bigger	 ideology	 behind	 ISIS	 and	 jihadism,	 inside	 and	

outside	 of	 France	 responsible	 for	 what	 happened,	 rather	 than	 explicitly	

explaining	what	 happened	 and	 focusing	 on	 the	 actual	 attackers.	Only	 after	 he	

finished	 talking	 about	 the	 bigger	 threat	 he	 expressed	 his	 empathy	 for	 the	

victims	and	everyone	else	affected	by	the	attacks.		

	

The	 President’s	 statement	 after	 the	 Nice	 attack	 is	 the	 only	 one	 that	 was	 not	

formally	directed	at	 the	President’s	compatriots	but	started	with	him	pointing	

out	 the	 ‘horreur’	 of	 the	 attack.	He	 then	 very	 briefly	 described	what	 happened	

and	 in	 the	 next	 sentences	 simultaneously	 expressed	 his	 empathy	 as	 well	 as	

condemning	 the	 terrorist	 nature	 of	 the	 attack.	 In	 all	 three	 statements,	 the	

middle	part	of	the	statement	is	focused	on	ways	the	French	government	and	the	

																																																																																																																																																													
Understanding Violent Radicalisation: Terrorist and Jihadist Movements in Europe (Abingdon, Routledge, 2010), pp. 87 – 
112; M. Sageman, ‘The Turn to Political Violence in the West’, in R. Coolsaet (ed.), Jihadi Terrorism and the Radicalisation 
Challenge: European and American Experiences (Farnham, Ashgate, 2011), pp. 117 – 130. 
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population	are	meant	to	react	to	the	attack	according	to	Hollande.	The	increase	

in	 French	 military	 expenditure	 and	 action	 in	 Syria	 after	 the	 13	 November	

attacks	could	indicate	one	reason	for	these	shifts	in	the	structure	of	Hollande’s	

statements.	Since	the	13	November	attack	was	much	more	intense	in	its	number	

of	 victims	 and	 randomness,	 Hollande	 and	 his	 team	 could	 have,	 in	 hindsight	

correctly,	believed	that	the	majority	of	the	population	would	support	a	stronger	

involvement	 in	 the	 fight	 against	 the	 self-declared	 caliphate	 of	 ISIS	 if	 this	

intention	 was	 communicated	 correctly.	 To	 sensitise	 the	 population	 for	 such	

decisions,	he	could	have	decided	to	structure	his	statement	around	the	threat	of	

the	 ideology	 and	 organisation	 behind	 the	 attacks.	 The	 structure	 of	Hollande’s	

statement	after	the	Nice	attacks	underlined	this	assumption.	His	intention	here	

could	have	been	to	further	legitimise	the	military	involvement	and	expenditure	

in	France	and	abroad,	especially	in	Syria.314		

	

While	he	expressed	the	importance	of	unity	within	the	French	population	in	the	

first	 two	statements,	after	 the	 Ile	de	France	attack	even	explicitly	condemning	

racism	and	anti-Semitism,	Francois	Hollande	only	mentioned	explicitly	how	the	

government	 and	 military	 are	 planning	 to	 react	 to	 the	 attack	 after	 the	 Nice	

attack.	 This	 decline	 in	 speaking	 out	 the	 importance	 of	 unity,	 from	 explicitly	

expressing	the	importance	of	protection	of	ethnic	minorities,	to	mentioning	the	

importance	of	unity	after	13	November	2015	to	 leaving	out	any	phrase	that	 is	

explicitly	 directed	 at	 France	 as	 one	 united	 nation	 could	 indicate	 two	 things:	

First,	Hollande	could	have	given	up	on	the	idea	of	unity	and	civil	protection	of	

minority	groups	in	France.	Or	second	and	more	likely,	due	to	the	strong	shift	of	

the	 political	 and	 social	 narrative	 towards	 the	 right	 and	 his	 all-time	 low	 in	

approval	 ratings,	 Hollande	 might	 have	 been	 worried	 about	 losing	 his	 little	

remaining	 support	 to	more	 conservative	 parties	 and	politicians	 and	 therefore	

decided	to	leave	out	aspects	that	could	be	regarded	as	too	socialist.315		

	

																																																								
314  J. Theron, ‘French Foreign Policy in Libya and Syria (2003 – 2017): Strategic Adaptability in Quickly Changing 
Environments’, in C. Cakmak, A. Özcelik (eds.), The World Community and the Arab Spring (Basingstoke, Palgrave 
Macmillan, 2019), pp. 220 – 231. 
315 A. Mondon, A. Winter, ‘Charlie Hebdo, Republican secularism and Islamophobia’, in D. Freedman, G. Khibany, G. Titley, 
A. Mondon (eds.), After Charlie Hebdo: Terror, Racism and Free Speech (London, Zed Books Ltd, 2017), pp. 31 – 45.  
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However,	 this	development	did	not	directly	affect	 the	 interpretation	of	 the	 in-

group	vs	out-group	mentality	Hollande	created	through	his	statements.	More	or	

less	 explicitly,	 Hollande	 explains	 in	 all	 statements	 analysed	 that	 the	 in-group	

consists	 of	 the	 people	who	 support	 and	 live	 by	 French	 values.	 The	 out-group	

consists	 of	 everyone	 who	 supports	 the	 ideologies	 of	 Islamic	 terrorist	

organisations,	mainly	ISIS	in	these	contexts	and	thereby	opposes	French	values,	

which	contradict	those	of	Islamic	extremists.	Even	though	the	understanding	of	

in-group/out-group	 remains	 the	 same,	 the	 balance	 between	 both	 varies	

between	 the	 statements.	 Terms	 that	 describe	 the	 attackers	 and	 other	 people	

and	organisations	that	could	be	related	to	them	are	only	mentioned	four	times	

in	the	statement	after	the	Ile	de	France	attacks,	six	times	after	the	13	November	

attacks	and	eight	times	after	the	Nice	attack.		

	

The	victims	of	 the	attacks	(including	hostages	 that	were	 freed)	are	mentioned	

seven	 times	 after	 the	 Ile	 de	 France	 attacks,	 only	 once	 after	 the	 13	November	

attacks	 and	 four	 times	 after	 the	 Nice	 attack.	 The	 security	 personnel,	 police,	

gendarmes	and	military	are	mentioned	four	times	in	the	statement	after	the	Ile	

de	 France	 attacks	 and	 four	 times	 in	 his	 statement	 from	 14	 November	 2015.	

After	the	Nice	attack,	Hollande	mentioned	the	security	personnel	six	times.	The	

change	 in	 the	ratio	between	the	 times	 the	people	and	organisations	related	 to	

the	attackers	and	victims	of	 the	attacks	were	mentioned	 indicates	a	shift	 from	

focus	on	 the	direct	 affects	of	 the	attack	 to	 the	bigger	 threat	behind	 the	attack	

and	 the	 way	 in	 which	 the	 French	 government	 was	 planning	 to	 react	 to	 the	

attacks	 between	 9	 January	 2015	 and	 15	 July	 2016.	 Hollande	 mentioned	 the	

broader	French	public	as	 la	France	or	using	the	pronouns	elle,	nous,	notre	and	

nos	27	times	in	his	statement	after	the	Ile	de	France	attack,	21	times	after	the	13	

November	attacks	in	and	around	Paris	and	29	times	after	the	Nice	attacks	of	14	

July	2016.	The	separate	numbers	of	the	times	Hollande	mentioned	the	attackers,	

victims,	security	personnel	and	the	general	public	after	the	attacks	do	not	give	

much	 room	 for	 interpretation,	 some	 comparisons	 between	 them	 and	 the	

reactions	 of	 the	 general	 public	 do	 though.	 After	 the	 Ile	 de	 France	 attack,	

Hollande	expressed	most	empathy	for	the	victims	of	the	attacks	and	mentioned	

the	attackers	 less	often	than	after	the	other	two	attacks	analysed.	After	the	13	
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November	 attacks,	 Hollande	 put	 more	 emphasis	 on	 the	 attackers	 and	 the	

broader	 threat	 of	 Islamist	 extremists	 for	 France,	 without	 mentioning	 the	

security	 personnel	 more	 often	 than	 in	 his	 statement	 from	 9	 January.	 He	

mentioned	the	victims	and	the	members	of	the	public	much	less	often	after	the	

attacks	of	13	November	2015	(both	six	times	less)	than	after	the	Ile	de	France	

attacks.	The	changes	in	emphasis	could	have	been	due	to	the	different	forms	of	

attacks.	While	the	Ile	de	France	attacks	went	over	three	days	and	were	directed	

at	 very	 specific	 targets	 (journalists,	 police	 officers,	 members	 of	 the	 Jewish	

minority	group),	 the	13	November	attacks	could	have	affected	anyone	and	the	

number	of	victims	was	much	higher.	These	aspects	could	have	 led	 to	 thinking	

that	 it	was	more	important	to	condemn	the	people	behind	the	attacks	without	

referring	explicitly	to	the	different	attacks	after	13	November,	while	the	Ile	de	

France	attacks	required	a	more	precise	description	of	the	different	attacks	and	

victims.	 Another	 interpretation	 that	 could	 explain	 the	 difference	 between	 the	

frequency	 at	 which	 Hollande	 mentioned	 the	 attackers,	 victims	 and	 general	

public	 after	 the	 Ile	 de	 France	 attacks	 compared	 to	 the	 attacks	 in	 November	

could	 have	 been	 that	 Hollande	 and	 his	 team	 assumed	 that	 mentioning	 the	

attackers	and	their	cultural	and	religious	background	less	often	and	the	victims	

and	general	public	more	often,	repeatedly	pointing	out	the	importance	of	unity,	

could	help	preventing	a	stronger	divide	within	society,	especially	between	the	

majority	group	and	members	of	the	large	Muslim	minority	due	to	strengthened	

prejudices	 in	 France.	 However,	 statistics	 such	 as	 those	 about	 reported	

xenophobe	 and	 islamophobe	 crimes	 showed	 increases	 in	 hate	 crimes	 against	

Muslims	and	members	of	other	minority	groups	immediately	after	the	attacks	in	

January	 2015.316	Therefore,	 even	 though	Hollande’s	 statement	might	 not	 have	

contributed	 to	 the	 increase	 in	 such	 crimes,	 it	 also	 did	 not	 prevent	 them	 from	

happening.317	Thus	a	 change	 in	emphasis	 in	his	 statement	after	 the	November	

attacks.		

	

																																																								
316 ‘La lutte contre le racisme, l’antisémitisms et la xénophobie’, Commission Nationale Consultative Des Droits Des L’homme, 
at https://www.cncdh.fr/sites/default/files/cncdh_rapport_lutte_contre_le_racisme_2015.pdf [accessed February 2019], p. 83. 
317 S. Brouard, M. Foucault, P. Vasilopoulos, ‘How terrorism affected political attitudes: France in the aftermath of the 2015 – 
2016 attacks’, West European Politics, 41/5 (2018), pp. 1073 – 1099; A. Mondon, A. Winter, ‘Charlie Hebdo, Republican 
secularism and Islamophobia’, in D. Freedman, G. Khibany, G. Titley, A. Mondon (eds.), After Charlie Hebdo: Terror, Racism 
and Free Speech (London, Zed Books Ltd, 2017), pp. 31 – 45. 
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Even	 though	 many	 factors	 influence	 a	 president’s	 approval	 ratings,	 public	

statements	can	be	considered	as	a	strong	 factor.	After	Hollande’s	statement	 in	

reaction	to	the	Ile	de	France	attacks	his	approval	ratings	increased	immediately	

and	 stayed	 between	 25%	 –	 30%	 until	 November. 318 	The	 intention	 when	

preparing	 the	 statement	of	14	November	2015	might,	 therefore,	have	been	 to	

use	the	aspects	of	the	January	statement	he	and	his	team	considered	successful	

while	adapting	the	content	of	 the	statement	 to	 the	current	attack	and	broader	

socio-political	situation	in	France.	Unfortunately	for	Hollande,	his	statement	in	

reaction	 to	 the	 13	 November	 attacks	 did	 not	 contribute	 to	 an	 equally	 long-

lasting	 increase	 in	approval	 ratings,	which	would	partly	explain	 the	 change	of	

emphasis	 in	his	statement	after	 the	Nice	attack.	On	15	 July	2016	Hollande	put	

even	more	emphasis	on	the	attackers,	mentioned	the	number	of	victims	of	the	

attack	more	often	again,	mentioned	the	security	personnel	1.5	times	as	often	as	

in	 the	previous	statements	and	explicitly	directed	more	parts	of	his	statement	

directly	 at	 the	 audience	 (29	 times)	 compared	 to	 his	 statements	 after	 13	

November	(21)	and	9	 January	(27).	Referring	more	explicitly	 to	all	 the	crucial	

aspects	 of	 the	 attack	 and	 the	 reactions	 to	 it,	mixed	with	 a	more	 conservative	

content	could	have	been	Hollande’s	attempt	to	regain	the	trust	of	a	larger	part	

of	his	population.	Data	shows	that	he	did	not	succeed.		

	

Interestingly,	after	the	attacks	in	the	night	of	13	November	2015	in	and	around	

Paris	where	Hollande	gave	his	first	formal	statement	after	the	attacks	were	over	

at	noon	the	next	day,	as	well	as	after	the	14	July	2016	attack	in	Nice,	where	the	

President	spoke	 to	 the	public	at	3:45am,	Hollande	described	 the	attacks	using	

the	same	words	the	conservative	newspaper	Le	Figaro	and	the	political	neutral	

paper	 Le	 Parisien	 used	 in	 their	 headlines	 after	 the	 attacks.	 After	 the	 13	

November	2015	attacks	Hollande	gave	his	statement	after	the	daily	newspapers	

were	printed	and	published,	on	14	July	2016	Hollande	spoke	to	the	public	after	

the	 daily	 newspapers	 went	 into	 printing	 but	 before	 they	 were	 distributed.	 It	

could	have	been	a	coincidence	that	two	of	the	largest	French	newspapers	used	

exactly	 the	 same	words	 as	 the	 president	 to	 describe	 the	 events	 or	 vice	 versa	

																																																								
318  ‘Politique/Popularité moyenne de l’exécutif’, opinionlab, at http://opinionlab.opinion-
way.com/populariteMoyenneDeLexecutif.html# [accessed January 2019]. 
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after	one	attack,	but	the	fact	that	the	same	two	papers	used	the	same	vocabulary	

as	 the	President	eight	months	 later	again	makes	 it	 look	 less	 like	a	coincidence	

and	more	like	a	planned	exchange	of	information	between	the	President’s	team	

and	 the	newspapers.	 It	 is	understandable	 that	Hollande	could	be	 interested	 in	

having	 his	 political	message	 underlined	 on	 the	 cover	 of	Le	Parisien	 due	 to	 its	

political	neutrality	and	for	being	the	daily	paper	with	the	highest	circulation	in	

France,	which	enables	the	President	to	reach	the	largest	group	of	readers.	What	

makes	this	more	 interesting	 is	 the	target	group	of	Le	Figaro.	Being	member	of	

the	Socialist	Party	the	President’s	political	views	would	have	more	in	common	

with	 the	 political	 alignment	 of	 Libération	or	 Le	Monde	 rather	 than	 Le	 Figaro.	

Assuming	 that	 there	 were	 exchanges	 of	 information	 after	 the	 13	 November	

2015	and	14	July	2016	attacks	it	could	be	assumed	that	Francois	Hollande	might	

have	tried	to	gain	support	from	more	conservative	voters	by	implicitly	referring	

to	the	most	read	centre-right	newspaper	in	the	country	or	by	having	his	words	

underlined	 on	 the	 title	 page	 of	 the	 paper.	 Since	 Hollande	 reached	 a	 group	 of	

people	who	already/still	supported	him	via	Twitter,	this	could	have	been	a	way	

of	 indirectly	 communicating	 his	 message	 with	 the	 more	 conservative	 voters	

hoping	 to	 win	 some	 support	 from	 the	 centre-right	 spectrum	 of	 the	 political	

sphere	in	France.		

	

All	 three	 statements	 analysed	 here	 were	 directed	 at	 the	 French	 population	

rather	than	MPs	or	other	interest	groups	and	were	distributed	in	the	same	way.	

Therefore,	the	aspects	location	and	dissemination	do	not	need	to	be	considered	

in	this	comparative	analysis.	However,	one	aspect	 that	needs	to	be	considered	

again	 is	 the	 timing	 of	 the	 statements.	 The	 statement	 after	 the	 Ile	 de	 France	

attacks	 between	 7	 and	 9	 January	 2015	 analysed	 here	was	 given	 at	 noon	 of	 9	

January,	 after	 the	 attackers	 directly	 involved	 were	 all	 eliminated.	 This	 gave	

Hollande	 and	 his	 team	 time	 to	 collect	 information	 about	 the	 attacks	 of	 the	

previous	 days,	 the	 victims,	 public	 opinions,	media	 coverage,	 etc.	 After	 the	 13	

November	 attacks	 in	 the	 same	year,	 the	President	 spoke	 to	 the	public	 for	 the	

first	 time	 after	 the	 attacks	 were	 over	 at	 noon	 the	 day	 after.	 He	 had	

approximately	12	hours	to	gather	the	most	important	information	and	had	time	

to	 analyse	 the	 opinions	 communicated	 by	 the	 most	 influential	 newspapers.	
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Hollande’s	statement	after	the	Nice	attack	was	at	3:45am,	which	gave	him	and	

his	team	less	than	five	hours	to	prepare	for	the	statement.	Having	had	time	to	

prepare	over	a	longer	period	of	time	for	the	statements	analysed	in	this	thesis	

after	the	Ile	de	France	attacks	and	to	some	extent	after	the	13	November	attack	

enabled	Hollande	to	include	the	already	communicated	public	opinions	into	his	

statements.	However,	with	very	little	time	to	prepare	for	his	statement	after	the	

Nice	 attack,	 Hollande	 had	 the	 chance	 to	 proactively	 instead	 of	 reactively	

influence	 the	 national	 discourse	 after	 the	 attack.	 Unfortunately	 for	 him,	

approval	 ratings	 indicate	 that	 the	 President	 did	 not	 manage	 to	 gain	 a	 larger	

benefit	out	of	this	opportunity.	The	little	time	to	prepare	for	his	statement	after	

the	 Nice	 attack	 could	 also	 explain	 the	 unorthodox	 structure	 of	 Hollande’s	

statement	 that	 night,	 not	 necessarily	 in	 a	 way	 that	 those	 responsible	 for	

formulating	his	statement	did	not	have	time	to	put	much	thought	into	the	way	

the	few	available	information	should	be	communicated	but	rather	in	a	way	that	

parts	of	the	nation	might	still	have	been	in	shock	from	the	news	and	Hollande	

was	 trying	 to	express	his	 sympathy	by	putting	aside	 the	common	structure	of	

political	 statements	 and	 rather	 decided	 to	 express	 his	 own	 feeling	 of	 shock.	

However,	 the	 results	 of	 opinion	 polls	 representing	 general	 sentiments	 after	

terrorist	 attacks	 in	 France	 indicate	 that	 the	 majority	 of	 the	 population	 was	

looking	for	a	strong	leader,	a	position	Hollande	did	communicate	after	the	Nice	

attack	 far	 less	 than	 after	 the	 Ile	de	France	 and	13	November	 attacks	 the	 year	

before. 319 	The	 outcomes	 of	 approval	 ratings	 immediately	 after	 Hollande’s	

statements	in	reaction	to	the	three	main	terrorist	attacks	during	his	presidency	

support	this	claim.320		

	

Besides	the	approval	ratings,	another	factor	that	is	used	here	to	analyse	public	

reactions	 to	Hollande’s	 statements	 in	 reaction	 to	 terrorist	 attacks	 in	France	 is	

the	number	of	retweets	of	Hollande’s	tweets	related	to	aspects	of	his	statements	

during	 and	 after	 the	 attacks.	 The	 average	 number	 of	 retweets	 of	 Hollande’s	

messages	(between	200	and	600)	did	not	change	much	between	January	2015	

and	 July	 2016.	 However,	 the	 number	 of	 retweets	 of	 his	messages	 during	 and	
																																																								
319 J. Fourquet, A. Bourgine, ‘Les réactions des Francais aux attentats du 13 novembre’, Ifop,  https://www.ifop.com/wp-
content/uploads/2018/03/3202-1-study_file.pdf [accesser January 2019], pp. 9 – 29. 
320  ‘Politique/Popularité moyenne de l’exécutif’, opinionlab, at http://opinionlab.opinion-
way.com/populariteMoyenneDeLexecutif.html# [accessed January 2019]. 
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after	 the	different	attacks	considered	 in	 this	study	vary	quite	a	bit.	 In	general,	

Hollande’s	tweets	posted	while	attacks	were	still	on-going	were	retweet	much	

more	often	 than	 those	 tweeted	 after	 the	 attacks	were	 over.	Hollande’s	 tweets	

from	7	January	2015	were	retweeted	20,000	and	34,000	times.	After	the	attacks	

were	over	on	9	January,	the	number	of	retweets	of	tweets	related	to	the	attacks	

and	his	statement	in	reaction	to	it	drastically	declined	to	2,700,	4,900	and	1,700.	

Other	tweets	not	related	to	the	attack	were	mostly	retweeted	as	often	as	before	

the	attacks.	During	 the	13	November	attacks,	Hollande’s	 tweet	was	 retweeted	

52,000	 times,	 indicating	 that	 an	 even	 larger	 number	 of	 his	 supporters	 shared	

Hollande’s	 interpretation	 of	 the	 event.	 His	 next	 tweet	 three	 days	 later	 was	

retweeted	22,000	times.	His	tweets	over	the	next	days	following	that	week	were	

retweeted	 2,500	 to	 4,900	 times,	 similar	 to	 his	 tweets	 after	 the	 Ile	 de	 France	

attacks.	 The	 strong	 increase	 in	 retweets	 of	 his	message	 posted	 during	 the	 13	

November	 attack	 could	 be	 explained	 by	 the	 timing	 of	 the	 attack	 (Friday	

evening)	 and	 the	 fact	 that	 the	 attack	 was	 targeting	 random	 civilians	 and	

therefore	anybody	in	France	could	have	been	the	target	of	these	attacks,	which	

might	have	led	to	a	stronger	demand	for	and	more	trust	in	a	strong	leader.	Since	

Hollande	was	the	President	of	France	at	the	time	looking	for	his	guidance	was	

the	logical	conclusion.		

	

Hollande’s	first	tweet	in	the	night	of	the	Nice	attack	was	only	retweeted	10,493	

times.	 His	 other	 tweets	 related	 to	 the	 attack	 of	 14	 July	 2016	were	 retweeted	

between	359	and	1,360	times.	This	shows	a	strong	decline	in	expressed	interest	

in	 Hollande’s	 tweets	 after	 Islamic	 terrorist	 attacks	 and	 could	 indicate	 that	 he	

lost	 support	 from	 within	 a	 group	 of	 people	 that	 were	 interested	 in	 and	

supportive	of	his	politics	and	that	people	did	not	see	the	leader	who	could	guide	

them	 through	 this	 moment	 of	 shock	 in	 him	 anymore.	 Especially	 tweets	 that	

mentioned	 the	police,	 gendarmes	and	military	were	 retweeted	by	very	 few	of	

Hollande’s	 followers.	 The	 low	 number	 of	 retweets	 of	 messages	 referring	 to	

security	personnel	could	indicate	how	difficult	it	was	for	the	president	to	find	a	

balance	 between	 keeping	 the	 support	 from	 existing,	 politically	 centre-left	

located	members	of	the	public,	and	gaining	support	from	the	more	conservative	

majority	of	 the	population,	 that	was	 influenced	by	the	conservative	right	wing	
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political	 discourse	 at	 the	 time.	 Approval	 ratings	 show	 that	 Hollande	 did	 not	

manage	this	challenge	successfully.		

	

The	changes	in	the	number	of	retweets	of	Hollande’s	messages	during	and	after	

the	 three	 attacks	 analysed	here	 compared	 to	 the	 average	number	 of	 retweets	

also	underline	the	assumption	that	the	majority	of	the	French	public	is	looking	

for	a	strong	leader	when	Islamic	terrorist	attacks	are	carried	out	in	the	country.	

Strong	political	leadership	was	something	the	majority	of	the	population	did	not	

consider	his	strength.321		

	

This	 also	 helps	 to	 explain	 the	 broader	 picture	 of	 this	 analysis.	 Even	 though	

Hollande	managed	 to	 address	 the	 public	 in	 reaction	 to	 these	 Islamic	 terrorist	

attacks	quickly	after	the	attacks	were	over,	he	did	not	manage	to	keep	up	with	

the	 development	 of	 the	 national	 conservative	 narrative,	 which	 was	 gaining	

more	momentum	 after	 each	 of	 the	 attacks	 and	 offered	many	members	 of	 the	

public	an	alternative	interpretation	of	the	events.	This,	especially	after	the	Nice	

attack	 but	 also	 during	 the	weeks	 and	months	 after	 the	 13	 November	 attacks	

helped	conservative	politicians	and	parties	to	fill	the	vacuum	that	developed	out	

of	the	lack	of	understanding	of	the	attacks	and	their	consequences.322	

	

The	 changes	 in	 the	 structure	 and	 content	 of	 Hollande’s	 statements	 seemed	

successful	 after	 the	13	November	attack	but	 the	actions	 that	 followed	did	not	

further	 strengthen	 the	 support	 he	 had	 gained	 through	 his	 statement.	 The	

changes	in	the	approval	ratings,	especially	in	the	months	between	the	attacks	of	

13	November	2015	and	14	July	2016,	show	that	single	political	statements	did	

not	 lead	to	sustainable	political	gains.	The	 immense	challenge	of	satisfying	his	

remaining	 supporters	while	 adapting	 aspects	 of	 the	more	 conservative	 social	

and	political	discourse	has	proven	to	be	impossible	for	Hollande	and	made	him	

lose	his	credibility,	which	did	not	only	not	give	him	the	increase	in	support	from	

more	conservatively	oriented	members	of	the	public	he	might	have	been	hoping	

																																																								
321 Y. Mény, ‘A tale of party primaries and outsider candidates: the 2017 French presidential election’, French Politics, 15/3 
(2017), pp. 265 – 278. 
322 D. Reynié, “The Specter Haunting Europe: ‘Heritage Populism’ and France’s National Front”, Journal of Democracy, 27/4 
(2016), pp. 47 – 57. 
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for	but	also	 led	to	a	decrease	 in	support	 from	people	who	used	to	support	his	

politics.		

	

c. Germany 

i. Hanover Arena plot 17/11/2015 

1. Political and Social Context 

In	this	section,	the	socio-political	situation	in	Germany	before	and	right	after	17	

November	 2015	when	 the	 football	 friendly	match	 between	 Germany	 and	 the	

Netherlands	 in	Hanover	was	called	off	due	 to	a	bomb	threat	will	be	explained	

and	 analysed.323	As	 in	 the	 previous	 chapters,	 emphasis	 will	 be	 put	 on	 the	

domestic	 and	 international	 political	 situation	 surrounding	 the	 Christian	 and	

Social	Democratic	 coalition	 government	 of	 Chancellor	Angela	Merkel.324	These	

factors	will	build	the	 foundation	for	the	narrative	analysis	of	 the	statement	by	

Angela	Merkel	in	Berlin	the	day	after	the	cancellation	of	the	match.		

	

On	 22	 September	 2013,	 Angela	 Merkel	 was	 re-elected	 as	 Chancellor	 of	

Germany.325	Her	party,	the	Christian	Democratic	Union	(CDU)	received	41.5%	of	

the	votes.326	This	outcome	forced	Merkel’s	party	to	form	a	coalition	government	

with	 the	 Social	 Democratic	 Party	 of	 Germany	 (SPD),	 which	 was	 the	 second	

strongest	 party	 with	 25.7%.	 Merkel	 received	 58%	 of	 the	 direct	 votes	 for	 the	

position	of	Chancellor	of	Germany.327		

	

As	 before	 her	 re-election,	 Merkel’s	 approval	 ratings	 stayed	 constantly	 above	

65%.328	The	refugee	crisis,	which	resulted	mainly	out	of	the	conflict	in	Syria	and	

																																																								
323  ‘Germany v Netherlands friendly called off after bomb threat’, BBC News, 17 November 2015, at 
https://www.bbc.co.uk/sport/football/34849263 [accessed February 2019].  
324 For more information regarding the background and politics of Chancellor Angela Merkel see: J. M. Mushaben, Becoming 
Madam Chancellor: Angela Merkel and the Berlin Republic (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2017). 
325 For more information regarding the German state see: J. Behnke, ‘Das neue Wahlgesetz – oder: Was lange währt, wird nicht 
unbedingt gut’, in R.Zohlnhöfer, T. Saalfeld (eds.), Politik im Schatten der Krise: Eine Bilanz der Regierung Merkel 2009 – 
2013 (Wiesbaden, Springer VS, 2015), pp. 49 – 72; K. H. Goetz, ‘Administrative Reform: Is Public Bureaucracy Still an 
Obstacle?’, in S. Green, W. E. Paterson (eds.), Governance in Contemporary Germany: The Semisovereign State Revisited 
(Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2005), pp. 239 – 260; S. Green, D. Hough, A. Miskimmon, The Politics of the New 
Germany (Abingdon, Routledge, 2012), pp. 72 – 92, 94 – 114, 115 – 134, 156 – 173; E. Langenbacher, ‘The political and 
constitutional order’, in S. Colvin (ed.), The Routledge Handbook of German Politic & Culture (Abingdon, Routledge, 2015), 
pp. 87 – 104. 
326  ‘Bundestagswahl 2013’, Tagesschau, 22 September 2013, at https://wahl.tagesschau.de/wahlen/2013-09-22-BT-DE/ 
[accessed February 2019].  
327  ‘Beffled by the electoral college? Germany’s system might be more confusing’, CNBC, 15 September 2017, at 
https://www.cnbc.com/2017/09/15/german-elections-explained-chancellor-bundestag-voting-parties-and-merkel.html [accessed 
February 2019].  
328 J. Karaian, ‘Angela Merkel’s domestic approval rating’, The Atlas, at https://www.theatlas.com/charts/417kAxT2e [accessed 
February 2019].  
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Iraq,	led	to	tense	political	debates	in	Germany	and	Merkel’s	political	reaction	to	

it	affected	her	approval	ratings	negatively.329	By	the	time	of	the	Hanover	Arena	

plot,	50%	of	Germans	were	still	satisfied	with	her	work.330	The	loss	in	approval	

reflects	 a	 stronger	 division	 within	 the	 German	 public,	 mainly	 caused	 by	 the	

political	debate	about	Merkel’s	 immigration	policies	and	the	 influx	of	refugees	

that	 reached	 its	peak	 in	mid-2015.331	By	 the	end	of	2015,	1.1	million	 refugees	

had	entered	Germany.	Due	to	the	high	influx	of	refugees,	other	European	states	

changed	their	immigration	policies	and	closed	down	their	borders,	which	led	to	

an	 increase	 in	 the	 number	 of	 refugees	 entering	 Germany,	 the	 only	 country	 in	

Europe	that	had	not	changed	its	policies	and	left	its	borders	open.	While	some	

members	of	the	public	remained	supportive	of	Merkel’s	decisions	and	narrative	

regarding	 the	 refugee	 crisis,	 a	 growing	 number	 of	 people	 started	 feeling	

neglected	 by	 the	 government.	 The	 party	 Alternative	 für	 Deutschland	 (AfD),	

founded	 in	 2013,	 became	 the	 strongest	 opposition	 to	 Merkel’s	 open	 border	

politics.	 By	 2015	 AfD	 had	 a	 substantial	 number	 of	 mandates	 in	 5	 German	

states.332	The	 success	 of	 the	 young,	 right-wing	 populist	 party	 made	 central	

parties	 lose	 voters	 and	 strongly	 influenced	 the	 narrative	 in	 German	 politics.	

More	 conservative	 supporters	 of	 the	 centre-right	 CDU	 left	 for	 AfD,	 which	

weakened	Merkel’s	political	standing	and	her	approval	ratings.		

	

By	the	time	of	the	Hanover	Arena	plot	in	November	2015	the	German	military	

(Bundeswehr)	 was	 involved	 in	 NATO,	 UNO,	 EU	 and	 UN	 missions	 in	 Kosovo,	

Lebanon,	Somalia,	South	Sudan,	Mali,	West	Sahara,	 the	Mediterranean	Sea	and	

Afghanistan.333	At	 the	 Munich	 Security	 Conference	 2014	 Minister	 of	 Foreign	

Affairs	Frank-Walter	Steinmeier	and	Minister	of	Defence	Ursula	von	der	Leyen	

both	demanded	a	 stronger	German	engagement	 in	 foreign	and	 security	policy	

																																																								
329 M. Mayer, ‘Germany’s Response to the Refugee Situation: Remarkable Leadership or Fait Accompli?’, Newpolitik (2016).   
330 ‘Merkel’s approval ratings improve’, DW, 01 March 2016, at https://www.dw.com/en/merkels-approval-ratings-improve/a-
19083943 [accessed February 2019].  
331 J.-M. Mushaben, ‘Wir schaffen das! Angela Merkel and the European Refugee Crisis’, German Politics, 26/4 (2017), pp. 
516 – 533.   
332 R. Schmitt-Beck, “The ’Alternative für Deutschland in the Electorate’: Between Single-Issue and Right-Wing Populist 
Party“, German Politics, 26/1 (2017), pp. 124 – 148.  
333  ‘Einsatzzahlen – Die Stärke der deutschen Kontingente’, Bundeswehr, 08 February 2019, at  
https://www.bundeswehr.de/portal/a/bwde/start/einsaetze/ueberblick/zahlen/!ut/p/z1/hY4xD4IwFIR_iwNrXwMR0a0qi8HEBIn
QxRRaoVopKRX8-dawGY23vXvfXQ4o5EBbNsiaWalbptxd0PC8jpJj4i99f5umG0yyOMzilAQ4DOH0D6DujX-
IYEi5gMJ1LH527B0EFOiVDeyJOm2sEhax6r0Qioa1XImDrshk7IDWSpfTdNKWQVQDNeIijDDoYZzdWNv1Kw97mAs0yp
vsBJcMaVN7-
Fuo0b2F_JOF7p6POJirISGzF2Fkdic!/dz/d5/L2dBISEvZ0FBIS9nQSEh/#Z7_B8LTL2922DSSC0AUE6UESA30M0 [accessed 
February 2019].  
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affairs,	including	the	“use	of	military	force	as	an	instrument	of	last	resort”334	and	

further	underlined	these	claims	 in	other	statements	and	debates.335	Content	of	

both	 statements	 started	 a	 political	 and	 social	 debate	 about	 the	 role	 of	 the	

German	 Bundeswehr,	 which	 strongly	 influenced	 the	 political	 discourse	

throughout	2014	and	2015.336	Throughout	the	debate,	the	public	opinion	about	

active	 German	 engagement	 in	 international	 crises	 changed	 from	 62%	 of	 the	

population	 agreeing	 that	 Germany	 should	 not	 get	 actively	 involved	 in	

international	 crises	 in	 January	2015	 to	 55%	 in	October	 2015.337	By	 then	40%	

(compared	 to	 34%	 in	 January)	 shared	 the	 opinion	 that	 Germany	 should	

participate	more	actively	in	international	crises.	Due	to	the	development	of	the	

political	 and	 social	 discourse	 about	 military	 engagement,	 the	 Bundeswehr	

missions	gained	more	public	attention	and	became	a	more	important	aspect	of	

the	public	communication	of	the	Merkel	administration.338		

	

Another	important	aspect	to	consider	is	the	Muslim	population	in	Germany	and	

how	its	members	could	be	affected	by	Islamic	terrorist	threats	and	attacks	and	

political	 reactions	 to	 these.	 By	 the	 end	 of	 2015,	 between	 4.4	 and	 4.7	 million	

Muslims	lived	in	Germany.339	With	a	total	population	of	82.2	million	people	that	

means	that	between	5.4%	and	5.7%	of	the	German	population	are	Muslims.	1.2	

million	of	 the	4.4	–	4.7	million	Muslims	that	 lived	 in	Germany	 in	2015	arrived	

there	 between	 2011	 and	 2015,	 the	 majority	 of	 them	 as	 refugees	 from	 Syria,	

Afghanistan	and	Iraq.340	This	influx	of	people	from	Muslim	cultures	led	to	some	

felt	demographic	changes	in	parts	of	Germany	that	contributed	to	the	increase	

in	support	for	right-wing	parties	and	narratives	as	mentioned	above.	Since	the	
																																																								
334 F.-W. Steinmeier, ‘Speech by Foreign Minister Frank Walter Steinmeier at the 50th Munich Security Conference’, Federal 
Foreign Office, 01 February 2015, at https://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/en/newsroom/news/140201-bm-muesiko/259556 
[accessed Febraury 2019].  
335 U. v. d. Leyen, ‘Speech by the Federal Minister of Defense, Dr. Ursula von der Leyen, on the Occassion of the 50th Munich 
Security Conference Munich 31. January 2014’, Bundesministerium der Verteidigung, at 
https://www.securityconference.de/fileadmin/MSC_/2014/Reden/2014-01-31-Speech-MinDef_von_der_Leyen-MuSeCo.pdf 
[accessed February 2019].  
336 F.-J. Meiers, Bundeswehr am Wendepunkt – Perspektive deutscher Außen- und Sicherheitspolitik (Wiesbaden, Springer 
Fachmedien, 2017).  
337  L. Dittmer, ‘Einmischen oder zurückhalten?’, Körber Stiftung, 2016, at https://www.koerber-
stiftung.de/fileadmin/user_upload/koerber-stiftung/redaktion/handlungsfeld_internationale-
verstaendigung/sonderthemen/umfrage_aussenpolitik/2016/Koerber-Stiftung_Umfrage-Aussenpolitik-
2016_Zusammenfassung.pdf [accessed February 2019].  
338 For More information regarding the German military see: K. Longhurst, Germany and the Use of Force: The Evolution of 
German Security (Manchester, Manchester University Press, 2004), pp. 98 – 117. 
339  ‘Zahl der Muslime in Deutschland’, Deutsche Islam Konferenz, 14 December 2016, at http://www.deutsche-islam-
konferenz.de/DIK/DE/Magazin/Lebenswelten/ZahlMLD/zahl-mld-node.html [accessed February 2019].  
340  ‘Migrationsbericht 2015’, Bundesministerium des Innern, at 
https://www.bamf.de/SharedDocs/Anlagen/DE/Publikationen/Migrationsberichte/migrationsbericht-
2015.pdf?__blob=publicationFile [accessed February 2019].  
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percentage	 share	 of	 Muslims	 in	 the	 German	 population	 is	 not	 as	 large	 as	 in	

France	 and	 the	 number	 of	 Muslims	 that	 had	 the	 right	 to	 vote	 was	 lower	 in	

Germany,	Merkel	 had	 to	 approach	Muslim	 citizens	 in	 a	 slightly	 different	 way	

than	 Francois	Hollande	 had	 to	 in	 France	 around	 that	 time,	where	 the	Muslim	

population	had	a	noticeable	positive	 influence	on	his	 approval	 ratings.	Angela	

Merkel	 had	 to	 find	 a	 balance	 between	 satisfying	 the	 expectations	 from	 the	

conservative	 voters	 of	 her	 traditionally	 centre-right	 party	 and	 the	 Merkel	

supporters	who	 came	 from	more	 centre	 and	 centre-left	 spectrums	 of	 German	

society	and	supported	her	minority,	immigration	and	asylum	policies.341		

	

In	 the	 evening	 of	 17	 November	 2015,	 around	 7:30pm,	 75min	 before	 kick	 off	

time	of	the	friendly	football	match	between	Germany	and	the	Netherlands,	the	

German	Minister	of	the	Interior,	Thomas	de	Maiziere	decided	to	cancel	the	game	

in	 reaction	 to	 terrorist	 warnings.342	The	 match	 would	 have	 taken	 place	 four	

days	after	 the	Paris	attacks	of	13	November	2015	 that	killed	130	people	with	

the	first	suicide	bomb	going	off	just	outside	the	Stade	de	France	stadium	where	

France	 was	 playing	 against	 Germany.343	The	 German	 Ministry	 of	 the	 Interior	

explains	on	its	website	that	Germany	does	not	have	terror	threat	levels	due	to	

its	understanding	 that	 threat	 levels	 can	differ	between	cities	and	districts	and	

would,	 therefore,	 lead	 to	 unnecessary	 feelings	 of	 insecurity.344	Nevertheless,	

Thomas	de	Maiziere	claimed	that	there	was	a	“high	level	of	threat	for	Germany	

and	Europe”345	when	 explaining	why	 he	 considered	 his	 decision	 necessary.	 In	

reaction	to	the	bomb	threat,	the	players	of	the	German	national	team	were	put	

under	police	protection	and	the	fans	were	told	to	leave	the	area	surrounding	the	

arena.	Parts	of	 the	Hanover	train	station	were	closed	too	and	the	stadium	and	

train	station	were	searched	for	suspicious	subjects.	Thomas	de	Maiziere	gave	a	

press	conference	shortly	after	he	called	off	the	game	with	the	German	Football	

																																																								
341 P. Holtz, J. Dahinden, W. Wagner, “German Muslims and the ’Integration Debate’: Negotiating Identities in the Face of 
Discrimination“, Integrative Psychology and Behavioral Science, 47/2 (2013), pp. 231 – 248; D. Faas, ‘Muslims in Germany: 
from guest workers to citizens?’, in A. Triandafyllidou (ed.), Muslims in 21st Century Europe: Structural and Cultural 
Perspectives (Abingdon, Routledge, 2010), pp. 59 – 77. 
342  ‘Germany v Netherlands friendly called off after bomb threat’, BBC Sport, 17 November 2015, at 
https://www.bbc.co.uk/sport/football/34849263 [accessed February 2019].  
343 ‘Paris attacks: What happened on the night’, BBC News, 09 December 2015, at https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-
34818994 [accessed February 2019].  
344  ‘Islamistischer Terror’, Bundesministerium des Innern, für Bau und Heimat, at 
https://www.bmi.bund.de/SharedDocs/faqs/DE/themen/sicherheit/islamismus/islamismus-liste.html [accessed February 2019].  
345  ‘Germany v Netherlands friendly called off after bomb threat’, BBC Sport, 17 November 2015, at 
https://www.bbc.co.uk/sport/football/34849263 [accessed February 2019]. 
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League	(Bundesliga)	President	Reinhard	Rauball	and	the	Minister	of	the	Interior	

for	 Lower	 Saxony,	 the	 state	 Hanover	 is	 located	 in.	 No	 information	was	 given	

about	potential	attackers	and	organizations	or	sources	behind	the	threat.		

	

The	morning	 after	 the	 football	match	 between	 Germany	 and	 the	 Netherlands	

was	 cancelled	 the	 centre-left	 newspaper	 Süddeutsche	Zeitung	 summarised	 the	

events	of	the	previous	evening	as	an	evening	with	a	bitter	message,	explaining	

that	the	international	match	between	Germany	and	the	Netherlands	was	meant	

to	show	that	Europe	does	not	let	its	normal	life	be	taken	away	but	the	opposite	

occurred.346	Other	articles	 in	 the	newspaper	explain	 the	events	of	 the	evening	

and	the	content	of	the	press	conference	Thomas	de	Maiziere	held	shortly	after	

he	 decided	 to	 cancel	 the	 match.347	The	 centre-right	 newspaper	 Frankfurter	

Allgemeine	 Zeitung	 wrote	 that	 the	 fear	 of	 terror	 reached	 football	 and	 the	

Bundesliga	would	 start	 to	 have	 a	 security	 debate	 since	 the	 cancellation	 of	 the	

game	 also	 affected	 the	 German	 teams.348	Die	Welt	described	 that	 the	 German	

national	 team	 found	 out	 about	 the	 cancellation	 of	 the	match	when	 they	were	

5km	away	from	the	stadium.349	The	journalists	of	the	conservative	centre-right	

newspaper	 further	wrote	 that	 the	national	 team	avoided	a	catastrophe	 for	 the	

second	 time	within	 four	 days.	 The	 leading	 article	 on	 18	November	 2015	 also	

mentioned	 that	 the	 director	 of	 the	 German	 football	 association,	 Reinhard	

Rauball,	was	concerned	for	the	psyche	of	the	players.		

	

Besides	 the	 most	 read	 German	 daily	 newspapers	 Süddeutsche	 Zeitung,	

Frankfurter	Allgemeine	Zeitung	and	Die	Welt,	 the	 national	 tabloid	Die	Bild	also	

has	to	be	considered	when	looking	at	publications	that	shape	the	opinion	of	the	

public	and	therefore	also	have	an	influence	on	German	politicians.	The	populist	

conservative	 tabloid’s	 headline	 on	 18	 November	 2015	 was	 “Germany	 game	

																																																								
346  ‘Pressestimmen zur Länderspiel-Absage’, RP Online, at https://rp-online.de/sport/fussball/nationalelf/deutschland-
niederlande-abgesagt-um-1919-uhr-stand-der-fussball-still_bid-18406645#14 [accessed February 2019].  
347  ‘Schlagzeilen’, Süddeutsche Zeitung, 18 November 2015, at 
https://www.sueddeutsche.de/news/page/5?search=l%C3%A4nderspiel+hannover&sort=date&dep%5B%5D=politik&typ%5B
%5D=article&sys%5B%5D=sz&catsz%5B%5D=szTopThemes&all%5B%5D=time [accessed February 2019].  
348  ‘Pressestimmen zur Länderspiel-Absage’, RP Online, at https://rp-online.de/sport/fussball/nationalelf/deutschland-
niederlande-abgesagt-um-1919-uhr-stand-der-fussball-still_bid-18406645#13 [accessed February 2019].  
349  ‘Pressestimmen zur Länderspiel-Absage’, RP Online, at https://rp-online.de/sport/fussball/nationalelf/deutschland-
niederlande-abgesagt-um-1919-uhr-stand-der-fussball-still_bid-18406645#15 [accessed February 2019].  
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cancelled	 -	 Fear	 of	 bombs!”350	The	 sub-headline	 states	 “stadium	 in	 Hanover	

evacuated”,	“explosives	in	ambulance?”,	“team	taken	to	safety”,	“Minister	of	the	

Interior:	‘the	situation	is	serious’”,	“police	blow	up	suitcase”.			

	

Two	out	of	the	four	most	read	German	newspapers	and	tabloid	used	the	word	

terror	 to	 describe	 the	 events	 of	 the	 previous	 evening.	 The	 other	 two,	

Süddeutsche	 Zeitung	 and	 Die	 Welt	 implicitly	 referred	 to	 the	 threat	 of	 terror,	

which	was	 easy	 to	 do	 in	 the	 given	 context,	 four	 days	 after	 the	 attacks	 in	 and	

around	 Paris.	 The	 main	 article	 in	 the	 Süddeutsche	 Zeitung	 the	 day	 after	 the	

attack	could	be	interpreted	as	implicitly	saying	that	the	cancellation	of	the	game	

was	a	success	for	the	organisation	behind	the	threat.	All	four	papers	pointed	out	

the	tragedy	of	the	cancellation	of	the	match	and	indicated	a	general	existing	fear	

of	 terrorist	 attacks,	 which	 matched	 the	 results	 of	 representative	 surveys	

according	to	which	61%	of	 the	participants	were	scared	of	 terrorist	attacks	 in	

Germany.351	

	

The	fear	of	 terrorist	attacks	 in	Germany	and	the	right	shift	of	 the	political	and	

social	 narrative	 strongly	 influenced	 by	 immigration	 into	 the	 country	 may	 be	

some	of	 the	 factors	 that	 led	 to	 an	 increase	 in	 politically	motivated	 racial	 hate	

crimes	against	minorities	within	German	society,	especially	asylum	seekers.	The	

number	of	reported	racist	hate	crimes	increased	from	779	in	2014	to	1,187	in	

2015.352	Out	 of	 those	 1,187	 racist	 hate	 crimes	 in	 2015,	 166	 included	 acts	 of	

violence,	 compared	 to	 130	 in	 2014.	 The	 number	 of	 racist	 hate	 crimes	 would	

further	increase	to	1,305	in	2016	with	213	acts	of	violence.	However,	there	are	

no	 statistics	 to	 be	 found	 that	 explicitly	 prove	 that	 the	 Hanover	 Arena	 plot	

contributed	 to	 an	 increase	 in	 racist	 hate	 crimes.	 Incidents	 like	 the	 Islamic	

terrorist	 attacks	 in	France	may	also	have	 contributed	 to	 the	 increase	 in	 racial	

hate	crimes	in	Germany,	as	well	as	the	large	number	of	immigrants	and	asylum	

seekers	from	Muslim	countries.	Either	way,	the	statistics	show	that	racial	hate	
																																																								
350  ‘Deutschlandspiel abgesagt, Bomben-Angst’, Die Bild, 18 November 2015, at https://meedia.de/wp-
content/uploads/2015/11/Bild18-11.png [accessed February 2019].  
351 ‘Fürchten Sie, dass es in nächster Zeit in Deutschland terroristische Anschläge geben wird oder fürchten Sie dies nicht?’, 
Statista, August 2016, at https://de.statista.com/statistik/daten/studie/493158/umfrage/umfrage-zur-angst-vor-terroranschlaegen-
in-deutschland/ [accessed February 2019].  
352 ‘Straf- und Gewalttaten von rechts: Wie entstehen die offiziellen Statistiken?’, Bundeszentrale für politische Bildung, 13 
November 2018, at http://www.bpb.de/politik/extremismus/rechtsextremismus/264158/pmk-methoden-und-debatten [accessed 
February 2019].  
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crimes	were	a	problem	in	Germany	in	2015,	which	had	not	reached	its	peak	yet	

at	 the	 time	 of	 the	 Hanover	 Arena	 plot	 and	 needed	 to	 be	 considered	 in	 the	

political	discourse	at	the	time.353		

	

To	 conclude,	 Angela	 Merkel	 was	 losing	 support	 mainly	 due	 to	 her	 decisions	

regarding	 immigration,	which	 led	 to	an	 increase	 in	support	 for	politicians	and	

parties	 located	 further	 to	 the	 right	 in	 the	 spectrum	 of	 German	 politics.	 The	

vacuum	 that	 appeared	 on	 the	 right	 end	 of	 the	 democratic	 spectrum	 due	 to	

Merkel’s	 liberal	 immigration	 policies	 helped	 the	 AfD	 to	 gain	 support	 and	 to	

contribute	to	a	stronger	anti-immigration	narrative	in	the	country.		

	

Another	factor	that	divided	German	society	during	the	time	around	the	Hanover	

Arena	 plot	 was	 the	 role	 of	 the	 German	 Bundeswehr	 and	 to	 which	 extent	 it	

should	 get	 involved	 in	 international	 crises,	 especially	 the	 conflict	 in	 Syria	 and	

Iraq.	 Representatives	 of	 the	 government	 pointed	 out	 the	 necessity	 of	 the	

Bundeswehr	 to	 adapt	 to	 changes	 in	 international	 crises	 due	 to	 the	 size	 and	

power	 of	 Germany	 in	 the	 international	 context.	 However,	 even	 though	 the	

public	 support	 for	 increased	 military	 involvement	 in	 international	 crises	

increased	between	January	and	October	2015,	by	the	time	of	the	Hanover	Arena	

plot	 only	 40%	 of	 the	 population	 was	 in	 favour	 of	 such	 actions.	 This	 made	 it	

more	difficult	for	Angela	Merkel	to	use	plans	of	increased	military	involvement	

in	places	that	may	have	strongly	contributed	to	the	radicalisation	of	individuals	

as	 a	 response	 to	 the	 fear	 of	 terrorist	 attacks.	 The	 fear	 of	 terrorist	 attacks	 in	

German	society	was	an	aspect	the	largest	German	newspapers	understood	well	

and	used	to	gain	the	readers’	attention.	This	may	have	put	Merkel	in	a	position	

from	where	she	had	to	underline	the	measures	that	were	and	would	be	taken	in	

order	to	protect	the	population.		

	

The	 increase	 in	 racist	 hate	 crimes	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	 influx	 of	 refugees	 from	

Muslim	cultures	further	underlined	the	increased	division	in	German	society	by	

shining	 light	 on	 the	 extreme	 end	 of	 disapproval	 for	 Merkel’s	 immigration	
																																																								
353 For more information regarding racist incidents towards Muslims in Germany see: A. Häusler, ‘The PRO-Movement: A 
New Motor of Anti-Islamic Right-Wing Populism within the Extreme Right in Germany’ in F. Ansari, F. Hafez (eds.), From 
the Far Right to the Mainstream (Frankfurt, Campus Verlag, 2012), pp. 29 – 44; R. Taras, Xenophobia and Islamophobia in 
Europe (Edinburgh, Edinburgh University Press, 2012), pp. 167 – 168, 171 – 172. 
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policies.	Even	 though	 the	numbers	may	appear	 small	 in	 relation	 to	 the	size	of	

the	German	population,	they	are	only	the	tip	of	the	iceberg	since	only	reported	

hate	 crimes	 enter	 the	 statistics	 and	 therefore	 only	 show	 a	 small	 part	 of	 the	

actual,	 growing	 problem,	 which	 needed	 to	 be	 considered	 by	 Merkel	 and	 her	

administration	 when	 facing	 topics	 that	 could	 be	 related	 to	 aspects	 such	 as	

immigration	and	threats	of	Islamic	terrorism.		

	

Merkel’s	 main	 challenge	 therefore	 was	 to	 maintain	 the	 existing	 support	 of	

members	 of	 the	 public	 that	 supported	 Merkel’s	 immigration	 policies	 and	 to	

protect	members	of	the	growing	minority	groups	in	the	country	without	losing	

the	 traditionally	 more	 conservative	 supporters	 of	 her	 party	 to	 the	 more	

conservative	parts	of	her	own	party	and	 the	new	right	wing	party	AfD	and	 its	

anti-immigration	narrative.		

	

2. Narrative Analysis of Political Statement 

The	sender	

At	noon	of	18	November	2015,	about	16	hours	after	the	friendly	football	match	

between	 Germany	 and	 the	 Netherlands	 in	 Hanover	 was	 cancelled	 due	 to	

terrorist	threats	in	the	stadium	and	train	station,	Chancellor	Angela	Merkel	gave	

her	 public	 statement	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	 threat	 and	 reactions	 to	 it.	 This	makes	

Angela	 Merkel	 in	 Lasswell’s	 Communication	 Model	 the	 sender.	 Being	 the	

German	 Chancellor	 makes	 Angela	 Merkel	 in	 this	 setting	 responsible	 for	

communicating	the	government’s	thoughts	and	actions	in	reaction	to	the	attack.	

The	 Minister	 of	 the	 Interior	 already	 explained	 the	 decision	 he	 made	 as	 a	

representative	 of	 the	 government	 immediately	 after	 the	 attack	 and	 should	

therefore	 also	 be	 considered	 a	 sender,	 however,	 due	 to	 the	 broader	 socio-

political	 context	 at	 the	 time	 (described	 above)	 a	 statement	 by	 the	 Chancellor	

appeared	appropriate	and	will	be	analysed	in	this	chapter	in	order	to	enable	the	

comparison	 of	 political	 statements	 in	 reaction	 to	 terrorist	 threats	 and	 attacks	

between	political	leaders	from	the	UK,	France	and	Germany.		

	

Angela	Merkel	 had	 previously	 given	 statements	 condemning	 Islamic	 terrorist	

attacks	 in	Europe	 including	 the	 attacks	 in	Paris	 four	days	before	 the	Hanover	
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Arena	 plot.354	However,	 her	 statement	 from	 18	 November	 2015	was	 her	 first	

statement	in	reaction	to	an	immediate	Islamic	terror	threat	in	Germany.	Prior	to	

the	 Hanover	 Arena	 plot,	 Merkel	 had	 been	 losing	 support,	 mainly	 due	 to	 her	

immigration	 policies,	which	 took	 her	 approval	 ratings	 down	 to	 50%,	 a	 rather	

low	 number	 for	 Angela	 Merkel.	 This	 showed	 how	 divided	 the	 German	

population	 was	 at	 that	 time	 and	 helps	 to	 explain	 the	 increasingly	 right-wing	

oriented	 discourse	 in	 German	 politics	 and	 growing	 support	 for	 right-wing	

parties.355	The	 increase	 in	 violent	 racist	 hate	 crimes	 further	 underlines	 the	

difficult	situation	the	German	government	was	facing	and	the	factors	politicians	

had	to	consider	when	preparing	their	statements	at	the	time.		

	

Even	 though	 Germany	 had	 not	 been	 directly	 affected	 by	 the	 threat	 of	 ISIS	

Islamic	terrorism,	mainly	due	to	the	attacks	 in	Paris	 in	January	and	November	

2015	members	of	the	public	still	felt	threatened	by	potential	terrorist	attacks.356	

This	 feeling	of	 threat	may	have	contributed	 to	 the	slow	 increase	 in	support	of	

the	 involvement	 of	 the	 German	 military	 in	 international	 crises	 and	 may	 also	

have	 demanded	 a	 strong	 political	 statement	 after	 the	 immediate	 threat	 of	 an	

Islamic	terrorist	attack.		

	

Since	Merkel	gave	her	statement	16	hours	after	the	cancellation	of	the	game,	she	

and	her	team	had	a	fair	amount	of	time	to	analyse	the	reactions	to	de	Maiziere’s	

press	conference	the	evening	before	and	general	public	reactions	to	the	events	

of	 the	 evening.	By	 the	 time	Merkel	 gave	her	 statement	 the	newspapers	of	 the	

day	 after	 the	 cancellation	of	 the	 game	had	been	distributed,	 so	Merkel’s	 team	

had	time	to	gather	ideas	of	how	different	parts	of	society	interpreted	the	thread	

and	the	reaction	to	it.	Therefore,	Merkel	was	reacting	to	the	discourse	shaped	by	

her	Minister	of	 the	 Interior	and	the	national	newspapers.	Since	Merkel	herself	

was	 in	 Hanover	 the	 evening,	 the	 game	 should	 have	 taken	 place	 and	 could	

theoretically	 have	 attended	 the	 press	 conference,	 it	 could	 be	 argued	 that	 she	
																																																								
354 ‘Pressestatement von Bundeskanzlerin Angela Merkel anlässlich der Terroranschläge in Paris am 14. November 2015’, Die 
Bundesregierung, 14 November 2015, at https://www.bundesregierung.de/breg-de/aktuelles/pressestatement-von-
bundeskanzlerin-merkel-anlaesslich-der-terroranschlaege-in-paris-am-14-november-2015-849214 [accessed February 2019].  
355 R. Schmitt-Beck, “The ’Alternative für Deutschland in the Electorate’: Between Single-Issue and Right-Wing Populist 
Party“, German Politics, 26/1 (2017), pp. 124 – 148.  
356 ‘Fürchten Sie, dass es in nächster Zeit in Deutschland terroristische Anschläge geben wird oder fürchten Sie dies nicht?’, 
Statista, August 2016, at https://de.statista.com/statistik/daten/studie/493158/umfrage/umfrage-zur-angst-vor-terroranschlaegen-
in-deutschland/ [accessed February 2019]. 
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took	more	time	than	necessary	to	react	to	the	threat.	On	the	other	hand,	it	may	

be	understandable	that	the	Chancellor	was	taken	away	from	the	environment	of	

the	terrorist	threat	for	security	reasons	and	that	the	immediate	reaction	to	the	

threat	was	the	responsibility	of	the	Minister	of	the	Interior,	who	also	decided	to	

cancel	the	match.		

	

The	message	

Chancellor	 Angela	 Merkel	 does	 not	 explicitly	 define	 the	 audience	 of	 her	

statement	but	leaves	it	rather	open	by	addressing	it	as	“Ladies	and	Gentlemen”	

(meine	Damen	und	Herren).	Nevertheless,	this	introduces	the	first	Social	Actor	

and,	 even	 though	 not	 defined	 explicitly	 as	 other	 political	 leaders	 would	 (e.g.	

President	Francois	Hollande:	“my	dear	compatriots”),	it	is	obvious	that	her	main	

audience	in	this	statement	is	the	general	German	public.	She	then	continues	by	

explaining	 that	 she	 (ich	 –	 I)	 wants	 to	 comment	 on	 the	 cancellation	 of	 the	

friendly	football	match	between	the	German	national	team	and	the	Netherlands	

the	previous	evening	again.	 In	 this	paragraph,	 she,	 therefore,	 introduces	 three	

Social	 Actors	 that	 are	 of	 importance	 in	 this	 context,	 herself	 and	 the	 national	

teams	of	Germany	and	the	Netherlands.	Interestingly,	even	though	she	had	not	

commented	on	the	cancellation	of	the	match	before	that	statement,	she	said	that	

she	wanted	to	comment	on	it	again.	It	could	be	interpreted	as	Merkel	speaking	

for	 the	German	government	 and	 since	 the	Minister	 of	 the	 Interior	Thomas	de	

Maiziere	 already	 commented	 on	 the	 cancellation	 of	 the	 game	 at	 a	 press	

conference	 the	 previous	 evening	 she	 is	 not	 giving	 the	 first	 but	 another	

government	 statement	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	 events	 and	 decisions	 of	 the	 night	

before.	 This	would	 show	 a	 sign	 of	 strong	 unity	 and	 trust	 between	 two	 of	 the	

most	 influential	members	of	 the	German	government	and	a	division	of	power,	

which	might	be	appreciated	more	in	Germany	than	in	most	other	democracies	

due	to	the	history	of	the	country.		

	

In	the	next	paragraph,	she	continues	by	stating	that	she	is	as	sad	as	millions	of	

fans	 that	 the	 cancellation	 had	 to	 be	 conducted.	 Merkel	 again	 uses	 the	 Social	

Actor	“ich”	and	therefore	in	this	context	obviously	speaks	for	herself,	expressing	

empathy	for	the	large	Social	Actor	of	millions	of	fans.	In	the	second	part	of	the	
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sentence,	Merkel	says	that	 the	match	had	to	be	cancelled	and	therefore	points	

out	that	there	was	no	alternative	and	that	the	decision	that	was	made	was	the	

only	possible	correct	decision,	a	point	she	 further	underlines	 in	 the	remaining	

part	 of	 the	 second	paragraph.	Expressing	her	 empathy	 for	millions	of	 football	

fans	could	be	seen	as	a	softener	before	defending	the	decision.	This	expression	

of	 empathy	 could	 indicate	 that	 Merkel	 considered	 that	 parts	 of	 the	 German	

public	may	not	have	agree	with	or	were	at	least	disappointed	by	the	decision	to	

cancel	 the	match,	as	was	also	hinted	by	the	Süddeutsche	Zeitung	 that	morning,	

claiming	 that	 the	 friendly	 game	 was	 meant	 to	 send	 a	 message	 to	 show	 that	

Europe	 does	 not	 let	 its	 normal	 life	 be	 taken	 away	 but	 then	 the	 opposite	

happened.	357		 She	 then	 continues	 by	 introducing	 the	 next	 Social	 Actor,	 the	

security	 authorities	 (Sicherheitsbehörden),	 explaining	 that	 they	 made	 a	

responsible	decision.	Hereby,	Merkel	underlines	that	it	was	not	her	decision	to	

cancel	the	game.	She	may	have	underlined	this	in	order	to	take	pressure	off	her,	

but	more	 likely	 to	 show	 that	people	who	had	more	 information	 available	 and	

understood	 the	 threat	 better	 than	 she	 did	 made	 the	 decision.	 She	 continues	

justifying	 the	action	by	explaining	 that	 it	was	a	difficult	decision,	probably	 the	

most	 difficult	 decision	 in	 the	 area	 of	 tension	 (Spannungsfeld)	 of	 freedom	 and	

security.	Interestingly,	this	is	the	only	metaphor	that	directly	contributes	to	the	

interpretation	of	the	message	Merkel	uses	in	the	entire	statement.	By	describing	

the	 scenario	 as	 a	 Spannungsfeld,	 she	 highlights	 the	 dependent	 relationship	

between	 freedom	 and	 security	 and	 therefore	 points	 out	 that,	 as	 she	 also	

mentions	 in	 the	 last	 sentence	of	 the	paragraph,	when	 in	doubt	 it	 is	 correct	 to	

make	the	decision	in	favour	of	security.	The	metaphor	hints	that	the	decisions	

made	by	the	security	authorities	are	made	in	order	to	protect	people’s	freedom	

but	prioritises	measures	 that	 could	 limit	people’s	 freedom	 in	order	 to	protect	

them	when	 necessary.	 This	 explanation	 of	 decision	making	 between	 freedom	

and	 security	 also	 indicates	 that	 Merkel	 and	 the	 people	 working	 for	 her	

government	 executed	 important	 aspects	 of	 democratic	 governance	 that	 show	

strong	leadership,	something	some	members	of	the	public	might	demand	when	

feeling	under	threat.		

																																																								
357  ‘Pressestimmen zur Länderspiel-Absage’, RP Online, at https://rp-online.de/sport/fussball/nationalelf/deutschland-
niederlande-abgesagt-um-1919-uhr-stand-der-fussball-still_bid-18406645#14 [accessed February 2019].  



Dominik Hamm 

dhamm02@qub.ac.uk 

	

	 172	

	

In	the	third	paragraph,	Merkel	continues	by	explaining	that	she	(ich)	would	like	

to	use	the	opportunity	to	thank	the	citizens	of	Hanover	and	the	fans	in	the	arena	

and	 on	 their	 way	 there	 again.	 Hereby,	 Merkel	 introduces	 more	 specifically	

different	groups	of	Social	Actors	she	previously	described	more	broadly	as	part	

of	 the	 larger	 audience	 of	Damen	und	Herren	 and	 later	 as	millions	 of	 fans.	 She	

says	 that	 she	 wants	 to	 thank	 them	 for	 following	 the	 request	 (Bitten)	 of	 the	

police	calmly	and	sensibly.	The	police	are	a	new	Social	Actor	here	that	belongs	

to	the	larger	group	of	security	authorities.	Thanking	the	Social	Actor	of	citizens	

of	 Hanover	 and	 football	 fans	 for	 their	 calm	 reactions	 implies	 that	 there	were	

possible	alternative	reactions	that	could	have	been	taken	by	the	people	affected	

by	the	measures	taken	by	the	police.	Calling	the	police’	action	Bitten	 instead	of	

orders	indicates	that	they	did	not	force	people	to	leave	the	area	and	to	do	so	in	a	

certain	way,	even	though	by	executing	the	power	the	police	has	in	such	situation	

they	theoretically	did.358		

	

Merkel	ends	the	third	paragraph	by	saying	that	even	though	the	football	match	

did	not	take	place,	sie	 (football	 fans	and	citizens	of	Hannover)	sent	a	message.	

This	message	could	be	interpreted	as	an	example	of	ideal	behaviour	for	similar	

situations	in	the	future.		

	

The	Chancellor	then	starts	the	fourth	paragraph	by	thanking	the	Dutch	and	the	

German	national	 team.	She	continues	by	 thanking	especially	 the	German	team	

for	having	been	ready	to	play	the	friendly	game	after	the	difficult	previous	days.	

Here,	 Merkel	 refers	 indirectly	 to	 the	 Paris	 attacks	 four	 days	 before	 the	

cancellation	of	 the	 friendly	game	 in	Hanover,	which	 started	with	an	explosion	

outside	the	Stade	de	France	where	Germany	was	playing	against	France.	After	

the	game,	 the	German	 team	had	 to	 stay	 in	 the	 stadium	until	 7am	because	 the	

German	team	bus	was	declared	a	potential	target.359	This	is	the	only	part	of	the	

statement	 where	 Angela	 Merkel	 in	 any	 way	 referred	 to	 a	 terrorist	 attack.	

Potential	threats	or	attackers	were	not	mentioned	in	any	way	in	her	statement.	
																																																								
358 V. Götz, Allgemeines Polizei- und Ordnungsrecht (Göttingen, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2001), pp. 13 – 15. 
359 S. Borden, ‘As Paris Attacks Unfolded, Players and Fans at Soccer Stadium Remained Unaware’, The New York Times, 14 
November 2015, at https://www.nytimes.com/2015/11/15/world/europe/stade-de-france-paris-soccer.html [accessed February 
2019].  



Dominik Hamm 

dhamm02@qub.ac.uk 

	

	 173	

She	then	continued	by	thanking	the	police	officers	that	participated	in	this	large	

operation	as	well	as	the	general	security	authorities.	By	mentioning	the	size	of	

the	operation	Merkel	further	indirectly	underlined	the	extent	of	the	threat,	since	

it	required	a	large	operation	to	be	able	to	eliminate	the	threat.		

	

In	 the	 fifth	paragraph,	Merkel	explains	 that	 it	had	been	made	clear	once	more	

that	 it	 is	 good	 that	we	(wir)	 have	 security	 authorities	 since	 they	 enable	 large	

events	 like	 football	 matches	 to	 take	 place	 in	 Germany	 that	we	enjoy.	 Getting	

closer	to	the	end	of	her	statement	Merkel	introduces	the	Social	Actor	wir,	which	

unites	 the	Chancellor	who	had	been	previously	only	 referred	 to	 as	 ich	(I)	 and	

the	 general	 public,	 Damen	 und	 Herren,	 Bürger	 (citizens),	 Fans,	 Sie/sie	

(you/they).	She	uses	this	Social	Actor	to	underline	the	necessity	of	the	security	

authorities	once	more	since	without	them	carrying	out	events	she	and	members	

of	the	public	enjoy	would	not	be	possible.	Using	the	uniting	pronoun	wir	at	the	

end	of	her	statement	once	again	underlines	the	empathy	with	members	of	 the	

public	 she	expressed	at	 the	beginning	of	 the	statement	and	makes	her	appear	

connected	 to	 the	 general	 public	 while	 she	 used	 more	 separating	 pronouns	

(ich/sie)	 in	 the	 main	 body	 of	 the	 statement.	 This	 creates	 a	 balance	 between	

authority	 and	 connectedness	 with	 the	 people,	 which	 Merkel	 might	 have	

considered	necessary	to	express	due	to	the	direct	context	of	the	terrorist	threat	

but	also	the	broader	socio-political	context	at	the	time,	especially	the	division	in	

society	and	the	political	discourse	that	became	increasingly	influenced	by	right-

wing	narratives,	which	may	have	been	further	strengthened	by	the	cancellation	

of	the	football	game	in	Hanover.		

	

In	 the	 sixth	 and	 last	 paragraph,	 Merkel	 expresses	 her	 gratitude	 for	 everyone	

who	 takes	 care	 of	 our	 (unsere)	 security.	 She	 once	 more	 expresses	 her	

connectedness	to	the	general	public	by	using	the	pronoun	unsere	and	once	more	

points	out	the	importance	of	the	security	authorities	and	everyone	working	for	

them.	Ending	her	statement	that	way	indicates	that	one	of	Merkel’s	main	goals	

in	 this	 statement	was	 to	 sensitise	members	 of	 the	 public	 for	 police	 authority,	

something	 many	 members	 of	 the	 public	 had	 never	 been	 confronted	 with,	
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probably	because	Merkel	expected	further	terrorist	threats	that	would	require	

the	enforcement	of	police	authority	in	Germany.		

	

The	medium	

The	medium	was	Chancellor	Angela	Merkel’s	address	 to	 the	public.	Therefore,	

the	main	 audience	was	 the	 people	 of	 Germany	who	 saw	 the	 statement	 either	

live	 on	 public	 and	 private	 news	 channels	 or	 summaries	 of	 it	 in	 news-

programmes	on	public	and	private	television.		

	

Unfortunately,	at	the	time	of	writing,	not	much	data	about	the	broadcasting	time	

the	week	after	the	cancellation	of	the	international	football	game	in	Hanover	is	

available.	 However,	 the	 general	 data	 available	 should	 help	 to	 develop	 an	

understanding	of	the	reporting	of	Merkel’s	statement	in	German	television	after	

the	 Hanover	 Arena	 plot.	 The	 channels	 with	 the	 largest	 shares	 of	 viewers	 in	

Germany	in	2015	were	ZDF	(12.5%),	Das	Erste	(11.6%),	RTL	(9.9%),	Sat.1	(7.9	

%)	 and	 ProSieben	 (5.3%). 360 	The	 most	 watched	 news	 programmes	 were	

Tagesschau	on	Das	Erste	with	on	average	4.97	million	viewers	(17.8%),	followed	

by	heute	on	ZDF	with	 3.62	million	 viewers	 (16.3%),	RTL	Aktuell	on	RTL	(3.15	

million),	 Sat.1	Nachrichten	on	 Sat.1	 (1.36	million)	 and	Newstime	on	ProSieben	

(0.8	million).361	These	channels	most	 likely	had	the	highest	numbers	of	people	

watching	 their	 reporting	of	 the	Hanover	Arena	plot	and	 the	actions	 taken	and	

statements	given	in	reaction	to	it.	Das	Erste	and	ZDF	extended	their	daily	news	

programmes	 and	 added	 special	 news	 shows	 focusing	 only	 on	 the	 terror	

threat.362	However,	 this	 only	 happened	 on	 the	 evening	 of	 the	 threat	 and	 not	

after	 Angela	 Merkel	 gave	 her	 statement	 the	 day	 after.	 Therefore,	 Merkel’s	

statement	was	only	shown	in	general	news	programmes	in	the	main	German	TV	

stations.		

	

																																																								
360 J. Schröder, “Das TV-Jahr 2015: Kein Gewinner in der Sender-Top-Ten, Münster-‘Tatort’ besiegt alle Fußballspiele“, 
Meedia, 04 January 2016, at https://meedia.de/2016/01/04/das-tv-jahr-2015-kein-gewinner-in-der-sender-top-ten-muenster-
tatort-besiegt-saemtliche-fussballspiele/ [accessed February 2019].  
361 D. Grzeschik, ‘Tagesschau auf Rekordkurs, herbe Verluste für ProSieben Newstime’, Quotenmeter, 04 January 2018, at 
http://www.quotenmeter.de/n/98143/tagesschau-auf-rekordkurs-herbe-verluste-fuer-prosiebens-newstime [accessed February 
2019].  
362  ‘Rosenheim Cops statt Terror-News: ARD und ZDF haben nichts gelernt’, Focus, 18 November 2015, at 
https://www.focus.de/sport/fussball/em-2016/kritik-an-zdf-und-ard-zdf-braucht-fast-eine-stunde-fuer-bericht-aus-
hannover_id_5092784.html [accessed February 2019].  
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The	Chancellor’s	statement	was	also	disseminated	via	radio	and	could	be	read	

and	 watched	 on	 several	 websites,	 including	 the	 government-run	 website	

bundesregierung.de.363	Extracts	 of	 the	 statement	 were	 also	 printed	 in	 several	

German	newspapers.	In	2015,	on	the	national	level,	the	paper	with	the	highest	

circulation	 was	 the	 populist	 conservative	 tabloid	 Die	 Bild	with	 2.68	 million	

copies.364	Die	Bild	is	followed	by	the	centre-left	Süddeutsche	Zeitung	(1.1	million	

copies),	 the	 centre-right	 Frankfurter	 Allgemeine	 Zeitung	 (0.68	 million	 copies)	

and	the	conservative	centre-right	Die	Welt	(0.67	million	copies).365	International	

audiences	 also	 received	 abstracts	 of	 the	 statement	 via	 newspapers,	 television	

and	radio	stations.		

 
3. Analysis of public reactions 

The	receiver	

The	receivers	of	Angela	Merkel’s	statement	after	the	cancellation	of	the	football	

game	between	Germany	and	 the	Netherlands	on	17	November	2015	were	 the	

German	public	 as	well	 as	 international	 audiences.	The	domestic	public	 can	be	

divided	 into	 several	 groups	 that	 are	 in	 some	 contexts	 interconnected	 and	 in	

others	separated.	One	large	group	is	the	German	majority	who	has	been	living	in	

Germany	 for	 more	 than	 two	 generations.	 The	 largest	 minority	 group	 in	

Germany,	with	4.4	million	to	4.7	million	members,	making	up	between	5.4%	and	

5.7%	of	the	German	population	was	the	group	of	Muslims	living	in	Germany.366	

Depending	 on	 the	 part	 of	 society,	 context	 and	 region	 in	 Germany,	 German	

Muslims	go	from	being	a	well-integrated	part	to	non-existing.	The	large	influx	of	

immigrants	from	Muslim	societies	affected	the	perception	of	Muslims	in	parts	of	

German	 society	 and	 divided	 the	 Muslims	 in	 Germany	 into	 German	 Muslims,	

mainly	of	Turkish	origin	who	had	lived	in	Germany	for	two	or	more	generations	

and	 Muslim	 immigrants,	 mainly	 from	 the	 conflict	 zones	 in	 Syria	 and	

																																																								
363  ‘Pressestatement der Kanzlerin zur Absage des Fußball-Länderspiels’, Die Bundesregierung, 18 November 2015, at 
https://www.bundesregierung.de/breg-de/mediathek/pressestatement-der-kanzlerin-zur-absage-des-fussball-laenderspiels-
453128 [accessed February 2019].  
364  ‘Print run and circulation of the BILD from 1st quarter 2010 to 1st quarter2018 (in millions)’, statista, at 
https://www.statista.com/statistics/304799/bild-circulation/ [accessed March 2019].  
365 B. Thomaß, C. Horz, ‘Germany’, Media Landscapes, at https://medialandscapes.org/country/germany/media/print [accessed 
February 2019].  
366  ‘Islam in Deutschland’, Bundesministerium des Innern, für Bau und Heimat, at 
https://www.bmi.bund.de/DE/themen/heimat-integration/staat-und-religion/islam-in-deutschland/islam-in-deutschland-
node.html [accessed February 2019].  
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Afghanistan.367	The	 background	 of	 the	 attackers	 of	 the	 attacks	 in	 Paris	 in	

January	 and	 November	 2015	 as	 well	 as	 the	 increasingly	 right-wing,	 anti-

immigration	 narrative	 in	 German	 politics	 and	 society	 lead	 to	 an	 increased	

marginalization	 of	 Muslims	 in	 Germany.	 Thus	 new	 approaches	 and	 contents	

within	political	messages	may	have	been	required.		

	

Feedback	

Before	the	Hanover	Arena	plot	on	17	November	2015	Merkel’s	approval	ratings	

went	 down	 to	 50%,	 after	 a	 constant	 decrease	 from	 almost	 70%	 four	months	

earlier.368	However,	 from	 that	 point	 on,	 after	 the	 Hanover	 Arena	 plot	 her	

approval	ratings	increased	continuously	until	January	2016,	where	they	reached	

58%.	Even	though	her	approval	ratings	did	not	go	back	up	to	the	high	numbers	

they	were	at	in	the	first	half	of	2015,	they	indicate	that	Merkel’s	reaction	to	the	

threat	in	Hanover,	including	her	brief	statement	did	not	contribute	to	a	further	

loss	 in	 support.	 It	 is	 not	 possible	 to	 tell	 how	 much	 the	 statement	 itself	

contributed	to	the	return	of	support	for	the	Chancellor	by	some	members	of	the	

German	public	 since	other	political	events	 took	place	around	 that	 time,	which	

also	 affected	 Merkel’s	 approval	 ratings.	 One	 of	 the	 key	 aspects	 of	 German	

politics	 at	 that	 time	 continued	 to	 be	 immigration	 policies.	 Since	 the	 Hanover	

Arena	plot	contributed	to	that	political	discourse	at	the	time,	it	could	be	argued	

that	other	politicians	and	members	of	 the	public	watched	Merkel’s	reaction	to	

the	 Hanover	 event	 closely.	 This	 may	 have	 given	 Merkel’s	 statement	 of	 18	

November	2015	extra	importance	and	might,	therefore,	be	partly	represented	in	

the	approval	ratings	after	the	statement.		

	

Angela	 Merkel	 did	 not	 communicate	 with	 the	 public	 through	 Social	 Media	

channels	 like	Twitter.	The	Twitter	accounts	of	 the	government	speaker	Steffen	

Seibert	 and	 the	 German	 government	were	 not	 used	 at	 the	 time.369	In	 general	

was	Twitter	not	a	commonly	used	communication	tool	by	German	politicians	at	

																																																								
367 C. Erisen, C. Kentmen-Cin, ‘Tolerance and perceived threat toward Muslim immigrants in Germany and the Netherlands’, 
European Union Politics,18/1 (2017), pp. 73-97.  
368 ‘Merkel’s approval ratings improve’, DW, 01 March 2016, at https://www.dw.com/en/merkels-approval-ratings-improve/a-
19083943 [accessed February 2019]. 
369  S. Seibert, ‘@RegSprecher', Twitter, at 
https://twitter.com/RegSprecher?ref_src=twsrc%5Egoogle%7Ctwcamp%5Eserp%7Ctwgr%5Eauthor [accessed February 2019]; 
‘@die_regierung’, Twitter, at https://twitter.com/die_regierung?lang=de [accessed February 2019].  
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the	 time.	 Data	 shows	 that	 in	 2013	 out	 of	 622	 MPs,	 only	 264	 had	 Twitter	

accounts.370	Merkel’s	 party,	 CDU	was	 the	 party	with	 the	 lowest	 percentage	 of	

Twitter	accounts	per	total	number	of	MPs	with	29%.	The	party’s	Twitter	account	

was	 installed	 in	2009	but	only	 tweets	 after	27	November	2018	are	accessible	

and	 can	 therefore	 not	 be	 used	 in	 this	 analysis	 either.371	Thus,	 these	 channels	

cannot	 be	 used	 to	 analyse	 how	 certain	 members	 of	 the	 public	 perceived	

Merkel’s	statement	in	reaction	to	the	Hanover	Arena	plot.		

	

One	reason	for	the	little	usage	of	Twitter	by	German	politicians	may	be	the	low	

number	 of	 Twitter	 users	 in	 Germany.	 Only	 4	 million	 people	 used	 Twitter	 in	

Germany	 compared	 to	 15	 million	 in	 the	 UK,	 which	 population	 is	 16	 million	

people	smaller	than	the	population	of	Germany.372	That	means	that	2.12%	of	the	

German	population	had	Twitter	accounts.373	In	the	UK,	7.33%	of	the	population	

used	Twitter,	which	made	 it	 a	much	more	useful	 communication	platform	 for	

politicians	there	than	in	Germany.		

	

4. Conclusion 

Angela	 Merkel’s	 statement	 focuses	 on	 justifying	 the	 reactions	 to	 the	 bomb	

threat	 at	 the	 Hanover	 Arena	 and	 train	 station	 on	 17	 November	 2015	 and	

thanking	those	affected	by	the	actions	taken	for	their	cooperation,	highlighting	

the	 importance	 of	 security	 authorities.	 She	 implicitly	 explains	 that	 similar	

events	were	likely	to	occur	in	the	future.	Merkel’s	statement	is	quite	short,	only	

1min58sec.	 She	 decided	 to	 limit	 the	 content	 of	 her	 statement	 to	 the	 two	 key	

points	mentioned	 above	 and	 does	 not	 explicitly	 refer	 to	 the	 threat	 of	 Islamic	

terrorism	at	any	point.	She	may	have	decided	 to	do	so	due	 to	 the	 tense	socio-

political	discourse	in	Germany	at	the	time,	with	politicians	positioned	further	to	

the	 right	 in	 the	political	 spectrum	trying	 to	 send	messages	 that	 could	be	used	

against	her	policies.		

	

																																																								
370  S. Hegelich, M. Shahrezaye, The communication behaviour of German MPs on Twitter: Reaching to converted and 
attacking enemies, Siegen: Universität Siegen, 2014, p. 8.  
371 ‘@cducsubt’, Twitter, at https://twitter.com/cducsubt?lang=de [accessed February 2019].  
372  A. Coleman, ‘What Germany Can Teach The Rest Of Europe About Twitter’, Forbes, 10 July 2014, at 
https://www.forbes.com/sites/alisoncoleman/2014/07/10/what-germany-can-teach-the-rest-of-europe-about-
twitter/#4d3090685d6f [accessed February 2019].  
373 K. P. Gummandi, F. Kooti, J. Kulshrestha, A. Nikravesh, ‘Geographic Dissection of the Twitter Network’, Association for 
the Advancement of Artificial Intelligence, 2012, pp. 202 – 209.  
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In	 most	 of	 the	 statement	 Merkel	 keeps	 in	 her	 communication	 a	 distance	

between	 herself	 and	 the	 audience,	 mentioning	 ich	 (I)	 five	 times,	 the	 Social	

Actors	that	describe	members	of	 the	public	(Damen	und	Herren,	Fans,	Bürger,	

sie)	 six	 times	 and	 the	 security	 authorities	 (Sicherheitsbehörden,	 Polizei,	

Polizisten)	also	six	times.	She	uses	pronouns	that	unite	herself	and	the	audience	

(wir,	unsere)	 four	 times	but	only	at	 the	beginning	and	 close	 to	 the	end	of	 the	

statement.	She	may	have	decided	 to	address	her	audience	 this	way	 to	express	

her	authority	as	Chancellor	of	 the	 citizens	of	Germany	as	well	 as	 to	underline	

the	importance	of	police	forces	and	security	authorities	at	incidents	like	the	one	

that	 occurred	 in	 the	 evening	 of	 17	 November	 2015	 and	 were	 likely	 to	 occur	

again	in	Germany.	She	uses	pronouns	that	indicate	signs	of	understanding	of	the	

emotions	of	 her	 audience,	 as	 she	describes	herself	 as	 one	member	of	 a	 larger	

Social	 Actor	 that	 includes	 everyone	 who	 enjoys	 large	 public	 events	 (wir)	 to	

express	empathy	and	accessibility,	something	she	may	have	considered	almost	

as	important	as	the	expression	of	authority	to	prevent	interpretations	that	make	

her	 appear	 as	 an	 elitist	 leader	 who	 makes	 decisions	 over	 the	 heads	 of	 the	

normal	people,	which	could	undermine	her	authority.		

 

ii. Würzburg/Ansbach attacks 18/07/2016 / 24/07/2016 

1. Political and Social Context 

In	 this	 section	 the	 political	 and	 cultural	 situation	 in	 Germany	 between	 17	

November	2015	and	24	July	2016,	when	two	terrorist	attacks	had	been	carried	

out	 in	Würzburg	 and	Ansbach,	 Germany	will	 be	 explained.374	Again,	 emphasis	

will	be	put	on	the	domestic	and	international	political	situation	surrounding	the	

Government	 of	 Chancellor	 Angela	 Merkel.	 These	 factors	 will	 build	 the	

foundation	 for	 the	 narrative	 analysis	 of	 the	 statement	 by	 Angela	 Merkel	 in	

Berlin	on	28	July	2016.		

	

																																																								
374  A. Finkenwirth, ‘Was wir über den Angriff in Würzburg wissen’, Zeit Online, 19 July 2016, at 
https://www.zeit.de/gesellschaft/zeitgeschehen/2016-07/attacke-zug-wuerzburg-axt-faq [accessed February 2019]; ‘Zwölf 
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https://www.zeit.de/gesellschaft/zeitgeschehen/2016-07/ansbach-explosion-sprengstoff [accessed February 2019].  
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Between	 November	 2015	 and	 July	 2016,	 Merkel’s	 approval	 ratings	 varied	

between	 46%	 and	 59%.375	With	 59%	 at	 the	 beginning	 of	 the	 month	 of	 the	

Würzburg	and	Ansbach	attacks,	Merkel’s	approval	ratings	were	at	the	highest	in	

10	months	(63%	in	September	2015).	The	volatility	of	Merkel’s	approval	ratings	

could	indicate	that	Merkel	was	not	as	much	in	control	of	the	political	discourse	

at	 the	 time	 as	 she	 was	 between	 January	 2012	 and	 August	 2015	 where	 her	

approval	ratings	were	with	only	very	 few	exceptions	constantly	between	68%	

and	74%.	These	numbers	 also	 indicate	 that	 the	 socio-political	 situation	 at	 the	

time	 was	 still	 tenser	 than	 before	 August	 2015,	 which	 may	 have	 made	 the	

approval	 for	 Merkel	 in	 parts	 of	 the	 population	 that	 were	 not	 traditional	

Merkel/CDU	 supporters	 more	 dependable	 on	 individual	 decisions	

communicated	by	the	Chancellor.	The	main	reason	for	this	increase	in	volatility	

of	Merkel’s	approval	ratings	may	have	been	the	decision	of	her	government	to	

abandon	 the	Dublin	Regulation.376	This	meant	 that	all	 refugees	who	arrived	 in	

Germany,	no	matter	through	which	other	European	countries,	were	allowed	to	

file	 for	 asylum.377	The	debate	 that	developed	out	of	 that	decision	did	not	only	

affect	Merkel	as	the	Chancellor	of	Germany	but	the	entire	political	spectrum	in	

the	 country. 378 	The	 changes	 in	 polling	 ratings	 for	 Merkel’s	 CDU/CSU,	 the	

coalition	 partner	 SDP	 and	 the	 right-wing	 AfD	 after	 August	 2015	 show	 that	

support	 that	 was	 lost	 by	 CDU/CSU	 and	 SDP	 shifted	 to	 the	 right	 from	 the	

coalition	 parties	 in	 the	 political	 spectrum,	 with	 very	 few	 exceptions	

continuously	 strengthening	 AfD.379	Therefore,	 it	 can	 be	 assumed	 that	 Merkel	

was	 still	 facing	 similar	 challenges	 in	 her	 political	 decision-making	 and	

communication	 in	 July	2016	as	she	was	 in	November	2015,	which	was	mainly	

the	 pressure	 from	 the	 further	 right	 spectrum	of	 German	politics	 that	 affected	

potential	 voting	 behaviour	 as	 well	 as	 the	 political	 and	 social	 discourse	 in	

Germany.		

	

																																																								
375 J. Karaian, ‘Angela Merkel’s domestic approval rating’, The Atlas, at https://www.theatlas.com/charts/HJngd-yMl [accessed 
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376 M. Lovec, ‘Politics of the Schengen/Dublin System: The Case of the European Migrant and Refugee Crisis’, in C. Günay, N. 
Witjes (eds.), Border Politics (Cham, Springer, 2017), pp. 127 – 142. 
377 M. Gehrsitz, M. Ungerer, Jobs, Crime, and Votes: A Short-run Evaluation of the Refugee Crisis in Germany (Bonn: IZA – 
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378 C. Lees, “The ‘Alternative for Germany’: The rise of right-wing populism at the heart of Europe”, Politics, 38/3 (2018), pp. 
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At	the	time	of	the	Würzburg	and	Ansbach	attacks,	the	German	Bundeswehr	was	

still	 active	 in	 Kosovo,	 Lebanon,	 South	 Sudan,	 Mali,	 West	 Sahara,	 the	

Mediterranean	Sea	and	Afghanistan	and	also	joined	the	Anti-IS	coalition	in	Syria	

and	Iraq	in	December	2015.380	The	political	debate	about	the	involvement	of	the	

Bundeswehr	continued	throughout	2016	and	between	the	time	of	the	Hanover	

Arena	 plot	 in	 November	 2015	 and	 October	 2016,	 two	 months	 after	 Merkel’s	

statement	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	 Würzburg	 and	 Ansbach	 attacks,	 the	 number	 of	

Germans	believing	that	Germany	should	not	get	involved	in	international	crises	

further	dropped	from	55%	to	53%.381	In	the	meantime,	the	support	of	military	

involvement	 in	 international	 operations	 increased	 by	 1%	 from	 40%	 to	 41%.	

Even	 though	 these	 are	 very	 small	 changes	 in	 percentages,	 they	 show	 that	 the	

debate	about	the	role	of	the	Bundeswehr	continued	convincing	members	of	the	

public	 to	 support	 an	 increase	 in	 responsibility	 of	 the	 German	 military	 in	

international	 crises.	 The	 decision	 of	 the	 German	 government	 to	 get	militarily	

involved	in	the	anti-IS	coalition	may	have	influenced	this	trend	and	so	may	have	

the	 attacks	 in	 Würzburg	 and	 Ansbach.	 However,	 the	 increase	 in	 people	

supporting	the	international	engagement	of	the	Bundeswehr	also	slowed	down	

between	 October	 2015	 and	 October	 2016	 compared	 to	 January	 2015	 and	

October	2015	 (an	 increase	of	6%	 from	34%	 to	40%).	This	 could	 indicate	 that	

the	 support	 of	 international	 engagement	 of	 the	 German	military	was	 close	 to	

reaching	its	peak	in	the	German	population	around	40%	and	may	therefore	not	

have	been	strong	enough	to	be	directly	considered	in	Merkel’s	communication	

in	reaction	to	the	attacks	of	July	2016	in	Bavaria.	

	

The	number	of	immigrants	from	Syria	and	Iraq	as	well	as	from	Afghanistan	and	

other	Muslim-majority	countries	entering	the	country	decreased	after	2015.382	

																																																								
380  ‘Einsatzzahlen – die Stärke der deutschen Kontingente’, Bundeswehr, 22 February 2019, at 
https://www.bundeswehr.de/portal/a/bwde/start/einsaetze/ueberblick/zahlen/!ut/p/z1/hY4xD4IwFIR_iwNrXwMR0a0qi8HEBIn
QxRRaoVopKRX8-dawGY23vXvfXQ4o5EBbNsiaWalbptxd0PC8jpJj4i99f5umG0yyOMzilAQ4DOH0D6DujX-
IYEi5gMJ1LH527B0EFOiVDeyJOm2sEhax6r0Qioa1XImDrshk7IDWSpfTdNKWQVQDNeIijDDoYZzdWNv1Kw97mAs0yp
vsBJcMaVN7-
Fuo0b2F_JOF7p6POJirISGzF2Fkdic!/dz/d5/L2dBISEvZ0FBIS9nQSEh/#Z7_B8LTL2922DSSC0AUE6UESA30M0 [accesser 
February 2019].  
381  L. Dittmer, ‘Einmischen oder zurückhalten?’, Körber Stiftung, 2016, at https://www.koerber-
stiftung.de/fileadmin/user_upload/koerber-stiftung/redaktion/handlungsfeld_internationale-
verstaendigung/sonderthemen/umfrage_aussenpolitik/2016/Koerber-Stiftung_Umfrage-Aussenpolitik-
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382 ‘Das Bundesamt in Zahlen 2016 – Asyl, Migration und Integration’, Das Bundesamt für Migration und Flüchtlinge, at 
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In	2016	the	number	of	immigrants	from	Syria,	Iraq	and	Afghanistan	decreased	

for	the	first	time	since	the	beginning	of	the	war	in	Syria	and	Iraq	with	155,412	

Syrian	(-52.5%	compared	to	2015),	67,235	Iraqi	and	70,011	Afghani	immigrants	

officially	entering	Germany.383	Therefore,	not	as	much	of	a	demographic	change	

was	noticeable	between	November	2015	and	 July	2016	as	 there	was	between	

2011	 and	 2015	 when	 1.2	 million	 people	 from	 Muslim-majority	 countries,	

mainly	Syria,	Iraq	and	Afghanistan	immigrated	to	Germany.384	Nevertheless,	the	

influx	of	Muslims	and	 the	demographical	 changes	 caused	by	 it	 still	 influenced	

German	politics	in	the	summer	of	2016	and	continued	to	influence	the	decision	

making	 and	 communication	 of	 Merkel	 and	 her	 government	 and	 kept	 the	

Chancellor	in	a	position	where	she	had	to	find	a	balance	between	satisfying	the	

expectations	 of	 the	 conservative	 voters	 of	 her	 traditionally	 centre-right	 party	

and	 the	 Merkel	 supporters	 who	 came	 from	 more	 centre	 and	 centre-left	

spectrums	 of	 German	 society	 and	 supported	 her	 minority,	 immigration	 and	

asylum	 policies.385	Therefore,	 the	 Muslim	 minority	 in	 Germany	 continued	 to	

affect	Merkel	and	her	politics	similar	to	how	it	did	after	the	Hanover	Arena	plot	

in	 November	 2015.	 However,	 unlike	 in	 2015,	 she	 could	 potentially	 use	 the	

decrease	 of	 Muslim	 immigration	 in	 order	 to	 satisfy	 the	 more	 conservative	

supporters	of	her	party.386		

	

In	 the	 evening	 of	 18	 July	 2016,	 an	 individual	 armed	with	 an	 axe	 and	 a	 knife	

attacked	and	 injured	 four	passengers	 severely	 and	one	 lightly	on	 the	 regional	

train	from	Treuchtlingen	to	Würzburg.387	The	attacker	 later	turned	out	to	be	a	

17-year-old	 refugee	 who	 claimed	 to	 be	 from	 Afghanistan. 388 	IS	 claimed	

																																																								
383  Migrationsbericht 2016/2017“, Bundesministerium des Innern, at 
http://www.bamf.de/SharedDocs/Anlagen/DE/Publikationen/Migrationsberichte/migrationsbericht-2016-
2017.pdf?__blob=publicationFile [accesser February 2019], pp. 43 – 49.  
384  Migrationsbericht 2015“, Bundesministerium des Innern, at 
https://www.bamf.de/SharedDocs/Anlagen/DE/Publikationen/Migrationsberichte/migrationsbericht-
2015.pdf?__blob=publicationFile [accessed February 2019]. 
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Conference (Leiden, Brill, 2015), pp. 8 – 9. 
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responsibility	for	the	attack	and	prosecutors	later	found	a	hand-drawn	IS	flag	in	

the	attacker’s	room.389			

	

Seven	 days	 after	 the	 axe	 attack	 on	 the	 regional	 train	 to	 Würzburg	 a	 suicide	

attack	was	 carried	 out	 in	Ansbach,	 another	 city	 in	 the	 state	 of	Bavaria.390	The	

attacker	died	in	the	explosion	and	twelve	people	were	injured.	Prosecutors	later	

found	out	 that	 the	attacker	was	Mohammad	D.,	 a	27-year-old	 refugee,	born	 in	

Aleppo,	 Syria. 391 	IS	 claimed	 responsibility	 for	 the	 attack	 and	 stated	 that	

Mohammad	 D.	 was	 an	 experienced	 fighter	 who	 had	 been	 a	 member	 of	 the	

organisation	 for	 years	 and	 came	 to	Germany	with	 the	plan	of	 carrying	out	 an	

attack.392		

	

Interestingly,	 the	Würzburg	attack	did	not	make	 it	on	any	of	 the	 title	pages	of	

the	 largest	 German	 newspapers	 the	 day	 after	 the	 attack.393	There	 could	 have	

been	 several	 reasons	 for	 that,	 for	 example	 the	 diplomatic	 conflict	 between	

Germany	 and	 Turkey	 that	 had	 reached	 another	 peak	 the	 previous	 day	 or	 the	

form	of	the	attack	or	the	number	of	victims.	The	Ansbach	attack	made	it	on	all	

the	 title	 pages	 on	 26	 July	 2016	 though.	 Centre-left	Süddeutsche	Zeitung	wrote	

about	 the	 first	 suicide	 attack	 in	 Germany	 (Erster	 Selbstmordanschlag	 in	

Deutschland).394	In	 the	 sub-headline	 the	 newspaper	 explained	 that	 the	 police	

had	found	a	video	at	the	attacker	after	the	bomb	explosion	in	which	the	27-year-

old	refugee	from	Syria	announces	a	revenge	act	against	Germans	and	refers	to	IS	

(Nach	der	Bombenexplosion	in	Ansbach	findet	die	Polizei	beim	Täter	ein	Video.	

Darin	 kündigt	 der	 27	 Jahre	 alte	 Flüchtling	 aus	 Syrien	 einen	 Racheakt	 gegen	

Deutsche	an	und	beruft	sich	auf	den	IS).	Above	the	headline	is	a	picture	of	the	

scene	of	the	attack	where	three	police	officers	investigate	an	object.	In	the	lower	

part	 of	 the	 article	 is	 another,	 smaller	 picture	 of	 another	 investigator	 studying	
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the	backpack	in	which	the	attacker	carried	the	bomb.	The	article	 is	the	largest	

article	 on	 the	 title	 page.	 One	 article	 a	 third	 of	 the	 size	 is	 below	 the	 Ansbach	

article	and	several	much	smaller	texts	are	on	the	left	and	right	sides	of	the	page.	

This	indicates	that	the	Ansbach	attack	was	considered	the	most	important	topic	

that	day.		

	

The	 centre-right	 newspaper	 Frankfurter	Allgemeine	 Zeitung	quoted	 the	 at	 the	

time	 Bavarian	 Minister	 of	 the	 Interior	 Joachim	 Herrmann	 who	 said	 that	 the	

attack	in	Ansbach	was	Islamically	motivated	(Herrmann:	Attentat	von	Ansbach	

islamistisch	 motiviert).	 The	 sub-headline	 explained	 that	 the	 German	 Federal	

Public	Prosecutor	undertook	the	investigations	and	that	the	attacker	was	meant	

to	 be	 deported	 (Bundesstaatsanwaltschaft	 übernimmt	 Ermittlungen/Täter	

sollte	 abgeschoben	 werden).	 Frankfurter	 Allgemeine	 Zeitung	 used	 the	 same	

picture	 Süddeutsche	 Zeitung	 had	 chosen	 above	 the	 article.	 The	 article	 covers	

about	one-quarter	of	the	title	page	and	two	other	articles	were	given	the	same	

text-space	on	 the	page.	Thus,	even	 though	the	Ansbach	article	was	considered	

the	central	story	that	day,	other	events	such	as	Turkish	politics	were	considered	

similarly	important.		

	

The	conservative	centre-right	newspaper	Die	Welt	gave	 the	Ansbach	attack	by	

far	 the	most	 importance	 of	 all	 the	 stories	 covered	 that	 day.	Almost	 the	 entire	

title	 page	 was	 about	 the	 attack	 from	 the	 previous	 day.	 On	 top	 of	 the	 page,	

underneath	the	logo	of	the	newspaper	is	a	picture	of	the	backpack	in	which	the	

attacker	carried	the	explosives.	Underneath	is	a	big	headline:	Ansbach	attacker	

wanted	 to	avenge	himself	on	Germans	(Attentäter	von	Ansbach	wollte	sich	an	

Deutschen	rächen).	The	sub-headline	said:	Refugee	from	Syria	detonated	bomb	

in	 festival	 entrance	 area.	 15	 injured.	 Attacker	 died.	 Threat	 video	 with	 IS	

reference.	 27	 year	 old	was	meant	 to	 be	deported.	 Chemicals	 found	 in	 refugee	

accommodation.	(Flüchtling	aus	Syrien	zündet	Bombe	im	Zugangsbereich	eines	

Festivals.	15	Verletzte.	Täter	 stirbt.	Drohvideo	mit	 IS-Bezug.	27-Jähriger	 sollte	

ausgewiesen	 werden.	 Chemikalien	 in	 Asylunterkunft	 gefunden.)	 In	 the	 lower	

half	of	the	article	there	is	a	map	of	the	county	of	Bavaria	and	under	the	headline	
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“Four	bloody	deeds	within	 one	week”	 (Vier	Bluttaten	 innerhalb	 einer	Woche)	

the	cities	Würzburg,	Munich,	Reutlingen	and	Ansbach	are	highlighted.		

	

The	 tabloid	 Die	 Bild	 gave	 the	 event	 as	 much	 space	 on	 its	 title	 page	 as	 the	

Frankfurter	 Allgemeine	 Zeitung	did	 in	 its	 issue	 from	 26	 July	 2016.	 Above	 the	

headline	 it	 says	 in	 capital	 letters	 “TERROR	 IN	ANSBACH”	 and	underneath	 the	

headline	it	says:	“The	Asylum	file	of	the	ISIS-bomber!”	(Die	Asyl-Akte	des	ISIS-

Bombers!).	The	sub-headline	promises	an	explanation	of	“How	the	Syrian	(27)	

lived	in	our	country,	what	the	authority	said	and	why	he	had	not	been	deported”	

(Wie	der	Syrer	(27)	bei	uns	lebte,	was	er	den	Behörden	erzählte	und	warum	er	

nicht	abgeschoben	wurde).	To	 the	right	of	 the	sub-headline	 is	a	picture	of	 the	

face	of	the	attacker.		

	

All	of	the	four	largest	German	newspapers	pointed	out	that	the	attacker	was	a	

Syrian	 refugee.	 Süddeutsche	 Zeitung,	 Frankfurter	 Allgemeine	 Zeitung	 and	 Die	

Welt	described	the	event	as	an	attack.	Die	Bild	is	the	only	paper	using	the	word	

terror.	 However,	 Süddeutsche	 Zeitung	 and	 Die	 Welt	mentioned	 the	 attacker’s	

connection	to	IS	in	their	sub-headlines.	Frankfurter	Allgemeine	Zeitung	was	the	

only	newspaper	that	referred	more	indirectly	to	the	terrorist	background	of	the	

attack	 but	 instead	 quoted	 Joachim	 Herrmann’s	 reference	 to	 the	 Islamic	

background	 of	 the	 attack.	 The	 two	 centre-right	 newspapers	 Frankfurter	

Allgemeine	 Zeitung	 and	 Die	 Welt	 explained	 explicitly	 that	 the	 attacker	 was	

meant	 to	 be	 deported	 and	 thus	 indirectly	 referred	 to	 the	 more	 conservative	

stand	 in	 at	 the	 time	 on-going	 immigration	 debate.	 Only	 the	 centre-left	

Süddeutsche	Zeitung	did	not	refer	to	the	planned	deportation	of	the	attacker	in	

its	 head-	 and	 sub-headline.	 Instead,	 Süddeutsche	 Zeitung	 was	 the	 only	

newspaper	that	described	the	attack	as	the	“first	suicide	attack	in	Germany”	and	

thus	 reported	 the	 event	 from	 a	 slightly	 different	 angle	 with	 partly	 different	

priorities.	 This	 could	 to	 some	 extent	 reflect	 different	 perspectives	 and	

narratives	in	German	society	and	politics,	which	may	both	have	been	important	

for	Merkel	to	consider	when	preparing	a	statement	in	reaction	to	the	attack.		
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With	 the	 strong	decrease	 in	 the	number	of	 Syrian	 refugees	 entering	Germany	

the	 influx	 of	 people	 with	 ethnic	 backgrounds	 that	 usually	 make	 one	 of	 the	

majority	 groups	 of	 victims	 of	 racist	 hate	 crimes	 (anti-Semitic	 hate	 crimes	 are	

counted	 in	 a	 separate	 statistic)	 decreased	 between	 2015	 and	 2016.	However,	

the	number	of	reported	racist	hate	crimes	continued	to	increase.	In	2016	1,305	

racist	 hate	 crimes	were	 reported	 in	Germany,	 118	more	 than	 the	 year	 before	

(1,187).395	Out	 of	 these	1,305	 racist	 hate	 crimes	213	were	 reported	 as	 acts	 of	

violence,	 47	 more	 than	 in	 2015	 (166).	 The	 increase	 in	 the	 total	 number	 of	

reported	racist	hate	crimes	slowed	down	from	2015	to	2016	compared	to	2014	

to	2015	(779	to	1,187),	however,	the	increase	in	violent	racist	hate	crimes	was	

higher	 between	 2015	 and	 2016	 (213)	 compared	 to	 2014	 and	 2015	 (130	 and	

166).	The	 statistics	do	not	 show	whether	 certain	 events,	 such	 as	 the	Hanover	

Arena	plot	or	the	attacks	in	Würzburg	and	Ansbach	led	to	an	increase	in	racist	

hate	crimes,	nor	do	they	show	which	other	factors	influenced	racist	behaviour.	

However,	the	statistics	do	show	that	the	racist	hate	crimes	continued	being	an	

issue	that	needed	to	be	tackled	by	the	German	government	in	2016,	with	active	

political	 measures	 as	 well	 as	 with	 fighting	 a	 narrative	 that	 more	 and	 more	

legitimised	racism	and	discrimination.396	

	

To	conclude,	by	the	time	of	the	Würzburg	and	Ansbach	attacks,	Angela	Merkel	

had	regained	 the	support	of	 the	majority	of	 the	German	public.	However,	 that	

support	was	lower	and	appeared	to	be	more	volatile	than	before	August	2015.	

The	 fact	 that	 she	 lost	 parts	 of	 a	 group	 of	 previously	 loyal	 supporters	 in	 the	

German	 public	 indicates	 that	 her	 decision	 to	 abandon	 the	 Dublin	 regulation,	

which	 led	 to	 a	 strong	 influx	 of	 refugees	mainly	 from	 Syria	 but	 also	 Iraq	 and	

Afghanistan	led	to	divided	opinions,	not	only	in	the	general	German	population	

but	also	within	the	group	of	people	that	supported	Merkel’s	decisions	until	then.	

The	 strong	 increase	 in	 support	 for	 the	 right-wing	 party	 AfD	 and	 no	 notable	

changes	 in	 support	 for	 the	 centre-left	 party	 SDP	 indicated	 that	 most	 of	 the	

support	Merkel	had	lost	went	to	the	right	end	of	the	political	spectrum.	This	put	

																																																								
395 ‘Straf- und Gewalttaten von rechts: Wie entstehen die offiziellen Statistiken?’, Bundeszentrale für politische Bildung, 13 
November 2018, at http://www.bpb.de/politik/extremismus/rechtsextremismus/264158/pmk-methoden-und-debatten [accessed 
February 2019].  
396 S. Poynting, U. M. Vieten, ‘Contemporary Far-Right Racist Populism in Europe’, Journal of Intercultural Studies, 37/6 
(2016). 
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Merkel	in	a	similarly	difficult	position	as	she	was	in	in	November	2015,	where	

she	had	to	defend	her	liberal	immigration	policies	without	losing	support	from	

more	conservative	supporters	of	her	politics	and	her	traditionally	centre-right	

party	 to	 the	 populist,	 right-wing	 party	 AfD	 that	 used	 an	 anti-immigration	

narrative	 that	also	 influenced	the	broader	political	spectrum	in	Germany.	This	

had	also	been	partly	reflected	in	the	coverage	of	the	Ansbach	attack	by	three	of	

the	four	largest	German	newspapers.	The	centre-right	Die	Welt	and	Frankfurter	

Allgemeine	 Zeitung,	as	 well	 as	 the	 tabloid	Die	 Bild,	all	 highlighted	 the	 Syrian-

refugee	 background	 of	 the	 attacker	 and	 the	 fact	 that	 he	 was	 meant	 to	 be	

deported.	 Only	 the	 centre-left	 Süddeutsche	 Zeitung	 prioritised	 several	 other	

aspects	of	the	attack	over	the	deportation	aspect.		

	

The	 discussion	 of	 the	 role	 of	 the	 German	 Bundeswehr	 in	 international	 crises	

also	 continued	 and	 the	 decision	 of	 the	Merkel	 government	 to	 join	 the	 anti-IS	

coalition	 in	 Syria	 and	 Iraq	 in	 December	 2015,	 after	 the	 Paris	 attacks	 and	

Hanover	plot	 in	November	2015	did	not	 lead	 to	drastic	 changes	 in	 the	public	

opinion	regarding	the	role	of	 the	Bundeswehr.	This	 indicates	that	the	decision	

to	join	the	coalition	was	not	opposed	by	a	large	group	of	members	of	the	public	

but	 also	 did	 not	 help	 decrease	 the	 divided	 public	 opinion	 regarding	 the	

Bundeswehr	and	therefore	did	not	enable	Merkel	to	use	the	decision	of	joining	

the	 anti-IS	 coalition	 in	 her	 statements	 to	 satisfy	 some	members	 of	 the	 public	

without	losing	support	from	others.		

	

One	 aspect	 that	 may	 have	 been	 important	 to	 address	 in	 public	 statements,	

especially	 after	 incidents	 that	 could	 have	 lead	 to	 conclusions	 affecting	 the	

immigration	debate	in	politics	and	society,	such	as	the	attacks	in	Würzburg	and	

Ansbach,	was	 racism	and	 racist	hate	 crimes.	Even	 though	 the	 total	number	of	

reported	racist	hate	crimes	did	not	increase	as	strongly	between	2015	and	2016	

as	it	did	between	2014	and	2015,	it	still	showed	a	negative	development	and	it	

had	 to	 be	 kept	 in	mind	 that	 the	numbers	 of	 reported	 racist	 hate	 crimes	were	

only	 the	 tip	of	 the	 iceberg	and	represented	a	much	 larger	problem.	This	again	

underlines	 the	 difficult	 position	 Merkel	 was	 in	 where	 she	 had	 to	 protect	
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members	of	minority	groups	and	her	liberal	immigration	policies	without	losing	

more	conservative	supporters	to	populist	right-wing	parties,	mainly	the	AfD.		

	

2. Narrative Analysis of Political Statement 

The	sender	

On	28	 July	2016,	 ten	days	after	 the	Würzburg	 train	attack	and	 four	days	after	

the	Ansbach	bombing,	Chancellor	Angela	Merkel	gave	her	first	public	statement	

in	reaction	to	the	attacks	at	a	press	conference	organised	for	that	reason	in	the	

press	 conference	 room	 next	 to	 the	 German	 parliament	 building.	 This	 makes	

Angela	 Merkel	 in	 Lasswell’s	 Communication	 Model	 the	 sender.	 Being	 the	

Chancellor	 of	 Germany	 gives	 Angela	 Merkel	 in	 this	 setting	 the	 role	 of	

communicating	the	government’s	thoughts	and	actions	in	reaction	to	the	attack.		

	

In	November	2015	Angela	Merkel	had	already	given	a	statement	in	reaction	to	

the	 Hanover	 Arena	 plot.397	However,	 her	 statement	 in	 November	 2015	was	 a	

very	brief	 statement,	 and	 it	was	given	 in	 response	 to	a	 reaction	 to	a	potential	

threat.	Her	statement	on	28	July	2016	was,	therefore,	her	first	public	statement	

given	in	reaction	to	Islamic	terrorist	attacks	carried	out	in	Germany.		

	

By	 the	 time	 of	 the	Würzburg	 and	 Ansbach	 attacks,	 Merkel’s	 approval	 ratings	

were	back	 at	 59%,	 the	highest	 in	 10	months	 but	 remained	 volatile.	 This	 gave	

Merkel	a	slightly	better	stand	as	Chancellor	but	the	still	increasing	popularity	of	

the	right-wing	populist	party	AfD	as	well	as	more	conservative	members	of	the	

coalition	 government	 influenced	 the	 narrative	 in	 German	 politics	 at	 the	 time	

and	 contributed	 to	 the	 division	 in	 German	 society	 between	 those	 who	

supported	Merkel’s	immigration	policies	and	those	who	opposed	them.398		

	

Since	 Merkel	 gave	 her	 statement	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	 attacks	 of	Würzburg	 and	

Ansbach	ten	and	four	days	after	the	attacks,	she	had	enough	time	to	analyse	the	

reactions	 to	 the	 attacks	 by	 the	 public	 and	 other	 political	 actors.	 By	 the	 time	

Merkel	gave	her	statement	the	newspapers	publishing	articles	in	reaction	to	the	
																																																								
397 ‘Pressestatement von Bundeskanzlerin Angela Merkel anlässlich der Terroranschläge in Paris am 14. November 2015’, Die 
Bundesregierung, 14 November 2015, at https://www.bundesregierung.de/breg-de/aktuelles/pressestatement-von-
bundeskanzlerin-merkel-anlaesslich-der-terroranschlaege-in-paris-am-14-november-2015-849214 [accessed February 2019]. 
398 J.-M. Mushaben, ‘Wir schaffen das! Angela Merkel and the European Refugee Crisis’, German Politics, 26/4 (2017). 
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attacks	 had	 already	 been	 distributed,	 which	 will	 have	 given	 Merkel	 and	 her	

team	 an	 overview	 of	 how	 different	 parts	 of	 society	 interpreted	 the	 attacks.	

Therefore,	Merkel	was	reacting	to	 the	discourse	that	had	already	been	shaped	

by	 the	 press	 and	 other	 political	 parties.	 Due	 to	 the	 long	 time	 between	 the	

attacks,	 especially	 the	Würzburg	 attack,	 and	 the	 press	 conference	 it	 could	 be	

argued	 that	Merkel	 took	more	 time	 than	necessary	 to	react	 to	 the	attacks	and	

potentially	 also	 that	 the	Würzburg	 attack	was	 not	 enough	 of	 a	 reason	 for	 the	

Chancellor	 to	 speak	 to	 the	 public	 but	 that	 it	 took	 the	 Ansbach	 attack	 and	 a	

rampage	 in	 Munich,	 which	 is	 mentioned	 in	 the	 statement	 but	 not	 further	

commented	on,	 to	 get	her	 to	 give	 a	public	 statement.	 In	Merkel’s	 defence,	 the	

German	 parliament	 has	 a	 two-month	 summer	 break	 every	 year	 between	 the	

beginning	of	July	and	end	of	August,	and	the	Chancellor	usually	gives	a	summer-

interview	 in	 August,	 which	Merkel	may	 have	 initially	 considered	 as	 the	 right	

time	to	address	the	Würzburg	attack.399		

	

The	message	

In	the	first	paragraph	of	her	statement,	Angela	Merkel	addresses	her	statement	

to	 her	 audience,	 “Ladies	 and	 Gentlemen”	 (meine	 Damen	 und	 Herren).	 As	 in	

other	 statements	Merkel	 gave,	 this	 is	 a	 very	 broad	 audience	 compared	 to	 the	

defined	 audiences	 of	 other	 heads	 of	 states,	 e.g.	 “my	 dear	 compatriots”	 in	 the	

case	of	Francois	Hollande.	Since	this	statement	was	given	at	a	press	conference	

addressing	the	statement	to	the	broader	public	indicates	that	Merkel	wanted	to	

speak	directly	 to	her	population	and	other	 stakeholders	 rather	 than	passing	a	

message	 to	 the	 journalists	 present	 in	 the	 room	 to	disseminate	 the	 content.	 In	

this	 first	 paragraph,	 Merkel	 also	 introduced	 a	 group	 of	 Social	 Agents:	 the	

chairman	 of	 the	 federal	 press	 conference	 (Frau	 Wefers),	 the	 public	 (meine	

Damen	und	Herren)	and	herself	(ich).		

	

In	the	second	paragraph	of	her	statement,	Merkel	implicitly	justifies	the	date	of	

the	press	conference	by	explaining	 that	she	usually	gives	 these	 forms	of	press	

conferences	 only	 after	 or	 before	 the	 summer	 break.	 This	 also	 already	 subtly	

																																																								
399  ‘Parlamentarische Sommerpause’, Deutscher Bundestag, at 
https://www.bundestag.de/services/glossar/glossar/P/parlamentarische_sommerpause-247336 [accessed February 2019].  
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points	out	 the	 importance	of	 this	 statement	 to	Merkel.	This	may	have	been	 in	

order	 to	express	her	affectedness	by	the	attacks	and	empathy	with	the	people	

that	 were	 directly	 affected	 by	 the	 attacks	 or	 concerned	 for	 their	 own	 safety	

because	of	the	attacks,	due	to	public	pressure	but	also	in	order	to	influence	the	

narrative	 in	 German	 politics	 and	 society,	 since	 conservative	 parts	 of	 her	 own	

party,	as	well	as	the	populist	AfD,	were	using	the	attacks	in	order	to	strengthen	

their	 anti-immigration	 narratives,	 challenging	 the	 validity	 of	 Merkel’s	 asylum	

policies.400	In	 the	 second	part	of	 the	 sentence,	Merkel	 explains	more	explicitly	

that	the	current	situation	after	the	“horrible	attacks	“	in	Würzburg,	Munich	and	

Ansbach	 made	 it	 for	 Merkel	 personally	 important	 not	 to	 wait	 until	 after	 the	

break	but	to	address	it	“here	and	now”.	Two	pronouns	are	used	in	this	sentence,	

I	 (ich)	and	we	(wir).	Even	though	only	the	 journalists	present	 in	the	room	can	

participate	at	the	press	conference	wir	stands	in	this	context	for	the	Chancellor	

and	 the	press	but	also	 for	 those	who	read,	hear	or	watch	 the	 reporting	of	 the	

press	conference.	Saying	that	she	considered	it	important	that	wir	talk	about	the	

topics	mentioned	before	the	summer	break	is	over	unites	the	Chancellor	and	the	

journalists	who	were	going	to	report	about	the	press	conference,	and	expresses	

that	she	considered	the	press	an	important	part	of	her	communication	with	the	

public.	Even	though	the	relationship	between	political	leaders	and	members	of	

the	press	may	appear	a	normal	aspect	of	political	communication,	this	may	still	

be	 considered	 to	 be	 expressed	 by	 Merkel	 with	 the	 intention	 of	 reacting	 to	

populist	 right-wing	 narratives	 that	 declared	 the	 press	 as	 not	 trustworthy	

(PEGIDA	–	“Lügenpresse”	–	Lying	press).401	

	

Using	 the	 word	 “horrible”	 (schrecklich)	 instead	 of	 describing	 the	 events	

neutrally	is	a	first	subtle	expression	of	empathy.	Merkel	mentioned	the	attacks	

of	Würzburg,	Munich	 and	Ansbach	but	 the	 emphasis	 of	 the	 statement	was	 on	

the	 attacks	 in	 Würzburg	 and	 Ansbach	 and	 the	 broader	 threat	 of	 Islamic	

terrorism.	The	main	reason	for	that	may	have	been	that	the	attacks	in	Würzburg	

and	Ansbach	were	considered	terrorist	attacks	and	therefore	fit	into	a	broader	

series	of	threats	and	attacks	that	happened	before	the	time	of	these	two	attacks,	
																																																								
400 R. Schmitt-Beck, “The ’Alternative für Deutschland in the Electorate’: Between Single-Issue and Right-Wing Populist 
Party“, German Politics, 26/1 (2017). 
401 A. Haller, K. Holt, ‘Paradoxical populism: How PEGIDA relates to mainstream and alternative media’, Information, 
Communication & Society, 14 March 2018, DOI: 10.1080/1369118X.2018.1449882.   
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while	 the	Munich	 attack	was	 considered	 a	 not	 politically	motivated	 rampage.	

The	 structure	 of	 the	 sentence	 indicates	 that	 the	 “current	 situation”	 was	

intensified	 by	 the	 three	 attacks	 but	 did	 not	 create	 a	 new	 context.	 This	 is	 an	

important	 foundation	 for	 the	 remaining	 parts	 of	 the	 statement	 since	 it	

communicates	 that	 these	 incidents	 did	 not	 occur	 due	 to	 recent	 changes	 or	

political	 decisions	 but	 were	 part	 of	 a	 broader	 threat	 that	 already	 existed.	

Therefore,	the	attacks	should	be	considered	as	part	of	a	broader	context	and	not	

be	 taken	 out	 of	 it	 to	 justify	 changes	 or	 actions	 that	 would	 contradict	 with	

previous	 decisions	 made	 in	 this	 context.	 It	 also	 means	 that	 the	 attacks	

contributed	 to	an	existing	narrative	 instead	of	 creating	a	new	one.	This	 frame	

allows	 adjustments	 but	 would	 not	 legitimise	 drastic	 changes.	 This	 message	

could	 have	 been	 directed	 at	 people	 who	 supported	 Merkel	 but	 began	 to	

question	her	immigration	policies	due	to	the	attacks.	In	the	last	sentence	of	the	

second	paragraph	of	 her	 statement,	Merkel	 says	 that	 other	 topics	 such	 as	 the	

Ukraine-Russia	 question,	 the	 European	 situation,	 the	 situation	 in	 Turkey	 and	

home	affairs	related	aspects	could	be	discussed	after	her	statement.	Mentioning	

other	 topics	 that	 influenced	 the	 political	 discourse	 at	 the	 time	 that	 could	 be	

discussed	during	the	Q&A	part	of	the	press	conference	but	would	not	be	part	of	

the	statement	further	underlines	the	importance	given	by	Angela	Merkel	to	the	

recent	attacks	in	Germany	and	how	to	react	to	them.		

	

At	the	beginning	of	the	third	paragraph,	Merkel	says	that	she	wants	to	express	a	

few	 things	 related	 to	 the	 “horrible	 murders	 and	 attacks”	 that	 took	 place	 in	

Germany	 over	 the	 days	 before	 the	 press	 conference	 detailed	 and	 from	 her	

perspective.	By	saying	that	she	wants	to	comment	on	the	recent	attacks	in	detail	

and	 from	 her	 perspective,	 underlines	 how	 important	Merkel	 considered	 it	 to	

talk	 to	 the	public	about	 this	 topic.	She	 then	says	 that	 the	attacks	 in	Würzburg	

and	Ansbach	were	as“[…]	we	 (wir)	know	today”	 Islamic	 terror	attacks.	 In	 this	

context	wir	does	not	necessarily	only	 include	herself	and	the	 journalists	 in	the	

room	but	 could	 also	mean	Merkel,	 her	 government	 and	 the	 investigators	 and	

potentially	 also	 the	general	public.	The	way	 she	uses	 the	pronoun	 throughout	

the	 rest	of	 the	paragraph	 indicates	 that	wir	stands	 for	Merkel	and	 the	general	

public	in	this	context.		
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This	 is	 the	 first	 time	 Merkel	 actually	 uses	 the	 term	 terror	 in	 a	 statement	 in	

reaction	to	a	terrorist	threat	or	attack	in	Germany.	She	then	states	other	Islamic	

terrorist	 attacks	 that	were	 carried	out	 shortly	before	 the	attacks	 in	Würzburg	

and	 Ansbach	 in	 different	 parts	 of	 the	 world.	 Mentioning	 different	 cities	 and	

countries	 with	 different	 governments	 and	 policies	 where	 Islamic	 terrorist	

attacks	 had	 been	 carried	 out	 states	 implicitly	 that	 Germany	 is	 not	 the	 only	

country	 targeted	 by	 radical	 organisations	 and	 that	 therefore	 the	 political	

decisions	 made	 by	 the	 Merkel	 administrations	 should	 not	 be	 regarded	 as	

causations	of	the	attacks	in	Würzburg	and	Ansbach.	She	describes	these	attacks	

as	 “terrible	 murder	 of	 a	 Catholic	 priest”	 (furchtbarer	 Mord	 an	 einem	

katholischen	 Priester),	 “massacre	 of	 gay	 and	 lesbian	 people”	 (Massaker	 an	

schwulen	 und	 lesbischen	 Menschen),	 and	 “terrorist	 attacks”	 (terroristische	

Anschläge).		

	

These	ways	of	describing	these	events	show	a	condemnation	of	the	attacks	and	

again	an	expression	of	empathy.	Mentioning	aspects	that	describe	the	victims	of	

the	murders	in	Normandy	and	Orlando	also	subtly	underlines	the	broad	range	

of	 people	 affected	 by	 these	 attacks,	 something	 she	 explicitly	 expresses	 two	

sentences	 later	where	 she	 says	 that	 these	 attacks	 take	 place	 in	 places	where	

anyone	 of	us	could	 be.	 Claiming	 that	 anyone	 could	 be	 affected	 by	 the	 attacks	

could	be	interpreted	as	an	appeal	for	empathy	for	the	people	that	were	actually	

affected	by	the	attacks	but	also	as	a	subtle	attempt	to	justify	laws	that	could	be	

implemented	in	order	to	prevent	and	react	to	similar	attacks	in	the	future.		

	

The	 former	 interpretation	 is	 underlined	 by	 the	 following	 sentences,	 where	

Merkel	 asks	 the	 public	 to	 show	 the	 relatives	 of	 the	 victims	 of	 the	 attacks	 she	

mentioned	earlier	 that	wir	suffer	 and	mourn	with	 them	and	 that	 they	 are	not	

alone.	 In	 this	 sentence,	 Merkel	 introduces	 two	 important	 Social	 Actors,	 the	

victims	of	the	attacks,	including	Würzburg	and	Ansbach,	and	their	relatives.	This	

is	the	first	time	the	victims	of	the	Würzburg	and	Ansbach	attacks	are	mentioned,	

as	 part	 of	 a	 larger	 group	 of	 victims	 of	 Islamic	 terrorist	 attacks	 though.	 Not	

mentioning	 the	 victims	 of	 these	 two	 attacks	 explicitly	 may	 show	 that	 she	
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wanted	to	address	a	larger	issue	that	requires	stronger	political	reactions	than	

the	two	attacks	in	Bavaria	would	justify.	Another	reason	may	also	be	that	only	

the	 people	 carrying	 out	 the	 attacks	 in	Würzburg	 and	 Ansbach	 died	while	 the	

victims	of	the	attacks	got	injured	but	did	not	die	as	a	result	of	the	attacks.		

	

Merkel	 also	 says	 that	 in	 the	 attacks	 she	 stated	 taboos	 of	 civilisation	 were	

broken.	This	expression	could	be	 interpreted	as	saying	that	those	who	carried	

out	or	considered	the	attacks	justifiable	are	not	regarded	as	parts	of	the	general	

civilisation,	 thus	 barbaric.	 This	 implicitly	 creates	 a	 them	 against	 us	 (wir),	 in-

group	 vs	 out-group	 understanding.	 The	 in-group	 affiliation	 is	 strengthened	 in	

the	sentence	that	appeals	for	empathy	and	support	as	well	as	the	sentence	that	

comes	 after,	 where	 Merkel	 says	 that	 wir	will	 do	 everything	 to	 clear	 up	 the	

barbaric	acts	(barbarische	Taten),	to	track	down	the	people	pulling	the	strings	

behind	the	attacks	and	to	bring	them	to	justice.	Even	though	the	meaning	of	the	

pronoun	wir	changed	here	from	the	general	public	to	the	government	and	law	

enforcement,	the	sentence	still	underlines	the	initial	 interpretation	of	in-group	

vs	out-group.	The	steps	mentioned	by	Merkel	are	all	part	of	the	existing	German	

legal	 framework.	 In	 the	 last	 sentence	 of	 the	 third	 paragraph	Merkel	 says	 that	

after	 the	 steps	mentioned	 before	 are	 achieved,	 they	 (wir)	will	 have	 to	 decide	

where	extra	measures	will	be	necessary.	This	is	the	first	time	Merkel	mentions	

potential	changes	in	existing	measures.	

	

Merkel	starts	the	fourth	paragraph	of	her	statement	by	saying	that	wir	owe	the	

“victims	of	 the	bloodbaths”	 (Opfer	der	Bluttaten)	 all	 that	 she	 explained	 in	 the	

second	half	of	the	previous	paragraph.	In	this	context	wir	may	stand	for	Merkel,	

the	 German	 government	 and	 law	 enforcement	 as	well	 as	 the	 general	 German	

public	again.	By	using	the	metaphor	bloodbaths	as	a	synonym	for	the	attacks	she	

mentioned	 earlier,	 Merkel	 further	 condemns	 the	 attacks	 and	 thereby	 also	

further	 strengthens	 the	 chasm	 between	 the	 in-group	 and	 the	 out-group	 that	

were	 implicitly	 introduced	 earlier.	 The	 chasm	 is	 further	 strengthened	 in	 the	

second	part	of	the	sentence,	where	Merkel	describes	the	effects	of	the	attacks	on	

its	victims:	“lost	their	lives”	(ihr	Leben	lassen	mussten)	and	“severe	injuries	in	

body	and	soul”	(schwerste	Verwundungen	an	Leib	und	Seele).	The	second	effect	
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might	 mainly	 refer	 to	 the	 victims	 of	 the	 attacks	 in	 Würzburg	 and	 Ansbach,	

although	they	are	still	not	referred	to	explicitly.	She	ends	the	sentence	by	saying	

that	wir	also	owe	it	(es)	to	the	relatives	of	the	victims.		

	

In	 the	 next	 sentence,	 Merkel	 says	 that	 wir	 also	 owe	 it	 to	 our	 security.	

Highlighting	 her	 condemnation	 of	 the	 attacks	 (carried	 out	 by	members	 of	 the	

out-group)	and	the	suffering	of	those	affected	by	the	attacks	(members	of	the	in-

group)	underlines	the	appeal	for	empathy	mentioned	in	the	previous	paragraph.	

It	 could	 also	 have	 been	 an	 attempt	 to	 sensitise	 the	 audience	 for	 measures	

Merkel	 considered	 necessary	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	 existing	 threats	 but	 probably	

also	 in	 reaction	 to	 narratives	 of	 populist	 political	 oppositions	 that	 were	

strengthened	 by	 the	 attacks.	 Everything	Merkel	 explained	 so	 far	were	mainly	

aspects	that	affected	the	vast	majority	of	the	German	population,	which	can	be	

regarded	as	members	of	the	in-group	in	this	construct,	no	matter	which	political	

agendas	 they	 follow.	That	way	Merkel	built	 a	 foundation	 from	which	not	only	

people	 who	 supported	 her	 policies	 at	 the	 time	 but	 also	 more	 conservative	

members	and	supporters	of	her	own	party	and	coalition	government,	as	well	as	

people	who	supported	the	more	populist	AfD,	may	have	been	willing	to	listen	to	

what	came	next.		

	

Merkel	continues	her	statement	by	saying	 that	wir	also	owe	 it	 to	 the	 innocent	

refugees	who	also	have	to	deal	with	the	fact	that	as	in	the	case	of	the	attackers	

of	Würzburg	and	Ansbach	two	men	who	came	to	Germany	as	refugees	carried	

out	the	attacks.	Here	Merkel	introduces	two	new	and	in	the	political	and	social	

discourse	at	the	time	important	Social	Actors,	refugees	and	the	attackers	of	the	

attacks	 in	Würzburg	 and	Ansbach.	 Since	Merkel	 is	 by	 saying	 “wir	owe	 it”	 still	

referring	to	the	aspects	of	empathy	explained	in	the	previous	paragraph,	Merkel	

describes	the	refugees	in	Germany	as	victims	of	the	attacks.	This	again	could	be	

interpreted	 as	 a	 subtle	 attempt	 to	 fight	 the	 populist	 right-wing	 narrative	 that	

used	generalisations	and	described	refugees	as	a	threat.402	In	the	same	sentence	

Merkel	 now	more	 explicitly	 condemns	 the	 attackers	 by	 saying	 that	 they	were	

“two	men”	(zwei	Männer)	who	came	to	Germany	for	protection	but	maybe	only	

																																																								
402 R. Wodak, The Politics of Fear: What Right-Wing Populist Discourses Mean (London, Sage, 2015), pp. 1 -11.  
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pretended	 to	 be	 looking	 for	 protection	 and	 instead	 spread	 “fear”	 (Angst),	

“death”	(Tod)	and	“horror”	(Schrecken).	The	way	Merkel	describes	the	attackers	

separates	them	from	other	refugees	and	makes	them	members	of	the	out-group.	

By	 repeatedly	pointing	 out	 that	 there	were	 in	 total	 two	attackers	Merkel	may	

have	 intended	 to	underline	 that	out	of	 all	 the	 refugees	who	came	 to	Germany	

only	two	carried	out	these	attacks	and	thus	the	vast	majority	was	innocent	and	

in	 Germany	 because	 they	 were	 looking	 for	 protection	 from	 everything	 the	

attackers	embodied.		The	contrast	between	the	reasons	for	which	refugees	came	

to	 Germany	 and	 the	 intentions	 of	 the	 attackers	 (to	 spread	 fear,	 death	 and	

horror)	could	qualify	the	vast	majority	of	refugees	as	members	of	the	in-group.	

Merkel’s	 intention	behind	 this	may	have	been	 to	protect	 refugees	 in	Germany	

from	potential	racist	hate	crimes	that	could	result	out	of	right-wing	narratives	

and	 legitimisation	of	expressions	and	actions	 that	used	 to	be	condemned.	The	

increase	in	racist	hate	crimes	over	the	years	up	to	2016	could	explain	Merkel’s	

concern.	Merkel	may	 also	 have	 chosen	 to	 describe	 refugees	 as	 victims	 of	 the	

attacks	in	order	to	justify	her	immigration	policies	that	strongly	influenced	the	

political	 and	 social	 discourse	 at	 the	 time.	However,	 the	 content	 of	 the	 second	

half	of	this	paragraph	could	still	have	been	used	by	members	of	the	opposition	

to	argue	that	these	attacks	may	not	have	taken	place	had	Merkel	not	decided	to	

abandon	 the	 Dublin	 Regulation.	 Merkel	 may	 have	 been	 aware	 of	 this	 and	

therefore	 continues	 her	 statement	 in	 the	 fourth	 paragraph	 by	 explaining	 that	

the	 two	men	who	were	 responsible	 for	 the	 attacks	 in	Würzburg	 and	Ansbach	

ridicule	the	country	that	accepted	them.	Hereby,	she	may	implicitly	show	some	

understanding	for	people	who	saw	the	fact	that	the	attackers	came	to	Germany	

as	 refugees	 as	 a	 reason	 to	 enforce	 stricter	 regulations	 for	 who	 can	 enter	 the	

country	 but	 then	 continues	 by	 saying	 that	 it	 did	 not	matter	 if	 these	 refugees	

came	to	Germany	with	many	other	refugees	before	or	after	4	September	2015.	

The	Chancellor	mentions	 this	date	because	on	 that	day	 thousands	of	 refugees	

came	 together	 from	Hungary,	 through	Austria	 to	 Germany	 and	Merkel	 had	 to	

decide	 whether	 she	 would	 let	 them	 enter	 the	 country.403	Her	 decision	 to	 let	

them	enter	intensified	the	already	existing	debate	within	her	own	party	and	the	

																																																								
403 I. Ehrich, ‘4. September, der Tag der offenen Grenze – Wenn Merkel dichtgemacht hätte’, NTV-Politik, 04 September 2016, 
at https://www.n-tv.de/politik/Wenn-Merkel-dichtgemacht-haette-article18552826.html [accessed February 2019]. 
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CDU	 partner	 party	 in	 Bavaria,	 CSU,	 as	 well	 as	 the	 broader	 debate	 in	 German	

politics	and	led	to	a	further	split	in	Germany	society.404		

	

She	 then	 continues	 by	 saying	 that	 the	 refugee	 background	 of	 the	 attackers	

ridicules	the	voluntary	helpers	who	took	care	of	the	refugees	as	well	as	all	the	

many	other	refugees.	Merkel	introduces	a	new	Social	Actor	here,	the	voluntary	

helpers.	Even	though	Merkel	talked	about	the	voluntary	helpers	that	took	care	

of	 the	 attackers,	 by	 introducing	 this	 Social	 Actor,	 Merkel	 may	 also	 refer	 to	 a	

larger	 group	 of	 voluntary	 helpers	 in	 Germany.	 This	 group	 is	 a	 part	 of	 the	 in-

group	and	German	public	that	supports	Merkel’s	immigration	policies.	She	may	

have	decided	 to	 refer	 to	 them	 in	 this	part	of	 the	statement	because	 in	 this	 in-

group/out-group	 logic,	 they	 embody	 the	 exact	 opposite	 of	 the	 out-group.	

Referring	to	them	in	this	context	may	also	have	been	considered	as	 important	

because	 some	 strong	 supporters	 of	 Merkel’s	 immigration	 policies	 could	 have	

doubted	 their	 involvement	 after	 the	 attacks.	 Highlighting	 their	 efforts	 and	

underlining	the	fact	that	only	a	very	small	number	of	the	refugees	that	entered	

Germany	carried	out	attacks	in	Germany	could	have	been	an	attempt	to	ensure	

those	 helpers	 to	 continue	 their	 commitments	 and	 to	 continue	 supporting	

Merkel’s	immigration	policies.	Pointing	out	the	reasons	why	the	vast	majority	of	

refugees	came	to	Germany	and	that	they	were	not	a	threat	to	the	German	public	

could	have	been	a	further	attempt	to	maintain	this	support.	

	

A	 second	 intention	 of	 this	 may	 have	 been	 to	 give	 arguments	 against	 the	

conservative	 and	 populist	 narratives	 that	 tried	 to	 portray	 a	 larger	 group	 of	

refugees	 as	 a	 threat.	 The	 next	 sentences	make	 the	 latter	 interpretation	more	

obvious.	Merkel	says	that	the	attacks	challenge	the	way	of	living	of	the	German	

population	(uns	–	us)	and	its	understanding	of	freedom	and	security.	She	ends	

the	fourth	paragraph	by	saying	that	wir	continuously	have	to	bring	both	values	

in	balance.	Wir	may	again	refer	to	the	German	government	and	the	population	

since	 the	 government	 has	 to	 make	 the	 decisions	 that	 balance	 security	 and	

freedom	and	the	population	has	to	support	these	decisions.		

																																																								
404 J. Klein, ‘Merkel Diskurs vs. Seehofer Diskurs – Topisches Pro- und Kontra- argumentieren in der Flüchtlingskontroverse’, 
Sprachreport, 33/1 (2017). 
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These	 last	 three	sentences	could	be	directed	at	 the	shift	of	political	narratives	

that	had	been	 taking	place	 in	Germany	at	 that	 time	with	narratives	 regarding	

immigration	 becoming	 more	 conservative	 and	 nationalist.	 One	 of	 the	 main	

political	 debates	 at	 the	 time	 was	 about	 capping	 the	 number	 of	 refugees	 that	

could	enter	the	country	and	border	checks	that	were	implemented	in	Germany	

in	November	2015,	in	parts	due	to	the	clash	between	the	more	liberal	parts	of	

the	 coalition	 government	 and	 the	 more	 conservatives,	 especially	 the	 CSU.405	

This	 was	 a	 security	 question	 that	 limited	 the	 freedom	 of	 people	 crossing	 the	

German	 borders.	 By	 referring	 to	 this	 broader	 question	 of	 safety	 and	 freedom	

Merkel	 defended	 her	 immigration-policies	 against	 those	 who	wanted	 to	 limit	

immigration	 to	Germany	and	 laid	a	 foundation	 to	mention	measures	 that	may	

still	 be	 necessary	 to	 prevent	 future	 attacks	 in	 Germany.	 However,	 she	 first	

talked	about	the	way	of	living	mentioned	before.		

	

Merkel	starts	the	sixth	paragraph	of	her	statement	by	describing	the	attackers	

as	terrorists	for	the	first	time.	She	explains	the	intentions	of	the	terrorists,	that	

they	want	 to	 destroy	 the	 understanding	 of	 unity,	 togetherness,	 way	 of	 living,	

openness	and	willingness	 to	help	people	 in	need.	 In	 this	context,	 the	people	in	

need	 can	be	understood	as	 the	same	Social	Actor	as	refugees.	She	uses	several	

pronouns	that	connect	her	and	the	general	German	population	(wir	–	we,	uns	–	

us,	unsere	–	our).	Wir	is	meant	to	be	understood	as	the	German	population	here	

but	is	described	as	people	that	share	the	values	described	in	this	paragraph.	The	

context	provokes	the	assumption	that	these	are	the	same.	Hereby	Merkel	again	

subtly	 refers	 to	 the	 in-group	 and	 out-group	 thinking	 and	 implicitly	 defines	

members	of	 the	 in-group	more	 specifically.	This	 could	 lead	 to	 the	 assumption	

that	people	who	do	not	 share	 these	 values	do	not	belong	 to	 the	 in-group	and	

would,	 therefore,	disqualify	supporters	of	agendas	 that	oppose	Merkel’s	open-

border,	pro-immigration	policies	from	the	in-group.	Merkel	continues	by	saying	

that	 the	 terrorists	 want	 to	 spread	 hatred	 and	 fear	 between	 cultures	 and	

religions.	 This	 could	 lead	 to	 the	 conclusion	 that	 those	who	 use	 the	 attacks	 to	

																																																								
405 C. Jeitler, M. MacMillan, M. Kaklauskaite, N. Hodzic, N. Predojevic, ‘United or divided Europe: the fight against 
terrorism’, Allianz Summer Academy (2018). 
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strengthen	a	narrative	 that	opposes	openness	and	readiness	 to	help	people	 in	

need,	hence	refugees	by	allowing	 immigration	and	asylum,	help	 the	out-group	

succeed.	 Merkel	 says	 that	wir	oppose	 this.	 She	 then	 explains	 that	wir	 in	 this	

context	means	the	government,	the	security	agencies	and	the	representatives	of	

the	counties	 in	Germany.	Here	Merkel	 introduces	 three	new	Social	Actors	 that	

are	necessary	to	enforce	measures	to	prevent	the	developments	she	described	

as	the	terrorist’	goals	and	had	implicitly	already	included	in	the	statement.	

	

In	 a	 nutshell,	 the	 sixth	 paragraph	 is	 a	 subtle	 but	 strong	message	 against	 the	

nationalist,	anti-immigration	narratives	used	by	the	more	conservative	parts	of	

her	coalition	government,	AfD	and	other	political	movements	 in	Germany	and	

Europe	at	the	time.		

	

In	 the	 seventh	 paragraph,	 Merkel	 then	 talks	 about	 the	 measures	 that	 had	

already	been	decided	or	taken	in	order	to	prevent	the	terrorists	from	achieving	

the	 goals	 she	 described	 in	 the	 previous	 paragraph.	 She	 introduces	 another	

Social	 Actor	 that	 is	 important	 in	 the	 implementation	 of	 such	 measures,	 the	

Minister	of	the	Interior	Thomas	de	Maizière.	She	explains	how	he	informed	her	

about	 several	measures	after	 the	Würzburg	attack.	Hereby	Merkel	 shows	 that	

she	had	already	gotten	involved	in	analysing	existing	and	creating	new	policies	

in	reaction	to	terrorist	attacks	before	the	rampage	in	Munich	and	the	attack	in	

Ansbach,	 which	 would	 also	 mean	 that	 she	 had	 taken	 the	 Würzburg	 attack	

seriously	and	shares	the	concerns	other	members	of	the	public	might	have	had	

after	 the	 attack.	 Merkel	 mentions	 several	 measures	 that	 were	 taken	 at	 the	

German	 and	 European	 level,	 repeatedly	 using	 the	 pronoun	wir	when	 talking	

about	 the	 measures	 taken	 at	 the	 European	 level.	 This	 subtly	 underlines	

Germany’s	 role	 as	 a	 member	 of	 the	 European	 Union,	 contributing	 to	 and	

implementing	 measures	 taken	 in	 cooperation	 with	 the	 other	 member	 states.	

This	 relates	 to	 another	 part	 of	 the	 political	 discourse	 at	 the	 time,	 strongly	

influenced	 by	 the	 anti-EU	 stand	 of	 the	 AfD.	 Merkel	 introduces	 another	 two	

Social	Actors	in	this	paragraph	that	play	important	roles	in	the	implementation	

of	some	of	the	measures	that	had	been	taken	in	order	to	prevent	future	terrorist	

attacks,	 the	 Office	 of	 the	 Protection	 of	 the	 Constitution	 and	 Europol.	 She	 also	
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mentions	Social	Actors	that	had	already	been	introduced,	the	German	counties	

and	the	security	agencies.	Mentioning	these	Social	Actors	may	have	helped	her	

underlining	the	legitimacy	of	and	juristic	support	of	the	measures	explained	in	

the	 paragraph.	 Some	 of	 the	measures	 she	mentions	 in	 the	 paragraph	 such	 as	

retaining	 communication	 data	 (Vorratsdatenspeicherung)	 or	 the	 storage	 of	

flight	 passenger	 data	 (Fluggastdatensystem)	 and	 an	 entry	 and	 exit	 registry	 of	

people	who	travel	to	or	from	EU	member	states	limit	the	freedom	and	privacy	of	

individual	 citizens	 and	 were	 therefore	 controversial	 for	 some	 politicians	 and	

members	of	the	public.406	Mentioning	other	Social	Actors	that	were	involved	in	

developing	 and	 implementing	 these	measures	 could	 have	 been	 an	 attempt	 to	

protect	 herself	 from	 criticism	 against	 her	 political	 decisions	 related	 to	 these	

measures.	 At	 the	 end	 of	 the	 paragraph,	 she	 explains	 that	 jobs	 in	 security	

agencies	had	also	been	increased.	This	may	have	been	important	to	mention	in	

this	context	since	a	higher	number	workforce	in	the	security	agencies	may	give	

some	concerned	members	of	the	public	a	feeling	of	increased	safety.		

	

After	having	mentioned	 the	measures	 that	had	already	been	decided	or	 taken	

Merkel	 explains	 briefly	 the	 political	 process	 regarding	 the	 implementation	 of	

other	measures	 that	may	 be	 necessary	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	 attacks.	 This	would	

indicate	 that	 the	 attacks	 were	 treated	 as	 cases	 without	 precedents	 and	 thus	

terrorist	 attacks	 carried	 out	 by	 refugees	 were	 a	 new	 threat	 to	 the	 German	

security	 agencies.	 This	 interpretation	 could	 have	 been	 used	 by	 populist	

politicians	 to	 underline	 their	 claim	 that	 immigration	 from	 Muslim	 majority	

countries	 is	 a	 threat	 to	 German	 security.	 Merkel	 undermines	 potential	

nationalist	proposed	measures	though	by	pointing	out	that	all	decisions	will	be	

made	 to	ensure	 safety	 in	 “unserem	(our)	 free,	democratic	 constitutional	 state”	

(unserem	freiheitlich-demokratischen	Rechtsstaat).	This	defines	a	frame	within	

which	decisions	regarding	measures	in	order	to	prevent	terrorist	attacks	can	be	

discussed.	 It	 also	 prevents	 the	 proposition	 of	 unconstitutional	 measures	 and	

ensures	the	protection	of	minority	groups	within	the	country	as	well	as	the	right	

of	asylum	and	therefore	also	protects	Merkel’s	immigration	policies.			

																																																								
406  M. Bug, ‘Terrorismusbekämpfung als Waffe gegen Alltagskriminalität – Argumentation und Wirklichkeit der 
Vorratsdatenspeicherung in Deutschland’, ZParl Zeitschrift für Parlamentsfragen, 47/3 (2016). 



Dominik Hamm 

dhamm02@qub.ac.uk 

	

	 199	

	

In	 the	 tenth	 paragraph	 of	 her	 statement,	Merkel	 then	 explains	 in	more	 depth	

what	she	already	hinted	in	the	ninth	paragraph,	the	new	threat	of	attackers	that	

the	 security	 agencies	 had	 not	 been	 aware	 of.	 She	 stated	 that	 from	 her	

perspective	 these	 are	 a	 new	 threat	 besides	 the	 threat	 of	 organised	 terrorism	

and	 concludes	 that	wir	 (in	 this	 case	 the	 security	 agencies)	 need	 an	 improved	

early-warning-system	that	enables	the	agencies	to	get	active	as	soon	as	clues	of	

radicalisation	 are	 noticeable,	 e.g.	 during	 asylum	 procedure	 or	 measures	 for	

integrating	 refugees.	 Even	 though	 she	 repeatedly	 highlighted	 in	 the	 previous	

paragraphs	 the	 extremely	 low	number	 of	 attackers	with	 refugee	 backgrounds	

compared	 to	 the	 total	 number	 of	 refugees,	 Merkel	 acknowledges	 here	 that	

refugees	 contribute	 to	 a	 new	 form	 of	 risk	 of	 terrorist	 attacks	 in	 Germany.	

Mentioning	this	in	this	part	of	her	statement	in	response	to	the	Würzburg	and	

Ansbach	 attacks	 shows	 the	 balance	 Merkel	 was	 trying	 to	 manage	 when	

addressing	 a	population	 that	was	divided	between	people	 supported	Merkel’s	

refugee	 policies	 and	 even	 got	 actively	 involved	 in	 the	 process	 of	 integrating	

refugees	and	those	who	 felt	 threatened	or	neglected	due	 to	 the	effort	put	 into	

offering	 support	 to	 foreigners.	 Considering	 the	 latter	 part	 of	 the	 population	

could	be	regarded	as	an	attempt	to	connect	with	more	conservative	members	of	

the	 public	 who	 may	 have	 lost	 faith	 in	 Angela	 Merkel	 and	 were	 looking	 for	

comfort	 in	more	 conservative	parts	 of	Merkel’s	 CDU/CSU	or	 the	populist	AfD.	

The	 improved	 early	warning	 system	 is	 the	 first	 out	 of	 nine	measures	Merkel	

mentions	 as	 necessary	 to	 deal	 with	 what	 she	 explained	 as	 a	 new	 threat	 that	

could	otherwise	lead	to	similar	attacks	in	the	future.		

	

The	 structure	 in	 which	 Merkel	 explains	 the	 nine	 measures	 she	 considers	

necessary	 is	similar	to	the	structure	 in	which	she	explained	the	measures	that	

had	 already	 been	 taken	 and	 should	 contribute	 to	 the	 prevention	 of	 terrorist	

attacks	 in	 paragraph	 seven.	 The	 first	 five	 points	 focus	 on	 domestic	measures	

and	the	other	four	on	EU	and	other	international	measures.	The	reason	behind	

this	structure	could	be	to	prioritise	decisions	Merkel	could	influence	directly	in	

cooperation	 with	 the	 Social	 Actors	 she	 mentions	 there	 and	 therefore	 show	

faster	and	to	the	public	more	noticeable	results	while	measures	that	would	be	
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taken	on	international	levels	would	take	longer	to	implement	and	in	most	cases	

not	be	as	visible	 to	 the	public.	The	Social	Actors	mentioned	with	 the	domestic	

measures	 include	 the	 police,	 military,	 the	 Minister	 of	 the	 Interior	 and	 the	

Minister	 for	 Family	 Affairs.	 All	 domestic	 measures	 are	 preventive	 measures	

except	for	point	four,	which	suggests	simulations	of	terrorist	attacks	for	police	

and	 military	 (Bundeswehr).	 Introducing	 the	 Social	 Actors	 police	 and	

Bundeswehr,	 the	 only	 to	 the	 public	 visible	 Social	 Actors	 whose	 job	 it	 is	 to	

protect	them	from	attacks	may	contribute	to	a	feeling	of	safety	to	the	public.	The	

fact	 that	 the	 four	 other	 domestic	 measures	 do	 not	 include	 these	 two	 Social	

Actors	and	are	not	explicitly	visible	to	the	public	indicates	that	Merkel	wanted	

to	focus	the	earlier	steps	attackers	go	through	before	they	are	ready	to	carry	out	

attacks,	radicalisation	and	communication.		

	

Point	 six	 and	 seven	 both	 focus	 on	 EU	 measures.407	Here	 the	 meaning	 of	 the	

repeatedly	 used	 pronoun	 wir	 changes	 from	 the	 German	 government	 to	 the	

European	Parliament	and	 the	different	political	 leaders	 that	are	 introduced	as	

new	Social	Actors	in	paragraph	fourteen.	This	even	broader	group	of	influential	

Social	Agents	subtly	expresses	a	greater	united	force	in	the	potential	decisions	

taken	 in	 prevention	 of	 and	 reaction	 to	 terrorist	 attacks.	 Points	 six	 and	 seven	

also	again	underline	the	role	of	Germany	as	a	member	of	the	EU	and	thereby	act	

against	the	populist	anti-EU	and	closed	borders	narrative.408	Point	eight	further	

broadens	the	group	of	Social	Actors	under	the	pronoun	wir	by	introducing	the	

Social	Actors	President	Barack	Obama	and	friendly	intelligence	agencies.		

	

The	 ninth	 and	 last	 proposed	measure	 introduces	 two	 new	 Social	 Actors	 that	

further	broaden	the	network	involved	in	measures	to	prevent	terrorist	attacks,	

Afghanistan	and	North	African	countries.	Merkel	explains	that	wir,	 in	this	case,	

the	German	government,	is	going	to	intensify	the	cooperation	with	Afghanistan	

and	 North	 African	 states	 to	 find	 inner	 state	 refuge	 alternatives	 in	 order	 to	

facilitate	the	return	of	refugees	to	these	countries.	Merkel	might	have	decided	to	

																																																								
407 For more information regarding EU Counter-Terrorism see: J. Argomaniz, ‘The European Union Policies on the Protection 
of Infrastructure from Terrorist Attacks: A Critical Assessment’, Intelligence and National Security, 30/2 (2015), pp. 259 – 280; 
J. Argomaniz, O. Bures, C. Kaunert (eds.), EU Counter-Terrorism and Intelligence (London, Routledge, 2016). 
408  J. Rosenfelder, ‘Die Programmatik der AfD: Inwiefern hat sie sich von einer primär euroskeptischen zu einer 
rechtspopulistischen Partei entwickelt’, ZParl Zeitschrift für Parlamentsfragen, 48/1 (2017).  
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mention	this	measure	at	the	very	end	of	her	nine	proposed	measures	in	order	to	

show	 an	 understanding	 of	 citizens	 who	 felt	 overwhelmed	 by	 the	 number	 of	

refugees	that	entered	Germany	around	that	time	and	whose	support	shifted	to	

politicians	and	parties	who	requested	caps	on	the	number	of	refugees	entering	

the	 country	 and	 stricter	 policies	 on	 returning	 refugees	 to	 their	 countries	 of	

origin	or	third	countries.409	The	cooperation	Merkel	mentions	in	the	ninth	point	

could	be	seen	as	a	step	towards	a	compromise.		

	

Merkel	then	continues	her	statement	in	the	eighteenth	paragraph	by	expressing	

her	understanding	of	the	complexity	of	the	challenges	her	country	was	facing	at	

the	 time.	 As	 at	 the	 very	 beginning	 of	 her	 statement	 she	 again	 directs	 her	

message	 directly	 at	 her	 audience	 and	 thereby	 defines	 the	 meaning	 of	 the	

pronoun	wir	for	 the	 remaining	part	of	 the	 statement	as	herself	 and	 the	broad	

Social	Actor	of	everyone	who	is	listening	to	or	reading	her	statement	either	live	

or	 later	 summarized	 (meine	Damen	und	Herren	 –	 Ladies	 and	 Gentlemen).	 She	

explains	 that	 wir	 are	 facing	 a	 major	 test	 in	 Germany	 as	 well	 as	 the	 rest	 of	

Europe.	 By	 including	 Europe,	 she	 again	 underlines	 that	 not	 only	 Germany	 is	

affected	 by	 the	 threat	 of	 terrorist	 attacks	 and	 the	 influx	 of	 refugees	 but	 that	

other	 countries	 who	 may	 use	 different	 political	 approaches	 to	 handle	 this	

challenge	are	affected	by	it	in	similar	ways.	She	continues	by	saying	that	terror	

and	war	are	raging	in	our	neighbourhood	(in	unserer	Nachbarschaft).	Using	the	

metaphor	our	neighbourhood	makes	the	conflict	zones	she	is	referring	to,	most	

likely	mainly	Syria	and	Iraq,	appear	as	geographically	and	culturally	closer	than	

many	members	of	 the	public	might	 see	 it.	This	 could	be	 interpreted	as	one	of	

several	 subtle	 attempts	 to	 undermine	 the	 narrative	 framed	 by	 the	 more	

conservative	 opposition	 in	 her	 party	 and	 right-wing	 opposition	 in	 German	

politics	 in	 general.	 She	 describes	 the	 challenge	 she	 is	 referring	 to	 as	 an	

asymmetrical	 threat,	 implicitly	 pointing	 out	 the	 difficulty	 of	 preventing	 and	

reacting	to	the	threat	of	terror	efficiently.	Referring	to	war	and	the	effects	of	it	

that	 then	 also	 contributed	 to	 the	 terrorist	 threat,	 she	 highlights	 the	 extent	 of	

conflict	 in	 the	 world	 at	 that	 time	 by	 explaining	 that	 there	 had	 not	 been	 that	

																																																								
409 F. Trauner, P. Slominski, “How do Member States Return Unwanted Migrants? The Strategic (non-)use of ’Europe’ during 
the Migration Crisis“, Journal of Common Market Studies – Special Issue: EU Refugee Policies and Politics in Times of Crisis, 
56/1 (2018). 
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many	 refugees	 in	 the	 world	 as	 there	 were	 in	 2016	 since	 World	 War	 II.	

Explaining	the	size	of	the	problem	that	influenced	the	main	political	and	social	

discourses	at	the	time	and	comparing	it	to	World	War	II,	a	still	sensitive	topic	in	

Germany	 could	 be	 interpreted	 as	 a	 further	 appeal	 for	 openness	 and	 empathy	

and	 thus	 for	 a	 support	 of	 her	 immigration	 policies	 instead	 of	 using	 the	

Würzburg	 and	 Ansbach	 attacks	 as	 arguments	 against	 her	 decisions.	 After	 she	

very	 subtly	 referred	 to	 these	 values	 she	 continued	 expressing	 her	

understanding	of	the	concerns	parts	of	the	population	had	expressed	after	the	

event	 in	Cologne	at	New	Year’s	Eve	2015	and	 the	 recent	 attacks	 in	Würzburg	

and	 Ansbach	 by	 mentioning	 both	 cases	 and	 saying	 that	 wir	 ask	 ourselves	

whether	wir	 are	capable	of	managing	 this	major	 test	 successfully.	 In	 the	same	

question	she	explains	this	major	test	as	the	downside	of	the	positive	effects	of	

globalisation,	 showing	 uns	 the	 dark	 side	 of	 globalisation.	 This	 explanation	

implies	 that	 the	 threats	she	mentions	 in	her	statement	are	 to	some	extent	 the	

negative	 effects	 of	what	made	 the	 standard	of	 living	people	 in	Germany	were	

used	to	and	Germany’s	economic	strength	possible.	This	further	implies	that	the	

influx	of	people	who	need	protection	from	war	and	terror	and	could	potentially	

be	 in	rare	cases	a	 threat	 to	German	security	 is	something	people	who	want	to	

live	with	the	benefits	of	globalisation	have	to	be	willing	to	live	with.	This	could	

be	interpreted	as	an	appeal	to	people	who	used	the	attacks	and	other	incidents	

that	 involved	 refugees	 as	 arguments	 against	Merkel’s	 immigration	 policies	 to	

rationalize	 their	arguments	and	 to	consider	a	bigger	picture	behind	 them.	She	

then	answers	the	question	she	asked	in	the	previous	sentence	by	saying	that	to	

her	 it	 is	 obvious	 that	wir	 stick	 to	 the	 German	 principles,	 e.g.	 Article	 1	 of	 the	

Grundgesetz	(German	Basic	 Law),	which	 says	 that	 human	dignity	 is	 inviolable	

(die	 Würde	 des	 Menschen	 ist	 unantastbar).	 This	 can	 be	 interpreted	 as	 a	

reminder	 not	 to	 discriminate	 against	 anyone,	 including	 refugees,	 which	 may	

have	been	directed	at	the	extreme	end	of	the	part	of	the	population	that	felt	that	

they	were	neglected	or	threatened	due	to	Merkel’s	policies	and	took	verbal	and	

physical	 action	 against	 refugees	 or	 other	 members	 of	 minority	 groups	 and	

contributed	to	a	continuous	increase	in	hate	crimes	in	Germany	over	the	years	

up	to	2016.	Considering	wir	the	 in-group	explained	above	would	mean	that	 to	

be	part	of	 the	 in-group	people	had	 to	respect	 this	principle	as	well	as	 the	one	
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that	wir	give	those	who	are	politically	repressed	asylum	and	that	wir	give	those	

who	 are	 fleeing	 from	 war	 and	 eviction	 protection	 according	 to	 the	 Geneva	

Convention	 on	 Refugees.	 The	 repetitive	 use	 of	 the	 pronoun	 wir	 could	 be	

interpreted	 as	 an	 attempt	 to	 unite	 everyone	 who	 considers	 himself	 German	

under	 this	 pronoun.	 Using	 this	 uniting	 pronoun	 frequently	 may	 have	 been	

considered	necessary	by	Merkel	 after	 the	 recent	 attacks	because	people	often	

look	 for	 belongingness	 in	 communities	 under	 strong	 leadership	 in	 times	 of	

uncertainty	or	threat.410		The	mentioning	of	Article	1	of	the	Grundgesetz	and	the	

Geneva	 Convention	 on	 Refugees	 underlines	 the	 legitimacy	 of	 Merkel’s	

arguments	as	they	are	based	on	nationally	and	internationally	recognised	laws	

and	treaties.				

	

In	the	nineteenth	paragraph,	Merkel	then	refers	to	a	press	conference	she	held	

eleven	months	earlier	at	the	same	location,	the	summer	conference	of	31	August	

2015.411	She	 very	 briefly	 summarises	 some	 of	 what	 she	 may	 consider	 in	 this	

context	 the	most	 important	messages	 from	her	 statement	 at	 the	 beginning	 of	

the	 press	 conference,	 that	 Germany	 is	 a	 strong	 country	 and	 that	 she	 defined	

helping	 refugees	 as	 a	 national	 task	 and	 repeats	 the	 statement	 that	 made	

headlines	after	 the	press	 conference:	 “we	can	do	 it”	 (Wir	 schaffen	das).412	She	

then	 continues	 by	 saying	 that	 she	 did	 not	 claim	 that	 it	 would	 be	 an	 easy	

endeavour	 that	wir	could	deal	with	 on	 the	 side	 since	 that	message	would	not	

have	 been	 necessary	 in	 the	 first	 place	 then.	 By	 pointing	 this	 out,	 Merkel	

underlines	that	the	events	that	led	to	this	press	conference	did	not	change	the	

fact	that	she	still	stood	behind	the	decision	she	made	almost	a	year	ago	and	at	

the	 same	 time	 protects	 herself	 from	 arguments	 that	 could	 delegitimise	 her	

statement	claiming	she	underestimated	the	challenge.	She	then	says	that	she	is	

still	convinced	that	wir	can	manage	this	“historical	task”	(historische	Aufgabe).	

Describing	the	challenge	as	a	“historical	task”,	compared	to	a	“giant	task”	eleven	

months	 earlier	 further	 underlined	 her	 understanding	 of	 the	 difficulties	 that	

																																																								
410 M. Glaab, ‘Political Leadership in der Großen Koalition. Führungsressourcen und –stile von Bundeskanzlerin Merkel’, in C. 
Egle, R. Zohlnhöfer (ed.), Die zweite Große Koalition (Wiesbaden, Springer Fachmedien, 2010), pp. 123 – 155. 
411  ‘Sommerpressekonferenz von Bundeskanzlerin Merkel’, Die Bundesregierung, 31 August 2015, at 
https://www.bundesregierung.de/breg-de/aktuelles/pressekonferenzen/sommerpressekonferenz-von-bundeskanzlerin-merkel-
848300 [accessed March 2019].  
412 M. Smykala, “’We can do it!’ Discursive strategies of linguistic constitution of the beginning of the refugee crisis and its key 
players in the print media discourse on the basis of the weekly magazine DIE ZEIT“, Text und Diskurs, 9/1 (2016).  
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came	with	offering	shelter	to	a	large	number	of	refugees.	It	could	also	indicate	

that	 even	 though	 she	 claimed	 in	 the	 previous	 sentence	 that	 she	 never	

considered	 it	 an	 easy	 task,	 she	 considered	 either	 the	 task	 itself	 or	 the	

consequences	of	how	 it	 is	dealt	with	as	 larger	 than	communicated	previously.	

Her	 expansion	on	 the	 term	historical	task,	 describing	 it	 as	 “a	historical	 test	 in	

times	 of	 globalisation”	 (eine	 historische	 Bewährungsaufgabe	 in	 Zeiten	 der	

Globalisierung)	 further	 strengthens	 this	 interpretation.	Describing	 the	 refugee	

challenge	as	a	historical	task	and	referring	to	globalisation	in	the	same	sentence	

after	having	explained	the	role	of	the	current	refugee	situation	in	the	context	of	

globalisation	 in	 the	previous	paragraph	 indicates	 that	Merkel	claimed	 that	 the	

consequences	 of	 the	 refugee	 challenge	 would	 determine	 the	 future	

developments	 of	 globalisation	 and	 thus	 managing	 the	 task	 without	 letting	 it	

divide	society	and	cultures	was	necessary	in	order	to	guarantee	that	people	in	

Germany	would	continue	benefiting	 from	the	positive	aspects	of	globalisation.	

Mentioning	globalisation,	a	much	broader	event	of	which	the	refugee	challenge	

and	Islamic	terror	are	only	some	aspects	also	means	that	a	factor	that	is	so	big	

that	it	can	neither	be	directly	controlled	nor	ignored	by	the	Chancellor	and	her	

government	 led	 to	 the	 current	 situation	 and	 therefore	 Merkel	 could	 not	 be	

blamed	as	the	only	reason	for	the	socio-political	challenges	she	refers	to	in	her	

statement.			

	

In	 the	 next	 sentence,	 she	 repeats	 the	 sentence	 that	 stood	 out	 most	 at	 the	

summer	 press	 conference	 2015,	 “Wir	 schaffen	 das”.413	She	 then	 says	 that	wir	

already	achieved	a	 lot	over	 the	previous	11	months.	Mentioning	 this	 could	be	

interpreted	as	a	claim	that	so	far	the	country	had	been	on	the	right	track	in	how	

it	dealt	with	the	refugee	situation	and	thus	an	attempt	to	protect	the	perceived	

legitimacy	of	her	decisions	amongst	those	who	supported	her	decision	and	as	an	

argument	 against	 those	 who	 may	 have	 claimed	 that	 Merkel’s	 immigration	

policies	 failed.	She	uses	this	point	as	 the	 foundation	of	 the	conclusion	that	wir	

will	 also	 manage	 the	 new	 challenge	 of	 “Islamic	 terror”	 by	 implementing	 the	

right	measures	and	by	underlining	that	wir	protect	the	citizens	and	manage	the	

																																																								
413 J. M. Mushaben, ‘Wir schaffen das! Angela Merkel and the European Refugee Crisis’, German Politics, 26/4 (2017), pp. 
516 – 533. 
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immigration	challenge.	Several	aspects	of	this	sentence	need	to	be	scrutinized.	

Even	though	Merkel	defines	the	meaning	of	wir	in	this	context	at	the	beginning	

of	the	twentieth	paragraph	as	politicians,	volunteers,	security	agencies,	citizens	

and	Europe,	the	actions	mentioned	in	this	sentence	would	mainly	be	carried	out	

by	 the	 government	 and	 security	 agencies.	 Mentioning	 Islamic	 terror	 and	

integration	challenge	as	the	main	challenges	these	Social	Actors	were	facing	at	

the	time	again	implicitly	acknowledges	an	increase	in	threat	for	the	citizens	due	

to	the	people	that	entered	the	country,	in	this	context	mainly	refugees	and	thus	

require	stricter	measures	and	more	power	for	the	security	agencies	in	order	to	

protect	 the	 citizens.	 This	 leads	 back	 to	 the	 nine	measures	Merkel	 mentioned	

earlier	in	her	statement	and	a	sign	of	understanding	of	the	concerns	of	parts	of	

the	 population	 that	 considered	Merkel’s	 immigration	 policies	 too	 liberal.	 This	

shows	again	 the	challenge	Merkel	was	 facing	having	 to	balance	 the	content	of	

her	 statement	 in	 a	way	 that	 supporters	of	her	 immigration	policies	 continued	

supporting	 them	 while	 at	 the	 same	 time	 expressing	 an	 understanding	 of	 the	

thoughts	 and	 concerns	 of	 other	 parts	 of	 the	 population.	 In	 a	 nutshell,	 in	 the	

twentieth	 paragraph	 of	 her	 statement	 of	 28	 July	 2016	 Merkel	 says	 that	 her	

government	 would	 continue	 to	 be	 going	 the	 direction	 she	 proclaimed	 the	

previous	 summer	with	 some	 adjustments	 due	 to	 a	 new	 factor	 that	makes	 the	

situation	more	difficult	but	according	to	the	Chancellor	still	manageable.		

	

The	way	Merkel	defines	wir	after	having	used	the	pronoun	referring	to	slightly	

different	groups	of	Social	Actors	fifty	times	in	total	throughout	the	first	nineteen	

paragraphs	 of	 the	 statement	 Merkel	 implicitly	 underlines	 the	 importance	 of	

unity	in	the	very	last	paragraph	of	her	statement.	She	defines	her	audience	more	

precisely	 than	 at	 the	beginning	of	 the	 statement	 (Meine	Damen	und	Herren	–	

Ladies	 and	 Gentlemen)	 mentioning	 all	 the	 Social	 Actors	 she	 may	 have	

considered	 important	 for	 the	 decisions	 that	 were	 or	 would	 be	made	 and	 the	

actions	that	were	and	would	be	taken.	She	underlines	once	more	the	importance	

of	 Europe	 as	 part	 of	 this	 group	 of	 Social	 Actors,	 acknowledging	 some	

tribulations	 that	 come	 with	 being	 part	 of	 Europe	 but	 also	 pointing	 out	 the	

importance	of	it	in	the	context	of	immigration	and	counterterrorism.	This	could	

be	 interpreted	 as	 another	 argument	 against	 the	 right-wing	 populist	 anti-EU	
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narrative	 that	 influenced	 the	 political	 and	 social	 discourse	 at	 the	 time.	 In	 the	

very	 last	 sentence	 of	 the	 statement	 Merkel	 implicitly	 includes	 all	 the	 Social	

Actors	 mentioned	 in	 this	 paragraph	 in	 the	 measures	 and	 actions	 considered	

necessary	in	order	to	balance	freedom	and	security	and	to	continue	to	be	able	to	

be	 living	 the	way	 of	 living	 the	members	 of	 the	 broader	 Social	 Actor	wir	were	

used	to	by	explaining	that	wir	would	be	working	towards	this	goal.	Mentioning	

the	necessity	of	a	balance	between	freedom	and	security	in	order	to	secure	the	

way	of	living	the	audience	was	used	to	again	puts	the	balance	factor	in	a	context	

that	underlines	the	importance	of	it	and	could	therefore	enable	Merkel	to	argue	

in	 favour	 of	 measures	 that	 could	 reduce	 some	 forms	 of	 freedom	 in	 order	 to	

protect	people	but	 also	 to	 argue	against	 some	measures	 that	 could	have	been	

proposed	 by	 more	 conservative	 and	 right-wing	 opposition	 politicians	 at	 the	

Q&A	after	 the	 statement	 and	 in	 future	 interviews	where	 she	may	be	 asked	 to	

expand	on	aspects	of	her	statement.	

	

The	medium	

The	medium	was	Chancellor	Angela	Merkel’s	address	 to	 the	public.	Therefore,	

the	main	 audience	was	 the	 people	 of	 Germany	who	 saw	 the	 statement	 either	

live	 on	 public	 and	 private	 news	 channels	 or	 summaries	 of	 it	 in	 news-

programmes	on	public	and	private	television.		

	

Unfortunately,	at	the	time	of	writing,	not	much	data	about	the	broadcasting	time	

during	 the	 weeks	 after	 the	 attacks	 in	 Würzburg	 and	 Ansbach	 is	 available.	

However,	 the	 general	 data	 described	 in	 4.	 Terrorist	 attacks	 and	 Government	

Statements	 in	 response,	 c.	 Germany,	 i.	 Hannover	 Arena	 plot	 17/11/2015,	 2.	

Narrative	 Analysis	 of	 Political	 Statements	 should	 help	 to	 develop	 an	

understanding	of	the	reporting	of	Merkel’s	statement	in	German	television	and	

newspapers.		
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3. Analysis of public reactions 

The	receiver	

Information	regarding	the	receiver	of	Angela	Merkel’s	statement	 following	the	

incidents	 in	Würzburg,	Munich	and	Ansbach	 is	 the	same	as	 that	regarding	her	

statement	 following	 the	 Hannover	 Arena	 plot	 and	 is	 described	 in	 depth	 in	 4.	

Terrorist	 attacks	 and	 Government	 Statements	 in	 response,	 c.	 Germany,	 i.	

Hannover	Arena	plot	17/11/2015,	3.	Analysis	of	public	reactions.		

	

Feedback	

At	 the	 beginning	 of	 July	 2016,	 the	 month	 of	 the	 attacks	 in	 Würzburg	 and	

Ansbach	and	Merkel’s	statement	 in	reaction	to	them	the	Chancellor’s	approval	

ratings	were	at	59%,	the	highest	in	10	months.414	However,	almost	immediately	

after	her	statement	on	28	July	2016	her	approval	ratings	dropped	to	47%	at	the	

beginning	of	August	and	continued	dropping	to	45%	in	September	before	they	

went	 back	 up	 again	 to	 54%	at	 the	 beginning	 of	October.	 Since	Angela	Merkel	

gave	 her	 statement	 during	 the	 parliamentary	 summer	 break	 her	 press	

conference	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	 attacks	 in	Würzburg,	 Munich	 and	 Ansbach	 was	

held	during	a	time	of	very	little	political	activity	in	Germany.	Thus,	fewer	factors	

may	have	affected	the	approval	ratings	and	even	though	the	data	does	not	allow	

the	conclusion	that	Merkel’s	statement	was	the	only	reason	for	the	drop	in	her	

approval	 ratings	 it	 indicates	 that	 her	 statement	 did	 not	 contribute	 to	 a	

stabilisation	of	her	popularity	within	the	German	public.			

	

Angela	 Merkel	 did	 not	 communicate	 with	 the	 public	 through	 Social	 Media	

channels	like	Twitter.415		

	

	  

																																																								
414 J. Karaian, ‘Angela Merkel’s domestic approval rating’, The Atlas, at https://www.theatlas.com/charts/HJngd-yMl [accessed 
February 2019].  
415 For more information regarding the popularity of Twitter in Germany and in particular in German politics see 4. Terrorist 
attacks and Government Statements in response, c. Germany, i. Hannover Arena plot 17/11/2015, 3. Analysis of public 
reactions. 



Dominik Hamm 

dhamm02@qub.ac.uk 

	

	 208	

4. Conclusion 

Angela	Merkel	mentions	the	attacks	in	Würzburg	and	Ansbach	at	the	beginning	

of	her	statement	but	speaks	about	the	broader	threat	of	Islamic	terror	and	the	

role	of	refugees	in	the	context	of	terror	throughout	the	main	parts	of	her	

statement.	The	main	aspect	Merkel	explains	here	is	the	reaction	to	the	threat	

and	measures	that	should	be	taken	by	several	Social	Actors.	By	contrasting	the	

attackers	and	their	supporters	and	those	who	oppose	these	attacks	and	are	

involved	in	taking	actions	in	reaction	to	them	she	implicitly	creates	an	out-

group	and	an	in-group.	To	underline	the	differences	between	those	two	groups	

Merkel	uses	terms	like	terrorists	and	barbaric	to	describe	the	attackers	and	

their	actions,	while	members	of	the	in-group	are	described	as	victims,	relatives,	

voluntary	helpers,	etc.	and	their	values	and	actions	are	described	in	ways	that	

would	be	considered	as	positive	by	the	majority	of	her	audience.	In	total,	the	

out-group	is	not	given	much	attention	throughout	the	statement	and	the	

attackers	are	only	directly	referred	to	four	times	throughout	the	entire	

statement.	To	unify	the	in-group	Merkel	repeatedly	uses	the	pronoun	wir	(55	

times	in	total)	and	other	pronouns	that	describe	the	speaker	and	other	groups	

of	people	-	in	this	case	depending	on	the	context	politicians,	voluntary	helpers,	

security	agencies,	citizens	and	Europe	–	as	one	entity	(unsere	–	our).	The	

pronoun	ich	(I)	is	only	used	11	times.	Merkel’s	volatile	approval	ratings	at	the	

time	may	have	been	one	reason	for	the	prioritisation	of	pronouns	that	highlight	

unity,	as	one	of	her	intentions	may	have	been	to	have	a	more	united	German	

public	behind	her.	Repeatedly	mentioning	influential	politicians	and	political	

institutions	as	well	as	nationally	and	internationally	recognised	laws	and	

conventions	in	her	arguments	strengthens	the	legitimacy	of	the	measures	she	

explains	and	proposes	in	her	statement.	Merkel	defends	her	immigration	

policies	and	aims	to	control	the	way	the	backgrounds	of	the	attackers	in	

Würzburg	and	Ansbach	may	have	influenced	the	anti-immigration	and	anti-EU	

political	narrative	at	the	time	by	repeatedly	pointing	out	the	number	of	refugees	

that	carried	out	attacks	(“two	men”)	and	the	importance	of	European	

cooperation	and	the	role	of	the	EU	in	measures	that	had	been	taken	in	the	past	

and	should	be	taken	in	the	future	in	order	to	prevent	similar	attacks.	Even	

though	Merkel	defends	her	decisions	and	ideology	regarding	immigration	and	
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the	EU,	she	also	acknowledges	reasons	that	may	have	led	to	members	of	the	

public	and	politics	supporting	more	conservative	and	right-wing	agendas	and	

parties.	This	could	be	interpreted	as	a	further	attempt	to	not	only	satisfy	her	

remaining	supporters	but	to	reach	a	broader	part	of	the	German	public	by	

showing	some	understanding	of	concerns	some	members	of	the	public	might	

have	had	at	the	time	and	by	proposing	measures	that	could	help	to	weaken	

these	concerns.			

	

The	length	of	Merkel’s	statement	(14min	23sec)	meant	that	only	news	stations	

would	have	shown	it	in	full	length	and	the	majority	of	the	public	only	saw	or	

read	parts	or	summaries	of	it.	This	could	have	contributed	to	the	structure	of	

the	statement	and	the	frequent	usage	of	the	pronoun	wir	throughout	the	entire	

article,	as	this	would	ensure	that	what	Merkel	may	have	considered	the	most	

important	messages	in	her	statement	could	not	be	lost	when	news	outlets	

would	quote	parts	of	the	statement	in	support	of	their	political	orientation.			

	

iii. Berlin Christmas Market attack 19/12/2016 

1. Political and Social Context 

This	 section	 will	 outline	 the	 socio-political	 situation	 in	 Germany	 between	 28	

July	 2016	 and	 19	 December	 2016,	 when	 a	 truck	 was	 driven	 through	 the	

Christmas	 market	 at	 the	 Breitscheidplatz,	 Berlin	 and	 killed	 11	 people	 and	

injured	45.416	As	in	the	previous	chapters,	emphasis	will	be	put	on	the	domestic	

and	international	political	situation	surrounding	the	government	of	Chancellor	

Angela	Merkel.	These	factors	will	build	the	foundation	for	the	narrative	analysis	

of	the	statement	by	Angela	Merkel	in	Berlin	on	20	December	2016.	

	

Between	 28	 July	 and	 19	 December	 2016	 Merkel’s	 approval	 ratings	 varied	

between	 45%	 and	 57%.417 	At	 the	 beginning	 of	 December	 2016,	 Merkel’s	

approval	 ratings	 had	 recovered	 from	 a	 decline	 between	 July	 and	 September,	

																																																								
416 K. Bierman, Philip Faigle, Astrid Geisler, Daniel Müller, Yassin Musharbash, Karsten Polke-Majewski and Sascha Venohr, 
‘Was wir über den Anschlag in Berlin wissen’, Zeit Online, 29 December 2016, at 
https://www.zeit.de/gesellschaft/zeitgeschehen/2016-12/berlin-breitscheidplatz-gedaechtniskirche-weihnachtsmarkt#english-
version [accessed March 2019].  
417 J. Karaian, ‘Angela Merkel’s domestic approval rating’, The Atlas, at https://www.theatlas.com/charts/HJngd-yMl [accessed 
March 2019]; B. Sills, P. Suzara, ‘World Leaders’ Political Health Check’, 31 October 2018, at 
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/features/2018-10-31/how-long-will-world-leaders-last [accessed March 2019]. 
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which	 took	 them	 back	 up	 to	 57%.	 The	 changes	 in	 Merkel’s	 approval	 ratings	

between	July	and	December	show	that	Merkel’s	support	remained	volatile.	Even	

though	her	approval	ratings	managed	to	recover	from	a	decline	of	14%	between	

July	and	September,	they	did	not	get	back	to	the	high	numbers	Merkel	had	been	

used	 to	 until	 August	 2015.	 The	 political	 discourse	 at	 the	 time	 was	 strongly	

influenced	by	the	refugee	crisis	and	immigration	policies	and	Merkel’s	approval	

ratings	 only	 became	 volatile	 after	 she	 and	 her	 government	 abandoned	 the	

Dublin	Regulations	and	allowed	all	refugees	who	arrived	in	Germany,	no	matter	

through	 which	 other	 European	 countries	 to	 file	 for	 asylum. 418 	Thus,	 the	

continued	 volatility	 of	Merkel’s	 approval	 ratings	 by	 December	 2016	 indicates	

that	statements	and	decisions	related	to	 immigration	were	still	 the	 topics	 that	

affected	 the	 Chancellor’s	 approval	 ratings	 strongly.419 	Therefore,	 it	 can	 be	

assumed	that	Merkel	was	still	facing	similar	challenges	in	her	political	decision-

making	and	communication	 in	December	2016	as	she	was	 in	 July	2016,	which	

was	mainly	the	pressure	from	the	further	right	spectrum	of	German	politics	that	

affected	potential	voting	behaviour	as	well	as	the	political	and	social	discourse	

in	Germany.	The	federal	elections	getting	closer	(24	September	2017)	may	also	

have	increased	the	pressure	Angela	Merkel	was	facing	before	she	gave	her	first	

public	 statement	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	 Berlin	 Christmas	 market	 attack	 on	 20	

December	2016.		

	

At	the	time	of	the	Berlin	Christmas	market	attack,	the	German	Bundeswehr	was	

still	 active	 in	 Kosovo,	 Lebanon,	 South	 Sudan,	 Mali,	 West	 Sahara,	 the	

Mediterranean	Sea	and	Afghanistan	and	Syria	and	Iraq	and	also	joined	a	second	

mission	 in	 the	Mediterranean	 Sea	 as	 part	 of	 a	 NATO-Operation	 in	 September	

2016.420	This	new	 involvement	of	 the	Bundeswehr	 in	an	 international	mission	

at	that	point	in	time	could	be	regarded	as	a	reaction	to	a	continuous	increase	in	

																																																								
418 M. Gehrsitz, M. Ungerer, Jobs, Crime, and Votes: A Short-run Evaluation of the Refugee Crisis in Germany (Bonn, IZA – 
Institute of Labor Economics, 2017), pp. 3 - 4.   
419 A. Mohdin, ‘Polling for German election, 2015 – 2017’, The Atlas, at https://www.theatlas.com/charts/H1yC0PH5W 
[accessed March 2019]. 
420  ‘Einsatzzahlen – die Stärke der deutschen Kontingente’, Bundeswehr, 07 March 2019, at 
https://www.bundeswehr.de/portal/a/bwde/start/einsaetze/ueberblick/zahlen/!ut/p/z1/hY4xD4IwFIR_iwNrXwMR0a0qi8HEBIn
QxRRaoVopKRX8-dawGY23vXvfXQ4o5EBbNsiaWalbptxd0PC8jpJj4i99f5umG0yyOMzilAQ4DOH0D6DujX-
IYEi5gMJ1LH527B0EFOiVDeyJOm2sEhax6r0Qioa1XImDrshk7IDWSpfTdNKWQVQDNeIijDDoYZzdWNv1Kw97mAs0yp
vsBJcMaVN7-
Fuo0b2F_JOF7p6POJirISGzF2Fkdic!/dz/d5/L2dBISEvZ0FBIS9nQSEh/#Z7_B8LTL2922DSSC0AUE6UESA30M0 [accesser 
March 2019].  
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support	 of	 military	 involvement	 in	 international	 operations	 in	 the	 German	

public.	421	However,	 it	 is	more	 likely	 that	 the	 Bundeswehr	 got	 involved	 in	 the	

mission	 in	 order	 to	 contribute	 to	 the	protection	of	 the	European	borders	 and	

fight	 of	 terrorism,	which	 could	 have	helped	Merkel	 and	her	 administration	 to	

show	 some	 form	of	 reaction	 to	 pressure	 from	more	 conservative	members	 of	

the	public	and	parliament	without	changing	the	domestic	political	agenda.422		

	

Even	 though	 the	 number	 of	 immigrants	 from	 Muslim	 majority	 countries	

immigrating	 to	 Germany	 decreased	 strongly	 in	 2016	 compared	 to	 the	 years	

2011	to	2015,	the	demographic	changes	caused	by	immigration	in	the	previous	

years	 still	 influenced	 German	 politics	 in	 December	 2016.423	Thus,	 these	 also	

influenced	 the	 decision	 making	 and	 communication	 of	 Merkel	 and	 her	

government	and	kept	her	in	a	similar	position	as	in	July	of	the	same	year	where	

she	had	to	find	a	balance	between	satisfying	expectations	of	conservative	voters	

of	 the	 traditionally	 centre-right	 CDU	 and	 Merkel	 supporters	 from	 the	 more	

centre-left	 spectrum	 of	 German	 society,	 who	 supported	 Merkel’s	 minority,	

immigration	and	asylum	policies.424	Therefore,	the	Muslim	minority	in	Germany	

continued	to	affect	Merkel’s	politics	similar	to	how	it	did	in	July	2016	after	the	

Würzburg	and	Ansbach	attacks.425		

	

In	 the	evening	of	19	December	2016	at	08:02pm,	a	Scania	 truck	with	a	Polish	

number	 plate	 drove	 into	 the	 Christmas	 market	 at	 the	 Breitscheidplatz	 near	

Bahnhof	Zoo	and	killed	eleven	people	and	injured	45,	30	of	them	severely.426	A	

																																																								
421  L. Dittmer, ‘Einmischen oder zurückhalten?’, Körber Stiftung, 2016, at https://www.koerber-
stiftung.de/fileadmin/user_upload/koerber-stiftung/redaktion/handlungsfeld_internationale-
verstaendigung/sonderthemen/umfrage_aussenpolitik/2016/Koerber-Stiftung_Umfrage-Aussenpolitik-
2016_Zusammenfassung.pdf [accessed February 2019]. 
422 “Sicherheit im Mittelmeer – Der Einsatz der Deutschen Marine bei ’Sea Guardian’“, Bundeswehr im Einsatz, 26.03.2018, at 
https://www.einsatz.bundeswehr.de/portal/a/einsatzbw/start/aktuelle_einsaetze/seaguardian/!ut/p/z1/hU5NC4IwGP4tHbzufdPs
6zYLglgQGKS7xNQ1jeVkLe3nt-
gUFD2355MHOGTAW9E3SrjGtEJ7nvPpKZmzAwsXYcg2qxjpIUmQpesx7iZw_Bfg3sYfoAhpJSH3G7PfGxGkwIFfRC8epD
PWaemIKF8PIa9FW2m5NyV9C1vgSpvifZ22RTRXwK08SystuVsv1851t2WAAQ7DQJQxSktSyQC_NWpzc5B9BKG7ZgNG
se4ZHT0BKX1JHw!!/dz/d5/L2dBISEvZ0FBIS9nQSEh/#Z7_B8LTL2922LGC50ATBB0LSD10M3 [accessed March 2019].  
423  see previous chapter and ‘Migrationsbericht 2016/2017’, Bundesministerium des Innern, at 
http://www.bamf.de/SharedDocs/Anlagen/DE/Publikationen/Migrationsberichte/migrationsbericht-2016-
2017.pdf?__blob=publicationFile [accesser March 2019], pp. 43 – 49; ‘Migrationsbericht 2015’, Bundesministerium des 
Innern, at https://www.bamf.de/SharedDocs/Anlagen/DE/Publikationen/Migrationsberichte/migrationsbericht-
2015.pdf?__blob=publicationFile [accessed March 2019]. 
424 J. Dahinden, P. Holtz, W. Wagner, “German Muslims and the ’Integration Debate’: Negotiating Identities in the Face of 
Discrimination“, Integrative Psychology and Behavioral Science, 47/2 (2013). 
425 N. Funk, “A spectre in Germany: refugees, a ‘welcome culture’ and an ‘integration politics’”, Journal of Global Ethics, 12/3 
(2016), pp. 289 – 299.  
426 K. Bierman, Philip Faigle, Astrid Geisler, Daniel Müller, Yassin Musharbash, Karsten Polke-Majewski and Sascha Venohr, 
‘Was wir über den Anschlag in Berlin wissen’, Zeit Online, 29 December 2016, at 
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twelfth	victim,	the	official	driver	of	the	truck,	was	later	found	at	the	passenger	

seat	of	 the	 truck.	He	was	shot	and	killed	by	 the	attacker.	The	attacker	 left	 the	

truck	 after	 it	 stopped	 in	 front	 of	 the	 Memorial	 Church	 and	 left	 the	 scene.	

Investigators	found	the	attackers’	passport	and	fingerprints	in	the	truck.	On	23	

December	2016	he	was	found	and	killed	in	a	shootout	between	him	and	Italian	

police	officers	at	the	train	station	Sesto	San	Giovanni	in	Milan,	Italy.		

	

The	 attacker,	 Anis	 Amri	 was	 born	 in	 Tunisia	 and	 left	 the	 country	 in	 2011	

through	the	Mediterranean	refugee	route	while	investigations	regarding	crimes	

committed	 by	 Amri	 in	 Tunisia	 were	 on-going. 427 	Amri	 arrived	 on	 the	

Mediterranean	 island	 of	 Lampedusa	 where	 he	 claimed	 to	 be	 underage.	 From	

there	he	was	taken	to	a	refugee	accommodation	in	Sicily.	In	October	2011	Amri	

was	arrested	 for	attempted	arson.	The	 Italian	 secret	 service	 found	 indications	

that	Amri	could	have	been	radicalised	during	the	four	years	he	spent	in	prison	

for	attempted	arson	and	in	May	2015	the	Italian	authorities	decided	to	deport	

Amri.	 However,	 the	 Tunisian	 authorities	 did	 not	 recognise	 him	 as	 a	 Tunisian	

citizen.	 He	 left	 Italian	 custody	 shortly	 afterwards.	 Two	 months	 later,	 in	 July	

2015,	Amri	entered	Germany	and	claimed	asylum,	which	was	 refused	and	 the	

German	 authorities	 prepared	 his	 deportation.	 However,	 Tunisian	 authorities	

rejected	 Amri	 again.	 The	 German	 Federal	 Office	 for	 the	 Protection	 of	 the	

Constitution	 (Verfassungsschutz)	 got	 aware	 of	 Amri’s	 involvement	 in	 Salafist	

groups	and	declared	him	a	person	likely	to	threaten	public	safety.428	Amri	was	

put	 under	 surveillance	 until	 September	 2016	 when	 terror	 suspicions	 were	

dropped.	On	23	December	2016	Anis	Amri	was	seen	in	a	video	where	he	claims	

responsibility	for	the	attack	and	pledges	allegiance	to	IS.429			

	

																																																																																																																																																													
https://www.zeit.de/gesellschaft/zeitgeschehen/2016-12/berlin-breitscheidplatz-gedaechtniskirche-weihnachtsmarkt#english-
version [accessed March 2019].  
427 A. Kempton, ‘Are there Wolves among the Sheep? Assessing the threat of Unaffiliated Actor Terrorism in the Context of the 
European Migration Crisis’, Contemporary Voices: St Andrews Journal of International Relations, 1/1 (2018), pp. 14 – 25. 
428 G. Heil, “The Berlin Attack and the ’Abu Walaa’ Islamic State Recruitment Network“, CTC Sentinel, 10/2 (2017), pp. 1 -11. 
429 A. Hankiss, ‘The Legend of the Lone Wolf’, Journal of Strategic Security, 11/2 (2018), pp. 54 – 72; for more information 
regarding lone wolf attacks see: M. Fredholm, “Jihadists, Al-Qaida, and the Islamic State” in M. Fredholm (ed.), Understanding 
Lone Actor Terrorism: Past experience, future outlook, and response strategies (London, Routledge, 2016), pp. 107 – 135; M. 
S. Hamm, R. Spaaij, The Age of Lone Wolf Terrorism (New York, Columbia University Press, 2017); E. Mickolus, Terrorism 
Worldwide, 2016 (Jefferson, Farland & Company Inc., 2018), p. 82; for more information regarding lone wolf terrorist attacks 
see also: P. Gill, Lone-Actor Terrorists: A behavioural analysis (London, Routledge, 2015). 
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All	of	 the	 largest	German	newspapers	except	 for	 the	conservative	centre-right	

Die	Welt	reported	about	the	attack	in	their	print	papers	the	day	after	the	attack.	

The	centre-left	Süddeutsche	Zeitung	wrote	on	its	title	page	of	20	December	2016	

“Truck	 crashes	 into	 Berlin	 Christmas	 market”	 (Lkw	 rast	 in	 Berliner	

Weihnachtsmarkt). 430 	The	 sub-heading	 says:	 “At	 least	 nine	 people	 die,	

approximately	50	were	 injured,	many	of	 them	severely.	The	police	talks	about	

an	 attack	 and	 arrests	 suspected	 driver.	 Merkel	 called	 mayor	 Müller”	

(Mindestens	neun	Menschen	sterben,	etwa	50	werden	verletzt,	mehrere	davon	

schwer.	Die	Polizei	spricht	von	einem	Anschlag	und	nimmt	den	mutmaßlichen	

Fahrer	 fest.	 Bundeskanzlerin	 Merkel	 telefoniert	 mit	 Bürgermeister	 Müller).	

Underneath	the	headline	a	picture	covering	a	third	of	the	page	shows	civilians	

and	 firefighters	walking	 away	 from	 the	 by	 the	 attack	 demolished	 front	 of	 the	

truck.	A	smaller	picture	at	 the	bottom	of	 the	article	shows	a	police	officer	and	

ambulances	 in	 front	 of	 the	Memorial	 Church	where	 the	 truck	 stopped	 after	 it	

crashed	through	the	Christmas	market.		

	

The	 centre-right	 newspaper	 Frankfurter	 Allgemeine	 Zeitung	 summarises	 the	

event	 of	 the	 previous	 night	 more	 specifically	 in	 its	 headline,	 saying:	 “Truck	

speeds	 into	 crowd	 of	 people	 at	 Berlin	 Christmas	 market”	 (Lastwagen	 rast	 in	

Menschenmenge	auf	Berliner	Weihnachtsmarkt).	The	sub-headline	says:	“Police	

talks	 of	 potential	 attack	 /	 Several	 killed	 and	 dozens	 injured”	 (Polizei	 hält	

Anschlag	für	möglich	/	Mehrere	Tote	und	Dutzende	Verletzte).	Above	headline	

there	is	a	picture	of	four	police	cars	and	vans	standing	by	the	side	of	the	street	

and	firefighters	standing	next	to	the	truck	at	the	end	of	the	street.	Compared	to	

most	other	daily	newspapers	that	reported	about	the	Berlin	Christmas	market	

incident	the	next	day,	the	Frankfurter	Allgemeine	Zeitung	coverage	only	covered	

a	small	part	of	the	title-page,	which	it	shared	with	eight	other	articles	of	which	

two	were	in	size	similar	to	the	one	about	the	attack.		

	

The	 tabloid	Die	 Bild	wrote	 “9	 dead!	 Lkw	 crashes	 into	 Christmas	 market!”	 (9	

Tote!	 Lkw	 rast	 in	 Weihnachtsmarkt!).	 The	 sub-headlines	 say:	 “Bloodbath	 in	

																																																								
430  ‘Tageszeitungen: Die Titelseiten vom 20.12.2016’, Horizont, 21 December 2016, at 
https://www.horizont.net/covershows/Die-Titelseiten-vom-20.12.2016-2883 [accessed March 2019].  
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Berlin;	 Terror	 suspicion;	 More	 than	 50	 injured;	 Driver	 arrested,	 front-seat	

passenger	 dead;	 Federal	 Public	 Prosecutor	 investigates”	 (Blutbad	 in	 Berlin;	

Terror-Verdacht;	 Mehr	 als	 50	 Verletzte;	 Fahrer	 festgenommen,	 Beifahrer	 tot;	

Generalbundesanwalt	ermittelt).	Two	big	pictures	can	be	seen	on	the	title	page.	

The	 one	 on	 top	 of	 the	 page	 shows	 the	 front	 of	 the	 truck	 demolished	 and	 a	

paramedic	and	police	officers	taking	care	of	an	injured	person.	The	one	on	the	

bottom	of	the	page	shows	a	decorated	Christmas	tree	that	was	hit	by	the	truck.		

	

All	of	the	biggest	national	newspapers	were	rather	careful	in	whether	or	how	to	

report	 about	 the	 event	 that	 took	 place	 at	 the	 Berlin	 Christmas	 market	 the	

previous	 evening.	 While	 Die	 Welt	 did	 not	 report	 anything	 the	 next	 day,	 the	

centre-left	 Süddeutsche	 Zeitung	 and	 the	 centre-right	 Frankfurter	 Allgemeine	

Zeitung	both	 focused	 on	 the	 facts	 that	were	 available	 at	 the	 time	 and	 did	 not	

draw	 assumptions	 beyond	 the	 obvious.	 The	 only	 minor	 difference	 may	 have	

been	 that	 Frankfurter	 Allgemeine	 Zeitung	described	 the	 event	 more	 precisely	

than	 Süddeutsche	 Zeitung,	 which	 added	 more	 tragedy	 to	 the	 cover	 article.	 It	

could	be	 argued	 though	 that	with	 a	 longer	 sub-heading	 and	 two	pictures	 that	

show	the	scene	of	the	attack	from	different	angles	Süddeutsche	Zeitung	created	

the	 feeling	 of	 tragedy	 in	 a	 different	way.	 The	 centre-left	 newspaper	also	 used	

more	 space	 on	 its	 title	 page,	which	 indicates	 a	 higher	 priority.	Die	Bild	 is	 the	

only	newspaper	that	used	a	metaphor	to	describe	the	event	in	its	sub-headline	

(bloodbath)	 and	 used	 the	 term	 terror.	 Thus,	 the	 day	 after	 the	 attack,	 before	

Merkel’s	 statement,	 centre-right	 and	 left	 newspapers	 reported	 similarly	

objectively	on	 the	event,	only	 the	 tabloid	Die	Bild	was	 less	objective.	Since	Die	

Bild	 is	 the	paper	with	 the	highest	 circulation	 in	Germany,	 its	 interpretation	of	

the	event	still	needed	to	be	considered	by	Angela	Merkel	when	forming	her	own	

narrative	in	reaction	to	the	attack.		

	

Since	few	precise	details	were	available	about	the	attack	when	the	newspapers	

were	printed	it	is	necessary	to	also	take	a	look	at	the	newspapers	the	following	

day,	after	Angela	Merkel	had	given	her	statement	to	the	public	in	reaction	to	the	

attack.	 Süddeutsche	Zeitung	wrote	 on	 its	 title	 page	 “The	 shock	 of	 Berlin”	 (Der	
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Schock	von	Berlin).431	The	sub-heading	says:	“Twelve	dead,	dozens	injured:	The	

Islamic	State	claims	responsibility	 for	 the	attack	at	 the	Christmas	market.	The	

police	arrest	a	suspect	quickly	but	have	to	set	him	free	again.	The	real	attacker	

is	still	at	large”	(Zwölf	Tote,	Dutzende	Verletzte:	Der	Islamische	Staat	reklamiert	

die	Attacke	auf	dem	Weihnachtsmarkt	für	sich.	Die	Polizei	nimmt	schnell	einen	

Verdächtigen	fest,	doch	sie	muss	ihn	wieder	freilassen.	Der	wahre	Täter	ist	noch	

flüchtig).	 In	the	main	body	of	the	article	Annette	Zoch	explains	the	claim	by	IS	

and	the	actions	that	were	taken	in	order	find	the	attacker.432	She	also	explains	

why,	according	to	the	investigators,	the	attack	was	likely	to	be	a	terrorist	attack.	

However,	she	does	not	explicitly	describe	it	as	such	in	the	article.		

	

Frankfurter	Allgemeine	Zeitung	used	the	headline	“Gauck:	An	attack	against	our	

centre”	(Gauck:	Ein	Angriff	auf	unsere	Mitte).	The	sub-heading	states:	“Dismay	

after	 attack	 on	 Christmas	 market/initial	 suspect	 set	 free/IS	 claims	

responsibility”	 (Entsetzen	 nach	 Anschlag	 auf	 Weihnachtsmarkt/Zunächst	

Verdächtiger	freigelassen/IS	bekennt	sich).		

	

Instead	 of	 a	 headline	Die	Welt	used	 a	 picture	 of	 a	 condolence	 book	 that	 was	

created	after	 the	Christmas	market	attack.	On	 the	 left	 side	of	 the	book	 it	 said,	

“Berlin	 is	mourning	 the	 victims	of	 19	December	2019”	 (Berlin	 trauert	 um	die	

Opfer	 des	 19.	 Dezember	 2016).	 On	 the	 right	 side,	 Angela	 Merkel	 and	 other	

influential	 German	 politicians	 wrote	 and	 signed	 brief	 statements.	 The	 sub-

heading	of	the	article	says	“The	attack	of	Berlin	churns	up	the	country.	Attacker	

is	possibly	still	at	large.	President	Joachim	Gauck:	‘The	hate	of	the	attackers	will	

not	entice	us	to	hate’”	(Der	Anschlag	von	Berlin	wühlt	das	Land	auf.	Attentäter	

ist	womöglich	noch	auf	der	Flucht.	Bundespräsident	 Joachim	Gauck:	 ‘Der	Hass	

der	 Täter	 wird	 uns	 nicht	 zu	 Hass	 verführen’).	 Besides	 explaining	 the	 aspects	

mentioned	 in	 the	 sub-headline,	 the	 main	 article	 also	 quoted	 the	 part	 from	

																																																								
431  ‘Tageszeitungen: Die Titelseiten vom 21.12.2016’, Horizont, 21 December 2016, at 
https://www.horizont.net/covershows/Die-Titelseiten-vom-21.12.2016-2884 [accessed March 2019].  
432  A. Zoch, ‘Der Schock von Berlin’, Süddeutsche Zeitung“, 20 December 2016, at 
https://www.sueddeutsche.de/politik/anschlag-auf-weihnachtsmarkt-der-schock-von-berlin-1.3302931 [accessed March 2019].  
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Merkel’s	 statement	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	 attack	where	 she	 condemned	 the	 attack	

saying	that	it	would	be	“extra	disgusting”	if	a	refugee	carried	out	the	attack.433		

	

The	 national	 tabloid’s	 Die	 Bild	 headline	 was	 “Fear!”	 (Angst!).434	In	 the	 sub-

heading	Die	Bild	wrote	“At	 least	12	dead;	Armed	attacker	 fled	after	bloodbath;	

What	 happened	 inside	 the	 truck;	 ISIS	 admits	 to	 the	 attack;	 Head	 of	 Federal	

Criminal	Police	Office	warns:	Increased	risk	of	attacks;	The	world	mourns	with	

Berlin”	(Mindestens	12	Tote;	Bewaffneter	Täter	nach	Blutbad	geflohen;	Was	im	

Lkw	geschah;	ISIS	bekennt	sich	zum	Anschlag;	Bundeskriminalamt	(BKA)-Chef	

warnt:	Erhöhtes	Attentats-Risiko;	Die	Welt	trauert	mit	Berlin).	Die	Bild	was	the	

only	 newspaper	 that	 explicitly	wrote	 of	 Islamic	 terror	 in	 its	main	 article	 and	

highlighted	the	on-going	threat	due	to	the	attacker	still	having	been	at	large.		

	

Even	 though	 the	 second	 day	 after	 the	 attack	 Die	 Bild	 was	 still	 the	 only	

newspaper	 that	used	 the	 term	Islamic	 terror	 in	 its	main	article,	all	of	 the	 four	

largest	 newspapers	 mentioned	 IS	 in	 their	 sub-headlines	 and	 Süddeutsche	

Zeitung	and	Die	Welt	both	referred	to	immigration	in	their	main	articles.		

	

As	explained	in	4.	Terrorist	attacks	and	Government	Statements	in	response,	c.	

Germany,	ii.	Würzburg/Ansbach	attacks	18/07/2016	/	24/07/2016,	1.	Political	

and	 Social	 Context,	 statistics	 show	 that	 racist	 hate	 crimes	 continued	 being	 an	

issue	that	needed	to	be	tackled	by	the	German	government	in	2016,	with	active	

political	and	law	enforcing	measures	as	well	as	by	fighting	a	narrative	that	more	

and	more	legitimised	racism	and	discrimination.435	

	

To	conclude,	by	the	time	of	the	Berlin	Christmas	market	attack,	Angela	Merkel’s	

approval	 ratings	 had	 recovered	 from	 a	 decline	 of	 14%	 between	 July	 and	

September.	However,	her	support	from	the	German	public	still	appeared	to	be	

quite	volatile.	Opinions	regarding	her	immigration-policies	were	still	very	much	

divided	amongst	the	general	German	population	but	also,	as	highlighted	in	the	
																																																								
433 ‘Anschlag in Berlin: So kommentiert die Presse’, Spiegel Online, at http://www.spiegel.de/politik/deutschland/bild-1126893-
1087182.html [accessed March 2019].  
434  ‘Tageszeitungen: Die Titelseiten vom 21.12.2016’, Horizont, 21 December 2016, at 
https://www.horizont.net/covershows/Die-Titelseiten-vom-21.12.2016-2884 [accessed March 2019]. 
435 S. Poynting, U. M. Vieten, ‘Contemporary Far-Right Racist Populism in Europe’, Journal of Intercultural Studies, 37/6 
(2016). 
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Süddeutsche	Zeitung	article	two	days	after	the	Berlin	attack	within	her	party	and	

its	partner	party	 in	Bavaria.	The	Berlin	 attack	 contributed	 to	 this	dispute	 and	

increased	 pressure	 on	Angela	Merkel	 from	 the	more	 conservative	 part	 of	 her	

party.	The	right-wing	AfD,	with	its	anti-immigration	narrative,	also	remained	a	

competitor	for	voters	Merkel	had	to	consider.	This	put	Merkel	in	an	even	more	

difficult	position	as	she	was	in	in	November	2015	and	July	2016.	The	elections	

coming	up	in	the	following	year	might	also	have	added	pressure	to	the	decision-

making	 and	 communication	 of	 the	 Chancellor.	 The	 involvement	 of	 the	

Bundeswehr	in	the	NATO-Operation	Sea	Guardian	could	have	been	a	first	subtle	

gesture	 towards	 the	 more	 conservative	 members	 of	 Merkel’s	 party	 and	 the	

general	population.		

	

The	continuous	 increase	 in	 racist	hate	crimes	 in	Germany	may	have	been	one	

important	 aspect	 for	 Merkel	 to	 address	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	 Berlin	 attack.	

However,	 due	 to	 the	 strong	 assumptions	 made	 immediately	 after	 the	 attack	

regarding	 the	 attackers	 background,	 the	 attack	 contributed	 directly	 to	 the	

immigration	 debate	 that	 still	 strongly	 influenced	 the	 political	 and	 social	

discourse	in	Germany	at	the	time	and	made	it	even	harder	for	Merkel	to	protect	

her	 liberal	 immigration	policies	without	 losing	 the	 support	 she	needed	within	

her	party	and	conservative	supporters	to	the	populist	right-wing	AfD.		

		

2. Narrative Analysis of Political Statement  

The	sender		

On	20	December	2016	at	11am,	less	than	13	hours	after	the	attack	at	the	Berlin	

Christmas	market	Chancellor	Angela	Merkel	gave	her	 first	public	 statement	 in	

reaction	 to	 the	 attack	 at	 the	 Office	 of	 the	 Federal	 Chancellor	

(Bundeskanzleramt)	 in	 Berlin,	 Germany.	 This	 makes	 Angela	 Merkel	 in	

Lasswell’s	Communication	Model	 the	sender.	Being	 the	Chancellor	of	Germany	

gives	Angela	Merkel	in	this	setting	the	role	of	communicating	the	government’s	

thoughts	and	actions	in	reaction	to	the	attack.		

After	her	statement	in	reaction	to	the	attacks	in	Würzburg	and	Ansbach	in	July	

2016,	this	was	Angela	Merkel’s	second	public	statement	in	response	to	a,	as	was	
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confirmed	after	her	statement	was	given,	Islamic	terrorist	attack	carried	out	in	

Germany.		

	

By	the	time	of	the	Berlin	Christmas	market	attack,	Merkel’s	approval	ratings	had	

recovered	 from	 a	 drop	 between	 July	 and	 September	 and	 were	 back	 at	 57%.	

However,	 even	 though	 her	 approval	 ratings	 had	 improved	 again	 they	 still	

remained	volatile.	The	Berlin	attack	as	well	as	attacks	in	Würzburg	and	Ansbach	

contributed	 strongly	 to	 the	 political	 discourse	 at	 the	 time	 and	 increased	 the	

pressure	put	on	Merkel’s	 immigration	policies.436	This	made	it	even	harder	for	

Merkel	 to	 find	 the	 right	 balance	 between	 protecting	 her	 immigration	 policies	

and	 preventing	 supporters	 from	 moving	 to	 the	 right	 or	 left	 in	 the	 political	

spectrum.		

	

In	the	morning	of	20	December	2016,	before	Angela	Merkel	gave	her	statement	

in	 reaction	 to	 the	 Berlin	 Christmas	 market	 attack	 most	 of	 the	 German	 print	

newspapers	(all	the	large	national	newspapers	except	for	Die	Welt)	had	covered	

the	 events	 of	 the	 night	 before.	 This	 may	 have	 provided	 a	 first	 overview	 of	

different	 interpretations	 of	 the	 event	 of	 the	 previous	 evening	 that	 may	 have	

contributed	to	public	reactions	 to	 the	attack.	Therefore,	Merkel	contributed	to	

the	construction	of	a	narrative	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	attack	 that	had	already	been	

partly	shaped	by	the	press	and	other	media	but	due	to	a	lack	of	information	was	

also	still	being	shaped.		

	

The	message	

Merkel	directs	her	statement	in	reaction	to	the	Berlin	Christmas	market	attack	

at	the	broad	audience	of	Ladies	and	Gentlemen	(meine	Damen	und	Herren).	She	

starts	her	statement	by	expressing	her	empathy	and	unity	with	the	population	

by	saying	that	the	day	after	the	attack	was	a	very	difficult	day	and	that	she,	like	

millions	 of	 people	 in	 Germany	 was	 horrified,	 distressed	 and	 extremely	 sad	

about	what	happened	the	previous	evening	in	Berlin.	Chancellor	Angela	Merkel	

introduces	 in	 the	 first	and	second	sentence	of	her	 statement	 the	Social	Actors	

herself	(ich)	and	a	large	group	of	people	in	Germany.	Interestingly,	she	did	not	

																																																								
436 J.-M. Mushaben, ‘Wir schaffen das! Angela Merkel and the European Refugee Crisis’, German Politics, 26/4 (2017). 
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talk	about	Germans,	but	people	in	Germany	and	therefore	also	included	people	

who	are	not	German	citizens	into	this	Social	Actor,	which	can	be	interpreted	as	a	

subtle	 reaction	 to	 conservative	 right-wing	 narratives	 that	 strictly	 separated	

German	citizens	 from	 immigrants	and	refugees.	Using	 the	adjectives	horrified,	

distressed	 and	 sad	 underlines	 her	 empathy	 and	 affection	 and	 expresses	

emotions	 she	 was	 sharing	 with	 a	 large	 group	 of	 the	 people	 listening	 to	 her	

statement,	 which	 may	 have	 contributed	 to	 a	 connection	 to	 her	 audience,	 no	

matter	 of	 which	 social	 and	 political	 background.	 She	 included	 another	 Social	

Actor	into	the	larger	Social	Actor	she	introduced	in	the	opening	two	sentences,	

the	 victims	who	died	 in	 the	 attack.	 By	 describing	 them	as	 twelve	 people	who	

were	 still	 amongst	us	 yesterday,	 she	 again	 implicitly	 underlines	 the	 feeling	 of	

unity	by	mentioning	aspects	most	of	her	audience	might	have	had	 in	common	

with	her	and	the	victims	of	the	attack:	looking	forward	to	Christmas	and	making	

plans	 for	 the	 holidays.	 She	 then	 condemns	 the	 attack	 that	 killed	 these	 twelve	

people	as	cruel	and	incomprehensible.	Using	the	adjective	incomprehensible	in	

order	 to	describe	 the	attack	 indicates	 that	 the	 idea	and	motivation	behind	 the	

attack	 does	 not	 make	 sense	 in	 the	 ideology	 Merkel	 and	 the	 majority	 of	 her	

audience	live	by.	In	the	last	sentence	of	the	first	paragraph,	she	introduced	the	

second	Social	Actor	 that	was	directly	affected	by	 the	attack,	 the	more	 than	40	

people	who	were	injured	and	fighting	for	their	lives	or	health.		

	

In	 the	 second	 paragraph,	 Merkel	 explains	 that	 she	 is	 primarily	 thinking	 of	

victims	 of	 the	 attack	 and	 their	 families,	 relatives	 and	 friends	 and	 thereby	

introduced	several	new	Social	Actors	that	are	part	of	the	larger	Social	Actor	of	

“millions	of	people	in	Germany”.437	She	then	further	extends	this	Social	Actor	by	

explaining	 that	 “wir	 alle”	 (we	 all),	 “das	 ganze	 Land”	 (the	 entire	 country)	 are	

united	 in	deep	 grief.	 By	 introducing	 this	 even	bigger	 Social	Actor	Merkel	may	

have	tried	to	develop	a	strong	understanding	of	unity	in	reaction	to	the	attack.	

She	continues	by	saying	that	“wir”	(we)	hope	and	many	“von	uns”	(of	us)	pray	

for	the	Social	Actors	mentioned	at	the	beginning	of	the	paragraph.	Through	the	

																																																								
437 For more information regarding victims of terrorist attacks see: J. Argomaniz, O. Lynch, ‘Introduction: victims and 
perpetrators of terrorism: exploring identities, roles and narratives’, in J. Argomaniz, O. Lynch (eds.), Victims and Perpetrators 
of Terrorism: Exploring Identities, Roles and Narratives (Abingdon, Routledge, 2018), pp. 1 – 17; A.-M. Balbi, ‘In the 
aftermath of terrorism: the structural challenges for incorporating victims’ voices’, in J. Argomaniz, O. Lynch (eds.), Victims 
and Perpetrators of Terrorism: Exploring Identities, Roles and Narratives (Abingdon, Routledge, 2018), pp. 38 – 57. 
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use	of	the	pronoun	wir	in	this	context,	Merkel	implicitly	indicates	that	all	people	

in	 Germany	 condemned	 the	 attack	 and	 stood	 behind	 those	 affected	 by	 the	

attack.	She	then	again	condemns	the	attack	by	describing	it	as	a	“terrible	blow”	

(schlecklicher	Schlag).		

	

The	 third	 paragraph	 is	 directed	 at	 the	 rescue	 workers,	 the	 police,	 the	

firefighters,	 doctors	 and	 paramedics	 that	 helped	 their	 fellow	 man	 after	 the	

attack.	 Merkel	 introduces	 here	 the	 first	 group	 of	 Social	 Actors	 that	 were	 not	

affected	 by	 but	 reacted	 to	 the	 attack.	 By	 mentioning	 that	 they	 helped	 their	

fellow	 man,	 she	 directly	 connected	 these	 Social	 Actors	 to	 the	 Social	 Actors	

introduced	in	the	previous	parts.	She	ends	the	paragraph	by	thanking	the	Social	

Actors	 introduced	 in	 this	 paragraph	 “from	 the	 heart”	 (von	 Herzen)	 for	 their	

strong	efforts.	This	 choice	of	words	underlines	Merkel’s	personal	affectedness	

and	 thus	 connects	 her	 closer	 to	 the	 other	 Social	 Actors	 introduced	 in	 the	

previous	 paragraphs.	 All	 of	 these	 choices	 of	 words	 and	more	 and	 less	 subtle	

messages	may	have	been	directed	at	the	goal	of	contributing	to	a	strong	feeling	

of	unity	amongst	and	between	her	audience	and	herself.		

	

Merkel	 then	 introduces	 another	 group	 of	 Social	 Actor	 that	 started	 their	work	

after	the	attack,	the	investigators	(Ermittler).	She	explains	that	the	investigators	

started	working	immediately	after	the	attack	and	that	they	would	clear	up	the	

“cruel”	 (unselig)	attack	 in	every	detail	and	 that	 the	people	behind	 it	would	be	

punished	as	hard	as	the	law	allows	it.	By	describing	the	attack	as	unselig	Merkel	

again	condemns	the	action	and	promises	strict	reactions	to	it.	However,	she	also	

underlines	 the	 importance	 of	 the	 existing	 legal	 framework	within	which	 such	

actions	 can	 be	 punished.	 This	 indicates	 that	 Merkel	 took	 the	 attack	 very	

seriously	but	in	times	of	uncertainty	still	underlined	her	trust	in	the	law	and	did	

not	consider	changing	parts	of	it	due	to	the	attack.	This	could	have	been	a	subtle	

attempt	 of	 Merkel	 to	 strengthen	 her	 policies	 against	 conservative	 and	 right-

wing	politicians	who	demanded	stricter	measures	that	went	beyond	the	existing	

legislation	in	reaction	to	such	attacks.		
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After	 having	 introduced	 several	 Social	 Actors	 that	 were	 affected	 in	 different	

ways	by	the	attack	at	the	Berlin	Christmas	market,	Merkel	then	talks	about	the	

attack	 itself	 and	 the	 results	 of	 the	work	 of	 the	 investigators	 in	 the	 few	 hours	

since	the	attack.	She	uses	the	pronoun	wir	again,	which	in	this	context	probably	

referred	to	herself,	her	administration	and	the	 investigators.	She	says	 that	wir	

did	not	know	much	about	the	attack	with	the	necessary	certainty.	This	probably	

meant	 that	 some	 information	 was	 available	 and	 some	 assumptions	 had	 been	

made	 that	 needed	 more	 clarification.	 In	 the	 sentences	 following	 this	 first	

sentence	of	the	paragraph,	Merkel	talks	about	two	of	those	aspects	of	the	attack	

that	may	have	appeared	quite	certain	at	the	time	of	her	statement.	The	first	one	

is	that	wir	must	assume	that	the	attack	the	night	before	was	a	terrorist	attack.	

From	Merkel’s	previous	statements	in	comparable	situations	it	can	be	assumed	

that	Merkel	would	not	use	 this	 expression	without	 sufficient	 evidence.	Calling	

the	 attack	 a	 terrorist	 attack	 further	 underlines	 the	 intensity	 of	 the	 attack	 and	

put	it	into	a	certain	category	of	violent	acts.	Being	considered	a	terrorist	attack	

may	have	 led	 to	an	 increase	 in	perception	of	 fear	within	 the	audience	 since	 it	

indirectly	confirmed	what	the	tabloid	Die	Bild	had	already	indicated	in	its	issue	

of	20	December	2016.	The	second	aspect	of	the	attack	was	that	it	was	strongly	

suspected	 that	 the	 attacker	 was	 an	 asylum	 seeker.	 Merkel	 thereby	 indirectly	

introduces	the	first	and	only	Social	Actor	that	was	actively	involved	in	the	attack	

and	explains	that	it	would	be	hard	to	deal	with	a	potential	confirmation	of	the	

suspicion	that	he	was	an	asylum	seeker.	This	is	the	only	and	very	brief	part	of	

the	 statement	 where	 Merkel	 talks	 about	 the	 attacker.	 The	 majority	 of	 the	

statement	focuses	on	Social	Actors	directly	or	indirectly	affected	by	the	attack.	

This	structure	and	prioritisation	of	different	Social	Actors	does	not	allow	an	in-

group/out-group	 comparison	 but	 rather	 either	 shows	 little	 attention	 for	 the	

person	behind	the	attack	or	a	decision	to	avoid	this	aspect.	With	the	at	that	time	

on-going	political	debate	in	Germany	and	the	in	parts	of	the	political	spectrum	

and	population	strong	distrust	of	Merkel’s	immigration	policies,	the	latter	might	

have	 been	 the	 case.	Merkel	 strengthens	 this	 assumption	 in	 the	 next	 sentence	

where	she	said	that	the	confirmation	of	the	suspicion	that	the	person	who	drove	

the	truck	into	a	crowd	of	people	at	the	Berlin	Christmas	market	was	an	asylum	

seeker	 would	 have	 been	 particularly	 disgusting	 towards	 many	 Germans	 who	
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were	on	a	daily	basis	involved	in	giving	aid	to	refugees	and	the	many	people	in	

Germany	 who	 actually	 needed	 protection	 and	 were	 trying	 hard	 to	 integrate.	

Merkel	 introduces	 two	 new	 Social	 Actors	 in	 this	 sentence,	 the	 Germans	 who	

volunteer	 to	help	 refugees	 and	 the	 refugees	who	 came	 to	Germany.	Using	 the	

pronoun	 viele	 (many)	 in	 both	 cases	 may	 have	 been	 an	 attempt	 to	 underline	

Merkel’s	 immigration	policies.	 It	explained	 that	many	members	of	 the	German	

population	 were	 welcoming	 refugees,	 which	 indicates	 that	 a	 large	 group	 of	

Germans	actively	supported	Merkel’s	immigration	policies.	And	it	indicates	that	

the	 majority	 of	 refugees	 who	 came	 to	 Germany	 were	 actually	 fleeing	 from	

conflict	and	were	trying	to	 live	according	to	 the	 local	way	of	 living.	Therefore,	

even	 though	 they	 do	 not	 disprove	 them,	 mentioning	 these	 two	 Social	 Actors	

could	 be	 considered	 as	 a	 counterargument	 to	 conservative	 politicians’	

arguments	that	claimed	that	many	Germans	felt	frightened	by	or	neglected	due	

to	 the	 large	 numbers	 of	 refugees	 that	 arrived	 in	 Germany	 and	 that	 refugees	

were	a	general	threat	to	security	in	Germany.438		

	

Merkel	 does	 not	 refer	 to	 direct	 aspects	 of	 the	 attack	 in	 the	 remaining	 three	

paragraphs	 of	 her	 statement	 but	 instead	 talked	 about	 steps	 she,	 other	

politicians	and	personnel	involved	in	taking	measures	in	reaction	to	the	attack	

would	 take	 in	 the	 sixth	 paragraph.	 She	 introduces	 the	 Social	 Actors	 of	 the	

President	of	 the	Federal	Republic	of	Germany,	Minister	of	 the	 Interior	and	the	

Mayor	of	Berlin.	She	also	 introduces	 the	group	of	Social	Actors	of	 the	security	

cabinet,	which	includes	several	ministers	and	the	heads	of	the	safety	authorities,	

whom	 she	 was	 going	 to	 meet	 30	 minutes	 after	 she	 gave	 the	 statement.	

Introducing	 this	 group	 of	 influential	 Social	 Actors	 further	 contributes	 to	 the	

enforcement	of	the	German	legislation	in	its	strongest	and	hierarchically	highest	

way,	as	was	already	indicated	in	the	fourth	paragraph.	It	also	indicates	Merkel’s	

direct	involvement	in	clearing	up	the	case	of	the	attack.		

	

She	continues	talking	about	her	schedule	for	the	day	in	the	seventh	paragraph	

by	 explaining	 that	 she	would	 go	 to	 the	 Breitscheidplatz	where	 the	 Christmas	

																																																								
438 F. Decker, “The ’Alternative for Germany’: Factors Behind ist Emergence and Profile of a New Right-wing Populist Party“, 
German Politics and Society, 37/1 (2019). 
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market	 attack	 took	 place	 with	 the	 Mayor	 of	 Berlin	 and	 the	 Minister	 of	 the	

Interior	 to	 express	 their	 sympathy	 as	many	 other	 people	 in	 Berlin	 (Berliner)	

did.	By	describing	herself	as	well	as	the	Mayor	of	Berlin	and	the	Minister	of	the	

Interior	as	Berliner	she	again	tries	to	connect	herself	and	the,	in	this	case,	other	

leading	 politicians	with	 the	 general	 population.	 She	 continues	 to	 do	 so	 in	 the	

second	half	of	the	paragraph	where	she	says	that	she	and	millions	of	Germans,	

were	 asking	 themselves	 how	 to	 continue	 their	 lives	 after	 the	 attack.	 Hereby	

Merkel	shows	that	she	understood	the	concerns	many	members	of	the	audience	

of	her	statement	might	have	had	after	the	attack.		

	

In	 the	 last	 paragraph	 of	 her	 statement,	 she	 tries	 to	 answer	 this	 question	 by	

saying	 that	 the	 attack	 should	 not	 have	 the	 effect	 that	 wir,	 in	 this	 case	 the	

Chancellor	 and	 the	 general	 public,	 limit	 their	 activities	 due	 to	 the	 fear	 of	 evil.	

She	 again	 uses	 the	 pronoun	 wir	 to	 connect	 to	 the	 general	 audience	 and	 to	

express	unity.	The	term	evil	(dem	Bösen)	can	be	interpreted	as	a	description	of	

the	 threat	 behind	 the	 ideology	 that	 led	 to	 attacks	 like	 the	 one	 in	 Berlin	 the	

previous	day.	This	metaphor	also	indicates	a	direct	contrast	between	those	who	

support	these	forms	of	ideologies	and	the	audience	of	her	statement,	mainly	the	

German	population.	Merkel	then	ends	her	statement	by	saying	that	even	though	

it	may	seem	difficult	at	that	moment	in	time	wir	would	find	the	strength	to	live	

the	 life	wir	want	to	 live	 in	Germany,	“free,	united	and	open”	(frei,	miteinander	

und	 offen).	 The	 last	 sentence	 of	 her	 statement	 could	 be	 interpreted	 as	 a	 final	

comment	 against	 right-wing	 narratives	 that	 were	 trying	 to	 divide	 the	

population	by	making	use	of	a	potential	vacuum	caused	by	the	uncertainty	after	

the	attack.	Merkel	implicitly	indicated	that	she	was	aware	of	that	by	saying	that	

supporting	 a	 free,	 united	 and	 open	 Germany	 may	 have	 seemed	 difficult	

immediately	after	the	attack.		

	

The	medium	

The	medium	was	Chancellor	Angela	Merkel’s	address	 to	 the	public.	Therefore,	

the	main	 audience	was	 the	 people	 of	 Germany	who	 saw	 the	 statement	 either	

live	 on	 public	 and	 private	 news	 channels	 or	 summaries	 of	 it	 in	 news-

programmes	on	public	and	private	television.		
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Unfortunately,	at	the	time	of	writing,	not	much	data	about	the	broadcasting	time	

during	 the	weeks	 after	 the	 attack	 at	 the	Berlin	 Christmas	market	 is	 available.	

However,	 the	 general	 data	 described	 in	 4.	 Terrorist	 attacks	 and	 Government	

Statements	 in	 response,	 c.	 Germany,	 i.	 Hannover	 Arena	 plot	 17/11/2015,	 2.	

Narrative	 Analysis	 of	 Political	 Statements	 should	 help	 to	 develop	 an	

understanding	of	the	reporting	of	Merkel’s	statement	in	German	television	and	

newspapers.		

 
3. Analysis of public reactions 

The	receiver	

Information	regarding	the	receiver	of	Angela	Merkel’s	statement	 following	the	

Berlin	 Christmas	market	 attack	 is	 the	 same	 as	 that	 regarding	 her	 statements	

following	 the	Hannover	Arena	plot	 and	 the	 attacks	 in	Würzburg	 and	Ansbach	

and	is	described	in	depth	in	4.	Terrorist	attacks	and	Government	Statements	in	

response,	c.	Germany,	i.	Hannover	Arena	plot	17/11/2015,	3.	Analysis	of	public	

reactions.		

	

Feedback		

At	the	beginning	of	December	2016,	the	month	of	the	Berlin	Christmas	market	

attack	and	Merkel’s	statement	in	reaction	to	it,	the	Chancellor’s	approval	ratings	

were	 at	 57%.439 	In	 the	 months	 before	 December	 2016,	 Merkel’s	 approval	

ratings	slowly	recovered	from	a	low	of	45%	in	September.440	Immediately	after	

Merkel’s	statement,	in	January	2017	her	approval	ratings	had	declined	by	1%	to	

56%	 and	 by	 another	 per	 cent	 in	 February	 before	 they	 started	 to	 increase	

continuously	until	July	2017	where	they	reached	69%.	This	shows	a	very	small	

decline	 in	 Merkel’s	 approval	 ratings	 after	 the	 attack	 and	 her	 statement	 in	

reaction	to	it.	However,	her	statement	on	20	December	2016	may	not	have	been	

her	only	public	appearance	that	affected	the	Chancellor’s	approval	ratings	at	the	

beginning	of	January	2017.	Especially	her	New	Year’s	address	on	31	December	

2016	may	 have	 had	 a	 stronger	 impact	 on	 her	 January	 2017	 approval	 ratings.	

																																																								
439  B. Sills, P. Suzara, ‘World Leaders’ Political Health Check’, 31 October 2018, at 
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/features/2018-10-31/how-long-will-world-leaders-last [accessed March 2019]. 
440 J. Karaian, ‘Angela Merkel’s domestic approval rating’, The Atlas, at https://www.theatlas.com/charts/HJngd-yMl [accessed 
February 2019]. 
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Two	of	 the	key	aspects	of	her	New	Year’s	address	were	 Islamic	 terrorism	and	

the	influx	of	refugees	though,	and	in	both	cases	Merkel	repeated	her	perspective	

on	these	two	topics	and	defended	her	immigration	policies	more	explicitly	than	

after	the	Berlin	attack.441	Therefore,	even	though	Merkel	did	not	gain	support	in	

January	2017,	it	could	be	argued	that	her	perspective	on	Islamic	terrorism	and	

immigration,	 which	 were	 also	 mentioned	 in	 her	 statement	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	

Berlin	Christmas	market	attack	eleven	days	earlier,	were	not	opposed	by	a	large	

group	of	people	that	supported	Merkel	before	20	December	2016.		

	

Angela	 Merkel	 did	 not	 communicate	 with	 the	 public	 through	 Social	 Media	

channels	like	Twitter.442		

	

4. Conclusion 

In	 her	 statement	 on	 20	 December	 2016	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	 Berlin	 Christmas	

market	 attack,	 Merkel	 only	 mentions	 the	 actual	 attack	 and	 the	 (at	 the	 time)	

suspected	profile	of	the	attacker	once.	Thus,	she	gives	the	group	of	Social	Actors	

that	were	directly	affected	by	the	attack	or	involved	in	the	immediate	reactions	

to	 it	much	more	 importance	 and	 puts	 emphasis	 on	 voluntary	 refugee	 helpers	

and	refugees	who	came	to	Germany	in	need	of	protection.	This	can	be	assumed	

to	be	part	of	an	attempt	 to	prevent	or	react	 to	people	 that	may	have	used	the	

attack	 to	 strengthen	 prejudices	 against	 refugees	 in	 order	 to	weaken	Merkel’s	

immigration	policies.		

	

In	the	second	part	of	her	statement,	Merkel	talks	about	measures	that	would	be	

taken	in	reaction	to	the	attack	but	more	importantly	about	how	people	should	

react	to	the	attack,	implicitly	and	explicitly	underlining	unity	and	openness.	She	

does	 so	 by	 using	 the	 pronouns	 wir	 (we)	 and	 unsere	 (our),	 in	 this	 context	

referring	to	herself	and	the	German	public	seven	times	before	she	says	that	this	

large	 Social	 Actor	 wants	 to	 live	 in	 a	 Germany	 that	 is	 free,	 united	 and	 open.	

Throughout	the	entire	statement,	Merkel	uses	these	two	pronouns	referring	to	

																																																								
441 ‘Neujahrsansprache 2017 von Bundeskanzlerin Dr. Angela Merkel am 31. Dezember 2016 über Hörfunk und Fernsehen’, 
Die Bundesregierung, 01 January 2017, at https://www.bundesregierung.de/breg-de/service/bulletin/neujahrsansprache-2017-
389442 [accessed March 2019].  
442 For information regarding Twitter use in Germany and in particular in German politics see 4. Terrorist attacks and 
Government Statements in response, c. Germany, i. Hannover Arena plot 17/11/2015, 3. Analysis of political reactions.  
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the	 same	 Social	 Actor	 15	 times.	 The	 pronoun	 ich	 (I)	 is	 used	 14	 times	 in	 her	

statement.	 This	 indicates	 that	 even	 though	 Merkel	 throughout	 the	 statement	

repeatedly	implicitly	and	at	the	very	end	explicitly	mentions	the	importance	of	

unity	 within	 the	 population	 and	 by	 repeatedly	 using	 the	 pronouns	 wir	 and	

unsere	also	between	the	population	and	their	Chancellor,	she	considers	her	role	

as	a	strong	leader	similarly	important.	Simple	reasons	for	this	may	have	been	on	

the	one	hand	a	 response	 to	populist	 right-wing	narratives	 that	 tried	 to	divide	

the	population	by	social	classes	and	ethnic	backgrounds	and	on	the	other	hand	

the	 upcoming	 elections	 in	 2017	 for	which	Merkel	 not	 only	 had	 to	 defend	 her	

role	 as	 a	 leader	 in	 the	 broader	 political	 spectrum	 but	 also	 within	 her	 own	

party.443		

	

iv. Comparative Analysis – Germany 

The	 analysis	 of	 Angela	Merkel’s	 statements	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	 Hanover	 Arena	

plot	and	the	attacks	in	Würzburg,	Ansbach	and	Berlin	show	certain	similarities	

but	also	a	 few	differences	between	the	statements.	These	indicate	how	Merkel	

adjusted	her	public	communication	 in	reaction	to	 terrorist	 threats	and	attacks	

to	 external	 factors	 while	 holding	 on	 to	 aspects	 she	 considered	 important.	

Adjustments	appear	 to	have	been	considered	necessary	due	 to	 changes	 in	 the	

socio-political	 environment	 in	 Germany	 between	 the	 times	 of	 the	 statements	

analysed	 as	 well	 as	 changes	 in	 Merkel’s	 approval	 ratings	 during	 the	 time	

between	17	November	2015	and	20	December	2016.	Merkel’s	reactions	to	the	

terrorist	threats	and	attacks	during	that	time	were	likely	to	affect	not	only	the	

Chancellor’s	 but	 also	 her	 party’s	 approval	 ratings.	 Due	 to	 the	 volatility	 of	

support	in	German	politics	at	that	time	and	the	rise	of	the	right-wing	party	AfD,	

which	 affected	 the	 general	 narrative	 in	 German	 politics,	 it	 is	 very	 likely	 that	

Merkel	 kept	 an	 even	 closer	 look	 at	 changes	 in	 approval	 ratings	 after	 her	

statements	than	she	may	have	before	the	rise	of	AfD.444	The	rise	of	conservative	

right-wing	narratives	through	AfD	but	also	conservative	parts	of	her	own	party	

was	 strongly	 influenced	 by	 and	 made	 use	 of	 Merkel’s	 immigration	 policies.	

																																																								
443 H.-G. Jaschke, ‘Right-wing extremsism and populism and contemporary Germany and Western Europe’, in S. von Mering, 
T. W. McCarty (eds), Right-Wing Radicalism Today – Perspectives from Europe and the US (London, Routledge, 2013), pp. 22 
– 36.  
444 O. Niedermayer, ‘Eine neue Konkurrentin im Parteiensystem? Die Alternative für Deutschland’, in O. Niedermayer (ed.), 
Die Parteien nach der Bundestagswahl 2013 (Wiesbaden, Springer VS, 2015), 175 – 207.  
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Thus,	 the	 threat	 in	Hanover	and	 the	attacks	 in	Würzburg,	Ansbach	and	Berlin	

that	were	 all	 carried	out	 by	 individuals	with	 refugee	backgrounds	put	Merkel	

into	a	difficult	situation	where	she	had	to	fight	for	the	approval	of	conservative	

CDU	supporters	without	delegitimising	her	 immigration	policies,	which	would	

have	 led	 to	 a	 loss	 of	 newly	won	 supporters	 from	 the	 left	 half	 of	 the	 German	

political	 spectrum.445	Since	 between	 the	 attack	 in	Würzburg	 and	 the	 attack	 in	

Berlin	 the	 number	 of	 refugees	 in	 Germany	 increased	 these	 attacks	 also	

influenced	 the	 immigration	 discourse	 in	 German	 politics	 and	 society	 and	

increased	the	political	pressure	on	Angela	Merkel.446	This	may	have	been	one	of	

the	 main	 reasons	 for	 certain	 changes	 regarding	 the	 content	 of	 her	 public	

statements	in	reaction	to	terrorist	threats	and	attacks	in	2015	and	2016.		

	

The	 most	 striking	 change	 is	 visible	 in	 the	 quantitative	 analysis	 of	 the	

statements.	Even	though	the	three	statements	analysed	are	of	different	lengths	

(Hanover	–	1min58sec;	Würzburg/Ansbach	-	14min24sec;	Berlin	–	4min36sec)	

the	number	of	times	Angela	Merkel	used	pronouns	that	unite	her	and	the	public	

(wir,	unser)	significantly	increased	disproportionally	between	her	statement	in	

reaction	to	 the	Hanover	Arena	plot	and	the	attacks	 in	Würzburg	and	Ansbach.	

The	 number	 of	 times	 she	 used	 these	 uniting	 pronouns	 in	 her	 statement	 in	

reaction	 to	 the	 Berlin	 Christmas	market	 attack	 is	 similar	 to	 the	 statement	 in	

reaction	to	 the	Würzburg/Ansbach	attacks	(Hanover	–	4x;	Würzburg/Ansbach	

55x;	 Berlin	 15x).	 At	 the	 same	 time	 Merkel’s	 usage	 of	 the	 pronoun	 I/my	

(ich/mein)	 decreased	 disproportionally	 between	 her	 statement	 from	 17	

November	2015	and	28	July	2016	but	then	increased	again	in	proportion	to	the	

length	 of	 the	 statement	 on	 20	 December	 2016	 (Hanover	 –	 5x;	

Würzburg/Ansbach	 11x;	 Berlin	 14x).	 The	 usages	 of	 the	 pronouns	 ich/mein	

underline	the	authority	of	the	speaker	and	the	pronouns	wir/unser	refer	more	

to	a	feeling	of	unity	and	therefore	devalue	authority.	The	drastic	changes	in	the	

number	 of	 Merkel’s	 usage	 of	 both	 types	 of	 pronouns	 between	 the	 different	

																																																								
445 H. Schoen, M. Mader, ‘The European refugee crisis, party competition and voters’ responses in Germany’, West European 
Politics, 42/1 (2019), pp. 67 – 90. 
446  see previous chapter and ‘Migrationsbericht 2016/2017’, Bundesministerium des Innern, at 
http://www.bamf.de/SharedDocs/Anlagen/DE/Publikationen/Migrationsberichte/migrationsbericht-2016-
2017.pdf?__blob=publicationFile [accesser March 2019], pp. 43 – 49; ‘Migrationsbericht 2015’, Bundesministerium des 
Innern, at https://www.bamf.de/SharedDocs/Anlagen/DE/Publikationen/Migrationsberichte/migrationsbericht-
2015.pdf?__blob=publicationFile [accessed March 2019]. 
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statements	 indicate	 that	 the	 contexts	 behind	 the	 statements	 were	 quite	

different	but	also	that	these	different	contexts	forced	the	Chancellor	to	adapt	to	

different	 roles	 in	 her	 communication	 with	 the	 German	 public.	 Context	 wise	

these	 might	 mainly	 have	 been	 affected	 by	 her	 public	 support,	 the	 political	

narrative	at	the	times	of	the	statements	and	the	events	that	the	statements	were	

held	in	reaction	to.	In	November	2015	Merkel’s	approval	ratings	were	at	50%,	a	

very	 low	number	at	 the	 time	 for	Angela	Merkel.447	At	 the	same	 time,	 the	 right	

wing	party	AfD	was	using	an	anti-immigration	narrative	 that	also	affected	 the	

broader	 political	 narrative	 in	 Germany	 as	 the	 party	 continued	 gaining	

support.448	However,	 the	 threat	 behind	 the	 Hanover	 Arena	 plot	 itself	 did	 not	

directly	 strengthen	 the	 anti-immigration	 narrative	 since	 it	 was	 not	 publicly	

known	who	planned	the	attack	and	did	therefore	not	put	Merkel	into	a	position	

where	 she	 had	 to	 defend	 her	 immigration	 policies	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	 threat	

explicitly.	Thus,	she	may	not	have	been	as	concerned	about	the	direct	effect	of	

immigration-related	 aspects	 in	 her	 statement	 and	 could	 instead	 use	 it	 to	

underline	 her	 authority	 as	 Chancellor	 of	 Germany.	 In	 contrast,	 the	 attacks	 in	

Würzburg,	Ansbach	and	Berlin	were	all	carried	out	by	individuals	who	came	to	

Germany	 as	 refugees	 and	 the	 attacks	 caused	 injuries,	 in	 the	 Berlin	 case	 even	

killed	 people.	 These	 attacks	 strongly	 influenced	 the	 broader	 narrative	 and	

contributed	to	the	divide	in	German	society	regarding	immigration.	At	the	same	

time,	 Merkel’s	 approval	 ratings	 had	 slightly	 recovered	 in	 comparison	 to	

previous	 months	 (July	 2016	 –	 59%;	 December	 2016	 -	 57%).449	This	 enabled	

Merkel	 to	 use	 the	 support	 of	 the	majority	 of	 the	 German	 population	 to	 refer	

stronger	to	aspects	of	unity	and	shared	values	in	order	to	soften	the	divide	and	

make	more	people	share	her	interpretation	of	the	events	instead	of	focusing	on	

the	 communication	of	 authority.	The	 increase	 in	 the	proportionate	number	of	

times	 Merkel	 used	 the	 pronouns	 ich/mein	 between	 28	 July	 2016	 and	 20	

December	 2016	 could	 be	 explained	 by	 the	 federal	 election	 year	 2017	 getting	

closer	in	which	Merkel	not	only	had	to	strengthen	her	party’s	support	but	also	

																																																								
447 ‘Merkel’s approval ratings improve’, DW, 01 March 2016, at https://www.dw.com/en/merkels-approval-ratings-improve/a-
19083943 [accessed February 2019].  
448 R. Schmitt-Beck, “The ’Alternative für Deutschland in the Electorate’: Between Single-Issue and Right-Wing Populist 
Party“, German Politics, 26/1 (2017), pp. 124 – 148.  
449 J. Karaian, ‘Angela Merkel’s domestic approval rating’, The Atlas, at https://www.theatlas.com/charts/HJngd-yMl [accessed 
March 2019]; B. Sills, P. Suzara, ‘World Leaders’ Political Health Check’, 31 October 2018, at 
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/features/2018-10-31/how-long-will-world-leaders-last [accessed March 2019]. 



Dominik Hamm 

dhamm02@qub.ac.uk 

	

	 229	

her	 position	 as	 the	 leader	 of	 CDU	 against	more	 conservative	members	 of	 her	

party.450		

	

Interestingly,	 even	 though	 the	 three	 statements	 analysed	 differ	 strongly	 in	

length	and	content,	Merkel	mentioned	the	personnel	at	the	scene	of	the	threat	

and	attacks,	police,	security	agencies,	firefighters	and	medical	staff	five	times	in	

each	 of	 her	 statements.	 Considering	 the	 length	 of	 the	 statements	 that	 means	

that	Merkel	gave	that	personnel	much	more	importance	in	her	statement	after	

the	 Hanover	 Arena	 plot	 and	 less	 after	 the	 Würzburg,	 Ansbach	 and	 Berlin	

attacks.	The	reason	for	that	may	have	been	that	in	the	Hanover	case	a	potential	

attack	 had	 been	 prevented,	 which	 made	 especially	 the	 police	 and	 security	

agencies	 appear	 as	 successful	while	 in	Würzburg,	 Ansbach	 and	Berlin	 attacks	

had	 not	 been	 prevented.	Mentioning	 those	 Social	 Actors	 in	 proportion	 to	 the	

length	 of	 the	 statements	more	 often	 after	 a	 success	 than	 after	what	 could	 be	

considered	by	parts	of	the	public	a	failure	could	be	interpreted	as	a	protection	

of	 their	public	 image.	However,	one	 could	also	argue	 that	Merkel	 should	have	

highlighted	 their	commitment	 immediately	after	 the	attacks	stronger.	Another	

reason	for	the	proportionate	decline	in	the	number	of	times	Merkel	referred	to	

these	Social	Actors	 could	have	been	 the	difference	 in	 emphasis	on	main	goals	

behind	the	statements.	This	also	relates	 to	 the	 focus	on	unity/authority	 in	her	

statements,	 since	 Social	Actors	 such	 as	police	 and	 security	 agencies	underline	

the	authority	of	the	state.		

	

Another	aspect	that	relates	to	the	main	intentions	behind	Merkel’s	statements	is	

the	number	of	times	she	mentioned	the	Social	Actors	that	were	directly	involved	

in	 carrying	 out	 the	 attacks.	 After	 the	 Hanover	 Arena	 plot,	 she	 does	 not	 talk	

about	any	of	 those	Social	Actors.	After	 the	Würzburg	and	Ansbach	attacks	she	

refers	 to	 them	 four	 times	 and	 after	 the	 Berlin	 Christmas	market	 attack	 once.	

Leaving	aside	the	Hanover	threat	and	considering	that	the	attacks	in	Würzburg,	

Ansbach	and	Berlin	were	all	carried	out	by	individuals	who	came	to	Germany	as	

refugees,	 the	 decline	 in	 the	 number	 of	 times	 the	 attackers	 are	 referred	 to	 in	

																																																								
450 M. Dilling, ‘Two of the Same Kind?: The Rise of the AfD and its implications for the CDU/CSU’, German Politics and 
Society, 36/1 (2018), pp. 84 – 104.  
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proportion	 to	 the	 length	of	 the	 statements	between	28	 July	 and	20	December	

2016	could	indicate	that	Merkel	changed	her	strategy	regarding	the	protection	

of	 her	 immigration	 policies,	 potentially	 in	 order	 to	 maintain	 the	 remaining	

support	from	the	right	half	of	the	political	spectrum.	In	her	statement	after	the	

Würzburg	 and	Ansbach	 attacks	Merkel	 explicitly	 and	 in	 length	 explained	 that	

the	attackers	were	not	representative	for	the	majority	of	refugees	in	Germany.	

After	the	Berlin	attack,	the	aspect	of	her	statement	that	aimed	at	the	reaction	to	

and	 prevention	 of	 prejudices	 that	 would	 further	 strengthen	 anti-immigration	

narratives	was	much	 briefer	 and	 less	 explicit.	 One	 reason	 for	 this	 could	 have	

been	 that	 Merkel	 had	 to	 react	 to	 an	 interpretation	 of	 the	 attacks	 that	 had	

already	been	established	by	newspapers	and	other	political	parties	at	the	time	

of	her	statement	 in	reaction	to	the	attacks	 in	Würzburg	and	Ansbach.451	In	the	

case	of	the	Berlin	attack,	Merkel’s	quicker	reaction	enabled	her	to	influence	the	

narrative	 that	developed	out	of	 the	attack	actively	by	communicating	her	own	

interpretation.	Nevertheless,	while	 preparing	 her	 statement	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	

Berlin	Christmas	market	attack,	Angela	Merkel	still	had	to	consider	the	broader	

socio-political	 narrative	 at	 the	 time.	 Therefore,	 a	 change	 in	 strategy	 in	 her	

communication	with	the	public	based	on	similar	external	variables	can	still	be	

detected	from	the	comparison	of	Merkel’s	statements.	The	changes	detected	in	

this	 comparative	 analysis	 also	 underline	 how	 influential	 the	 conservative	 and	

right-wing	 narratives	 had	 become	 in	 German	 politics	 during	 the	 time	 of	 the	

attacks	analysed.452		

	

The	references	 to	different	Social	Actors	also	contribute	 to	another	noticeable	

difference	 between	 the	 three	 statements.	 While	 the	 statements	 from	 18	

November	2015	and	20	December	2016	focused	on	specific	events	and	mainly	

on	 Social	 Actors	 that	 were	 more	 or	 less	 directly	 affected	 by	 the	 events,	 the	

statement	from	28	July	2016	focused	on	the	broader	threat	of	Islamic	terrorism	

and	 its	 effect	on	 society	and	put	emphasis	on	a	much	broader	group	of	Social	

Actors.	 The	 latter	 statement	 therefore	 also	 included	 a	 larger	 number	 of	

influential	 international	Social	Actors	and	broader,	 large	measures	 that	would	
																																																								
451 ‘Tageszeitungen: Die Titelseiten Vom 26.7.2016’, Horizont, 26 July 2016,  at https://www.horizont.net/covershows/Die-
Titelseiten-vom-26.7.2016-2631 [accessed March 2019].  
452 M. Dudášová, ‘Political Consequences of the Refugee Crisis – The Case of Germany’, Economic Review, 45/3 (2016), pp. 
312 – 330.  
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or	 should	 according	 to	 Merkel	 be	 taken	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	 attacks	 and	 the	

broader	 threat	 they	 embodied.	 The	 other	 two	 statements	 only	 referred	 to	

national	Social	Actors	(with	the	exception	of	the	Dutch	national	football	team),	

and	minor	measures	that	would	be	taken	in	reaction	to	the	events.		

	

The	timing	of	the	statements	further	underlines	the	motivations	and	intentions	

Angela	Merkel	seems	to	have	had	behind	her	statements.	While	she	reacted	to	

the	 specific	 events	 in	 the	 cases	 of	 the	 Hanover	 Arena	 plot	 and	 the	 Berlin	

Christmas	market	attack	the	day	after	the	events,	she	reacted	in	her	statement	

ten	and	four	days	after	the	attacks	in	Würzburg	and	Ansbach	to	a	socio-political	

narrative	that	was	strengthened	by	certain	events.	Again,	the	broader	contexts	

surrounding	 the	events	Merkel	 reacted	 to	 in	her	 statements	probably	affected	

the	timing	and	content.	One	main	factor	regarding	the	timing	of	the	statements	

was	simply	the	fact	that	the	German	government	was	fully	active	in	November	

2015	and	December	2016.	 In	 July	2016	 it	was	 in	 its	 annual	 summer	break.453	

The	Hanover	Arena	plot	took	place	only	four	days	after	the	Paris	attacks	of	13	

November	2015	that	killed	130	people	with	the	first	suicide	bomb	going	off	just	

outside	 the	 Stade	 de	 France	 stadium	 where	 France	 was	 playing	 against	

Germany.454	Therefore,	the	felt	threat	level	around	large	public	events	was	high	

in	 Germany	 at	 that	 time	 and	 Merkel	 was	 aware	 that	 a	 quick	 reaction	 was	

necessary	to	maintain	control	over	the	situation	and	the	public	reaction.455	The	

press	conference	given	by	the	Minister	of	the	Interior	Thomas	de	Maizière	in	the	

evening	of	17	November	2015	did	not	have	a	calming	effect	on	members	of	the	

public	either.456	On	18	and	24	July	Merkel	may	have	underestimated	the	effect	

of	the	attacks	on	socio-political	narratives	in	Germany.	This	would	explain	why	

it	still	took	her	four	days	to	address	the	public	after	the	second	Islamic	terrorist	

attack	 in	 Germany.	 One	 reason	 for	 that	 underestimation	 could	 have	 been	 the	

comparatively	 low	 number	 of	 victims.	 The	 Berlin	 Christmas	 market	 attack	

injured	a	much	larger	group	of	people	and	killed	11.	The	intensity	of	the	attack	

																																																								
453  ‘Parlamentarische Sommerpaus’, Deutscher Bundestag, at 
https://www.bundestag.de/services/glossar/glossar/P/parlamentarische_sommerpause-247336 [accessed March 2019].  
454 ‘Paris attacks: What happened on the night’, BBC News, 09 December 2015, at https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-
34818994 [accessed February 2019].  
455  ‘IS-Terror in Europa - Polizei verhindert bei Paris weiteren Anschlag’, ntv, 18 November 2015, at https://www.n-
tv.de/politik/Polizei-verhindert-bei-Paris-weiteren-Anschlag-article16385706.html [accessed March 2019].  
456 T. de Maizère, Regieren (Freiburg im Breisgau, Herder, 2019), pp. 82 – 89. 
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and	 lessons	 learned	 from	 having	 to	 react	 to	 socio-political	 narratives	

strengthened	 by	 attacks	 in	 July	 2016	 carried	 out	 by	 individuals	 with	 refugee	

backgrounds	underlined	the	importance	of	a	quick	reaction.		

	

Even	 though	 some	 major	 differences	 are	 noticeable	 when	 comparing	 Angela	

Merkel’s	statements	in	reaction	to	Islamic	terrorist	attacks,	there	are	also	some	

consistencies	throughout	her	statements.		

	

As	 explained	above	 the	 contents	of	 the	different	 statements	differ	 to	different	

extents,	 however,	 the	 structure	 of	 all	 statements	 is	 similar.	 In	 all	 three	 cases,	

Merkel	 starts	 her	 statements	 by	 talking	 about	 the	 threat	 or	 attack.	 She	 then	

introduces	the	Social	Actors	that	were	directly	affected	by	the	attacks	(football	

fans,	 victims	 of	 attacks	 and	 relatives,	 helpers	 at	 the	 scene)	 before	 she,	 in	 the	

case	of	the	Würzburg,	Ansbach	and	Berlin	attacks,	mentions	the	attackers.	In	the	

case	 of	 the	 statements	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	 attacks,	 Merkel	 then	 talks	 about	

measures	that	were	to	be	taken	in	reaction	to	the	attacks	and	in	the	last	part	of	

all	three	statements	she	refers	to	how	the	incidents	should	in	her	opinion	affect	

the	 German	 public.	 This	 consistency	 indicates	 that	 Merkel	 decided	 that	 the	

structural	 frame	 of	 her	 statements	 was	 appropriate	 and	 did	 not	 need	

adjustment	 to	 changes	 in	 the	 socio-political	 context	 between	November	 2015	

and	December	2016.		

	

Within	 these	 structural	 frames,	Merkel	 used	 pronouns	 (explained	 above)	 and	

expressions	of	sympathy	and	empathy	 that	underline	similarities	between	her	

and	 the	 general	 public.	 After	 the	 Würzburg,	 Ansbach	 and	 Berlin	 attacks	 she	

contrasted	these	aspects	with	opposing	terms	she	used	to	describe	the	attacks	

and	 ideology	of	 the	 attackers	 and	 their	 supporters.	Hereby	 she	 created	 an	 in-	

and	 out-group	 explanation	 regarding	 the	 broader	 Islamic	 terror	 threat.	 This	

contributed	to	her	unifying	intention	behind	her	statements	and	having	defined	

a	shared	enemy	also	contributed	to	the	legitimisation	of	potential	measures	that	

had	been	considered	after	the	attacks.	Even	though	Merkel	only	addressed	the	

in-group	 in	 her	 statement	 after	 the	 Hanover	 Arena	 plot,	 the	 message	 she	

communicated	could	be	understood	as	her	having	similar	intentions.			
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Merkel	 also	 highlighted	 the	 importance	 but	 also	 complexities	 behind	 political	

decision	making	in	all	of	the	three	statements	analysed.	In	her	statements	on	18	

November	2015	and	28	July	2016,	the	Chancellor	talked	about	the	importance	

and	challenges	of	keeping	the	right	balance	between	freedom	and	security	and	

referred	to	aspects	of	 the	given	 legal	 framework	that	needed	to	be	considered	

when	 making	 a	 decision	 in	 reaction	 to	 threats	 of	 Islamic	 terrorism.	 Merkel	

pointed	out	these	aspects	 in	order	to	underline	the	 legitimacy	of	the	decisions	

she	 suggested	 or	made	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	 threats	 and	 the	 attacks	 but	 also	 to	

justify	 decisions	 she	 made	 in	 the	 past	 that	 were	 criticised	 after	 the	 three	

incidents,	especially	regarding	 immigration.	That	way	Angela	Merkel	defended	

herself	from	populist	right-wing	narratives	from	AfD	and	conservative	parts	of	

her	own	party.457	References	to	aspects	of	 the	given	legal	 framework	may	also	

have	contributed	 to	her	goal	of	uniting	groups	within	 the	population	 that	had	

opposing	opinions	and	followed	different	narratives	at	that	time.	

	

Another	 common	 thread	 that	 underlines	 values	 that	 are	 shared	 by	 the	 vast	

majority	 of	 the	 German	 population	 and	 therefore	 could	 further	 contribute	 to	

Merkel’s	 intention	 of	 uniting	 her	 audience	 in	 her	 reaction	 to	 Islamic	 terror	

threats	and	attacks	is	the	way	of	living	of	the	people	in	Germany.	Merkel	refers	

to	 this	way	of	 living	 explicitly	 in	 her	 statements	 after	 the	Würzburg,	Ansbach	

and	 Berlin	 attacks	 and	 implicitly	 after	 the	 Hanover	 Arena	 plot.	 Apart	 from	

potentially	 having	 a	 uniting	 effect,	 referring	 to	 the	way	 of	 living	 in	 a	 context	

where	it	is	threatened	also	strengthens	the	in-group	vs	out-group	interpretation	

of	the	broader	threat	behind	Islamic	terrorism	Merkel	refers	to	implicitly	after	

the	 Hanover	 Arena	 plot	 and	 more	 explicitly	 in	 her	 statements	 after	 the	

Würzburg,	Ansbach	and	Berlin	attacks.		

	

The	 application	 of	 the	 three	 aspects	 explained	 in	 the	 previous	 paragraphs	

within	 similarly	 structured	 statements	 indicates	 that	Merkel	 considered	 these	

as	 the	 crucial	 elements	 in	 the	 creation	of	her	political	narrative	 in	 reaction	 to	

																																																								
457  I. – P. Karolewski, R. Benedikter, ‘Europe’s Refugee and Migrant Crisis: Economic and Political Ambivalences’, 
Challenges, 60/3 (2017), pp. 294 - 320.   
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Islamic	terrorist	threats	and	attacks.	While	other	aspects	of	her	statements	such	

as	her	choice	of	pronouns	and	importance	given	to	certain	Social	Actors	varied	

strongly,	 her	 expressions	 of	 sympathy	 and	 empathy	 (and	 after	 the	Würzburg,	

Ansbach	 and	 Berlin	 attacks	 also	 condemnation),	 and	 the	 references	 to	

legislative	 frameworks	 and	 a	 shared	 way	 of	 living	 needed	 no	 adjustment	 to	

changing	 socio-political	 contexts	 and	 can,	 therefore,	 be	 found	 in	 every	

statement	 analysed.	 The	 creation	 of	 an	 in-group	 through	 the	 expression	 of	

emotions	 the	 Chancellor	 shared	with	 large	 parts	 of	 the	 population	 as	well	 as	

objectively	 given	 conditions	 that	 unify	 the	majority	 of	 the	 people	 in	 Germany	

should,	 therefore,	 be	 considered	 Merkel’s	 main	 approach	 against	 populist	

narratives	 in	her	public	communication	 in	reaction	to	 Islamic	 terrorist	 threats	

or	 attacks.	 Contrasting	 these	 with	 explanations	 of	 intentions	 and	 ideologies	

behind	the	attacks	that	oppose	the	consistent	three	aspects	Merkel	used	in	her	

statements	 to	 connect	 with	 her	 audience	 gave	 a	 clear	 understanding	 of	 the	

shared	threat,	which	in	return	again	underlined	the	importance	of	unity.		

	

Angela	 Merkel’s	 approval	 ratings	 indicate	 that	 her	 statements	 in	 reaction	 to	

Islamic	terrorist	attacks	in	Germany	did	not	contribute	to	an	increase	in	public	

support.458	An	 increase	 in	 her	 approval	 ratings	 is	 only	 noticeable	 after	 her	

statement	in	reaction	to	the	Hanover	Arena	plot	in	November	2015	(+5%).	After	

her	statements	 in	reaction	 to	 the	Würzburg/Ansbach	attacks	 in	 July	2016	and	

the	Berlin	attack	 in	December	2016	Merkel’s	approval	ratings	dropped	by	8%	

and	 1%	 respectively.	 Since	 Merkel’s	 approval	 ratings	 in	 the	 months	 after	

November	 2015	 and	 December	 2016	 were	 influenced	 by	 other	 significant	

political	 events	 while	 Merkel’s	 statement	 in	 July	 2016	 was	 given	 during	 the	

parliamentary	 summer	 break,	 the	 August	 2016	 approval	 ratings	 should	 be	

regarded	as	a	 stronger	 indicator	of	how	the	public	 reacted	 to	 the	Chancellor’s	

statement	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	 Islamic	 terrorist	 attack.	 Considering	 the	 public	

reactions	 after	 all	 three	 statements,	 giving	 the	 approval	 ratings	 after	 the	

Würzburg/Ansbach	statement	more	significance,	the	comparative	analysis	does	

not	 necessarily	 indicate	 that	 the	 three	 main	 consistent	 elements	 and	 the	

																																																								
458 J. Karaian, ‘Angela Merkel’s domestic approval rating’, The Atlas, at https://www.theatlas.com/charts/HJngd-yMl [accessed 
March 2019]; B. Sills, P. Suzara, ‘World Leaders’ Political Health Check’, 31 October 2018, at 
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/features/2018-10-31/how-long-will-world-leaders-last [accessed March 2019]. 



Dominik Hamm 

dhamm02@qub.ac.uk 

	

	 235	

structural	 frame	 of	Merkel’s	 statements	 failed.	 However,	 it	 does	 indicate	 that	

more	variable	aspects	of	her	statements	 that	had	been	adjusted	 in	 reaction	 to	

socio-political	 developments	 did	 not	 positively	 affect	 the	 majority	 of	 her	

audience.	 Therefore,	 the	 way	 Merkel	 positioned	 herself	 in	 relation	 to	 the	

audience	through	her	choice	of	pronouns	and	the	importance	she	gave	different	

Social	 Actors	 could	 be	 regarded	 as	 the	 most	 influential	 aspects	 of	 her	

statements.			

	

Unfortunately,	this	hypothesis	cannot	be	analysed	in	more	depth	using	Twitter	

reactions	as	it	was	done	in	the	case	of	PM	Theresa	May’s	statements	in	the	UK	

(Twitter	was	 founded	 in	2006,	 towards	 the	end	PM	Tony	Blair’s	premiership)	

and	President	Francois	Hollande’s	statements	in	France.		

	

5. Comparative Analysis of UK, French and German Political Statements and 

public reactions to the statements 

In	 this	chapter,	a	comparative	analysis	of	 the	narrative	analyses	of	statements	

given	 by	 the	 leaders	 of	 the	 UK,	 France	 and	 Germany	 in	 reaction	 to	 Islamic	

terrorist	 attacks	 will	 be	 conducted.	 First,	 the	 political	 backgrounds	 of	 each	

political	leader	relevant	for	this	analysis	and	the	socio-political	contexts	each	of	

them	 were	 facing	 at	 the	 time	 of	 the	 statements	 analysed	 will	 be	 briefly	

summarised	 and	 compared.	 In	 the	 next	 step,	 the	 quantitative	 and	 qualitative	

contents	 of	 the	 statements	will	 be	 compared	 and	put	 in	 relation	 to	 the	 socio-

political	contexts	before	and	after	the	times	of	the	statements.	Here	the	role	of	

the	quantitative	 and	qualitative	 contents	 and	 their	 relationship	 to	 the	 current	

socio-political	 context	 will	 also	 be	 put	 in	 the	 broader	 normative	 context	 in	

which	 historical	 conflicts	 have	 been	 interpreted	 in	 the	 three	 domestic	 core	

cultures.	This	will	show	how	political	statements	in	reaction	to	Islamic	terrorist	

attacks	fit	into	the	broader	context	of	counterterrorist	decision	making	in	each	

country	 analysed.	 In	 the	 third	part	 of	 this	 chapter	 organisational459	aspects	 of	

the	statements	will	be	compared	and	again	put	in	relation	to	the	socio-political	

contexts	as	well	as	the	contents	of	the	statements	in	order	to	indicate	potential	

broader	 strategies	 or	 contradictions.	 The	 main	 intention	 behind	 this	

																																																								
459 In this context the term ‘organisational’ is used to summarise the aspects of timing and structure of political statements. 
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comparative	analysis	is	to	highlight	similar	patterns	or	changes	that	occurred	in	

aspects	 of	 statements	 in	 all	 three	 countries	 and	 how	 these	 underline	 the	

importance	of	the	consideration	of	broader	normative	contexts	and	temporary	

socio-political	 contexts	 in	 public	 statements	 by	political	 leaders	 in	 reaction	 to	

Islamic	 terrorist	 threats	 or	 attacks.	 This	 will	 also	 help	 to	 explain	 how	 far	

normative	contexts	 that	have	a	strong	 influence	on	counterterror	measures	 in	

each	 country	 give	 a	 basic	 foundation	 for	 public	 communication	 in	 reaction	 to	

such	 threats	 or	 attacks	 in	 times	 of	 increasingly	 strong	 populist	 opposition	

parties	 and	 how	 these	 findings	 contribute	 to	 the	 understanding	 of	 existing	

academic	 literature	 in	 the	 field	 of	 counterterrorism	 in	 the	 UK,	 France	 and	

Germany.	

	

In	 order	 to	 conduct	 a	 comparative	 analysis	 between	 the	 statements	 given	 by	

leaders	 from	 the	 UK,	 France	 and	 Germany	 in	 reaction	 to	 Islamic	 terrorist	

attacks,	the	broader	contexts	have	to	be	compared	first.	One	aspect	that	strongly	

influences	the	content	of	political	statements	is	the	speaker’s	party	background.	

Considering	 only	 the	 positions	 of	 the	 political	 parties	 the	 leaders	 whose	

statements	 are	 analysed	 in	 this	 thesis	 could	 be	 divided	 into	 centre-left	 (New	

Labour	 and	 Parti	 Socialiste)	 and	 centre-right	 (Conservative	 Party,	 Christlich	

Demokratische	Union).	However,	this	division	would	neglect	important	aspects	

of	 the	 leaders’	political	 approaches	and	challenges	 that	need	 to	be	 considered	

when	comparing	their	political	statements.		

	

UK	 PM	 Tony	 Blair	 promised	 in	 the	 1997	 Labour	 election	 manifesto	 that	 he	

would	modernize	 the	 Labour	 party	 and	 reposition	 his	 party	 in	 the	 left	 of	 the	

political	 spectrum.460	Blair’s	 goal	 in	 2001	 was	 to	 further	 develop	 a	 “modern	

welfare	state”	and	“strong	and	safe	communities”	with	 investment	and	reform	

in	public	services	being	the	crucial	parts	of	the	manifesto.461	In	the	2005	Labour	

election	manifesto,	Blair	 claimed	 to	have	 reached	 these	 goals	 and	 that	 the	UK	

had	 changed	 for	 the	 better.	 However,	 large	 parts	 of	 the	 population	 were	 not	

satisfied	with	Blair’s	administration	and	even	though	Labour	won	the	elections	
																																																								
460 M. Powell, ‘Introduction’, in M. Powell (ed),  Modernising the welfare state: The Blair legacy (Bristol, Policy Press, 2008), 
p. 2.  
461  ‘The Labour Party manifesto 2005’, The Labour Party, at 
http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/shared/bsp/hi/pdfs/13_04_05_labour_manifesto.pdf, [accessed April 2019], pp. 5 - 13.   
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in	 May	 2005	 they	 did	 so	 with	 the	 lowest	 popular	 vote	 of	 any	 majority	

government	 in	 the	 history	 of	 the	 UK	 electoral	 system	 (35.2%).462	The	 main	

reason	 for	 the	 strong	 decline	 in	 votes	 was	 Blair’s	 decision	 in	 favour	 of	 the	

involvement	 of	 British	 troops	 in	 Iraq.463	Blair’s	 approval	 ratings	 increased	

between	January	and	July	2005	from	33%	to	40%.464	This	gave	the	PM	a	slightly	

stronger	 position	 to	 address	 the	 public	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	 London	 bombings.	

Nevertheless,	the	majority	of	the	population	was	still	not	standing	behind	Blair.	

The	 PM	 was	 in	 a	 politically	 difficult	 situation,	 mainly	 due	 to	 the	 felt	

inconsistencies	 between	 his	 domestic	 and	 foreign	 policies.	 Thus,	 Blair’s	 main	

challenge	 in	his	 reactions	 to	 the	7/7	bombings	was	 to	 strengthen	his	 socialist	

domestic	 plans	 while	 using	 the	 context	 of	 the	 attacks	 to	 legitimise	 British	

involvement	 in	 Iraq.	 The	 decline	 in	 Blair’s	 approval	 ratings	 immediately	 after	

his	reaction	to	the	bombings	indicates	that	the	content	of	his	statement	did	not	

contribute	to	an	increase	in	support	of	the	PM.	

	

The	 other	 politician	 from	 the	 left	 part	 of	 the	 political	 spectrum	 in	 his	 home	

country	 was	 the	 French	 President	 Francois	 Hollande.	 Hollande	 also	 aimed	 to	

reposition	his	party	in	the	political	spectrum.	He	chose	a	socio-liberal	direction,	

which	positioned	him	at	 the	 left	end	of	 the	political	 spectrum	within	 the	Parti	

Socialiste.465 	This	 led	 to	 inner-party	 disputes,	 which	 challenged	 Hollande’s	

power	within	his	party	and	several	changes	in	the	cabinet	in	2014.466	In	national	

politics,	the	opposition	also	benefited	strongly	from	the	public	discontent	with	

Hollande’s	 leadership.	 Especially	 the	 right-wing	 Front	 National	 (FN)	

experienced	 a	 strong	 increase	 in	 support	 during	 the	 years	 of	 Hollande’s	

presidency	and	strongly	influenced	the	socio-political	discourse	in	France	with	

its	 neo-racist	 rhetoric.467	The	 increased	 support	 for	 conservative	 right-wing	

politics	 in	France	strongly	affected	the	President’s	approval	ratings.	Before	his	

																																																								
462  ‘2005 General election results summary’, UK Political Info, 05 May 2005, at http://www.ukpolitical.info/2005.htm 
[accessed April 2019].  
463 C. Kennedy-Pipe, R. Vickers, “’Blowback’ for Britain?: Blair, Bush and the war in Iraq”, Review of International Studies, 
33/2 (2007), pp. 205 – 221.  
464 J. Singer, M. Champion, ‘Hawks in Congress, not Tony Blair, May Benefit From Foiled Threat’, The Wall Street Journal, 12 
August 2006, at https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB115534578253134033 [accessed January 2018].  
465 R. Lefebvre, “’Dépassement’ ou effacement du parti socialiste (2012 – 2017)”, Mouvements, 89/1 (2017), pp. 11 – 21.  
466 ‘French President Hollande names Valls as new PM’, BBC News, 31 March 2014, at https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-
europe-26826292 [accessed April 2019].  
467 A. Mondon, ‘The Front National in the Twenty-First Century: From Pariah to Republican Democratic Contender?’, Modern 
& Contemporary France, 22/3 (2014), pp. 301 – 320.  
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statement	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	 Ile	de	France	attacks	only	19%	of	 the	population	

supported	 Hollande	 as	 their	 leader.468	After	 Hollande’s	 statement	 approval	

ratings	temporarily	improved	by	more	than	10%	before	they	went	down	again	

to	 23%	where	 they	 stayed	 until	 Hollande’s	 statement	 on	 14	November	 2015.	

The	President’s	approval	ratings	increased	again	and	went	up	to	41%.	However,	

they	quickly	declined	again	and	were	at	16%	at	the	time	of	the	Nice	attack	on	14	

July	2016.	Hollande’s	statement	 in	 the	reaction	to	 the	Nice	attack	did	not	help	

him	 to	 recover	 from	 approval	 ratings	 that	 made	 him	 the	 most	 unpopular	

President	 since	 the	beginning	of	 approval	 rating	 records.469	One	 reason	out	of	

many	 for	 the	 President’s	 low	 approval	 ratings	was	Hollande’s	 decision	 to	 get	

militarily	 involved	 in	 the	 conflict	 in	 Syria.470	Similar	 to	 Blair,	 Hollande	 had	 to	

defend	 his	 unpopular	 foreign	 policies	 while	 gaining	 support	 for	 his	 domestic	

policies.	 The	difference	 between	 the	 two	 centre-left	 leaders	 in	 this	 analysis	 is	

that	 Hollande’s	 domestic	 decisions	 were	 even	 less	 popular	 than	 his	 foreign	

policies.	Hollande	was	 also	 in	his	 first	 (and	only)	 term	as	President	 of	 France	

when	he	had	to	give	public	statements	 in	reactions	to	Islamic	terrorist	attacks	

while	Blair	was	already	in	his	third	term	as	PM	in	July	2005.		

	

The	 differences	 between	 the	 two	 leaders	 representing	 centre-right	 parties	 in	

this	analysis	are	much	stronger	than	those	between	the	two	centre-left	leaders	

Blair	and	Hollande.		

	

Theresa	 May	 became	 the	 second	 female	 UK	 PM	 after	 David	 Cameron’s	

resignation	 in	 July	 2016.471	May	 started	 her	 Premiership	 three	 weeks	 after	

51.9%	of	the	UK	population	voted	to	leave	the	European	Union.472	The	outcome	

of	 the	 referendum	 indicates	 a	 strong	 divide	 in	 society.	 This	 was	 further	

underlined	 by	 the	 outcome	 of	 the	 general	 snap	 elections	 in	 June	 2017,	which	

May	had	asked	for	in	April	of	the	same	year.473	The	snap	elections	led	to	the	loss	

																																																								
468  ‘Politique/Popularité moyenne de l’exécutif’, opinionlab, 10 January 2019, at http://opinionlab.opinion-
way.com/populariteMoyenneDeLexecutif.html [accessed January 2019].  
469 L. Flenady, ‘France: ‘Nuit debout’ movement shakes politics’, Green Left Weekly, 1091/1 (2016).  
470 A. Belkaïd, ‘En Syrie, une issue politique bien incertaine’, Le Monde Diplomatique, 741/12 (2015), p. 16.  
471 A. Crines, D. Jeffery, R. Hayton, T. Heppell, ‘The Conservative Party Leadership Elections of 2016: An Analysis of the 
Voting Motivations of Conservative Parliamentarians’, Parliamentary Affairs, 71/2 (2018), pp. 263 – 282.  
472 H. D. Clarke, M. Goodwin, P. Whiteley, Why Britain Voted to Leave the European Union (Cambridge, Cambridge 
University Press, 2017), p. 4.  
473  ‘Results – Election ends in Hung Parliament’, BBC News, 08 June 2017, at 
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/election/2017/results [accessed April 2019].  
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of	 12	 Conservative	 seats	 in	 the	 parliament	 and	 forced	 May	 to	 arrange	 a	

confidence	 and	 supply	 deal	 with	 the	 Democratic	 Unionist	 Party	 (DUP).	 May	

continued	 her	 predecessor’s	 agenda	 away	 from	 Thatcherism	 towards	 more	

centrist	 politics	 through	 a	 stronger	 emphasis	 on	 social	 policies	 and	 social	

inclusion.474	However,	 the	 deal	 with	 the	 even	 further	 to	 the	 right	 positioned	

DUP	gave	the	government	a	more	conservative	touch	and	prevented	aspects	of	

the	Conservative’s	 plan	 to	 improve	 the	party’s	 image.475	Even	before	 the	 snap	

election,	support	for	PM	May	decreased	and	at	the	day	of	the	Manchester	Arena	

bombing,	May’s	 approval	 ratings	were	 at	 38%.476	After	 the	 PM’s	 statement	 in	

reaction	 to	 the	 attack	 her	 approval	 ratings	 increased	 again	 immediately	 and	

went	 up	 to	 44%	 the	 day	 after	 her	 statement.	 Between	 May’s	 statement	 in	

reaction	to	the	Manchester	Arena	bombing	and	the	London	Bridge	attack	on	03	

June	2017	her	approval	ratings	decreased	again	by	2%,	which	still	left	her	in	a	

stronger	position	than	before	her	statement	on	23	May.477	Throughout	the	week	

after	 her	 statement	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	 London	 Bridge	 attack,	 right	 before	 the	

snap	 election,	 May’s	 approval	 ratings	 declined	 by	 13%	 again.	 The	 loss	 of	

approval	 for	 the	 Conservative	 Party	 and	 Theresa	 May	 as	 PM	 as	 well	 as	 the	

general	 public	 division	 regarding	 Brexit	 through	which	 the	 PM	was	meant	 to	

lead	 the	UK	put	May	 into	 a	 challenging	position.	On	 the	one	hand,	 she	had	 to	

satisfy	the	conservative	parts	of	the	population	that	voted	for	the	Conservative	

Party	and	the	DUP,	on	the	other	hand,	May	had	to	gain	support	from	the	other	

half	 of	 the	 population	 that	 did	 not	 vote	 to	 leave	 the	 EU	 and	 the	 parties	 that	

formed	the	government.		

	

Like	Theresa	May’s	Conservative	Party,	Angela	Merkel’s	CDU	 is	 traditionally	 a	

centre-right	 party.	 However,	 throughout	 her	 time	 as	 leader	 of	 CDU	 and	

Chancellor	of	Germany	Merkel	made	the	Christian	Democrats	more	attractive	to	

voters	who	traditionally	used	to	vote	for	parties	from	the	centre-left	spectrum	

of	German	politics.	This	led	to	criticism	from	members	of	her	own	party	but	also	
																																																								
474 B. Williams, ‘Theresa May’s Premiership: Continuity or Change?’, Political Insight, 8/1 (2017), pp. 10 – 13.  
475 P. Welfens, ‘A Brexit Perspective’, The International Economy, 31/3 (2017), pp. 40 – 42.  
476 ‘YouGov Survey Results’, YouGov, at 
https://d25d2506sfb94s.cloudfront.net/cumulus_uploads/document/z56a3650h8/Results_170525_Favourability_W.pdf 
[accessed April 2019].  
477 ‘YouGov Survey Results’, YouGov, at 
https://d25d2506sfb94s.cloudfront.net/cumulus_uploads/document/ovy5dhg86p/InternalResults_170612_Favourability_W.pdf 
[accesser August 2018].  
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generated	 large	 public	 support.478	The	 coalition	 with	 the	 Social	 Democratic	

Party	 of	 Germany	 further	 contributed	 to	 the	 shift	 to	 the	 left	 of	 Merkel’s	

government.479	The	refugee	crisis	and	Merkel’s	decision	to	abandon	the	Dublin	

Regulations,	 which	 gave	 all	 refugees	 who	 arrived	 in	 Germany	 regardless	

through	 which	 European	 countries	 they	 entered	 the	 EU	 the	 right	 to	 file	 for	

asylum,	led	to	an	influx	of	unprecedented	numbers	of	immigrants	from	Muslim	

majority	 countries.480 	The	 demographic	 changes	 that	 came	 with	 the	 mass	

immigration	led	to	the	loss	of	support	for	Chancellor	Angela	Merkel	from	more	

conservative	members	 of	 society	 and	 gave	 the	 right	 wing	 party	 AfD	 a	 strong	

increase	in	support.481	By	the	time	of	the	Hanover	Arena	plot	on	17	November	

2015	Merkel’s	approval	ratings	were	at	50%,	a	comparatively	low	number	for	a	

Chancellor	who	had	been	used	to	approval	ratings	around	70%	until	recently.482	

AfD	used	the	Islamic	terrorist	threats	and	attacks	between	November	2015	and	

December	2016	to	its	favour	and	strengthened	its	impact	on	the	socio-political	

discourse	 in	 Germany	 through	 populist	 narratives. 483 	This	 populist	 anti-

immigration	narrative	made	Merkel’s	approval	ratings	much	more	volatile	than	

they	were	before	the	refugee	crisis.	In	July	2016	Merkel’s	approval	ratings	were	

at	 59%	 before	 her	 statement	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	 attacks	 in	 Würzburg	 and	

Ansbach	 and	 dropped	 to	 47%	 immediately	 afterwards.484	By	 the	 time	 of	 the	

Berlin	Christmas	market	attack,	public	support	for	Angela	Merkel	was	back	up	

at	57%.485	After	Merkel’s	statement	in	December	2016,	her	support	declined	by	

1%.	 Merkel’s	 main	 challenge	 in	 the	 for	 modern	 German	 standards	 volatile	

political	times	was	to	find	the	right	balance	between	satisfying	her	new	gained	

supporters	 who	 agreed	 with	 her	 liberal	 immigration	 policies	 without	 losing	

support	 from	 more	 centre-right	 oriented	 members	 of	 her	 traditionally	

																																																								
478 U. Zolleis, ‘Auf die Kanzlerin kommt es an – Die CDU unter Angela Merkel’, in R. Zohlnhöfer, T. Saalfeld (eds), Politik im 
Schatten der Krise – Eine Bilanz der Regierung Merkel 2009 – 2013 (Wiesbaden, Springer VS, 2015), pp. 73 – 91.  
479 S. Jakobs, U. Jun, ‘Programmatic Cahnge in the Two Main Parties: CDU and SPD on Their Way to the Grand Coalition’, in 
G. D’Ottavio, T. Saalfeld (eds), Germany after the 2013 Elections: Breaking the Mould of Post-Unification Politics? 
(Abingdon, Routledge, 2016), pp. 129 – 153.  
480 M. Gehrsitz, M. Ungerer, Jobs, Crime, and Votes: A Short-run Evaluation of the Refugee Crisis in Germany (Bonn, IZA – 
Institute of Labor Economics, 2017), pp. 3 - 4.   
481 M. Mayer, ‘Germany’s Response to the Refugee Situation: Remarkable Leadership or Fait Accompli?’, Newpolitik, (2016).   
482 ‘Merkel’s approval ratings improve’, DW, 01 March 2016, at https://www.dw.com/en/merkels-approval-ratings-improve/a-
19083943 [accessed February 2019].  
483 R. Schmitt-Beck, “The ’Alternative für Deutschland in the Electorate’: Between Single-Issue and Right-Wing Populist 
Party“, German Politics, 26/1 (2017), pp. 124 – 148.  
484 J. Karaian, ‘Angela Merkel’s domestic approval rating’, The Atlas, at https://www.theatlas.com/charts/HJngd-yMl [accessed 
February 2019].  
485  B. Sills, P. Suzara, ‘World Leaders’ Political Health Check’, 31 October 2018, at 
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/features/2018-10-31/how-long-will-world-leaders-last [accessed March 2019]. 
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conservative	party	to	the	right-wing	AfD.	While	May	was	partly	pulled	towards	

the	 right	 half	 of	 the	 political	 spectrum	 due	 to	 her	 coalition	 government	 and	

partly	decided	to	position	herself	towards	the	right,	Merkel	decided	to	position	

herself	further	towards	the	left.	This	left	May	and	Merkel	in	opposite	positions	

when	 they	 had	 to	 address	 their	 national	 populations	 in	 reaction	 to	 Islamic	

terrorist	attacks.			

	

Comparing	the	political	backgrounds	and	the	aspects	of	socio-political	contexts	

that	 impacted	 the	 political	 leaders	 at	 the	 time	 of	 the	 statements	 that	 were	

analysed	 in	 this	 thesis	 shows	 that	 the	 traditional	 positions	 of	 their	 parties	 in	

their	national	political	 spectrums	did	not	put	 them	 into	 the	 same	positions	 in	

these	 spectrums	 at	 the	 time	 of	 Islamic	 terrorist	 threats	 or	 attacks.	 Differing	

approval	 ratings,	 coalition	 partners,	 foreign	 policies,	 immigration,	 social	

movements	 and	 the	 influence	 of	 opposition	 parties	 on	 the	 national	 socio-

political	 narrative	 were	 some	 of	 the	 factors	 that	 defined	 the	 positions	 from	

which	 each	 politician	 addressed	 his/her	 population	 in	 times	 of	 shock	 and	

uncertainty.			

	

Regarding	the	content	of	the	statements,	several	aspects	need	to	be	compared	in	

order	 to	 be	 able	 to	 get	 a	 better	 understanding	 of	 how	 the	 leaders	 of	 the	 UK,	

France	and	Germany	reacted	to	the	broader	contexts	and	socio-political	changes	

between	the	attacks	analysed	in	this	thesis.		

	

The	 first	 aspect	 that	 needs	 to	 be	 compared	 is	 the	 consistency	 and	 changes	 of	

quantitative	 factors486	between	 statements.	 As	 explained	 in	 the	 comparative	

analysis	 chapters	 for	 each	 country,	 certain	 quantitative	 changes	 were	

noticeable.	This	was	not	only	the	case	between	different	leaders	as	was	the	case	

in	the	UK	(Blair	after	7/7	and	May	after	the	Manchester	Arena	bombing	and	the	

London	Bridge	attack)	but	also	between	statements	given	by	the	same	leader	at	

different	points	in	time.	The	most	noticeable	change	is	that	with	the	increase	in	

the	 number	 of	 Islamic	 terrorist	 attacks	 carried	 out	 in	 the	 UK,	 France	 and	

																																																								
486 The ‘quantitative factors’ of importance in this context are: number of times different Social Actors were mentioned; length 
of statements; approval ratings. 
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Germany	the	number	of	times	the	Social	Actors	responsible	for	the	attacks	and	

terms	condemning	the	attacks	were	mentioned	increased	too.	In	the	case	of	the	

UK,	the	different	political	backgrounds	of	Tony	Blair	and	Theresa	May	may	have	

contributed	to	this	development	between	7/7	and	the	Manchester	Arena	attack.	

Nevertheless,	 just	 comparing	 May’s	 statement	 after	 the	 Manchester	 Arena	

attack	with	her	statement	 in	reaction	to	the	London	Bridge	attack	very	clearly	

underlines	this	development	in	similarly	long	statements	(8min	7sec	and	7min	

57sec),	 Social	 Actors	 considered	 responsible	 for	 the	 attacks	 and	 terms	

condemning	 the	 attacks	 are	 mentioned	 17	 times	 in	 the	 statement	 after	 the	

Manchester	 Arena	 attack	 and	 30	 times	 after	 the	 London	 Bridge	 attack.	 Blair	

used	 similar	 terms	 12	 times	 in	 his	 first	 Commons	 statement	 after	 the	 bomb	

attacks	 in	 London.	 Even	 though	 not	 as	 strong	 as	 between	 Theresa	 May’s	

statements,	 a	 similar	 trend	 is	 noticeable	 in	 the	 comparison	 of	 Hollande’s	

statements	 in	 reaction	 to	 Islamic	 terrorist	 attacks	 that	 were	 carried	 out	 in	

France	 (09/01/2015	 -	 14;	 14/11/2015	 -	 16;	 15/07/2016	 -	 20).	 Even	 when	

considering	the	length	of	the	different	statements	the	increase	in	references	to	

attackers	and	condemnation	of	the	attacks	between	the	President’s	statement	in	

reaction	 to	 the	 Ile	 de	 France	 and	 the	 13	 November	 Paris	 attacks	 is	 obvious	

(09/01/2015	 -	 5min	 5sec;	 14/11/2015	 -	 3min	 50sec;	 15/07/2016	 -	 5min	

57sec).	A	small	decline	 in	 the	number	of	 times	such	 terms	were	mentioned	 in	

proportion	 to	 time	 speaking	 can	 be	 noticed	 between	 the	 statement	 of	

14/11/2015	and	15/07/2016.	We	will	come	back	to	the	larger	meaning	of	this	

quantitative	change	below.	In	Merkel’s	case,	a	similar	development	is	noticeable	

when	considering	the	length	of	her	statements	(18/11/2015	–	1min	58sec	–	0;	

28/07/2016	–	14min	24	sec	–	29;	20/12/2016	–	4min	36sec	–	11).			

	

The	main	reason	for	these	changes	seems	to	be	general	changes	in	emphasis	in	

the	 statements	 due	 to	 adaptations	 to	 socio-political	 changes,	 mainly	 socio-

political	 narratives	 and	 approval	 ratings.	 A	 closer	 look	 at	 these	 aspects	

underlines	this	claim.	Looking	at	the	above	explained	socio-political	changes	in	

each	 country	 and	 the	 public	 reactions	 to	 the	 statements	 analysed	 here	

highlights	 likely	 reasons	 for	 these	 shifts	 from	 an	 emphasis	 on	 unity	 based	 on	

shared	values	to	a	stronger	emphasis	on	in-group	vs	out-group	interpretations	
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of	 the	 threats	and	attacks.	Another	quantitative	 comparison	 further	highlights	

this	 change	 between	 the	 different	 statements.	 Considering	 the	 length	 of	 the	

statements	there	 is	a	steady	decline	 in	the	number	of	 times	Francois	Hollande	

used	uniting	pronouns	such	as	nous,	notre,	nos	(09/01/2015	-	5min	5sec	–	27;	

14/11/2015	–	3min	50sec	-	21;	15/07/2016	–	5min	57sec	-	29).	Putting	aside	

her	statement	in	reaction	to	the	Hanover	Arena	plot,	which	was	a	threat	and	not	

a	 successfully	 executed	 terrorist	 attack,	 a	 similar	 development	 is	 noticeable	

when	 comparing	 Merkel’s	 statements	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	 Würzburg/Ansbach	

attacks	and	the	Berlin	Christmas	market	attack	(28/07/2016	–	14min	24sec	–	

55;	20/12/2016	–	4min	36sec	–	15).		

	

The	 UK	 case	 does	 not	 quantitatively	 support	 this	 development,	 which	 can	 be	

detected	in	the	statements	of	the	two	continental	European	leaders	analysed	in	

this	 thesis.	However,	 a	 look	 at	 the	 qualitative	 aspect	 of	 the	 narrative	 analysis	

shows	 a	 change	 in	 the	 understanding	 of	 unity	 that	 is	 communicated	 in	 the	

statements.	 One	 reason	 for	 that	 seems	 to	 have	 been	 due	 to	 the	 political	

backgrounds	of	Blair	and	May.	While	Blair	explicitly	tries	to	include	the	Muslim	

minority	group	into	the	in-group	of	UK	citizens,	May	leaves	her	interpretation	of	

‘we’	 open	 in	 her	 statement	 after	 the	 Manchester	 Arena	 bombing.	 In	 her	

statement	in	reaction	to	the	London	Bridge	attack	she	implicitly	excludes	parts	

of	 the	 UK	 population	 from	 the	 in-group	 (e.g.	 when	 talking	 about	 fighting	

extremism	–	 ‘we	need	to	 live	our	 lives	not	 in	a	series	of	separated,	segregated	

communities	but	as	one	truly	United	Kingdom’).	Similar	qualitative	changes	are	

noticeable	 in	 the	 comparison	 of	 Hollande’s	 statements	 in	 reaction	 to	 Islamic	

terrorist	attacks.	After	the	Ile	de	France	attacks	in	January	2015	Hollande	said:	

‘Ne	pas	nous	diviser,	cela	veut	dire	que	nous	ne	devons	faire	aucun	amalgame,	

refuser	aucune	facilité,	écarter	toute	surenchère.	Ceux	qui	ont	commis	ces	actes,	

ces	 terroristes,	 ces	 illuminés,	 ces	 fanatiques,	 n'ont	 rien	 à	 voir	 avec	 la	 religion	

musulmane.’	(Not	being	divided	means	we	must	not	paint	people	with	a	broad	

brush,	 we	 must	 reject	 facile	 thinking	 and	 eschew	 exaggeration.	 Those	 who	

committed	 these	acts,	 those	 terrorists,	 those	 fanatics,	have	nothing	 to	do	with	

the	 Muslim	 religion.)	 In	 his	 statement	 on	 14	 November	 2015	 the	 President	

explained	 his	 understanding	 of	 unity	 as	 ‘[…]	 j’en	 appelle	 à	 l’unité,	 au	
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rassemblement,	au	sang-froid’	 (I	 call	 for	unity,	 for	people	 to	pull	 together	and	

stay	calm.)	In	his	statement	on	15	July	2016	Hollande	did	not	refer	to	unity	in	

any	 explicit	 way	 anymore.	 Considering	 Hollande’s	 usage	 of	 uniting	 pronouns	

and	the	qualitative	content	of	his	statements,	therefore,	shows	that	his	emphasis	

shifted	 from	broad	unity	 to	narrower	 in-group	vs	out-group	 interpretations	of	

the	attacks,	besides	his	small	decline	in	usage	of	terms	condemning	the	attacks	

and	attackers	in	his	statements.		

	

Even	though	not	as	strongly	as	in	the	case	of	Francois	Hollande,	the	analysis	of	

Angela	Merkel’s	statements	in	reaction	to	terrorist	threats	and	attacks	indicates	

a	decline	in	a	broader	understanding	of	unity	too.	While	unity	and	the	idea	of	an	

in-group	was	not	a	major	aspect	of	Merkel’s	brief	statement	 in	reaction	to	 the	

Hanover	Arena	plot	 in	November	2015,	she	quite	explicitly	explained	who	she	

considers	 part	 of	 the	 in-group	 in	 her	 statement	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	

Würzburg/Ansbach	attacks.	 In	several	parts	of	her	statement,	Merkel	 referred	

to	her	broader	understanding	of	unity,	most	strongly	in	the	very	last	paragraph	

of	 the	 statement	 where	 she	 said:	 ‘[…]	 alle	 Menschen	 in	 Deutschland	 […]’	 (all	

people	 in	 Germany).	 In	 the	 fourth	 paragraph	 of	 her	 statement	 the	 chancellor	

also	describes	refugees	in	Germany	as	victims	of	the	attacks	(‘[…]	das	sind	wir	

auch	 so	 vielen	 unschuldigen	 Flüchtlingen	 schuldig,	 die	 auch	 damit	 umgehen	

müssen,	dass,	 im	Fall	der	Täter	von	Würzburg	und	Ansbach,	 zwei	Männer	die	

Anschläge	 begangen	 haben,	 die	 als	 Flüchtlinge	 nach	 Deutschland	 gekommen	

waren	 […]’	 –	we	 owe	 it	 to	 the	many	 innocent	 refugees	who	 also	 have	 to	 deal	

with	the	fact	that	in	the	case	of	the	attackers	of	Würzburg	and	Ansbach	the	men	

who	 carried	 out	 the	 attacks	 came	 to	 Germany	 as	 refugees.)	 and	 further	

underlines	this	point	in	the	fifth	paragraph	(‘[…]	es	[die	Attentate]	verhöhnt	die	

vielen	 anderen	 Flüchtlinge,	 die	 wirklich	 Hilfe	 vor	 Gewalt	 und	 Krieg	 bei	 uns	

suchen	 […]’	 –	 it	 [the	 attacks]	 ridicules	 all	 the	 other	 refugees	who	 are	 actually	

looking	 for	 help	 against	 violence	 and	war.).	 Even	when	 considering	 the	much	

shorter	 length	 of	 her	 statement	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	 Berlin	 Christmas	 market	

attack,	it	 is	obvious	that	Merkel	only	referred	to	such	points	very	briefly	when	

she	 said:	 ‘Dies	 wäre	 besonders	 widerwärtig	 gegenüber	 […]	 den	 vielen	

Menschen,	die	unseren	Schutz	tatsächlich	brauchen	und	die	sich	um	Integration	
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in	unser	Land	bemühen.’	 (It	would	be	particularly	despicable	 towards	 […]	 the	

many	people	who	actually	need	protection	and	who	are	trying	to	integrate	into	

our	country).		

	

Thus,	even	 though	 there	are	changes	 regarding	 the	emphasis	on	unity	and	 in-

group	vs	out-group	in	interpretations	of	events	in	all	three	countries,	the	extent	

of	 these	 changes	 differs	 between	 countries	 and	 leaders.	 To	 understand	 these	

variations,	 a	 deeper	 look	 has	 to	 be	 taken	 at	 the	 broader	 contexts	 the	 leaders	

were	facing	at	the	time	of	the	statements.	Obviously,	the	political	background	of	

the	 leaders	 influences	 the	 way	 they	 interpret	 events	 but	 the	 broader	 socio-

political	 situations	 seem	 to	 have	 been	 even	 more	 influential.	 The	 strongest	

changes	 regarding	 the	 communication	 of	 unity	 are	 noticeable	 in	 the	

comparative	analysis	of	Francois	Hollande’s	statements.	 In	order	 to	be	able	 to	

draw	broader	conclusions,	it	needs	to	be	analysed	to	which	extent	aspects	that	

led	 to	 the	changes	 in	his	 statements	were	of	 similar	or	different	nature	 in	 the	

cases	of	Angela	Merkel	in	Germany	and	Tony	Blair	and	Theresa	May	in	the	UK.		

	

Frank	Foley	conducted	a	comparative	analysis	between	those	broader	contexts	

that	 influenced	 reactions	 to	 terrorist	 attacks	 in	 the	 UK	 and	 France.487	Foley	

points	out	 that	key	norms	and	historical	narratives	had	strong	 impacts	on	 the	

sometimes	significantly	different	decision	making	when	it	comes	to	repressive	

instruments	 in	 counterterrorism. 488 	Past	 experiences	 of	 threat	 and	 terror	

explain	a	norm	contestation	 in	 the	UK	counterterror	discourse,	which	 is	quite	

different	 to	 the	 French	 discourse	 where	 security	 is	 usually	 regarded	 as	 the	

highest	 priority. 489 	Foley	 further	 highlights	 the	 little	 media	 scrutiny	 of	

counterterror	operations	in	France	compared	to	high	media	scrutiny	in	the	UK,	

which	influenced	the	state’s	decision	making	in	reaction	to	terrorist	threats	and	

attacks.	Considering	these	findings,	 it	can	be	concluded	that	Francois	Hollande	

																																																								
487 F. Foley, ‘Terrorism and state repression: Strategic choice and the domestic normative context’, in D. Muro (ed.), When 
Does Terrorism Work? (London, Routledge, 2018), pp. 71 – 84. 
488 One example Foley uses is the indiscriminate arrest operations in Muslim communities in France compared to the targeted 
arrest operations in the UK.  
489 F. Foley, Countering Terrorism in Britain and France: Institutions, Norms and the Shadow of the Past (Cambridge, 
Cambridge University Press, 2013), pp. 55 – 64. 
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stepped	away	from	an	in	France	common	‘talk	tough’490	counterterror	approach	

in	his	statement	in	reaction	to	the	Ile	de	France	attacks.	Even	though	his	public	

support	 increased	 after	 his	 statements	 in	 January	 2015,	 more	 conservative	

politicians	 and	 parties	 benefited	 more	 from	 the	 attacks	 with	 their	 more	

indiscriminate	 messages.	 Thus,	 Hollande	 took	 two	 steps	 back	 regarding	 the	

importance	of	unity	and	inclusion	of	minority	groups	in	his	statements	after	the	

attacks	in	November	2015	and	July	2016.		

	

Theresa	May’s	statements	in	reaction	to	the	Manchester	and	London	attacks	in	

2017,	 on	 the	 other	 hand,	 appear	 rather	 ‘tough’	 regarding	 domestic	measures	

compared	 to	 Tony	 Blair	 after	 the	 7/7	 bombings	 and	 the	 general	 broader	

patterns	in	UK	reactions	to	Islamic	terrorism.	This	indicates	the	impact	of	more	

recent	 events	 in	 society	 and	 politics,	 mainly	 Brexit.	 However,	 in	 the	 broader	

international	picture,	the	content	of	May’s	statements	was	still	within	a	frame	of	

norms	 that	 differentiate	 it	 from	 statements	 that	 would	 be	 considered	

appropriate	in	other	cultures.		

	

Even	 though	 Germany	 was	 not	 included	 in	 Foley’s	 comparative	 analysis,	

important	 aspects	 regarding	 the	 broader	 context	 that	 influences	 German	

counterterrorism	and	therefore	also	the	Chancellor’s	statements	can	be	drawn	

from	Peter	 Katzenstein’s	 article	 “Same	War:	 Different	 Views:	 Germany,	 Japan,	

and	 Counterterrorism”491 .	 Katzenstein	 explains	 that	 norms	 of	 appropriate	

behaviour	 and	 therefore	 also	 political	 decision-making	 in	 reaction	 to	 threats	

and	 attacks	 are	 strongly	 based	 on	 two	 main	 experiences	 from	 Germany’s	

history.	The	first	one	comes	from	the	Weimar	Republic,	which	taught	Germany	

that	 the	 lawful	 state	 (Rechtsstaat)	 and	 the	 democratic	 system	 with	 room	 for	

debates	(streitbare	Demokratie)	must	prevent	people	who	are	trying	to	misuse	

the	constitutional	democracy	 from	using	 the	cover	of	 the	rule	of	 law	to	attack	

Germany’s	polity.	The	second	lesson	comes	from	the	Nazi	regime	and	taught	the	

country	 that	 the	 state’s	 security	 forces	 need	 to	 be	 under	 close	 control	 by	 the	

parliament	and	that	the	gathering	of	intelligence	must	be	strongly	limited.	The	
																																																								
490 F. Foley, ‘Terrorism and state repression: Strategic choice and the domestic normative context’, in D. Muro (ed.), When 
Does Terrorism Work? (London, Routledge, 2018), p. 82. 
491 P. J. Katzenstein, ‘Same War: Different Views: Germany, Japan, and Counterterrorism’, International Organization, 57/4 
(2003), pp. 731 – 760. 
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contradiction	 between	 these	 two	 lessons	 explains	 the	 importance	 of	 the	 right	

balance	 between	 liberty	 and	 security	 in	 the	 German	 norms	 of	 appropriate	

behaviour,	which	Merkel	 also	mentioned	 in	 her	 statements	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	

terrorist	 threats	 and	 attacks	 her	 country	 was	 facing.	 The	 importance	 of	 this	

balance	is	underlined	by	the	conviction	of	the	vast	majority	of	important	Social	

Actors	 in	 Germany,	 including	 the	 public,	 that	 a	 successful	 security	 service	

requires	 a	 legally	 guaranteed	 system	 of	 norms	 that	 ensure	 the	 protection	 of	

human	 rights.	 The	 strong	 media	 scrutiny	 of	 counterterror	 operations	

contributes	 to	 the	 adherence	 of	 these	 norms.	 Even	 though	 these	 norms	

appeared	to	be	challenged	by	populist	right-wing	politicians	who	gained	public	

support	 around	 the	 time	 of	 the	 attacks	 they	 still	 appeared	 to	 have	 a	 strong	

influence	 on	 the	 messages	 communicated	 by	 the	 Chancellor	 in	 reaction	 to	

Islamic	terrorist	threats	and	attacks.		

	

This	 indicates	 that	 the	 changes	 regarding	 the	 communication	 of	 unity	 in	 the	

content	 of	 the	 statements	were	 influenced	 by	 domestic	 norms	 of	 appropriate	

behaviour	 that	 date	 back	 to	 historical	 events	 and	 contributed	 to	 cultural	

standards	in	all	three	countries.	Even	though	other	at	the	time	influential	factors	

had	an	impact	on	the	content	of	 the	statements	all	 leaders	were	 limited	in	the	

range	 of	 messages	 that	 would	 be	 accepted	 by	 the	 majority	 of	 the	 public	 as	

legitimate	due	to	these	norms.	

	

The	analyses	further	indicated	that	counterterrorist	statements	could	be	part	of	

political	 work	 that	 goes	 beyond	 countering	 terrorism.	 The	 statements	 in	

reaction	 to	 the	 Islamic	 terrorist	 attacks	 in	 the	 UK,	 France	 and	 Germany	 gave	

each	 leader	 the	 chance	 to	 gain	public	 support	by	offering	an	 interpretation	of	

the	attacks	that	 fits	 into	the	broader	 frame	of	norms	of	appropriate	behaviour	

larger	 parts	 of	 the	 population	 would	 approve	 of.	 This	 also	 requires	 a	 good	

understanding	 of	 the	 socio-political	 discourse	 at	 the	 time.	 Francois	 Hollande,	

who	was	the	leader	with	the	lowest	approval	ratings	before	reacting	to	the	first	

Islamic	terrorist	attack	during	his	presidency,	seemed	to	have	managed	to	do	so	

after	the	Ile	de	France	attacks	and	gained	temporary	support	from	10%	of	the	

population	 that	 did	 not	 support	 the	 President	 before	 the	 attacks.	 Due	 to	 the	
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content	 of	 the	 statement,	 these	 newly	 won	 supporters	 were	 most	 likely	

individuals	 that	 would	 position	 themselves	 in	 the	 left	 half	 of	 the	 political	

spectrum	in	France.	Theresa	May	also	experienced	an	increase	in	her	approval	

ratings	after	her	statement	in	reaction	to	the	first	Islamic	terrorist	attack	during	

her	premiership.	The	approval	 for	Chancellor	Angela	Merkel	also	 increased	by	

5%	 after	 her	 statement	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	 Hanover	 Arena	 plot.	 Tony	 Blair’s	

approval	ratings	decreased	after	his	statement	 in	reaction	to	the	first	 terrorist	

attacks	during	his	premiership.		

	

The	 public	 reactions	 to	 the	 leaders’	 statements	 may	 have	 influenced	 their	

preparations	 for	 the	 next	 statements	 they	 had	 to	 give	 in	 reaction	 to	 terrorist	

attacks	 that	 occurred	 in	 their	 countries	 and	 therefore	 contributed	 to	 the	

broader	 context	 that	 needed	 to	 be	 considered	 in	 the	 analysis	 of	 the	 following	

statements.	This	would	explain	 the	decline	 in	emphasis	on	unity	 in	Hollande’s	

statement	 after	 the	 Paris	 attacks	 on	 13	 November	 2016,	 as	 he	 may	 have	

attempted	 to	 gain	 more	 support	 from	 members	 of	 the	 public	 that	 would	 be	

found	closer	to	the	centre	of	the	political	spectrum.	Since	his	approval	ratings	in	

reaction	 to	 the	 13	 November	 attacks	 increased	 stronger	 than	 after	 the	 Ile	 de	

France	 attacks	 he	may	 have	 attempted	 to	 gain	 the	 approval	 from	 even	more	

conservative	members	of	the	public.	A	similar	explanation	would	partly	help	to	

understand	the	changes	in	Theresa	May’s	and	Angela	Merkel’s	statements.	None	

of	 the	 leaders	 succeeded	 with	 this	 strategy	 though.	 Angela	 Merkel	 could	 be	

considered	 the	 most	 successful	 loser	 in	 this	 comparison	 since	 her	 approval	

ratings	 declined	 less	 after	 her	 statement	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	 Berlin	 Christmas	

market	 attack	 than	 they	 did	 after	 her	 statement	 in	 reaction	 to	 the	 attacks	 in	

Würzburg	and	Ansbach.		

		

What	the	political	leaders	of	the	UK,	France	and	Germany	had	in	common	at	the	

times	of	their	statements	was	increased	pressure	from	right-wing	parties.	This	

pressure	came	in	the	case	of	May	mainly	and	in	the	case	of	Merkel	partly	from	

within	their	coalition	governments.	In	the	case	of	Blair,	Hollande	and	Merkel	as	

well	strongly	from	opposition	parties	that	were	on	the	rise	and	had	gained	extra	
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support	after	the	Islamic	terrorist	attacks.492	In	all	three	countries,	these	right-

wing	 movements	 strongly	 influenced	 the	 broader	 socio-political	 discourse,	

which	 again	 was	 reflected	 in	 the	 changes	 regarding	 the	 contents	 of	 the	

statements	the	political	leaders	gave	at	different	points	in	time.	One	interesting	

aspect	that	was	noticeable	in	the	analysis	of	Twitter	posts	of	Francois	Hollande	

was	 that	 the	 people	 who	 followed	 him	 on	 social	 media	 shared	 his	 tweets	

relating	to	the	police	far	less	often	than	the	other	tweets	he	posted	in	reaction	to	

the	attacks.	Since	it	can	be	assumed	that	the	majority	of	the	people	who	follow	

Francois	Hollande	on	Twitter	and	re-tweet	his	messages	support	the	President	

and	his	centre-left	party	 this	highlights	a	challenge	the	centrist	 leaders,	 left	or	

right,	were	facing	not	only	in	France	but	also	in	Germany	and	the	UK.	A	larger	

group	of	citizens	 in	all	 three	countries	started	 to	 identify	stronger	with	 left	or	

right-wing	parties,	which	made	it	much	more	difficult	for	centrist	politicians	to	

gain	 majority	 support.	 The	 analysis	 of	 feedback	 to	 Hollande’s	 statements	 in	

reaction	 to	 Islamic	 terrorist	 attacks	 in	 France	 thus	 reflects	 what	 Merkel	 also	

mentions	 in	her	statement	after	 the	 Islamic	 terrorist	attacks	 in	Würzburg	and	

Ansbach,	 the	 positive	 and	 negative	 aspects	 of	 globalisation.	 Since	 right-wing	

parties	attracted	mainly	those	people	who	felt	neglected	by	their	governments	

due	to	demographic	changes	that	were	in	many	cases	the	results	of	globalisation	

the	challenge	for	political	leaders	was	to	include	those	parts	of	their	populations	

in	their	communication	and	decision	making	without	losing	the	support	of	those	

who	were	supportive	of	the	changes	that	came	with	globalisation.493	Increasing	

the	 quantity	 and	 power	 of	 police	 in	 the	 countries	 affected	 would	 suit	 the	

interests	of	parties	 that	aimed	to	recruit	 those	who	opposed	globalisation	and	

weaken	 the	 interests	 of	 parties	 and	 voters	 in	 the	 left	 half	 of	 the	 political	

spectrum.	The	changes	 in	statements	of	 leaders	 from	all	 three	countries	show	

that	 the	 pressure	 from	 the	 right	 wing	 won	 the	 upper	 hand	 at	 least	 to	 some	

extent	 regarding	 communication	 with	 the	 public	 in	 times	 of	 uncertainty	 and	

insecurity.		

	

																																																								
492 C. E. De Vries, E. E. Edwards, ‘Taking Europe to its extremes’, Party Politics, 15/1 (2009), pp. 5 -28. 
493 E. Grande, ‘Globalizing West European politics: the change of cleavage structures, parties and party systems in comparative 
perspective’, in S. Bornschier, M. Doletal, T. Frey, E. Grande, H. Kriesi, R. Lachat (eds.), West European Politics in the Age of 
Globalization (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2008), pp. 320 – 347.  
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Besides	 the	 similar	 changes	 regarding	 contents	 of	 statements	 in	 reaction	 to	

Islamic	 terrorist	 attacks	 by	 all	 political	 leaders	 analysed	 in	 this	 thesis,	

regardless	 of	 their	 political	 backgrounds,	 there	 are	 also	 some	 differences	

between	the	statements	that	need	to	be	considered	in	this	comparative	analysis.	

These	 differences	 are	 mainly	 organisational	 differences,	 which	 could	 also	 be	

considered	strategic.		

	

The	first	one	is	the	timing	of	statements	in	reaction	to	Islamic	terrorist	attacks.	

Francois	 Hollande	 reacted	 to	 all	 major	 Islamic	 terrorist	 attacks	 that	 were	

carried	out	in	France	during	his	presidency	immediately.	In	the	cases	of	the	Ile	

de	France	and	13	November	2015	Paris	attacks,	he	even	gave	statements	while	

the	attacks	were	still	on-going	and	addressed	the	public	again	immediately	after	

the	attacks	ended.	This	way	the	President’s	interpretation	of	the	events	was	one	

of	the	first	the	public	would	hear	and	thus	enabled	him	to	act	only	in	reaction	to	

the	attacks	but	not	in	reaction	to	the	media.	Instead,	the	media	had	to	react	to	

Hollande’s	narratives	when	reporting	about	the	attacks.	The	comparison	of	the	

statements	after	Islamic	terrorist	attacks	analysed	in	this	thesis	and	the	largest	

national	 newspaper	 headlines	 showed	 that	 there	 were	 more	 similarities	

between	 contents	 of	 Hollande’s	 statements	 and	 newspaper	 headlines	 than	 in	

the	 UK	 and	 Germany.	 Even	 though	 he	 had	 the	 lowest	 approval	 ratings	 of	 all	

leaders	 analysed	 in	 this	 thesis,	 the	 interaction	 between	 Hollande	 and	 the	

national	newspapers	appeared	to	be	the	closest.	The	opposite	was	the	case	for	

Tony	Blair	after	the	London	bombings	on	7	July	2005.	Even	though	he	gave	his	

first	 brief	 statements	 shortly	 after	 the	 attacks,	 he	was	 strongly	 reactive	 in	his	

first	 longer	 statement	 after	 the	 attack	 on	 11	 July,	 four	 days	 after	 the	 attacks.	

Merkel’s	 reactions	 to	 the	Hanover	Arena	plot	and	even	more	 to	 the	attacks	 in	

Würzburg	 and	 Ansbach	 were	 similar	 as	 they	 were	 given	 after	 the	 national	

newspapers	 and	 other	 politicians	 had	 already	 shared	 their	 interpretations	 of	

the	events.	Even	though,	different	to	all	the	other	cases	analysed	in	this	thesis,	

the	 Hanover	 Arena	 plot	 was	 not	 successfully	 executed	 it	 is	 still	 useful	 to	

understand	the	Chancellor’s	initial	approach	regarding	public	communication	in	

reaction	 to	 terrorist	 threats.	Only	 the	German	Minister	of	 the	 Interior	Thomas	

de	Maizière,	the	Minister	of	the	Interior	of	Lower	Saxony	Boris	Pistorius	and	the	
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President	 of	 the	 German	 football	 association	 Reinhard	 Rauball	 appeared	 at	 a	

press	 conference	 given	 the	 evening	 of	 the	 cancellation	 of	 the	 football	 game	

between	 Germany	 and	 the	 Netherlands.	 Merkel	 did	 not	 give	 a	 statement	 in	

reaction	 to	 the	plot	until	noon	 the	next	day.	Thus,	 the	Minister	of	 the	 Interior	

had	 the	 strongest	 impact	 on	 the	 creation	 of	 a	 public	 narrative	 before	 the	

newspapers	were	printed.	Merkel’s	reaction	to	the	Würzburg/Ansbach	attacks	

was	 even	 longer	 after	 the	 actual	 events	 and	 even	more	 reactive	 to	 narratives	

influenced	by	national	newspapers	and	other	politicians.	It	seemed	that	Merkel	

had	learned	from	the	challenges	that	developed	due	to	her	delayed	reactions	to	

the	 attacks	 by	 December	 2016	 and	 was	 the	 first	 government	 representative	

who	gave	a	public	statement	in	reaction	to	the	Berlin	Christmas	market	attack	

the	morning	the	next	day.	That	was	still	after	national	newspapers	reporting	the	

Berlin	attacks	were	printed	but	since	the	attacker	had	not	been	caught	at	 that	

time	only	the	tabloid	Die	Bild	made	assumptions	that	 implicitly	referred	to	the	

national	discourse	regarding	Merkel’s	 immigration	policies	at	the	time.	Merkel	

used	her	statement	to	try	to	influence	this	aspect	of	the	socio-political	narrative	

proactively.	Theresa	May	gave	each	of	her	first	public	statements	the	day	after	

the	 Manchester	 Arena	 bombing	 and	 London	 Bridge	 attack,	 thus,	 after	 the	

national	 newspapers	 reported	 the	 attacks	 and	 influenced	 the	 public	

interpretation	of	the	events.	

	

After	 the	 London	 Bridge	 attack,	 even	 more	 than	 after	 the	 Manchester	 Arena	

attacks	 newspaper	 coverage	 of	 the	 events	 appeared	 to	 have	 influenced	May’s	

statements	 stronger	 than	 had	 been	 the	 case	 with	 Tony	 Blair,	 Hollande	 and	

Merkel.	 Changes	 in	 approval	 ratings	would	 indicate	 that	 Hollande’s	 approach	

might	have	been	most	successful.	The	analyses	show	that	waiting	 for	 too	 long	

after	a	severe	 threat	or	attack	puts	 leaders	 into	a	position	where	they	have	to	

focus	more	on	 implicitly	defending	their	previous	policies	 instead	of	using	the	

socio-political	 situation	 to	 actively	 and	 explicitly	 shape	 their	 next	 steps	

regarding	 security	 and	 immigration.	 The	 length	 of	 the	 statements	 could	 be	

considered	another	indicator	of	this	argument.	Hollande’s	first	statements	after	

Islamic	terrorist	attacks	in	France	were	over	were	all	of	similar	length,	between	

3min	50sec	after	the	Paris	attacks	of	13	November	2015	and	5min	57sec	after	
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the	attack	in	Nice	on	14	July	2016.	May’s	statements,	which	were	all	given	the	

day	 after	 the	 attacks	 in	Manchester	 and	 London	 are	 also	 similarly	 long,	 8min	

7sec	 and	 7min	 57sec.	 Merkel’s	 statements	 given	 the	 day	 after	 the	 Hanover	

Arena	threat	and	the	Berlin	Christmas	market	attack	were	1min	58sec	and	4min	

36sec	 long.	The	 length	of	 the	statements	here	might	have	been	due	to	the	 fact	

that	 the	Hanover	Arena	plot	was	 not	 a	 successfully	 executed	 attack	while	 the	

Berlin	Christmas	market	attack	killed	11	people	and	 injured	45.	Nevertheless,	

both	statements	are	short	compared	to	her	14min	24sec	statement	given	eleven	

days	 after	 the	Würzburg	 attack	 and	 four	 days	 after	 the	 Ansbach	 attack.	 Tony	

Blair’s	 first	 commons	 statement	 given	 four	 days	 after	 the	 7/7	 bombings	 was	

almost	1.5	times	longer	than	Theresa	May’s	statements.	(1551	words	compared	

to	 Theresa	 May’s	 1151	 words	 after	 the	 Manchester	 Arena	 attack	 and	 1060	

words	statement	in	reaction	to	the	London	Bridge	attack).	Obviously,	the	form	

of	 attack	 and	 venue	 the	 statement	 is	 given	 at	 both	 affect	 the	 length	 of	 the	

statements.	However,	even	though	they	had	different	numbers	of	victims,	both	

London	attacks	caused	a	strongly	felt	threat	in	the	population.	These	felt	threats	

play	 a	 larger	 role	 in	 the	 public	 communication	 of	 political	 leaders	 than	 the	

objective	facts	behind	such	attacks	do.494	And,	the	politicians	deliberately	chose	

the	venues	at	which	 the	statements	were	given	and	even	 though	 they	differ	 it	

can	still	be	assumed	that	the	targeted	audiences	were	similar	and	were	reached	

through	 similar	media.	 These	points	 apply	 to	 all	 statements	 given	by	political	

leaders	 in	 this	 thesis	 and	 thus	 allow	 these	 comparisons	 without	 substantial	

emphasis	 on	 the	 precise	 objective	 facts	 behind	 the	 attacks	 or	 the	 venues	 the	

statements	in	reaction	to	Islamic	terrorist	attacks	were	given	at.			

	

The	second	organisational	aspect	that	needs	to	be	considered	in	order	to	get	a	

better	 understanding	 of	 different	 public	 communication	 in	 reaction	 to	 Islamic	

terrorist	 attacks	 is	 the	 structure	 of	 the	 different	 statements	 analysed	 in	 this	

thesis.		

	

The	 structure	 of	 statements	 by	 Blair,	 May,	 Hollande	 and	 Merkel	 differ	 quite	

significantly.	Mainly	the	beginning	of	the	statements	and	the	order	in	which	the	

																																																								
494 Foley, Countering Terrorism in Britain and France: Institutions, Norms and the Shadow of the Past, pp. 43 – 50. 
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speakers	 express	 their	 empathy	 for	 the	 victims	 and	 explain	 and	 condemn	 the	

attacks	show	a	structural	difference	between	the	statements	analysed.	Even	in	

the	 comparison	 of	 statements	 by	 the	 same	 leader,	 it	 is	 difficult	 to	 detect	 a	

consistent	structure	that	applies	to	all	statements	made	by	that	single	politician.	

However,	structural	changes	in	different	statements	can	also	be	useful	to	detect	

broader	strengths	and	weaknesses	in	statements.		

	

Hollande	only	expressed	his	empathy	explicitly	 in	his	statement	 in	reaction	 to	

the	Ile	de	France	attacks	after	having	explained	the	events	of	the	previous	days.	

In	 his	 statement	 after	 the	 13	 November	 2015	 Paris	 attacks,	 he	 starts	 his	

statements	 condemning	 the	 attacks,	 describing	 them	 as	 ‘act	 of	war’	 and	 even	

after	 that	 only	 implicitly	 expresses	 empathy	 for	 the	 victims.	 In	 his	 statement	

immediately	 after	 the	 attack	 in	 Nice	 on	 14	 July	 2016,	 Hollande	 starts	 his	

statement	 by	 condemning	 the	 attackers	 and	 the	 attack	 before	 he	 explicitly	

expresses	his	empathy	with	the	victims.		

	

In	her	statement	after	the	Manchester	Arena	bombing,	May	starts	her	statement	

similarly,	by	briefly	condemning	the	attack	and	then	expressing	her	empathy	for	

the	 victims	 of	 the	 attack.	 In	 reaction	 to	 the	 London	 Bridge	 attack,	 May	 only	

expressed	her	empathy	implicitly	after	having	condemned	the	attack.		

	

Merkel	 condemned	 the	 attacks	 and	 only	 after	 that	 implicitly	 expressed	 her	

empathy	for	the	victims	in	her	statement	in	reaction	to	the	attacks	in	Würzburg	

and	Ansbach.	Merkel’s	empathy	appears	to	be	broader	though	than	that	of	the	

other	political	leaders	in	their	public	reactions	to	Islamic	terrorist	attacks	since	

she	 also	 includes	 people	 who	 were	 indirectly	 affected	 by	 the	 attacks.	 In	 her	

reaction	 to	 the	 Berlin	 Christmas	 market	 attack	 and	 also,	 even	 though	 in	 an	

understandably	softer	manner,	after	 the	Hanover	Arena	plot	Merkel	expresses	

her	empathy	more	explicitly	at	the	beginning	of	her	statements.	The	structure	of	

the	beginning	of	her	statements	 is	similar	 to	 the	structure	of	Tony	Blair’s	 first	

Commons	 statement	 after	 the	London	attacks	of	7	 July	2005.	No	 indicators	of	

connections	between	 the	 structure	of	 the	 statements	and	 the	 form	of	political	

measures	that	would	be	taken	in	reaction	to	the	attacks	can	be	detected	here.	To	
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understand	 these	 relationships,	 a	 comparative	 analysis	 of	 a	 larger	 number	 of	

statements	 and	 the	 public	 reaction	 to	 the	 implementation	 of	 the	 measures	

communicated	 in	 these	 statements	 after	 terrorist	 attacks	 would	 need	 to	 be	

conducted.		

	

Even	 though	 a	 comparison	 of	 these	 structural	 aspects	 of	 the	 statements	

analysed	 in	 this	 thesis	 shows	 that	 the	 leaders	of	 the	UK,	France	and	Germany	

had	 no	 consistent	 structure	 that	may	 have	 been	 considered	 ideal	 in	 order	 to	

reach	 a	 concerned	 public,	 the	 comparison	 does	 show	 that	 all	 statements	

analysed	end	with	an	appeal	to	unity	amongst	the	members	of	the	country	the	

speaker	was	the	political	leader	of.	These	differed	in	their	explicitness,	which,	as	

explained	 above,	 appeared	 to	 be	 adjustments	 to	 broader	 socio-political	

narratives	that	were	prominent	in	the	country	at	the	time	of	the	statement.	As	

also	explained	above,	Hollande’s	expression	of	the	importance	of	unity	declined	

the	 strongest	between	 the	 Ile	de	France	attacks	 in	 January	2015	and	 the	Nice	

attack	 in	 July	 2016.	 This	 is	 also	 reflected	 in	 the	 structural	 changes	 of	 his	

statements,	e.g.	in	his	statement	of	15	July	2016	where	in	the	last	sentences	the	

aspect	of	unity	had	become	very	implicit	and	almost	completely	replaced	by	the	

condemnation	of	the	attack.		

	

The	analysis	of	the	differences	and	similarities	between	the	statements	given	in	

reaction	to	Islamic	terrorist	attacks	in	the	UK,	France	and	Germany	shows	that	

the	threats	and	attacks	the	leaders	had	to	deal	with	were	not	successfully	used	

by	anyone	of	them	as	an	opportunity	to	strengthen	their	position	as	the	leader	

of	the	country	over	the	long	term.	The	changes	that	were	made	in	the	structure	

and	 content	 of	 statements	 that	 all	 occurred	within	 a	 rather	 short	 time	 frame	

indicate	uncertainty	and	a	lack	of	organised	communication	patterns	in	all	three	

countries.	 The	 analysis	 further	 indicates	 that	 these	 uncertainties	 might	 have	

been	the	results	of	volatile	approval	ratings	due	to	increased	divisions	amongst	

the	populations	of	 the	countries,	which	were	encouraged	by	changes	 in	socio-

political	 narratives	 implemented	 and	 strengthened	 by	 increasingly	 influential	

right-wing	parties.		
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A	 consideration	 of	 these	 findings	 shows	 that,	 in	 the	 broader	 context	 of	

counterterrorism	 in	 the	 UK,	 France,	 and	 Germany,	 deeper	 cultural	 standards	

and	 norms	 play	 a	 crucial	 role	 in	 reactions	 to	 terrorist	 threats	 and	 attacks,	 of	

which	 public	 statements	 by	 political	 leaders	 are	 an	 important	 aspect.	 The	

changes	in	structure	and	content	of	statements	that	were	noticeable	to	different	

extents	in	the	analyses	of	all	three	countries	underline	this	assumption.	As	Foley	

and	 Katzenstein	 explained	 in	 their	 publications,	 normative	 contexts	 lay	 the	

broad	 foundation	 in	which	political	 leaders	can	act.	The	cases	analysed	 in	 this	

thesis	show	that	the	current	socio-political	contexts	and	trends	further	narrow	

down	this	 foundation.	This	 limits	 the	 forms	of	messages	 that	 influential	Social	

Actors,	 such	 as	 the	 political	 class,	 police	 and	 broader	 public	 consider	

appropriate.	 If	 the	 structure	 of	 the	 given	 frame	 within	 the	 broader	 domestic	

normative	 context	 is	 understood	 correctly,	 it	 can	 give	 political	 leaders	

opportunities	that	can	work	beyond	counterterrorism	and	give	them	long-term	

political	 advantages.	 Successful	 use	 of	 these	 opportunities	 depends	 on	 the	

positioning	 inside	 current	 socio-political	 frames	 with	 consideration	 of	 the	

broader	normative	 contexts	 that	define	what	 is	 appropriate	 in	 times	of	 threat	

and	uncertainty.		

	

In	 the	 final	 chapter	 of	 this	 thesis,	 the	 findings	 of	 the	 national	 and	 broader	

comparative	analyses	will	be	used	to	develop	a	basic	structure	of	a	concept	of	

crisis	 communication	 in	 reaction	 to	 Islamic	 terrorist	 attacks	 for	 Western	

governments.	The	impact	the	findings	of	this	thesis	should	have	on	the	existing	

counterterrorism	 literature	 will	 also	 be	 explained	 and	 further	 research	 that	

should	contribute	to	the	development	of	a	broader	concept	will	be	suggested.				
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6. Conclusion: Towards a concept of “Crisis Communication” in reaction to 

Islamic terrorist attacks for Western governments  

In	 the	 first	 part	 of	 this	 final	 chapter,	 the	 findings	 of	 the	 analyses	 conducted	

throughout	this	thesis	will	be	used	to	develop	a	basic	structure	of	a	concept	of	

“Crisis	 Communication”	 in	 reaction	 to	 Islamic	 terrorist	 attacks	 for	 Western	

governments.	In	the	second	part	of	this	chapter,	the	impact	the	findings	of	this	

thesis	should	have	on	the	existing	counterterrorism	literature	will	be	explained	

and	 further	 research	 that	 should	 contribute	 to	 the	 development	 of	 a	 broader	

concept	will	be	suggested.				

	

The	 comparative	 analysis	 has	 shown	 that	 none	 of	 the	 political	 leaders	whose	

statements	 in	reaction	 to	 Islamic	 terrorist	attacks	were	analysed	 in	 this	 thesis	

managed	 to	 make	 use	 of	 the	 opportunities	 that	 come	 with	 crises	 such	 as	

terrorist	threats	or	attacks	over	the	long	term.	It	rather	highlighted	uncertainty	

and	 instability	 in	 the	 content	 of	 statements	 as	 well	 as	 a	 lack	 of	 organised	

communication	patterns	in	all	three	countries.	The	analysis	further	underlined	

potential	reasons	for	these	inconsistencies,	which	appeared	to	be	partly	due	to	

volatile	 approval	 ratings	 and	 increasingly	 divided	 societies	 within	 countries.	

These	divisions	were	often	encouraged	and	strengthened	by	changes	 in	socio-

political	 narratives	 that	 were	 implemented	 by	 right-wing	 parties	 that	 gained	

more	 support	 and	 thus	 more	 influence	 within	 the	 timeframe	 in	 which	 the	

statements	 in	reaction	 to	 Islamic	 terrorist	attacks	analysed	 in	 this	 thesis	were	

given.	 In	 all	 three	 countries,	 Islamic	 terrorist	 attacks	 strengthened	 right-wing	

populist	parties	as	 they	contributed	 to	 the	broader	socio-political	discourse	 in	

Western	Europe	regarding	mass	immigration	of	refugees	from	Muslim	majority	

countries.495	At	the	same	time,	political	leaders	were	limited	in	their	options	of	

messages	they	could	communicate	 through	their	public	statements	 in	reaction	

to	 Islamic	 terrorist	 attacks	by	normative	 contexts	 in	which	historical	 conflicts	

were	 interpreted	 in	 different	 cultures.	 Different	 forms	 of	 media	 scrutiny	 and	

public	oppositions	forced	political	leaders	to	consider	different	contexts	in	their	

public	 communication,	 which	 narrowed	 down	 the	 behaviour	 that	 was	

																																																								
495 A. C. D'Appolonia, S. Reich, ‘The Securitization of Immigration: Multiple Countries, Multiple Dimensions’, in A. C. 
D'Appolonia, S. Reich (eds.), Immigration, Integration and Security. America and Europe in Comparative 
Perspective (Pittsburgh, University of Pittsburgh Press, 2008), pp. 1–22.  
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considered	 appropriate	 in	 times	 of	 threat	 and	 discomfort	 and	 made	 it	 more	

difficult	to	gain	majority	support	while	succeeding	in	the	battle	over	hearts	and	

minds	 against	 Islamic	 terror	 sympathisers	 and	 right-wing	 populists.	 The	

research	indicates	that	populist	parties	managed	to	use	the	threats	and	attacks	

to	 their	 benefit	 while	 public	 reactions	 to	 immediate	 reactions	 to	 Islamic	

terrorist	 attacks	 make	 it	 seem	 that	 government	 representatives	 were	 less	

successful.		

	

Even	though,	as	this	comparative	analysis	has	shown,	political	leaders	from	the	

UK,	 France	 and	Germany	 react	 differently	 to	 similar	 threats	 and	 attacks	 from	

Islamic	 terrorist	 organisations,	 a	 basic	 foundation	 of	 a	 concept	 of	 “Crisis	

Communication”	 in	 reaction	 to	 Islamic	 terrorist	 threats	 and	 attacks	 can	 help	

political	 leaders	 to	 cover	 the	 most	 crucial	 aspects	 successfully	 in	 order	 to	

provide	 effective	 statements	 in	 all	 three	 countries.	 This	 has	 to	 imply	 the	

following	aspects:	

1)	 The	 role	 of	 public	 statements	 in	 reaction	 to	 Islamic	 terrorist	 threats	 or	

attacks	 needs	 to	 be	 considered	 in	 the	 counterterror	 as	 well	 as	 the	 domestic	

political	context.	

2)	Timing	is	crucial.	

3)	 The	 political	 leader’s	 credibility	 in	 the	 broader	 political	 context	 must	 be	

ensured.	

4)	Content	of	statements	needs	to	be	rational	and	logical	under	consideration	of	

root	 causes	 of	 Islamic	 terrorist	 threats	 and	 attacks	 and	 how	 these	 fit	 into	

normative	and	socio-political	contexts.	

5)	Demographic	 changes	and	 their	potential	 consequences	 for	 society	need	 to	

be	considered.	

6)	Under	consideration	of	 the	aspects	mentioned	above,	 statements	should	be	

kept	as	brief	as	possible.	
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Aspect	1)	The	role	of	public	statements	in	reaction	to	Islamic	terrorist	threats	or	

attacks	 needs	 to	 be	 considered	 in	 the	 counterterror	 as	 well	 as	 the	 domestic	

political	context.	

In	 order	 to	 develop	 the	 foundation	 of	 a	 concept	 of	 Crisis	 Communication	 in	

reaction	 to	 Islamic	 terrorist	 attacks	 one	 important	 question	 that	 needs	 to	 be	

discussed	again	under	consideration	of	 the	 findings	of	 the	analyses	conducted	

throughout	this	thesis	is	how	important	government	communication	in	reaction	

to	 terrorist	 threats	 or	 attacks	 actually	 is	 and	 to	 whom.	 The	 results	 of	 the	

analysis	 show	that	government	communication	 in	reaction	 to	 terrorist	 threats	

or	 attacks	 is	 important	 as	 it	 contributes	 to	 narratives	 that	 can	 be	 either	

developed	 in	 reaction	 to	 Islamic	 terrorist	 attacks	 or	 contribute	 to	 existing	

narratives.496	In	 the	 cases	 of	 the	UK,	 France	 and	Germany	 populist	 right-wing	

parties	 used	 Islamic	 terrorist	 threats	 and	 attacks	 successfully	 to	 strengthen	

their	anti-immigration	narratives.497	This	showed	that	effective	communication	

as	the	first	response	to	terrorist	threats	or	attacks	is	not	only	important	to	gain	

the	upper	hand	in	the	battle	over	hearts	and	minds	between	governments	and	

terrorist	 organisations	 that	 are	 trying	 to	 radicalise	 and	 recruit	 vulnerable	

individuals,	 but	 also	 introduces	 a	 third	 actor	 that	 needs	 to	 be	 considered:	

political	 opposition	 from	 the	 right	 end	 of	 the	 political	 spectrum	 within	 the	

countries.	 Aaron	 Hoffman	 and	 William	 Shelby’s	 research	 concludes	 that	

communicating	 counterterrorism	 measures	 increases	 confidence	 in	 the	

government	 to	protect	 its	citizens	 from	terrorist	attacks	 in	 the	 future.498	Thus,	

effective	public	counterterror	communication	can	strengthen	the	position	of	the	

government	 and	 protect	 it	 from	 opposition	 parties	 trying	 to	 use	 public	

uncertainty	to	their	advantage.		

	

Aspect	2)	Timing	is	crucial.	

No	response	or	a	response	given	too	late	can	give	populist	opposition	parties	an	

advantage	 in	 filling	 the	 information	 vacuum	 after	 unexpected	 events	 by	
																																																								
496 Research has shown that in the US terrorist attacks do not have short-term effects on the popularity of the President. Similar 
research needs to be conducted in the UK, France and Germany. A similar outcome would underline the assumption that 
political public communication in reaction to terrorist attacks is important due to the broader political discourse, not the actual 
terrorist attacks. For more information see: D. Randahl, ‘Terrorism and Public Opinion: The Effects of Terrorist Attacks on the 
Popularity of the President of the United States’, Terrorism and Political Violence, 30/3 (2018), pp. 373 – 383. 
497 P. Demant, Islam vs. Islamism: The Dilemma of the Muslim World (Westport, Praeger Publishers, 2006), pp. 69–71. 
498 A. M. Hoffman, W. Shelby, ‘When the “Laws of Fear” Do Not Apply: Effective Counterterrorism and the Sense of Security 
from Terrorism’, Political Research Quarterly, 70/3 (2017), pp. 618 – 631. 
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communicating	 an	 interpretation	 of	 the	 event	 that	 supports	 their	 general	

narratives	 and	 ideologies.499	A	 quick	 but	 flawed	 response	 with	 content	 that	

could	 be	 used	 against	 the	 narrative	 favoured	 by	 the	 government	 or	 even	

contradicts	 its	 narrative	 and	 ideology	 could	 have	 the	 same	 effect.	 Thus,	 a	

response	 to	 Islamic	 terrorist	 attacks	 by	 the	 government	 needs	 to	 be	 given	 as	

soon	as	 enough	 relevant	 facts	 are	 confirmed	but	not	before	 that.	The	 speaker	

needs	 to	have	access	 to	 the	 crucial	 facts	behind	 the	attacks.	Assumptions	 that	

are	 disproven	 after	 the	 statement	 is	 given	 would	 undermine	 the	 trust	 in	 the	

government	 in	 dealing	 with	 the	 situation	 and	 potentially	 underline	 the	

suitability	of	the	opposition.	How	many	crucial	facts	the	political	leader	needs	to	

have	 access	 to	 differs	 from	 country	 to	 country	 and	 depends	 on	 normative	

contexts	 in	which	 historical	 conflicts	 are	 interpreted	 and	how	 these	 influence	

the	general	counterterror	culture	in	each	country.	As	explained	in	more	depth	in	

the	 comparative	 analysis,	 scholars	 like	 Frank	 Foley	 and	 Peter	 Katzenstein	

studied	these	in	the	broader	context	of	counterterrorism	in	the	cases	of	the	UK,	

France	 and	 Germany.500	Since	 political	 communication	 in	 reaction	 to	 Islamic	

terrorist	 attacks	 is	 an	 important	 aspect	 of	 counterterrorism	 their	 findings	 are	

also	 applicable	 in	 this	 context.	 The	 normative	 contexts	 explain	 why	 Francois	

Hollande	gave	public	statements	during	and	immediately	after	Islamic	terrorist	

attacks	 in	 France	 while	 Tony	 Blair	 and	 Theresa	May	 took	 slightly	more	 time	

before	 they	 gave	 in-depth	 statements	 and	 Angela	 Merkel	 was	 very	 hesitant	

when	 it	 came	 to	 public	 statements	 in	 reaction	 to	 Islamic	 terrorist	 attacks.	 In	

France,	 counterterrorist	 agents	 act	 quickly	 and	 indiscriminately.	 The	 highest	

priority	 is	 security	 and	 the	 vast	 majority	 of	 influential	 actors,	 including	 the	

public	and	the	media,	support	this	approach	with	little	scrutiny.501	The	UK	has	a	

slightly	different	approach	to	counterterrorism,	partly	due	to	its	experiences	in	

Northern	 Ireland,	 of	which	 officials	 later	 declared	 some	 as	mistakes.502	These	

																																																								
499 M. W. Seeger, T. L. Seelnow, Narratives of Crisis: Telling Stories of Ruin and Renewal (Stanford, Stanford University 
Press, 2016), pp. 8 – 10. 
500 F. Foley, ‘Terrorism and state repression: Strategic choice and the domestic normative context’, in D. Muro (ed.), When 
Does Terrorism Work? (London, Routledge, 2018), pp. 71 – 84; P. J. Katzenstein, ‘Same War: Different Views: Germany, 
Japan, and Counterterrorism’, International Organization, 57/4 (2003), pp. 731 – 760. 
501 Foley, Countering Terrorism in Britain and France: Institutions, Norms and the Shadow of the Past, pp. 62 – 64. 
502 A. Edwards, ‘Misapplying lesson learned? Analysing the utility of British counterinsurgency strategy in Northern Ireland, 
1971–76’, Small Wars and Insurgencies, 21/2 (2010), pp. 303–330; R. English, Armed Struggle: The History of the IRA 
(London, Macmillan, 2003), pp. 140 – 141. For more information regarding the direct political effects of the conflict in 
Northern Ireland see also: G. Walker, ‘Scotland, Northern Ireland, and Devolution, 1945 – 1979’, Journal of British Studies, 
49/1 (2010), pp. 117 – 142. 
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past	 mistakes	 contributed	 to	 an	 understanding	 that	 responses	 to	 terrorist	

threats	 and	 attacks	 need	 to	 be	 ‘proportionate’	 and	 that	 the	 exacerbation	 of	

problems	 has	 to	 be	 avoided.503	This	 led	 to	 more	 targeted	 operations	 in	 UK	

counterterrorism	 under	 stronger	 scrutiny	 by	 the	 public	 and	 media.	 The	

historical	 conflicts	 that	 influence	 German	 understandings	 of	 norms	 of	

appropriate	behaviour	are	even	older	and	their	lessons	were	not	learned	from	

counterterror	 operations	 but	 from	 the	Weimar	 Republic	 and	 the	 Nazi	 regime	

and	led	to	a	strong	emphasis	on	the	importance	of	the	lawful	state	(Rechtsstaat)	

and	 the	 close	 control	 of	 the	 state’s	 security	 forces	 by	 the	 parliament	 with	

strongly	limited	gathering	of	intelligence.	These	norms	led	to	a	high	importance	

of	 an	 appropriate	 balance	 between	 liberty	 and	 security,	 which	 is	 highly	

scrutinised	 by	 the	 vast	majority	 of	 influential	 actors,	 including	 the	 public	 and	

the	media.	Considering	public	statements	in	reaction	to	Islamic	terrorist	attack	

as	 one	 aspect	 of	 the	 broader	 counterterror	 operations	 carried	 out	 by	 a	 state	

these	 differing	 norms	 explain	 why	 political	 leaders	 from	 the	 UK,	 France	 and	

Germany	react	with	different	urgencies	to	threats	and	attacks	in	their	countries.		

	

This	 dilemma	 between	 the	 collection	 of	 facts	 and	 communication	 of	 quick	

responses	are	further	highlighted	by	Merkel’s	and	Blair’s	explicit	protection	of	

particular	minority	groups	 in	 their	statements.	The	normative	contexts,	which	

forced	 them	 to	 wait	 for	 the	 confirmation	 of	 certain	 information	 before	 going	

public	with	them	gave	opposition	politicians	and	media	who	are	not	as	bound	to	

those	 norms	 as	 political	 leaders	 are	 the	 advantage	 of	 sharing	 their	

interpretations	 of	 the	 events	 to	 their	 advantage	 in	 the	 broader	 socio-political	

discourse,	 to	 which	 Merkel	 and	 Blair	 had	 to	 react.	 This	 again	 underlines	 the	

importance	 of	 a	 fast	 gathering	 of	 information	 in	 order	 to	 enable	 quick	

communicative	reactions	to	Islamic	terrorist	threats	and	attacks,	which	enable	a	

proactive	 interpretation	of	 the	 attacks	 and	 the	 shaping	of	 narratives	 in	 a	way	

that	they	support	broader	socio-political	goals	of	the	government.	It	also	shows	

again	that	political	statements	in	reaction	to	Islamic	terrorist	attacks	are	part	of	

counterterrorist	but	also	of	broader	political	operations.	

	

																																																								
503 Foley, Countering Terrorism in Britain and France: Institutions, Norms and the Shadow of the Past, pp. 261 – 262. 
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Aspect	3)	The	political	leader’s	credibility	in	the	broader	political	context	must	

be	ensured.	

These	normative	contexts	that	 influence	the	timing	also	affect	other	aspects	of	

political	 statements	 in	 reaction	 to	 Islamic	 terrorist	 threats	 and	 attacks.	 One	

crucial	 aspect	 is	 credibility.504	If	 the	 political	 leader	 does	 not	 find	 the	 right	

balance	between	the	aspects	described	above,	it	could	harm	his/her	credibility,	

which	 could	 cause	 long-term	 consequences	 for	 the	 individual	 but	 also	 for	 the	

party.505	Credibility	also	means	that	the	person	who	is	by	the	public	regarded	as	

responsible	for	their	protection	in	times	of	insecurity	and	threat	needs	to	talk	to	

the	nation.	As	seen	after	the	Hanover	Arena	plot,	a	statement	by	a	government	

representative	that	is	not	the	leader	of	the	country	can	lead	to	disappointment	

due	to	the	message	communicated	through	the	statement	but	even	more	due	to	

the	implied	assumption	that	the	government	does	not	take	the	threat	or	attack	

seriously	 enough	 to	 get	 the	 Chancellor,	 Prime	 Minister	 of	 President	 directly	

involved.			

	

Aspect	 4)	 Content	 of	 statements	 needs	 to	 be	 rational	 and	 logical	 under	

consideration	 of	 root	 causes	 of	 Islamic	 terrorist	 threats	 and	 attacks	 and	 how	

these	fit	into	normative	and	socio-political	contexts.	

Even	 though	 the	 battle	 over	 hearts	 and	 minds	 seems	 to	 have	 shifted	 from	

governments	 against	 terrorist	 organisations	 to	 governments	 against	 populist	

oppositions	 due	 to	 changes	 in	 broader	 socio-political	 contexts	 in	 Western	

Europe,	 the	 broader	 terrorist	 threat	 regarding	 future	 radicalisation	 and	

recruitment	 should	 not	 be	 completely	 neglected	 in	 the	 construction	 of	

government	 statements	 in	 reaction	 to	 Islamic	 terrorist	 attacks.	 It	 is	 still	

important	 for	 government	 leaders	 to	 understand	 the	 psychology	 behind	

terrorism	as	well	as	the	ambitions	and	modus	operandi	of	the	organisations	that	

could	be	a	threat	to	the	country.	In	particular	the	psychology	behind	terrorism	

and	 ambitions	 of	 Islamic	 terrorist	 organisations	 need	 to	 be	 countered	 in	

statements	 in	 reaction	 to	 Islamic	 terrorist	 attacks.506	Demographic	 changes,	

multiculturalism	 and	 diversity	 that	 come	 with	 it	 are	 the	 keywords	 here.	 The	
																																																								
504 English, Terrorism: How to respond, pp. 140 – 143. 
505 M. W. Seeger, T. L. Seelnow, pp. 1 – 8. 
506 R. Kumari, ‘Why people support terrorism: psychological issues in understanding terrorism and attitudes towards terrorism’, 
in A. Silke (ed.), The Psychology of Counter-Terrorism (Abingdon, Routledge, 2011), pp. 48 – 61.  
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analyses	conducted	in	this	thesis	show	that	Islamic	terrorist	attacks	were	very	

likely	to	have	contributed	to	increases	in	hate	crimes	against	Muslims	and	other	

members	of	minority	groups	within	the	countries	analysed.507	At	the	same	time,	

the	 explicit	 protection	 of	 members	 of	 minority	 groups	 through	 messages	

communicated	in	statements	decreased	with	an	increase	in	the	perceived	threat	

of	 Islamic	 terrorist	 attacks	 in	 the	 country.	 This	 makes	 it	 easier	 for	 Islamic	

terrorist	organisations	to	radicalise	and	recruit	vulnerable	individuals	that	feel	

marginalised	 by	 society.508	The	 analysis	 further	 indicates	 that	 these	 changes	

were	 due	 to	 increased	 pressure	 from	 right-wing	 politicians	 and	 parties.	 This	

shows	 the	difficulty	of	balancing	 the	 two	main	challenges	regarding	 the	battle	

over	hearts	and	minds	in	government	statements	in	reaction	to	Islamic	terrorist	

attacks.	A	way	to	approach	this	challenge	would	be	to	run	campaigns	that	fight	

discrimination	and	lay	a	foundation	of	public	differentiation	between	terrorists	

and	 Muslim	 compatriots,	 as	 was	 done	 by	 Francois	 Hollande	 in	 2015. 509	

Obviously,	such	campaigns	are	expensive	and	do	not	sensitise	an	entire	nation	

immediately.	Therefore,	more	explicit	measures	need	to	be	taken	as	part	of	the	

statements.	Government	statements	in	reaction	to	Islamic	terrorist	attacks	need	

to	ensure	that	the	audience	understands	the	actual	problem	in	the	same	way	the	

																																																								
507 For more information regarding discrimination and hate crimes against Muslim minorities in the UK, France and Germany 
see: M. König, ‘Incorporating Muslim migrants in western nation states – a comparison of the United Kingdom, France, and 
Germany’, Journal of International Migration and Integration, 6/2 (2005), pp. 219 – 234; R. Gale, P. Hopkins (eds.), Muslims 
in Britain: Race, Place and Identities (Edinburgh, Edinburgh University Press, 2009); R. J. Pauly Jr., Islam in Europe: 
Integration or Marginalization (London, Routledge, 2004), pp. 95 – 126; S. Brighton, “British Muslims, multiculturalism and 
UK foreign policy: ‘integration’ and ‘cohesion’ in and beyond the state”, International Affairs, 83/1 (2007), pp. 1 – 17; J. 
Halliday, ‘Islamophobic attacks in Manchester surge by 500% after arena attack’. The Guardian, 22 June 2017, 
https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2017/jun/22/islamophobic-attacks-manchester-increase-arena-attack [accessed June 
2018]; A. Mondon, A. Winter, ‘Charlie Hebdo, Republican secularism and Islamophobia’, in D. Freedman, G. Khibany, G. 
Titley, A. Mondon (eds.), After Charlie Hebdo: Terror, Racism and Free Speech (London, Zed Books Ltd, 2017), pp. 31 – 45; 
J. Laurence, J. Vaïsse, Integrating Islam: Politics and Religious Challenges in Contemporary France (Washington D.C., The 
Brookings Institute, 2006), pp. 195 – 220; B. Testé, C. Maisonneuve, M. Cohu, “L’effet ‘Charlie-Hebdo’: Répercussions des 
attentats de Janvier 2015 en France sur les Préjugés à l’égard des Maghrébins, l’orientation à la Dominance Sociale et le degree 
d’attachement au Principe de Laïcité”, Revue Internationale de Psychologie Sociale, 29/1 (2016), pp. 50 - 58; D. Reynié; C. 
Schwemmer, M. Helbling, S. Jungkunz, “Xenophobia before and after the Paris 2015 attacks: Evidence from a natural 
experiment”, Ethnicities, 19/2 (2019), pp. 271 – 291; R. J. Pauly, Jr., Islam in Europe – Integration or Marginalization? (Oxon: 
Routledge 2016), pp. 33 – 64.; A. Mondon, The Mainstreaming of the Extreme Right in France and Australia (Abingdon, 
Routledge, 2016), pp. 107 – 119; ‘Les actes racistes ont bondi de 22% en 2015 en France’, La Croix, 20 January 2016, at 
https://www.la-croix.com/France/Les-actes-racistes-bondi-22-2015-France-2016-01-20-1300732649 [accessed December 
2018]; J. Britton, ‘Muslims, Racism and Violence After the Paris Attacks’, Sociological Research Online, August 2015, 
https://doi.org/10.5153/sro.3736; C. L. Adida, D. D. Laitin, M.-A. Valfort, Why Muslim Integration Fails in Christian-Heritage 
Societies (Cambridge, Harvard University Press, 2016), pp. 3 – 28, 77 – 124; ‘Straf- und Gewalttaten von rechts: Wie entstehen 
die offiziellen Statistiken?’, Bundeszentrale für politische Bildung, 13 November 2018, at 
http://www.bpb.de/politik/extremismus/rechtsextremismus/264158/pmk-methoden-und-debatten [accessed February 2019]; R. 
Taras, Xenophobia and Islamophobia in Europe (Edinburgh, Edinburgh University Press, 2012), pp. 167 – 168, 171 – 172; A. 
Häusler, ‘The PRO-Movement: A New Motor of Anti-Islamic Right-Wing Populism within the Extreme Right in Germany’, in 
F. Ansari, F. Hafez (eds.), From the Far Right to the Mainstream (Frankfurt, Campus Verlag, 2012), pp. 29 – 44; S. Poynting, 
U. M. Vieten, ‘Contemporary Far-Right Racist Populism in Europe’, Journal of Intercultural Studies, 37/6 (2016); J. Dahinden, 
P. Holtz, W. Wagner, “German Muslims and the ’Integration Debate’: Negotiating Identities in the Face of Discrimination“, 
Integrative Psychology and Behavioral Science, 47/2 (2013). 
508 T. Abbas, ‘The symbiotic relationship between Islamophobia and radicalisation’, Critical Studies on Terrorism, 5/3 (2012), 
pp. 345 – 358.  
509 Deutsch – Französisches Institut, Frankreich Jahrbuch 2015 – Frankreich nach der Territorialreform, pp. 158 – 159.  
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government	should	be	assumed	to	understand	it:	rationally	and	logically.	Long	

lasting	 anti-discrimination	 campaigns	 can	 make	 the	 communication	 of	 these	

aspects	in	times	of	tension	and	insecurity	easier.		

	

Eli	 Berman,	 Joseph	 Felter	 and	 Jacob	 Shapiro	 highlight	 the	 importance	 of	

endurance	 and	 sustainability	 in	 battles	 over	 hearts	 and	 minds	 in	 their	 book	

Small	Wars,	Big	Data.510	They	explain	the	difference	between	leasing	hearts	and	

minds	 and	 winning	 wars,	 and	 underline	 the	 importance	 of	 consistency	 in	

campaigns	aimed	at	gaining	support	from	former	enemies,	an	example	that	fits	

well	 into	 the	 context	 of	 public	 communication	 in	 reaction	 to	 terrorist	 attacks.	

The	key	aspect	of	 this	 theory	 is	 to	consider	 the	macro	and	not	only	 the	micro	

perspective.	Thus,	statements	in	reaction	to	Islamic	terrorist	attacks	should	not	

only	 refer	 to	 the	attack	 itself	but	also	 take	 into	account	 the	root	causes	of	 the	

broader	 threat	 and	 ensure	 that	 messages	 that	 contradict	 other	 counterterror	

measures	that	are	directed	at	these	root	causes	are	avoided.		

	

Even	 though	 the	 political	 leaders	 of	 the	 UK,	 France	 and	 Germany	 were	 not	

equally	liberal	regarding	immigration,	the	factors	of	logic	and	rationality	should	

help	 to	understand	 the	 importance	of	protection	of	minority	groups,	 since	 the	

consequences	 of	 the	 opposite	 would	 include	 broader	 social	 and	 economic	

damages. 511 	Protection	 of	 minority	 groups	 without	 disappointing	 more	

conservative	members	of	 the	public	 requires	a	sophisticated	understanding	of	

the	 different	 cultural	 stakeholders	 within	 the	 broad	 target	 group	 of	 the	

statement.512		

	

Merkel	 and	 Blair	 attempted	 to	 find	 a	 balance	 between	 protection	 of	minority	

groups,	mainly	the	Muslim	minority,	and	satisfying	more	conservative	parts	of	

the	population	 in	 their	 statements	by	 comparing	 the	 current	 events	 to	 events	

from	 the	 past	 that	 conservative	 citizens	 are	more	 likely	 to	 be	 able	 to	 identify	

with.	 Hollande	 used	 a	 more	 direct	 approach	 by	 explicitly	 explaining	 that	 the	

																																																								
510 E. Berman, J. H. Felter, J. N. Shapiro, Small Wars, Big Data, pp. 305 – 308.  
511 E. Hutchinson, R. Bleiker, ‘Emotions in the war on terror’, in A. J. Bellamy, R. Bleiker, S. E. Davies, R. Devetak (eds.), 
Security and the War on Terror (Abingdon, Routledge, 2008), 57 – 70.  
512 D. Coleman, ‘The demographic effects of international migration in Europe’, Oxford Review of Economic Policy, 24/3 
(2008), pp. 452 – 476.  
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attackers	behind	 the	 Ile	de	France	attacks	had	nothing	 to	do	with	 the	Muslim	

religion.	It	is	not	possible	to	determine	how	well	the	audiences	reacted	to	these	

particular	 parts	 of	 the	 statements.	 However,	 it	 can	 be	 assumed	 that	 at	 least	

Merkel	 and	Hollande	did	not	 consider	 their	approaches	as	 ideal	 since	 they,	 as	

highlighted	 in	 the	 national	 comparative	 analyses,	 did	 not	 use	 the	 same	

approaches	again	in	statements	in	reaction	to	other	Islamic	terrorist	attacks	in	

their	 countries.	 This	 underlines	 the	 importance	 of	 the	 consideration	 of	

normative	 contexts	 again	 and	 the	 challenges	political	 leaders	 are	 facing	when	

they	 have	 to	 react	 to	 Islamic	 terrorist	 threats	 and	 attacks	 as	well	 as	 populist	

interpretations	 of	 those	 without	 stepping	 out	 of	 the	 given	 frame	 defined	 by	

norms	 of	 appropriate	 behaviour	 within	 each	 national	 culture.	 Hollande	 and	

Merkel	 did	 step	 out	 of	 such	 frames	 in	 their	 statements,	 Hollande	 by	 giving	

protection	of	minority	 groups	 similar	 importance	 as	 security	 of	 the	 state,	 and	

Merkel	by	 giving	 information	 that	 could	be	 interpreted	as	 false	when	another	

individual	with	a	refugee	background	carried	out	an	Islamic	terrorist	attack	in	

Germany.		

	

Aspect	 5)	 Demographic	 changes	 and	 their	 potential	 consequences	 for	 society	

need	to	be	considered.	

Regarding	 the	 content	of	 the	 statements,	 the	 comparative	 analysis	 shows	 that	

all	 leaders	 considered	 it	 necessary	 to	 refer	 to	 the	 importance	 of	 unity	within	

their	countries	and	decided	to	end	almost	every	statement	in	reaction	to	Islamic	

terrorist	attacks	with	a	reference	to	unity.	If	politicians	manage	to	give	the	term	

unity	 the	 right	 connotation,	 this	 could	 underline	 the	 inclusion	 and	 thus	

protection	of	minority	 groups.	The	 connotations	of	 the	word	unity	need	 to	be	

considered	 part	 of	 the	 broader	 normative	 context	 within	 a	 country	 and	

therefore,	 can	only	be	 changed	over	 time	 through	 ‘collective	programming’.513	

Demographic	changes	could	contribute	to	it	in	the	UK,	France	and	Germany,	but	

it	 still	 takes	 the	 effort	 of	 political	 leaders	 to	 put	 the	 term	 unity	 repeatedly	

throughout	 a	 longer	 period	 of	 time	 into	 the	 desired	 context	 in	 order	 for	 it	 to	

have	the	desired	effect	in	the	statements.514	If	then	positioned	correctly	within	

																																																								
513 G. Hofstede, Cultures and Organizations: Software for the Mind (New York, McGraw-Hill, 2010), p. 3. 
514 J. Ellul, Propaganda: The Formation of Men’s Attitudes (New York, Vintage Books, 1965), pp. 17 – 18.  
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the	 structure	 of	 the	 statement	 it	 could	 subtly	 but	 strongly	 contribute	 to	 a	

balance	between	protection	of	minority	groups	and	satisfaction	of	conservative	

parts	of	the	population	that	leads	to	a	desired	reaction	from	the	majority	of	the	

audience.		

	

The	analyses	conducted	 in	 this	 thesis	also	show	that	 the	creation	of	 in-groups	

and	 out-groups,	 strengthened	 by	 the	 use	 of	 strong	 references	 (families,	 la	

France,	Opfer	vs	attackers,	fanatiques,	Täter),	was	the	preferred	way	for	leaders	

in	 the	 UK,	 France	 and	 Germany	 to	 describe	 Islamic	 terrorist	 attacks.	 Thus,	

statements	in	reaction	to	Islamic	terrorist	attacks	should	aim	to	achieve	that	all	

stakeholders	 consider	 the	 majority	 group	 as	 well	 as	 minority	 groups	 as	

members	 of	 the	 in-group.	 This	 could	 help	 cement	 a	 broadly	 shared	

interpretation	of	the	event,	which	is	a	crucial	step	in	the	creation	of	conditions	

for	under	different	conditions	potentially	unpopular	measures.		

	

Aspect	 6)	 Under	 consideration	 of	 the	 aspects	 mentioned	 above,	 statements	

should	be	kept	as	brief	as	possible.	

This	 also	 refers	 to	 another	 important	 aspect	 of	 government	 statements	 in	

reaction	to	Islamic	terrorist	attacks:	the	length	of	the	statement.	The	findings	of	

the	analyses	conducted	 in	 this	 thesis	 indicate	 that	 the	political	 statements	did	

not	 contribute	 to	 long	 lasting	 effects	 on	 approval	 ratings	 as	 long	 as	 the	

politicians	 did	 not	 contradict	 the	 norms	 of	 appropriate	 behaviour	 and	 their	

general	political	ideology	within	the	socio-political	discourses	the	content	of	the	

statements	 could	 directly	 or	 indirectly	 relate	 to	 (it	 could	 be	 argued	 that	

Hollande	 proved	 that	 statements	 in	 reaction	 to	 Islamic	 terrorist	 attacks	 can	

have	 a	 long	 lasting	negative	 effect	 if	 the	 politician	does	 drastically	 change	his	

socio-political	 narrative).	 Therefore,	 it	 could	 be	 argued	 that	 country	 leaders	

should	stick	 to	 their	political	 ideologies	 throughout	 their	statements	and	keep	

them	 short	 so	 that	 the	main	 aspects	 described	 above	 can	 be	 covered	without	

expanding	 too	 far	 on	 the	 broader	 topic.	 This	 also	 makes	 it	 harder	 for	 third	

parties	 (e.g.	 journalists,	 opposition	 politicians)	 to	 take	 parts	 of	 the	 statement	

out	of	context	and	enables	fuller	media	coverage	of	the	statement.		
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This	 basic	 foundation	 of	 a	 concept	 of	 Crisis	 Communication	 in	 reaction	 to	

Islamic	 terrorist	 threats	 and	 attacks	 shows	 that	 political	 leaders	 have	 to	

consider	the	difficult	connections	between	normative	and	socio-political	aspects	

as	 well	 as	 the	 natures	 of	 counterterrorist	 and	 broader	 political	 work.	 This	

underlines	 the	 interdisciplinary	 approach	 required	 in	 the	 study	 of	 political	

statements	 in	 reaction	 to	 Islamic	 terrorist	 attacks.	 Existing	 research	 of	

counterterrorism	measures	in	different	countries	especially	that	by	Frank	Foley	

and	 Peter	 Katzenstein,	 lay	 a	 good	 foundation	 for	 the	 study	 of	 political	

statements	in	reaction	to	Islamic	terrorist	attacks	as	they	show	why	states	react	

differently	 to	similar	 threats.	The	 findings	of	 this	 thesis	should	be	used	to	add	

more	depth	to	the	political	communicational	aspect	of	counterterrorism	studies,	

which	 has	 not	 been	 given	 as	much	 academic	 scrutiny	 outside	 the	 US	War	 on	

Terror	as	other	aspects	of	counterterrorism	have.		

	

While	 the	 majority	 of	 the	 population	 only	 becomes	 indirectly	 aware	 of	

counterterror	 operations,	 public	 statements	 are	 directed	 directly	 at	 them	 and	

therefore	 need	 to	 consider	 a	 wider	 range	 of	 aspects	 that	 are	 of	 minor	

importance	 in	 other	 parts	 of	 counterterrorism	 studies.	 Thus,	 this	 first	

foundation	of	a	concept	of	“Crisis	Communication”	for	Western	governments	in	

reaction	 to	 Islamic	 terrorist	 attacks	 needs	 to	 be	 expanded	 through	 further	

research	with	emphasis	on	demographic	changes	in	Western	societies	that	gives	

a	 better	 understanding	 of	 how	 sub-groups	 within	 society	 react	 to	 different	

forms	of	political	statements.	Another	field	of	research	that	needs	to	be	stronger	

included	 in	 counterterrorism	 communication	 is	 that	 of	 intercultural	

communication	within	national	populations.	This	would	help	to	develop	a	more	

sophisticated	 idea	 of	 how	 to	 communicate	 ideally	 with	 culturally	 different	

groups	 within	 the	 population	 and	 where	 compromises	 have	 to	 be	 made	 to	

ensure	a	content	of	statements	that	satisfies	the	vast	majority	of	the	population.	

Adding	 to	 the	 research	 conducted	 in	 this	 thesis,	 the	 psychological	 effects	 of	

terrorist	attacks	on	the	broader	population	also	need	to	be	analysed	in	order	to	

develop	further	 layers	of	a	concept	that	goes	beyond	the	first	statements	after	

an	attack	but	also	indicates	at	which	points	in	time	the	public	would	be	open	to	
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accept	different	messages	regarding	the	interpretation	of	and	broader	political	

reaction	to	attacks.515		

	

Unfortunately,	 the	 current	 political	 situation	 in	 Europe	 and	 the	USA	 indicates	

that	 significant	 parts	 of	 the	 political	 spectrum	 and	 populations	 make	 it	

increasingly	difficult	to	contribute	to	a	unification	of	its	members	through	long-

term	organised	communication	with	the	public	that	can	be	applied	at	any	time	

of	uncertainty	and	 insecurity.	Nevertheless,	as	 the	research	conducted	 for	 this	

thesis	shows,	a	lack	of	organised	communication	in	reaction	to	Islamic	terrorist	

attacks	would	 further	 intensify	 the	political	shifts	 that	have	been	complicating	

the	delivery	of	political	statements	that	generate	majority	approval	in	Western	

countries	over	the	past	few	years.	Thus,	the	application	of	measures	such	as	this	

foundation	 of	 a	 concept	 of	 “Crisis	 Communication”	 by	 representatives	 of	

Western	governments	and	further	research	in	order	to	expend	it	is	necessary	in	

order	 to	 counteract	 populist	 developments	 in	 situations	where	 its	 supporters	

have	often	managed	to	gain	attention	and	support	and	thus	divided	populations	

into	 sub-groups	 instead	 of	 uniting	 them.	 Deepening	 divisions	within	 societies	

after	 Islamic	 terrorist	 attacks	 would	 not	 only	 be	 a	 success	 for	 populist	

oppositions	but	also	a	minor	success	for	the	terrorist	organisations	behind	the	

attacks	 and	 therefore	 a	 double	 loss	 in	 the	 battle	 over	 hearts	 and	 minds.	

Counterterrorism	 starts	with	 thought	 out	 communication	with	 the	public	 that	

fits	 into	 the	 larger	 picture	 of	 counterterrorist	measures	 and	 the	 general	 state	

policies.		

  

																																																								
515 Lance Y. Hunter, David J. Bennett and Joseph W. Robbins, as well as other influential scholars have conducted important 
research related to the broader aspects of psychological effects of terrorist attacks on the broader population. However, little 
emphasis is put on the countries analysed in this thesis and time related developments of psychological reactions to terrorist 
attacks. A good first impression of their work can be found in: L. Y. Hunter, D. J. Bennett, J. W. Robbins, ‘Destabilizing 
Effects of Terrorism on Party System Stability’, Terrorism and Political Violence, 30/3 (2018), pp. 503 – 523. 
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Appendices  

 

The prime minister's first Commons statement after the bomb attacks in 

London 

Monday 11 July 2005 16.32 BST 

At https://www.theguardian.com/politics/2005/jul/11/uksecurity.terrorism [accessed 

June 2019]. 

 

With your permission, Mr Speaker, I would like to make a statement on last 

Thursday's terrorist attacks in London. The number of confirmed dead currently 

stands at 52; the number still in hospital 56, some severely injured. 

 

The whole house, I know, will want to state our feelings strongly. We express our 

revulsion at this murderous carnage of the innocent. We send our deep and abiding 

sympathy and prayers to the victims and their families. We are united in our 

determination that our country will not be defeated by such terror but will defeat it 

and emerge from this horror with our values, our way of life, our tolerance and 

respect for others, undiminished. 

 

I would also like us to record our heartfelt thanks and admiration for our emergency 

services. Police, those working on our underground, buses and trains, paramedics, 

doctors and nurses, ambulance staff, firefighters and the disaster recover teams, all of 

them can be truly proud of the part they played in coming to the aid of London last 

Thursday and the part they continue to play. They are magnificent. 

 

As for Londoners themselves, their stoicism, resilience, and sheer undaunted spirit 

were an inspiration and an example. At the moment of terror striking, when the eyes 

of the world were upon them, they responded and continue to respond with a 

defiance and a strength that are universally admired. 

 

I will now try to give the house as much information as I can. Some of it is already 

well-known. There were four explosions. Three took place on underground trains - 

one between Aldgate East and Liverpool Street; one between Russell Square and 

Kings Cross; one in a train at Edgware Road station. All of these took place within 
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50 seconds of each other at 8.50am. 

 

The other explosion was on the No 30 bus at Upper Woburn Place at 9.47am. 

The timing of the tube explosions was designed to be at the peak of the rush hour and 

thus to cause maximum death and injury. 

 

It seems probable that the attack was carried out by Islamist extremist terrorists, of 

the kind who over recent years have been responsible for so many innocent deaths in 

Madrid, Bali, Saudi Arabia, Russia, Kenya, Tanzania, Pakistan, Yemen, Turkey, 

Egypt and Morocco, of course in New York on September 11, but in many other 

countries too. 

 

I cannot obviously give details of the police investigation now underway. I can say it 

is among the most vigorous and intensive this country has seen. We will pursue those 

responsible not just the perpetrators but the planners of this outrage, wherever they 

are and we will not rest until they are identified, and as far as is humanly possible, 

brought to justice. 

 

I would also like to say this about our police and intelligence services. I know of no 

intelligence specific enough to have allowed them to prevent last Thursday's attacks. 

By their very nature, people callous enough to kill completely innocent civilians in 

this way, are hard to stop. But our services and police do a heroic job for our country 

day in day out and I can say that over the past years, as this particular type of new 

and awful terrorist threat has grown, they have done their utmost to keep this country 

and its people safe. As I saw again from the meeting of COBRA this morning, their 

determination to get those responsible is total. 

 

Besides the obvious imperative of tracking down those who carried out these acts of 

terrorism, our principal concern is the bereaved, the families of the victims. It is the 

most extraordinarily distressing time for them and all of us feel profoundly for them. 

Let me explain what we are trying to do. 

 

The majority, though I stress not all, of the victims' families now have a very clear 

idea that they have lost their loved ones. For many, patterns of life and behaviour are 
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well enough established that the numbers of potential victims can now be brought 

within reasonable range of the actual victims. Some 74 families now have police 

family liaison officers with them. In addition, we have established, with Westminster 

City council, the police and others the Family Assistance Centre. This is presently at 

The Queen Mother Sports Centre. Tomorrow it will move to a more suitable site at 

the Royal Horticultural Halls in Westminster. I would like to thank the many 

organisations involved including the Salvation Army, the Women's Royal Voluntary 

Service, the Red Cross, Westminster City Council and all those counsellors who are 

helping to staff the centre. 

 

In this way we are doing our level best to look after the families. My right 

honourable friend - the culture secretary - has taken charge of this aspect as she has 

done before. 

 

More difficult is then the process of formal identification. The police are proceeding 

here with some caution. In previous terrorist attacks of a similar kind in other 

countries, mistakes have been made which are incredibly distressing. The effect of a 

bomb is to make identification sometimes very, very hard and harrowing. There is 

now a process in place, involving a group chaired by the coroner which will, in each 

case, make a definitive pronouncement once the right procedures are gone through. I 

wish it could be quicker but I think the only wise course is to follow precisely the 

advice of coroner and police and that is what we will do. 

 

At some time and in consultation with the families, we will be ready to join in 

arrangements for a memorial service for the victims. HM the Queen has said she will 

attend. Two minutes silence will be held at noon on Thursday. This will be an 

opportunity for the nation to unite in remembrance. 

 

There is then the issue of further anti-terrorist legislation. During the passage of the 

Prevention of Terrorism Act earlier this year we pledged to introduce a further 

counterterrorism bill later in this session. That remains our intention. It will give us 

an opportunity, in close consultation with the police and the agencies, to see whether 

there are additional powers which they might need to prevent further attacks. 
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As to timing, my right honourable friend, the home secretary, pledged to publish the 

bill for pre-legislative scrutiny in the autumn with introduction in spring 2006, so 

that parliament had time to digest the report on the operation of control orders 

produced by the independent reviewer, Lord Carlile. I do not currently see any 

reason to depart from that timetable. 

 

However, that is subject to an important caveat. If, as the fuller picture about these 

incidents emerges and the investigation proceeds, it becomes clear that there are 

powers which the police and intelligence agencies need immediately to combat 

terrorism, it is plainly sensible to reserve the right to return to Parliament with an 

accelerated timetable. 

 

Finally, I would like to record our deep appreciation of the huge outpouring of 

international support for London and for Britain over these past days. The G8 leaders 

demonstrated complete solidarity and also commented with an awe that gave me a 

lot of pride in Britain, on the courage of our capital city and its people. 

The UN security council passed a unanimous resolution of condemnation of the 

terrorists and support for Britain. 

 

The International Olympic Committee kindly sent a resolution of support. 

Messages have been received worldwide. There have been immediate offers of help 

from all the world's main intelligence agencies. An emergency meeting of the EU 

justice and home affairs council will take place later this week. 

 

Mr Speaker, the July 7 will always be remembered as a day of terrible sadness for 

our country and for London. Yet it is true that just four days later, London's buses, 

trains and as much of its underground as is possible, are back on normal schedules; 

its businesses, shops and schools are open; its millions of people are coming to work 

with a steely determination that is genuinely remarkable. 

 

Yesterday we celebrated the heroism of world war two including the civilian heroes 

of London's blitz. Today what a different city London is - a city of many cultures, 

faiths and races, hardly recognisable from the London of 1945. So different and yet, 

in the face of this attack, there is something wonderfully familiar in the confident 
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spirit which moves through the city, enabling it to take the blow but still not flinch 

from re-asserting its will to triumph over adversity. Britain may be different today 

but the coming together is the same. 

And I say to our Muslim community. People know full well that the overwhelming 

majority of Muslims stand four square with every other community in Britain. We 

were proud of your contribution to Britain before last Thursday. We remain proud of 

it today. Fanaticism is not a state of religion but a state of mind. We will work with 

you to make the moderate and true voice of Islam heard as it should be. 

 

Together, we will ensure that though terrorists can kill, they will never destroy the 

way of life we share and which we value, and which we will defend with the strength 

of belief and conviction so that it is to us and not to the terrorists, that victory will 

belong. 

 
PM statement following terrorist attack in Manchester: 23 May 2017 

Prime Minister Theresa May gave a statement in Downing Street following the 

terrorist attack in Manchester. 

At https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/pm-statement-following-terrorist-

attack-in-manchester-23-may-2017 [accessed June 2019]. 

I have just chaired a meeting of the government’s emergency committee COBR, 

where we discussed the details of – and the response to – the appalling events in 

Manchester last night. 

Our thoughts and prayers are with the victims, and the families and friends of all 

those affected. 

It is now beyond doubt that the people of Manchester, and of this country, have 

fallen victim to a callous terrorist attack – an attack that targeted some of the 

youngest people in our society with cold calculation. 

This was among the worst terrorist incidents we have ever experienced in the United 

Kingdom. And although it is not the first time Manchester has suffered in this way, it 

is the worst attack the city has experienced, and the worst ever to hit the north of 

England. 
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The police and security services are working at speed to establish the complete 

picture, but I want to tell you what I can at this stage. 

At 10:33pm last night, the police were called to reports of an explosion at 

Manchester Arena, in Manchester city centre, near Victoria train station. 

We now know that a single terrorist detonated his improvised explosive device near 

one of the exits of the venue, deliberately choosing the time and place to cause 

maximum carnage and to kill and injure indiscriminately. The explosion coincided 

with the conclusion of a pop concert, which was attended by many young families 

and groups of children. 

All acts of terrorism are cowardly attacks on innocent people, but this attack stands 

out for its appalling, sickening cowardice – deliberately targeting innocent, 

defenceless children and young people who should have been enjoying one of the 

most memorable nights of their lives. 

As things stand, I can tell you that in addition to the attacker, 22 people have died 

and 59 people have been injured. Those who were injured are being treated in 8 

different hospitals across Greater Manchester. Many are being treated for life-

threatening conditions. And we know that among those killed and injured were many 

children and young people. 

We struggle to comprehend the warped and twisted mind that sees a room packed 

with young children not as a scene to cherish, but as an opportunity for carnage. 

But we can continue to resolve to thwart such attacks in future, to take on and defeat 

the ideology that often fuels this violence, and if there turn out to be others 

responsible for this attack, to seek them out and bring them to justice. 

The police and security services believe that the attack was carried out by one man, 

but they now need to know whether he was acting alone or as part of a wider group. 

It will take some time to establish these facts, and the investigation will continue. 

The police and security services will be given all the resources they need to complete 

that task. 
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The police and security services believe they know the identity of the perpetrator, but 

at this stage of their investigations we cannot confirm his name. 

The police and emergency services have - as always - acted with great courage and 

on behalf of the country I want to express our gratitude to them. They acted in 

accordance with the plans they have in place and the exercises they conduct to test 

those plans, and they performed with the utmost professionalism. 

Four hundred police officers were involved in the operation through the night, and 

many paramedics, doctors and nurses have worked valiantly – amid traumatic and 

terrible scenes – to save lives and care for the wounded. 

Significant resources have been deployed to the police investigation and there 

continue to be visible patrols around Manchester, which include the deployment of 

armed officers. 

For people who live and work in Manchester, there remains a large cordon in place 

around Manchester Arena and Victoria Station, which will be in place for some time. 

The station is closed and will remain closed while a detailed forensic search is 

underway. 

We know that many friends and relatives of people caught up in the attack are still 

trying to find out what has happened to their children, brothers and sisters, parents, 

and loved ones. 

So please think of those people who are experiencing unimaginable worry, and if you 

have any information at all relating to the attack, please contact Greater Manchester 

Police. 

The threat level remains at severe. That means that a terrorist attack remains highly 

likely. But the independent Joint Terrorism Analysis Centre, which sets the threat 

level on the basis of the intelligence available to them, will continue to assess this 

throughout today and in the days ahead. 

Later today, I will travel to Manchester to meet the Chief Constable of Greater 

Manchester Police, Ian Hopkins, the Mayor of Greater Manchester, Andy Burnham, 
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and members of the emergency services who have come to Manchester’s aid in its 

moment of need. 

And – as I announced last night – the general election campaign has been suspended. 

I will chair another meeting of COBR later today. 

At terrible moments like these it is customary for leaders, politicians and others to 

condemn the perpetrators and declare that the terrorists will not win. But the fact that 

we have been here before, and the fact that we need to say this again, does not make 

it any less true. 

For as so often, while we experienced the worst of humanity in Manchester last 

night, we also saw the best. 

The cowardice of the attacker met the bravery of the emergency services and the 

people of Manchester. The attempt to divide us met countless acts of kindness that 

brought people closer together. 

And in the days ahead, those must be the things we remember. 

The images we hold in our minds should not be those of senseless slaughter, but of 

the ordinary men and women who put concerns about their own safety to one side 

and rushed to help. 

Of the men and women of the emergency services who worked tirelessly to bring 

comfort, to help and to save lives. 

Of the messages of solidarity and hope of all those who opened their homes to the 

victims. 

For they are the images that embody the spirit of Manchester and the spirit of Britain 

– a spirit that, through years of conflict and terrorism, has never been broken. And 

will never be broken. 
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There will be difficult days ahead. We offer our thoughts and prayers to the family 

and friends of those affected. We offer our full support to the authorities, the 

emergency and the security services as they go about their work. 

And we all – every single one of us – stand with the people of Manchester at this 

terrible time. 

And today, let us remember those who died and let us celebrate those who helped, 

safe in the knowledge that the terrorists will never win – and our values, our country 

and our way of life will always prevail. 

 
PM statement following London terror attack: 4 June 2017 

Prime Minister Theresa May gave a statement in Downing Street following the 

terrorist attack in London. 

At https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/pm-statement-following-london-terror-

attack-4-june-2017 [accessed June 2019]. 

Last night, our country fell victim to a brutal terrorist attack once again. As a result I 

have just chaired a meeting of the government’s emergency committee and I want to 

update you with the latest information about the attack. 

Shortly before 10:10 yesterday evening, the Metropolitan Police received reports that 

a white van had struck pedestrians on London Bridge. It continued to drive from 

London Bridge to Borough Market, where 3 terrorists left the van and attacked 

innocent and unarmed civilians with blades and knives. 

All 3 were wearing what appeared to be explosive vests, but the police have 

established that this clothing was fake and worn only to spread panic and fear. 

As so often in such serious situations, the police responded with great courage and 

great speed. Armed officers from the Metropolitan Police and the City of London 

Police arrived at Borough Market within moments, and shot and killed the 3 
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suspects. The terrorists were confronted and shot by armed officers within 8 minutes 

of the police receiving the first emergency call. 

Seven people have died as a result of the attack, in addition to the 3 suspects shot 

dead by the police. Forty-eight people are being treated in several hospitals across 

London. Many have life-threatening conditions. 

On behalf of the people of London, and on behalf of the whole country, I want to 

thank and pay tribute to the professionalism and bravery of the police and the 

emergency services – and the courage of members of the public who defended 

themselves and others from the attackers. And our thoughts and prayers are with the 

victims and with their friends, families and loved ones. 

This is, as we all know, the third terrorist attack Britain has experienced in the last 3 

months. In March, a similar attack took place, just around the corner on Westminster 

Bridge. Two weeks ago, the Manchester Arena was attacked by a suicide bomber. 

And now London has been struck once more. 

And at the same time, the security and intelligence agencies and police have 

disrupted 5 credible plots since the Westminster attack in March. 

In terms of their planning and execution, the recent attacks are not connected. But we 

believe we are experiencing a new trend in the threat we face, as terrorism breeds 

terrorism, and perpetrators are inspired to attack not only on the basis of carefully-

constructed plots after years of planning and training – and not even as lone attackers 

radicalised online – but by copying one another and often using the crudest of means 

of attack. 

We cannot and must not pretend that things can continue as they are. Things need to 

change, and they need to change in 4 important ways. 

First, while the recent attacks are not connected by common networks, they are 

connected in one important sense. They are bound together by the single, evil 

ideology of Islamist extremism that preaches hatred, sows division, and promotes 

sectarianism. It is an ideology that claims our Western values of freedom, democracy 
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and human rights are incompatible with the religion of Islam. It is an ideology that is 

a perversion of Islam and a perversion of the truth. 

Defeating this ideology is one of the great challenges of our time. But it cannot be 

defeated through military intervention alone. It will not be defeated through the 

maintenance of a permanent, defensive counterterrorism operation, however skilful 

its leaders and practitioners. It will only be defeated when we turn people’s minds 

away from this violence – and make them understand that our values – pluralistic, 

British values – are superior to anything offered by the preachers and supporters of 

hate. 

Second, we cannot allow this ideology the safe space it needs to breed. Yet that is 

precisely what the internet – and the big companies that provide internet-based 

services – provide. We need to work with allied, democratic governments to reach 

international agreements that regulate cyberspace to prevent the spread of extremism 

and terrorist planning. And we need to do everything we can at home to reduce the 

risks of extremism online. 

Third, while we need to deprive the extremists of their safe spaces online, we must 

not forget about the safe spaces that continue to exist in the real world. Yes, that 

means taking military action to destroy ISIS in Iraq and Syria. But it also means 

taking action here at home. While we have made significant progress in recent years, 

there is – to be frank – far too much tolerance of extremism in our country. 

So we need to become far more robust in identifying it and stamping it out – across 

the public sector and across society. That will require some difficult and often 

embarrassing conversations, but the whole of our country needs to come together to 

take on this extremism – and we need to live our lives not in a series of separated, 

segregated communities but as one truly United Kingdom. 

Fourth, we have a robust counterterrorism strategy that has proved successful over 

many years. But as the nature of the threat we face becomes more complex, more 

fragmented, more hidden, especially online, the strategy needs to keep up. So in light 

of what we are learning about the changing threat, we need to review Britain’s 
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counterterrorism strategy to make sure the police and security services have all the 

powers they need. 

And if we need to increase the length of custodial sentences for terrorism-related 

offences, even apparently less serious offences, that is what we will do. 

Since the emergence of the threat from Islamist-inspired terrorism, our country has 

made significant progress in disrupting plots and protecting the public. But it is time 

to say enough is enough. Everybody needs to go about their lives as they normally 

would. Our society should continue to function in accordance with our values. But 

when it comes to taking on extremism and terrorism, things need to change. 

As a mark of respect the 2 political parties have suspended our national campaigns 

for today. But violence can never be allowed to disrupt the democratic process. So 

those campaigns will resume in full tomorrow. And the general election will go 

ahead as planned on Thursday. 

As a country, our response must be as it has always been when we have been 

confronted by violence. We must come together, we must pull together, and united 

we will take on and defeat our enemies. 

 

Déclaration de M. François Hollande, Président de la République, sur l'attentat 

contre l'hebdomadaire "Charlie Hebdo", le meurtre d'une policière et les deux 

prises d'otages des 7, 8 et 9 janvier 2015, à Paris le 9 janvier 2015. 

Personnalité, fonction : HOLLANDE François. 

FRANCE. Président de la République 

At http://discours.vie-publique.fr/notices/157000058.html [accessed June 2019]. 

  

Mes chers compatriotes, 

 

La France a été attaquée trois jours de suite : mercredi, avec l'attentat contre Charlie 

Hebdo, qui a fait douze morts et plusieurs blessés graves ; jeudi, avec le meurtre 
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d'une policière municipale et l'agression d'un employé de Montrouge ; et aujourd'hui, 

avec deux prises d'otages dont l'une à Paris, Porte de Vincennes, qui a fait quatre 

morts. 

La France a fait face. D'abord, j'exprime toute ma solidarité aux familles, aux 

victimes, aux blessés. La France a fait face, parce que quand elle surmonte une 

épreuve, c'est une tragédie pour la Nation et c'est une obligation pour nous, d'y faire 

face. 

Les assassins ont été mis hors d'état de nuire grâce à une double intervention : l'une à 

Dammartin-en-Goële dans un entrepôt, l'autre Porte de Vincennes, dans le magasin 

casher. Je veux saluer le courage, la bravoure, l'efficacité des gendarmes, des 

policiers, de tous ceux qui ont participé à ces opérations. Je veux leur dire que nous 

sommes fiers, fiers d'eux car quand l'ordre a été donné, ils ont porté l'assaut dans le 

même mouvement et avec le même résultat. Ils l'ont fait pour sauver des vies 

humaines, celles des otages. Ils l'ont fait pour neutraliser les terroristes, ceux qui 

avaient assassiné. 

Mais la France, même si elle est consciente d'avoir fait face, même si elle sait qu'elle 

peut disposer avec les forces de sécurité, d'hommes et de femmes capables de 

courage et de bravoure, la France n'en a pas terminé avec les menaces dont elle est la 

cible. 

Je veux vous appeler à la vigilance, à l'unité et à la mobilisation. La vigilance, c'est 

d'abord à l'Etat d'en faire la démonstration. Avec le Premier ministre, j'ai encore 

renforcé tous les moyens pour protéger nos lieux publics et faire en sorte que nous 

puissions vivre tranquillement sans à aucun moment pouvoir être dans l'objet d'une 

menace ou d'un risque. Mais nous devons être vigilants. 

Je vous appelle aussi à l'unité, car je l'avais exprimé devant les Français, c'est notre 

meilleure arme. Nous devons démontrer notre détermination à lutter contre tout ce 

qui pourrait nous diviser et d'abord être implacables à l'égard du racisme et de 

l'antisémitisme. Car aujourd'hui, dans ce magasin casher, c'est bien un acte 

antisémite effroyable qui a été commis. 
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Ne pas nous diviser, cela veut dire que nous ne devons faire aucun amalgame, refuser 

aucune facilité, écarter toute surenchère. Ceux qui ont commis ces actes, ces 

terroristes, ces illuminés, ces fanatiques, n'ont rien à voir avec la religion 

musulmane. 

Enfin, nous devons nous mobiliser. Nous devons être capables de répondre aux 

attaques par la force lorsque nous sommes obligés de l'utiliser, mais également par la 

solidarité. Cette solidarité, nous devons en montrer toute l'efficacité. Nous sommes 

un peuple libre qui ne cède à aucune pression, qui n'a pas peur, parce que nous 

portons un idéal qui est plus grand que nous et que nous sommes capables de le 

défendre partout où la paix est menacée. Je veux une fois encore saluer nos soldats 

qui font en sorte que nous prenions nos responsabilités face au terrorisme. 

De nombreux chefs d'Etat et de gouvernement du monde entier ont voulu nous 

exprimer leur solidarité. Plusieurs m'ont fait savoir qu'ils seront là lors du grand 

rassemblement de dimanche. Je serai avec eux et j'appelle tous les Françaises et les 

Français, à se lever ce dimanche, ensemble, pour porter ces valeurs de démocratie, de 

liberté, de pluralisme, auxquelles nous sommes tous attachés et que l'Europe d'une 

certaine façon représente. 

Dans cette épreuve, je vous l'assure, nous sortirons encore plus forts. 

 

Vive la République et vive la France. 
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Déclaration de M. François Hollande, Président de la République, sur les 

attaques terroristes à Paris, le 14 novembre 2015. 

Personnalité, fonction : HOLLANDE François. 

FRANCE. Président de la République 

At http://discours.vie-publique.fr/notices/157002978.html [accessed June 2019]. 

 

Mes chers compatriotes, 

 

Ce qui s'est produit hier à Paris et à Saint-Denis près du Stade de France est un acte 

de guerre et face à la guerre, le pays doit prendre les décisions appropriées. C'est un 

acte de guerre qui a été commis par une armée terroriste, Daech, une armée 

djihadiste, contre la France, contre les valeurs que nous défendons partout dans le 

monde, contre ce que nous sommes : un pays libre qui parle à l'ensemble de la 

planète. C'est un acte de guerre qui a été préparé, organisé, planifié de l'extérieur, et 

avec des complicités intérieures que l'enquête permettra d'établir. C'est un acte d'une 

barbarie absolue : à cet instant 127 morts et de nombreux blessés. Les familles sont 

dans le chagrin, la détresse, le pays est dans la peine. 

J'ai pris un décret pour proclamer le deuil national pour trois jours. Toutes les 

mesures pour protéger nos concitoyens et notre territoire sont prises dans le cadre de 

l'état d'urgence. Les forces de sécurité intérieures et l'armée - auxquelles je rends 

hommage, notamment pour l'action qui s'est produite hier et qui a permis de 

neutraliser les terroristes - l'armée et les forces de sécurité intérieure donc sont 

mobilisées au plus haut niveau de leurs possibilités. J'ai veillé à ce que tous les 

dispositifs soient renforcés à l'échelle maximale : des militaires patrouilleront en 

plein Paris tout au long de ces prochains jours. La France parce qu'elle a été agressée 

lâchement, honteusement, violemment, la France sera impitoyable à l'égard des 

barbares de Daech. Elle agira, dans le cadre du droit, avec tous les moyens qui 

conviennent et sur tous les terrains, intérieurs comme extérieurs, en concertation 

avec nos alliés qui eux-mêmes sont visés par cette menace terroriste. Dans cette 

période si douloureuse, si grave, si décisive pour notre pays, j'en appelle à l'unité, au 

rassemblement, au sang-froid et je m'adresserai au Parlement réuni en congrès à 
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Versailles lundi pour rassembler la Nation dans cette épreuve. La France est forte et 

même si elle peut être blessée elle se lève toujours et rien ne pourra l'atteindre même 

si le chagrin nous assaille. La France elle est solide, elle est active, la France elle est 

vaillante et elle triomphera de la barbarie ; l'histoire nous le rappelle et la force que 

nous sommes capable aujourd'hui de mobiliser nous en convainc. 

Mes chers compatriotes, ce que nous défendons c'est notre patrie, mais c'est bien plus 

que cela. Ce sont les valeurs d'humanité et la France saura prendre ses responsabilités 

et je vous appelle à cette unité indispensable. 

 

Vive la République et vive la France.  

 
Déclaration de M. François Hollande, Président de la République, sur l'attentat 

terroriste à Nice, à Paris le 15 juillet 2016. 

Personnalité, fonction : HOLLANDE François. 

FRANCE. Président de la République 

At http://discours.vie-publique.fr/notices/167002202.html [accessed June 2019]. 

L'horreur... L'horreur de nouveau vient de s'abattre sur la France. 

Nous déplorons à l'instant où je parle 77 victimes dont plusieurs enfants et une 

vingtaine de blessés en urgence absolue. Cette attaque, dont le caractère terroriste ne 

peut être nié, est encore une fois d'une violence absolue. 

Il est clair que nous devons tout faire pour que nous puissions lutter contre le fléau 

du terrorisme. 

Le conducteur a été abattu. Nous ignorons à cet instant aussi s'il avait des complices 

mais nous faisons en sorte que son identification, qui va être vérifiée, puisse nous 

mettre sur ses pistes éventuelles. 

La France a été frappée le jour de sa fête nationale, le 14 juillet, symbole de la 

liberté, parce que les droits de l'Homme sont niés par les fanatiques, et que la France 

est forcément leur cible. 
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J'exprime au nom de la nation éplorée notre solidarité à l'égard des victimes et de 

leurs familles. 

Tous les moyens sont déployés pour venir en aide aux blessés. Le Plan blanc qui 

mobilise tous les hôpitaux de la région a été déclenché. Après Paris au mois de 

janvier 2015, puis au mois de novembre de l'année dernière, avec Saint-Denis, voilà 

que Nice est à son tour touchée. C'est toute la France qui est sous la menace du 

terrorisme islamiste. 

Alors dans ces circonstances, nous devons faire la démonstration d'une vigilance 

absolue et d'une détermination sans faille. 

De nombreuses mesures ont déjà été prises. Notre arsenal législatif a été 

considérablement renforcé. Mais nous devons, puisque nous sommes dans une 

période estivale, rehausser encore notre niveau de protection. 

Aussi, j'ai décidé, sur proposition du Premier ministre et avec les ministres concernés 

- de la Défense comme de l'Intérieur - d'abord que nous allons maintenir à un haut 

niveau l'opération Sentinelle, celle qui permet de mobiliser 10.000 militaires, en plus 

des gendarmes et des policiers. 

J'ai également décidé de faire appel à la réserve opérationnelle, c'est-à-dire à tous 

ceux qui à un moment ont été sous les drapeaux ou ont été dans les effectifs de la 

gendarmerie pour venir soulager les effectifs de policiers et de gendarmes. Nous 

pourrons les déployer sur tous les lieux où nous avons besoin d'eux et en particulier 

pour le contrôle des frontières. 

Enfin, j'ai décidé que l'état d'urgence qui devait prendre fin le 26 juillet serait 

prolongé de trois mois. Un projet de loi sera soumis au Parlement d'ici la semaine 

prochaine. 

Rien ne nous fera céder dans notre volonté de lutter contre le terrorisme et nous 

allons encore renforcer nos actions en Syrie comme en Irak. Nous continuerons à 

frapper ceux qui justement nous attaquent sur notre propre sol, dans leurs repaires. Je 

l'ai annoncé hier matin. 
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Un Conseil de Défense se tiendra demain. Il examinera toutes les mesures que nous 

avons déjà prises et que je viens d'annoncer. Il permettra ainsi le déploiement de tous 

les effectifs nécessaires dans tous les sites et toutes les villes, où nous avons besoin 

de protection et de vigilance. 

Je me rendrai avec le Premier ministre à Nice à la suite de ce Conseil de Défense 

pour soutenir la ville, ses élus, dans cette épreuve et pour mobiliser tous les moyens 

nécessaires. 

La France est affligée par cette nouvelle tragédie. Elle est horrifiée par ce qui vient 

de se produire, cette monstruosité qui consiste à utiliser un camion pour tuer, 

délibérement tuer, des dizaines de personnes qui venaient simplement pour fêter le 

14 juillet. 

La France, elle est éplorée, elle est affligée mais elle est forte, et elle sera toujours 

plus forte - je vous l'assure - que les fanatiques qui veulent aujourd'hui la frapper. 

Statement von Bundeskanzlerin Merkel zur Absage des Fußball-Länderspiels in 

Hannover 

im Bundekanzleramt 

Mittwoch, 18. November 2015 

At https://www.bundeskanzlerin.de/bkin-de/aktuelles/statement-von-

bundeskanzlerin-merkel-zur-absage-des-fussball-laenderspiels-in-hannover-847118 

[accessed June 2019]. 

Guten Tag, meine Damen und Herren, ich möchte heute noch einmal zurückkommen 

auf die Absage des Freundschaftsspiels der Nationalmannschaft Deutschlands gegen 

Holland gestern Abend. 

Ich war genauso traurig wie Millionen Fans, dass diese Absage erfolgen musste. 

Aber die Sicherheitsbehörden haben eine verantwortliche Entscheidung getroffen. 

Das sind schwierige Entscheidungen, vielleicht die schwierigsten Entscheidungen im 

Spannungsfeld von Freiheit und Sicherheit. Aber gestern ist sie, und das ist richtig, 

im Zweifel für die Sicherheit getroffen worden. 
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Ich möchte die Gelegenheit aber vor allem nutzen, mich bei den Bürgerinnen und 

Bürgern Hannovers und bei den Fans im Stadion und auf dem Weg zu dem 

Fußballspiel noch einmal herzlich zu bedanken – zu bedanken dafür, dass sie den 

Bitten der Polizei so ruhig und so besonnen gefolgt sind. Sie haben damit, obwohl 

das Fußballspiel nicht stattfinden konnte, auch ein Zeichen gesetzt. 

Ich möchte mich natürlich auch bei der holländischen Nationalmannschaft und bei 

unserer deutschen Nationalmannschaft bedanken. Bei der deutschen 

Nationalmannschaft ganz besonders dafür, dass sie bereit war, dieses Spiel zu 

spielen, denn sie hatte ja schwere Tage hinter sich. 

Und ich möchte mich bei den Polizistinnen und Polizisten bedanken, die in diesem 

großen Einsatz tätig waren, ebenso bei allen Sicherheitsbehörden. 

Es ist noch einmal deutlich geworden, dass es gut ist, dass wir Sicherheitsbehörden 

haben, vor allen Dingen auch deshalb, damit es möglich ist, dass wir auch weiter 

große Veranstaltungen, wie zum Beispiel Fußballspiele und andere große 

Veranstaltungen, in Deutschland durchführen können und dass wir uns an diesen 

Veranstaltungen erfreuen können. 

Deshalb ein ganz herzliches Dankeschön an alle, die für unsere Sicherheit sorgen. 

Herzlichen Dank! 

 

Bundespressekonferenz von Bundeskanzlerin Merkel 

Thema: Aktuelle Themen der Innen- und Außenpolitik 

Donnerstag, 28. Juli 2016 

At https://www.bundesregierung.de/breg-

de/aktuelles/pressekonferenzen/bundespressekonferenz-von-bundeskanzlerin-

merkel-844918 [accessed June 2019]. 

Danke schön, liebe Frau Wefers! Meine Damen und Herren, ich möchte mich als 

erstes für die Einladung durch die Bundespressekonferenz zu dieser Pressekonferenz 
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bedanken, die ja jetzt doch auch relativ kurzfristig möglich gemacht wurde, und dies 

mitten in der Urlaubszeit. 

Ich mache diese Pressekonferenz ja meistens erst nach den Ferien oder vor den 

Sommerferien, aber ich glaube, die aktuelle Situation macht es insbesondere nach 

den schrecklichen Anschlägen von Würzburg, München und Ansbach wichtig, und 

mir ist das auch wichtig, dass wir nicht bis nach dem Urlaub warten, sondern dass 

wir das jetzt und heute tun. Wir werden natürlich wie immer bei den 

Sommerpressekonferenzen über alle Fragen sprechen können, die Sie beschäftigen, 

so die Ukraine-Russland-Fragen, die europäische Situation, die Situation in der 

Türkei, aber auch innenpolitische Themen wie die Bund-Länder-Finanzen oder die 

Rente. 

Aber zu Beginn möchte ich von meiner Seite aus ausführlicher etwas zu einem 

Thema ausführen, und zwar zu den schrecklichen Morden und Anschlägen der 

letzten Tage in Deutschland, am 18. Juli in Würzburg, am 22. Juli in München und 

am letzten Sonntag in Ansbach. Bei den Anschlägen in Würzburg und Ansbach 

handelt es sich nach allem, was wir heute wissen, um islamistischen Terror. Diese 

Anschläge - verbunden mit dem, was wir in Nizza erlebt haben, mit dem furchtbaren 

Mord an einem katholischen Priester vorgestern in der Normandie, mit dem 

Massaker an schwulen und lesbischen Menschen in Orlando vor ein paar Wochen, 

mit den terroristischen Anschlägen in Belgien und auch immer wieder in der Türkei, 

unter anderem auch mit deutschen Opfern - sind erschütternd, bedrückend und auch 

deprimierend. Es werden zivilisatorische Tabus gebrochen. Die Taten geschehen an 

Orten, an denen jeder von uns sein könnte. Wir können den Angehörigen der so 

vielen Opfer zeigen, dass wir mit ihnen leiden, dass wir mit ihnen trauern, dass sie 

nicht alleine sind. Wir werden alles tun, um die barbarischen Taten aufzuklären, die 

Hintermänner aufzuspüren und sie ihrer Strafe zuzuführen. Wir werden dann 

abschließend auch entscheiden müssen, wo zusätzliche Maßnahmen erforderlich 

sind. 

Das alles sind wir den Opfern der Bluttaten schuldig, denen, die ihr Leben lassen 

mussten, denen, die schwerste Verwundungen an Leib und Seele davontragen, und 

wir sind es natürlich den Angehörigen schuldig. Das alles sind wir auch unser aller 

Sicherheit schuldig. Das alles sind wir auch den so vielen unschuldigen Flüchtlingen 
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schuldig, die auch damit umgehen müssen, dass, wie im Fall der Täter von Würzburg 

und Ansbach, zwei Männer die Anschläge begangen haben, die als Flüchtlinge nach 

Deutschland gekommen waren, zwei Männer also, die in unserem Land Schutz 

suchten oder vielleicht auch nur vorgegeben haben, Schutz zu suchen, und die nun in 

jedem Fall Angst, Tod und Schrecken verbreiten wollten und verbreitet haben. 

Dass zwei Männer, die als Flüchtlinge zu uns gekommen waren, für die Taten von 

Würzburg und Ansbach verantwortlich sind, verhöhnt das Land, das sie 

aufgenommen hat. Ich will hinzufügen: Dabei ist es im Übrigen völlig egal, ob diese 

Flüchtlinge gemeinsam mit den so vielen Flüchtlingen schon vor oder nach dem 4. 

September des vergangenen Jahres zu uns gekommen sind. Es verhöhnt die 

ehrenamtlichen Helfer, die sich so sehr um die Flüchtlinge gekümmert haben, und es 

verhöhnt die vielen anderen Flüchtlinge, die wirklich Hilfe vor Gewalt und Krieg bei 

uns suchen, die friedlich in einer für sie auch fremden Welt leben wollen, nachdem 

sie woanders alles verloren haben. Aber mehr noch: Das Ganze stellt uns auf die 

Probe. Es stellt das auf die Probe, was unsere Art zu leben bestimmt. Es stellt unser 

Verständnis von Freiheit und Sicherheit auf die Probe. Wir müssen beide Werte 

immer aufs Neue ins Gleichgewicht bringen. 

Die Terroristen wollen erreichen, dass wir den Blick für das, was uns wichtig ist, 

verlieren. Sie wollen unseren Zusammenhalt und unser Miteinander zersetzen. Sie 

wollen unsere Art zu leben, unsere Offenheit und, ja, auch unsere Bereitschaft, 

Menschen in Not aufzunehmen, verhindern. Sie säen Hass und Angst zwischen 

Kulturen, und sie säen Hass und Angst zwischen Religionen. Dem stellen wir uns 

entschieden entgegen. Ich sage das für die ganze Bundesregierung. Ich sage das für 

die Sicherheitsbehörden. Das macht auch das Miteinander von Bund und Ländern 

aus. 

Sie wissen, dass vieles schon in Gang gekommen ist - der Bundesinnenminister hat 

vor wenigen Tagen nach dem Anschlag in Würzburg darüber informiert -, was zum 

Beispiel Ausreisen aus terroristischen Gründen anbelangt, den Entzug des Passes, die 

verbesserte Zusammenarbeit von Bund und Ländern im Zusammenhang mit dem 

Verfassungsschutz, die Einführung der Vorratsdatenspeicherung, den besseren 

Informationsaustausch zwischen den einzelnen Sicherheitsbehörden oder die 

Beendigung des völlig sorglosen Umgangs mit Prepaid-Handys. Wir haben auf 
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europäischer Ebene vieles in Gang gebracht, zum Beispiel ein Europäisches Zentrum 

zur Terrorismusbekämpfung bei Europol. Wir haben endlich ein europäisches 

Fluggastdatensystem in Europa verabschiedet. Wir werden ein Ein- und 

Ausreiseregister schaffen. Einen Grundsatzbeschluss dazu gibt es in Europa. Wir 

haben auch schon jetzt die Zahl der Stellen bei den Sicherheitsbehörden in ganz 

Deutschland erheblich erhöht, vor allem aber auch beim Bund. 

Heute ist nicht der Tag, um Ihnen schon abschließend vorzustellen, welche neuen 

Maßnahmen zusätzlich ergriffen werden müssen. Es muss eine gründliche Analyse 

geben. Der Bundesinnenminister wird zusammen mit seinen Länderkollegen hierzu 

Vorschläge machen. Das oberste Gebot, das gilt, ist, dass wir immer dort, wo es 

Lücken gibt, auch handeln müssen, wie wir es auch bisher gemacht haben, sodass 

klar wird: Wir tun alles Menschenmögliche, um die Sicherheit in unserem 

freiheitlich-demokratischen Rechtsstaat zu gewährleisten. 

Einiges allerdings ist aus meiner Sicht nach den letzten Tagen bereits klar: Schon 

jetzt ist erkennbar, dass neben die Bedrohungen durch den organisierten Terrorismus 

- ich habe eben im Zusammenhang mit den bereits beschlossenen Maßnahmen 

darauf hingewiesen - neue Gefährdungen treten, und zwar durch Täter, die den 

Sicherheitsbehörden bis zum Zeitpunkt ihrer Tat nicht aufgefallen sind. Das heißt, 

wir brauchen hier ein besseres Frühwarnsystem, das Behörden auch ein Tätigwerden 

ermöglicht, sobald im Rahmen des Asylverfahrens oder bei Integrationsmaßnahmen 

zum Beispiel Hinweise auf eine Radikalisierung erkennbar sind. 

Zweitens. Wo immer notwendig, wird auch der Bund personelle Maßnahmen 

verstärken oder aber die technische Ausstattung verbessern. Wir werden sicherlich 

im Herbst bei den Haushaltsberatungen im Zusammenhang mit den 

parlamentarischen Verfahren darauf zurückkommen. 

Drittens. Wir haben bereits beschlossen, und das sollte jetzt aus meiner Sicht 

beschleunigt geschehen, dass wir eine zentrale Stelle für Informationstechnik im 

Sicherheitsbereich - das heißt, im Wesentlichen zur Entschlüsselung der 

Internetkommunikation - aufbauen, bekannt unter der Abkürzung ZITiS. Diese 

Behörde sollte schnellstmöglich aufgebaut werden. 
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Viertens. Wir haben jüngst das Weißbuch des Bundesverteidigungsministeriums 

verabschiedet. Es ist jetzt an der Zeit, Übungen für terroristische Großlagen 

durchzuführen, die wir nach der geltenden Verfassungsrechtsprechung auch 

durchführen können, bei denen unter der Führung der jeweiligen Polizei dann auch 

die Bundeswehr mit eingebunden werden kann. 

Fünftens. Wir müssen alle Forschungsvorhaben, die es bereits gibt, zum 

islamistischen Terror und zu den Hintergründen dessen, wie Menschen radikalisiert 

werden, fortsetzen und gegebenenfalls noch erweitern. Dann müssen wir die 

entsprechenden Schlussfolgerungen im präventiven Bereich ziehen. Der 

Bundesinnenminister und die Bundesfamilienministerin haben jüngst über ihre 

Präventionsmaßnahmen berichtet. Aber wo immer notwendig und erkennbar, muss 

das erweitert werden. 

Sechstens. Wir müssen europäische Anstrengungen natürlich auch vervollständigen. 

Hierbei geht es vor allen Dingen darum, eine schnellstmögliche Vernetzung aller 

bestehenden Dateien auf dem europäischen Gebiet hinzubekommen. Wir werden als 

Staats- und Regierungschefs am 16. September auch genau diesen Punkt beraten und 

dann auch die Innenminister bitten, das beschleunigt voranzubringen. 

Siebtens brauchen wir jetzt eine schnellstmögliche Verabschiedung des neuen 

europäischen Waffenrechts, im Rahmen dessen dann zum Beispiel - das werden wir 

sehr schnell in nationales Recht umsetzen - auch der Handel mit Waffen oder der 

Kauf von Waffen nicht mehr direkt online möglich sein wird, sondern nur noch 

mithilfe eines Händlers. 

Wir werden achtens - darüber habe ich gestern mit dem amerikanischen Präsidenten 

Barack Obama gesprochen - die Kooperation mit den befreundeten Diensten 

verstärken, um auch die Aufklärung zu beschleunigen und das 

Kommunikationsverhalten solcher Täter besser analysieren zu können. 

Neuntens werden wir die Rückführungsanstrengungen verstärken müssen. Wir haben 

hierfür erste Ansatzpunkte gehabt, aber wir müssen zum Beispiel auch weiter mit 

Afghanistan zusammenarbeiten, um innerstaatliche Fluchtalternativen zu finden und 

um auch Rückführungen möglich zu machen. Auch die Zusammenarbeit mit den 
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nordafrikanischen Ländern muss verbessert werden. Ich begrüße es sehr, dass der 

Bundesinnenminister und einige Bundesländer heute vereinbart haben, bei McKinsey 

eine Studie zu der gesamten Kette der Rückführungsbemühungen in Auftrag zu 

geben, weil wir hier schon einiges erreicht haben, aber nicht so vorankommen, wie 

das gewünscht wird. 

Meine Damen und Herren, wir haben es mit einer großen Bewährungsprobe zu tun - 

Deutschland, aber auch ganz Europa. In unserer Nachbarschaft herrschen Terror und 

Krieg. Wir haben es mit asymmetrischen Bedrohungen zu tun. Es gibt auf der Welt 

so viele Flüchtlinge wie noch nie nach dem Zweiten Weltkrieg. Wieder und wieder - 

so war es schon nach der Silvesternacht in Köln, und so ist es auch jetzt nach den 

schrecklichen Terroranschlägen - fragen wir uns: Können wir es wirklich schaffen, 

diese große Bewährungsprobe, die letztlich die Kehrseite der positiven Effekte der 

Globalisierung ist und die uns die Schattenseiten der Globalisierung aufzeigt, 

erfolgreich zu bestehen? Für mich ist klar: Wir bleiben dabei bei unseren 

Grundsätzen. So ist unser Grundsatz der Artikel 1 unseres Grundgesetzes, dass die 

Würde jedes Menschen unantastbar ist. Unser Grundsatz ist auch: Wir geben denen, 

die politisch verfolgt sind, Asyl, und wir geben denen, die vor Krieg und Vertreibung 

fliehen, auch Schutz nach der Genfer Flüchtlingskonvention. 

Vor elf Monaten habe ich genau hier, in diesem Raum, gesagt: Deutschland ist ein 

starkes Land. Das Motiv, mit dem wir an diese Dinge - ich habe das eine nationale 

Aufgabe genannt - herangehen, muss sein: Wir haben so vieles geschafft, wir 

schaffen das. Wir schaffen das, und dort, wo uns etwas im Wege steht, muss es 

überwunden werden, muss daran gearbeitet werden. Soweit zu dem vom letzten Jahr. 

Ich habe vor elf Monaten nicht gesagt, dass das eine einfache Sache werden würde, 

die wir einmal nebenbei erledigen können; sonst hätte ich diesen Satz überhaupt 

nicht sagen müssen. Aber ich bin heute wie damals davon überzeugt, dass wir es 

schaffen, unserer historischen Aufgabe - dies ist eine historische Bewährungsaufgabe 

in Zeiten der Globalisierung - gerecht zu werden. Wir schaffen das. Wir haben im 

Übrigen in den letzten elf Monaten bereits sehr, sehr viel geschafft. Deshalb werden 

wir auch die neue Herausforderung, vor der wir jetzt stehen und die mit dem Begriff 

„islamistischer Terror“ umschrieben ist, bewältigen, die richtigen Maßnahmen 
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einleiten und deutlich machen, dass wir unseren Bürgerinnen und Bürgern Sicherheit 

geben wollen und dass wir auch die Integrationsaufgabe meistern wollen. 

„Wir“ – das sind wir alle: die Politiker im Bund, in Ländern und Kommunen, die 

vielen Ehrenamtlichen, die Sicherheitsbehörden - ich möchte mich an dieser Stelle 

bei der Polizei bedanken, die gerade in den letzten Tagen Außergewöhnliches 

geleistet hat -, die Bürgerinnen und Bürger, wenn ich an die Menschen in München 

und in Ansbach denke. „Wir“, das sind trotz aller Mühsal, die wir manchmal spüren, 

auch Europa, der Schutz unserer Außengrenzen, die Bekämpfung der Fluchtursachen 

- das zentrale Thema -, die Nato und das Türkei-EU-Abkommen. Das bedeutet, 

Menschen in Not zu helfen, Terror zu bekämpfen, alle Menschen in Deutschland zu 

schützen, Fluchtursachen zu vermindern, Deutschland und Europa in Zeiten der 

Globalisierung zu stärken. Wir arbeiten, um Freiheit und Sicherheit in eine Balance 

zu bringen und damit sicherzustellen, dass wir unsere Art zu leben auch weiter leben 

können. Herzlichen Dank! 

 

Pressestatement von Bundeskanzlerin Merkel zum mutmaßlichen Anschlag am 

Breitscheidplatz in Berlin  

im Bundeskanzleramt 

Dienstag, 20. Dezember 2016 

At https://www.bundesregierung.de/breg-

de/aktuelles/pressekonferenzen/pressestatement-von-bundeskanzlerin-merkel-zum-

mutmasslichen-anschlag-am-breitscheidplatz-in-berlin-842764 [accessed June 2019]. 

Meine Damen und Herren, dies ist ein sehr schwerer Tag. Ich bin wie Millionen von 

Menschen in Deutschland entsetzt, erschüttert und tieftraurig über das, was gestern 

Abend am Berliner Breitscheidplatz geschehen ist. Zwölf Menschen, die gestern 

noch unter uns waren, die sich auf Weihnachten freuten, Pläne für die Feiertage 

hatten - sie sind nicht mehr unter uns. Eine grausame und letztlich unbegreifliche Tat 

hat ihnen das Leben geraubt. Mehr als 40 weitere Menschen sind verletzt, kämpfen 

um ihr Leben oder um ihre Gesundheit. 
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Ich denke in diesen Stunden zuallererst an diese Menschen, an die Toten und die 

Verletzten und an ihre Familien, Angehörige und Freunde. Ich möchte, dass sie 

wissen: Wir alle, ein ganzes Land, sind mit ihnen in tiefer Trauer vereint. Wir alle 

hoffen, und viele von uns beten für sie, dass sie Trost und Halt finden mögen, dass 

sie wieder gesund werden, dass sie weiterleben können nach diesem schrecklichen 

Schlag. 

Ich denke an die Rettungskräfte, die Polizisten, die Feuerwehrleute, Ärzte und 

Sanitäter, die gestern Abend im Schatten der Gedächtniskirche Dienst an ihren 

Mitmenschen getan haben. Ich danke ihnen von Herzen für ihren schweren Einsatz. 

Ich denke an die Ermittler. Ich habe großes Vertrauen zu den Männern und Frauen, 

die seit gestern Abend daran arbeiten, diese unselige Tat aufzuklären. Sie wird 

aufgeklärt werden - in jedem Detail. Und sie wird bestraft werden, so hart es unsere 

Gesetze verlangen. 

Noch wissen wir vieles über diese Tat nicht mit der nötigen Gewissheit. Aber wir 

müssen nach jetzigem Stand von einem terroristischen Anschlag ausgehen. Ich weiß, 

dass es für uns alle besonders schwer zu ertragen wäre, wenn sich bestätigen würde, 

dass ein Mensch diese Tat begangen hat, der in Deutschland um Schutz und Asyl 

gebeten hat. Dies wäre besonders widerwärtig gegenüber den vielen, vielen 

Deutschen, die tagtäglich in der Flüchtlingshilfe engagiert sind, und gegenüber den 

vielen Menschen, die unseren Schutz tatsächlich brauchen und die sich um 

Integration in unser Land bemühen. 

Ich stehe in ständigem Kontakt mit dem Bundespräsidenten, mit 

Bundesinnenminister de Maizière und mit dem Regierenden Bürgermeister von 

Berlin, Michael Müller. In einer halben Stunde wird das Sicherheitskabinett 

zusammentreten. Ich habe die zuständigen Minister und die Chefs der 

Sicherheitsbehörden eingeladen, um über den Stand der Erkenntnisse und über 

mögliche Konsequenzen, die sich daraus ergeben, zu beraten, und natürlich werden 

wir jederzeit, wenn notwendig, erneut zusammenkommen. 

Zusammen mit dem Regierenden Bürgermeister und dem Bundesinnenminister 

werde ich am Nachmittag zum Breitscheidplatz gehen, um dort, wie so viele andere 
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Berliner, unsere Anteilnahme auszudrücken. Millionen von Menschen - auch 

ich - fragen sich heute Morgen: Wie können wir damit leben, dass beim 

unbeschwerten Bummel über einen Weihnachtsmarkt, also an einem Ort, an dem wir 

das Leben feiern, ein Mörder so vielen den Tod bringt? 

Eine einfache Antwort darauf habe auch ich nicht. Ich weiß nur: Wir können nicht 

und wir wollen nicht damit leben, auf all das zu verzichten: auf die 

Weihnachtsmärkte, die schönen Stunden mit Familie und Freunden draußen auf 

unseren Plätzen. Wir wollen nicht damit leben, dass uns die Angst vor dem Bösen 

lähmt. Auch, wenn es in diesen Stunden schwerfällt: Wir werden die Kraft finden für 

das Leben, wie wir es in Deutschland leben wollen - frei, miteinander und offen. 

Ich danke Ihnen. 


