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Abstract
This thesis wants to know how the high stakes for German domestic actors during the EU-Turkey
refugee agreement negotiations affected the likelihood of reaching a successful agreement. The threelevel game theory offers two rivalling explanations of the effects that these high stakes could have. On
the one hand, the theory argues that domestic actors strive for a maximum representation of their
viewpoints in international negotiations. Therefore, one would expect that the more these actors value
the outcome of the negotiations, the more important it is that their opinion is represented. This causes
them to be less willing to make concessions towards the negotiation subjects, which makes it more
difficult to reach an agreement. On the other hand, the three-level game states that actors are more
likely to support an agreement if the status quo is unfavourable. Since the status quo was a crisis
situation, one would expect domestic actors to be very willing to make concessions, which makes it
easier to reach an agreement.
A qualitative content analysis is used to analyse data from the websites and Twitter feeds of German
political party to assess which of these rivalling explanations has the strongest explanatory power. The
results show that the high stakes of the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations caused domestic
actors to be considerably less willing to make concessions towards the agreement, making the
successful conclusion of the negotiations significantly less likely. These results are academically
relevant, because they provide valuable knowledge on the explanatory power of different aspects of
the three-level game, which helps build a more accurate theory. The results are also of great societal
value, because they enable negotiators to assess the chances of successful ratification more
accurately. This makes it possible to reach an agreement more quickly and with a greater chance of
success.
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1.

Introduction

Due to various conflicts around the world, in particular the Syrian civil war, the number of migrants
arriving in Europe drastically increased in 2015 (UNHCR, 2019). Over 1 million people made their way
to the European Union looking for refuge or better economic prospects (European Commission,
2016a). The European refugee crisis, as this massive displacement of people is known today, started
in April 2015, when the number of migrants arriving in the European Union sharply increased from
11.274 to 31.066 (UNHCR, 2019). The crisis reached its peak in October of the same year, when over
220.000 migrants arrived in the EU (Ibid.). European leaders reacted to this in different ways. Hungary
chose to close its borders to refugees (NPR, 2018), while Germany decided to keep its borders open.
Because of this, more than a third of all asylum seekers that arrived in the EU in 2015 applied for asylum
is Germany (Eurostat, 2016). The large number of refugees entering Germany caused various societal
problems, like clashes in refugee centres, a shortage of teachers, a backlog of the registration of
refugees and dissent within the ranks of political parties (The Guardian, 2015). This put a heavy strain
on the population and the political establishment. Thus, the stakes of finding a solution to the
European refugee crisis were high for domestic actors in Germany.
The EU, with Germany in a leading role, looked to Turkey, hoping it could help reduce the number of
irregular migrants coming to the European Union (European Commission, 2015). On the 17th of May,
2015, the High Representative for Foreign Affairs of the European Union and the Foreign Minister of
Turkey had a meeting, in which migration was extensively discussed (Oltean & Iov, 2017). This was the
start of negotiations that resulted in the EU-Turkey Joint Action Plan on 15 October 2015 (European
Commission, 2015) and the EU-Turkey Statement on 18 March 2016 (Council of the European Union,
2016), better known as the EU-Turkey refugee agreement. In these negotiations, the European Union
and Turkey decided to take several measures to reduce irregular migration to the EU. The most
important of which was to return all irregular migrants coming to the European Union from Turkey
(Ibid.). In exchange, the EU covered the costs of sheltering these migrants. In addition, the Turkish
accession process to the European Union was accelerated (Ibid.). The goal to decrease irregular
migration was successfully reached. A year after the agreement was signed, the number of irregular
arrivals from Turkey was reduced by 97% (European Commission, 2017).
Germany’s leading role during the negotiations made it a key player in the decision-making process.
This resulted in German authorities shaping crucial parts of the EU-Turkey refugee agreement (Krumm,
2016). Therefore, Germany plays a central role in this research, which wants to know how the chances
of reaching a successful agreement were affected by the high stakes of the negotiations. It does so by
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using one of the major theories on international negotiations, the three-level game theory, to answer
the research question ‘How did the high stakes for German domestic actors during the EU-Turkey
refugee agreement negotiations affect the likelihood of reaching a successful agreement?’. The threelevel game, by Evans, Jacobsen & Putnam (Evans, et al., 1993), is a theory that explains the interactions
between domestic, international and supranational politics during international negotiations (Putnam,
1988). It offers two different explanations on how the high stakes during the EU-Turkey refugee
agreement negotiations affected the likelihood of reaching a successful agreement. This research will
assess the relative explanatory power of both of these explanations.
On the one hand, the three-level game theory states that various domestic actors pressure their
national government to adopt policy that is in their favour (Ibid.). These governments try to satisfy the
domestic pressures as much as possible during negotiations within the European Union (Larsén, 2004).
Then, the EU represents the collective domestic opinion of its Member States during the negotiations
with a third party (Ibid.). This indicates that domestic actors seek to maximize the representation of
their viewpoints in international negotiations. Based on this, one would expect that the more these
actors value the outcome of the negotiations, the more important it is that their opinion is
represented, making them less willing to make concessions towards the agreement. Furthermore, the
concept of win-sets will be used to determine how this affected the difficulty of reaching a successful
outcome during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations. A win-set is a set of agreements that
would gain domestic political majority if voted on (Putnam, 1988). Because a domestic political
majority is necessary to sign and ratify an agreement, the negotiations between the EU and Turkey can
only come to a successful conclusion if the agreement falls within the win-set of all negotiating parties
(Ibid.). When actors are less willing to make concessions, the win-set becomes smaller. This makes it
less likely that an agreement is successfully reached.
The second explanation of the three-level game on how the high stakes during the EU-Turkey refugee
agreement negotiations affected the likelihood of reaching a successful agreement originates from an
important concept within the theory: the costs of no-agreement. These are the adverse effects an
actor would face if no agreement is reached (Putnam, 1988). This means that actors are more likely to
support an agreement if the situation without an it is unfavourable. This increases the win-set, which
makes it more likely that an agreement is successfully reached. Since no-agreement would mean that
the European Union remains in a crisis situation, one would expect that the high stakes of the EUTurkey refugee agreement negotiations caused domestic actors to be more willing to make concession,
because they wanted to reach a successful agreement as quickly as possible.
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To answer the research question, a congruence analysis is combined with a qualitative content
analysis. The congruence analysis provides the structure, while the qualitative content analysis is used
to analyse the data. The research focusses on Germany, because it was a key player in the negotiation
process. More specifically, the research subjects of this thesis are German political parties, because
their importance in domestic politics (Lindberg et al., 2008; Aurescu et al., 2013; Köln, 2014) and their
function as a ‘transmission belt’ between legislators and citizens (Lindberg et al., 2008) make them an
accurate indicator for the collective opinion of German domestic actors. The main sources of data are
the parties’ websites and their Twitter feed during the European refugee crisis. Of course, the EUTurkey refugee agreement is looked at as well.

1.1.

Scientific contribution & societal relevance

The findings of this thesis help explain how the EU-Turkey refugee agreement could signed and ratified
by Germany. It shows whether it was thanks to the high stakes of the negotiations that an agreement
was possible or that the agreement was successfully ratified in spite of them. Academically, this is
extremely relevant, because it provides valuable knowledge on the explanatory power of different
aspects of the three-level game theory, like the theory’s core assumption that domestic actors want
to maximise the representation of their viewpoints in international negotiations and the concept of
the costs of no-agreement. This helps build a more accurate theory. Knowing more about the effects
of high stakes on the likelihood of reaching a successful agreement is also of great societal value,
because it enables negotiators to assess the chances of successful ratification more accurately. This
makes it possible to reach an agreement more quickly and with a greater chance at success. Especially
during negotiations with high stakes, a successful agreement can solve serious problems, like an
economic or humanitarian crisis (The Economist, 2018; European Commission, 2017). By reaching this
agreement more quickly, the crisis is shortened.

1.2.

Roadmap

This thesis starts with the presentation of the three-level game theory. Specific attention is paid to the
rivalling explanations that the theory offers about how the high stakes during the EU-Turkey refugee
agreement negotiations affected the likelihood of reaching a successful agreement. These
explanations will serve as a basis for the hypotheses. The subsequent chapter gives an overview of the
process and outcome of the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations and the role that German
political parties played in it. In the next chapter, the case study research design and the qualitative
content analysis are outlined. The different coding phases and the predictions and final coding scheme
that these result in are also discussed. The chapter ends with a detailed presentation of the data that
10

is used and a discussion of the limitations of the research design. Then, the results of the analysis are
presented and an assessment is made about the extent to which the predictions are supported by the
data. In the last chapter, these assessments are combined to determine the explanatory power of the
hypotheses and to draw a conclusion on how the high stakes for German domestic actors during the
EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations affected the likelihood of reaching a successful agreement.
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2.

Theoretical framework

Originally, the three-level game theory started out with just two levels: international relations and
domestic politics. This two-level game is the foundation of three-level game theory and is therefore
presented first. Subsequently, the emergence of the third level, the European Union, is explained.
Particular attention is paid to the concepts of win-sets and costs of no-agreement, because they play
an important role in the construction of the hypotheses. At the end of the chapter, it is explained what
these hypotheses are and how they originate from the three-level game theory.

2.1.

Three-level game theory

In the article ‘Diplomacy and Domestic Politics: The Logic of Two-Level Games’, Putnam (1988) explains
the workings of the entanglement of international relations and domestic politics. There has been
endless debate amongst international relations scholars about the importance of international and
domestic actors on global politics (Chaudoin et al., 2012). Even though the discussion about their
relative influence is still going on, there is a general consensus that the two levels influence each other
to some extent (Ibid.). However, there is still much unknown about the workings of this entanglement.
At the time of Putnam’s writing (1988), a lot of literature about international negotiations consisted of
catalogues of domestic factors that influence foreign policy, but a theory that could accurately capture
the complexity of international negotiations remained absent (Ibid.). The two-level game approach fills
this gap. Of course, the field of international negotiations has developed since then, but the two-level
game theory is still frequently used by international relations scholars (Conceição-Heldt & Mello, 2017;
Lütz & Hilgers, 2018; Bjola & Manor, 2018).
The main argument of the two-level game approach is that international negotiations consist of two
levels. At the domestic level, various actors pressure the government to adopt policy that is in their
favour. At the international level, the national governments try to minimise the negative consequences
of foreign developments. At the same time, they try to satisfy domestic pressures as much as possible
(Putnam, 1988). Failing to satisfy domestic actors could result in non-ratification when an agreement
is reached. On the other hand, failing to satisfy the international actors could lead to their
abandonment of the negotiations (Ibid.). For analytical convenience, the person that appears at both
the domestic and the international negotiation table is called the ‘negotiator’ (see figure 2.1). This is
the head of the negotiations and can be a head of government, a minister or another actor (Ibid.).
During the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations, this was the High Representative for Foreign
Affairs of the European Union (European Council, 2017). The negotiation process is divided into two
stages: bargaining between the negotiators to reach an agreement, called level I, and discussions
12

within domestic groups about whether to ratify the agreement, called level II. This process is visualised
in figure 2.1. These stages are not independent, nor separated in time. Changes in the level I
negotiations directly affect the level II negotiations and vice versa (Ibid.).

Figure 2.1: The two-level game.

Several authors argue that in the context of EU negotiations with third parties, a two-level game does
not accurately capture the entire negotiation process (Moyer, 1993; Zartman, 1993; Patterson, 1997;
Collinson, 1999; Pollack, 2003; Larsén, 2004; Bonvicini, 2008; Dimitrova & Steunenberg, 2017). One of
the main critiques on the two-level game is that it oversimplifies the intricate web of relations within
the international system, in which supranational organisations often play a large role (Mitchell, 2001).
The solution was to incorporate these organisations into the two-level game as an intermediate level.
As Larsén describes, the European Union “serves both as the international arena in the negotiations
between the EU Member States, and as the domestic arena in the negotiations between the EU and
[a third party]” (Larsén, 2004: 4). When using the three-level game approach, level III is the domestic
arena of individual Member States, which is called level II in the two-level game model. The new level
II is the level of negotiations within the Council of the European Union, where an understanding must
be reached about a mandate for the negotiations with the third party. Level I is the international
negotiation table with the European Union and the third party (Ibid.). An illustration of the three-level
game approach can be found in figure 2.2.
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Figure 2.2: The three-level game.

Win-sets
The most important concept of the three-level game approach is the win-set. According to Putnam,
the win-set of a given constituency can be defined as “the set of all possible … agreements that would
‘win’ -that is, gain the necessary majority among the constituents- when simply voted up or down”
(Putnam, 1988: 437). Thus, if an agreement falls within the win-sets of all negotiating parties, it will,
by definition, be possible to ratify it. This also means that an agreement that does not fall within the
win-set cannot be ratified. Therefore, for any agreement to be successful, it must fall within the winset of all negotiating parties. One can imagine, then, that large win-sets make an agreement more
likely, just as small win-sets make it less likely (Putnam, 1988). During the EU-Turkey refugee
agreement negotiations, the negotiator had to take the win-set of Turkey and of all EU Member States
into account, since all of them had veto power (European Union, 2012). This gave domestic actors, like
German political parties, considerable power.
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Costs of no-agreement
If international negotiations are successfully concluded, the agreement can still be rejected at the
European or domestic level (Putnam, 1988). This failure to ratify an agreement is called nonratification. Ratification can often be seen as a successful parliamentary voting procedure. However,
these ratification procedures do not need to be formalised (Ibid.). An actor might have a tradition of
seeking broad consensus for its decisions, for example. Non-ratification can also occur when an actor,
whose support is required to implement the agreed upon policy, refuses to cooperate. The
abovementioned types of non-ratification are involuntary; the negotiator is unable to deliver on his
promise because the ratification process failed. The contrasting type of non-ratification is voluntary
defection. This refers to the negotiator breaking his promise out of rational egoism (Putnam, 1988).
Not only are both voluntary and involuntary defection detrimental for negotiations, even the
expectation of non-ratification can be a reason for negotiators to abort the negotiations (Ibid.).
Because the chance of non-ratification is a huge hindrance for all parties at the negotiation table,
having a history of being unable or unwilling to ratify agreements carries political and diplomatic costs.
Therefore, it is likely that the negotiator did everything in its power to make sure the agreement would
fall within the win-set of all parties involved in the EU-Turkey refugee agreement, before signing it.
The decision of domestic actors about whether to ratify an agreement is affected by the costs of noagreement (Putnam, 1988). Since ratification is a process that takes place after an agreement is signed,
the decision to ratify an agreement is made based on the alternative being no-agreement (Ibid.). After
all, if the ratification process fails, there might never be a new, more favourable agreement. The costs
of no-agreement are the adverse effects an actors would face if the agreement is not ratified or if no
agreement is signed (Ibid.). Generally, this means that no-agreement represents the status quo (Ibid.).
Putnam (1988) argues that actors will more easily support an agreement if the costs of no-agreement
are high. Therefore, the win-set increases when the costs of no-agreement increase and vice versa.
Since the status quo during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations was a state of crisis,
Putnam would argue that the win-sets of EU Member States were very large.

2.2.

Hypotheses

This thesis strives to find out how the high stakes for German domestic actors during the EU-Turkey
refugee agreement negotiations affected the likelihood of reaching a successful agreement. Based on
the three-level game theory, the high stakes of the negotiations could have two different effects.
Firstly, the core of the three-level game is that domestic actors pressure the government to adopt
policy that is in their favour. Thus, the theory assumes that domestic actors are self-seeking and try to
15

maximize the representation of their viewpoints in international negotiations. The more important a
topic is, the more value these actors will attach to having their standpoints represented. This means
that domestic actors are less willing to make concessions during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement
negotiations than they would be during negotiations with lower stakes. This results in a decrease of
their win-set, which makes the successful conclusion of the negotiations less likely. Based on these
fundamentals of the three-level game theory, the first hypothesis is:
The high stakes of the EU-Turkey refugee negotiations caused German domestic actors to be less willing
to make concessions towards the negotiation subjects, making it more difficult to successfully conclude
the negotiations by decreasing the German win-set.
When looking at the costs of no-agreement, another part of the three-level game theory, one would
expect the high stakes of the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations to have the opposite effect.
Because of the European refugee crisis, the status quo was a situation in which tens of thousands of
refugees entered the European Union every month (UNHCR, 2019), causing societal and political chaos
(Oltean & Iov, 2017). Therefore, the costs of no-agreement were extremely high. This makes domestic
actors more willing to make concessions, resulting in a larger win-set. The second hypothesis is based
on the principles of the costs of no-agreement:
The high stakes of the EU-Turkey refugee negotiations caused German domestic actors to be more
willing to make concessions towards the negotiation subjects, making it easier to successfully conclude
the negotiations by increasing the German win-set

16

3.

EU-Turkey refugee agreement

This chapter describes the negotiation process of the EU-Turkey refugee agreement and the most
important actors that took part in it. Particular attention is paid to the role of domestic actors, because
they are the centre of this research. At the end of the chapter, the main topics of the final agreement
are presented to give a clear view of what the negotiations were about.

3.1.

European Union negotiation process

As the name suggests, the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations took place between the
European Union and Turkey. Because the EU is a supranational organisation that represents the
interests of several states, the negotiations process is considered to be a three-level game. This makes
it considerably less straightforward than when two states negotiate with each other. Before a
description is given of the negotiation process between the European Union and Turkey, it is important
to note that negotiation process between the EU and non-EU actors varies based on its topics. EU
Negotiations can either be about topics of exclusive competency or shared competency. Areas of
exclusive competency are those for which members of the European Union cannot sign individual
agreements with non-EU actors (European Council, 2017). Examples of this are customs, monetary
policy and commercial policy (EUR-Lex, 2016). The European Union shares its competency with
representatives from all Member States on topics like freedom, security and justice (Ibid.). It also
shares competency on matters relating to Foreign & Security Policy, but decision-making on these
topics has some modified rules (European Council, 2017). The EU-Turkey refugee agreement
negotiations fall under this category.
In figure 3.1, an illustration of European Union negotiations on Foreign & Security Policy is presented.
The negotiations start at level II, when the High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and
Security Policy, which is the negotiator (European Council, 2017a), submits recommendations to the
Council of the European Union (1). In the Council, a minister or state secretary of each Member State
is seated (European Union, 2012). The Council meets in different configurations, depending on the
subject (European Council, 2018). All configurations can adopt acts for the entire council, even if it
does not fall within their priorities (Ibid.). Most likely, the EU-Turkey refugee agreement was handled
by the Foreign Affairs Council configuration or the Justice and Home Affairs Council configuration, since
they are responsible for respectively security & humanitarian aid (European Council, 2019a) and
migration & border protection (European Council, 2019b). In the second step of the negotiations, the
Council of the European Union decides whether to adopt a decision to authorise the opening of
negotiations (2). Council decisions on Foreign & Security Policy are taken by unanimity (Europese Raad,
17

2017). Because every Member State is represented in the Council, all states have veto power. This
means that the decision to open negotiations must fall within the win-set of all EU Member States. To
ensure this is the case, each state must gather sufficient domestic support. If a Member State supports
a Council decision that falls outside of its win-set, it will face domestic political consequences (Putnam,
1988). This is where the domestic level (level III) comes into play. The task of domestic actors during
this part of the negotiations is to make their standpoints clear, so that their representative in the
Council knows whether the decision to start negotiations would fall within the win-set. The third step
of the negotiation process takes place at level I. In this phase, the European Union and Turkey try to
negotiate an agreement (3). The domestic level is still in play, because the Council of the European
Union can give directives to the negotiator during the negotiation process (3A). Thus, the Member
States will continuously assess which of the possible agreements would fall within their win-set and
direct the negotiator accordingly. At the end of the negotiations, the negotiator draws up an
agreement (4). The Council of the European Union decides to sign the agreement if the
councilmembers are unanimously in favour (5B), but not before gaining consent from the European
Parliament (5A) (European Union, 2012). These last steps require unanimity in the Council of the
European Union again, which means that the Member States have to pay attention to their win-set,
giving domestic actors considerable power throughout the negotiation process.

Figure 3.1: European Union negotiations on foreign and security policy.

Just as the signing of an agreement is of vital importance to the successful conclusion of negotiations,
so is its ratification. In order for the EU-Turkey refugee agreement to be ratified, new policy needed to
be adopted by the Foreign Affairs Council configuration and the Justice and Home Affairs Council
configuration (European Parliament, 2018a). This is done through the ordinary legislative procedure,
which is initiated by the European Commission and needs a simple majority in the European Parliament
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and the relevant Council configuration to pass (European Parliament, 2016). To completely implement
the agreement, a Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) mission also had to be launched
(Carrera, et al., 2015). The CSDP is a framework in which the European Union launches civilian and
military crisis management operations (European Commission, 2012). All decisions about the CSDP are
taken unanimously by the Council of the European Union and the European Council (European
Parliament, 2018b). Thus, for the complete ratification of the agreement, unanimity in the Council is
required once more. The fact that a single state can veto the ratification of the agreement makes it
even more important that the agreement falls within the win-set of all Member States. Not only would
non-ratification be detrimental to the EU-Turkey negotiations, it would even affect future negotiation
chances (Putnam, 1988).

3.2.

Relevant actors

In the previous section, it was made clear that domestic actors of all Member States were important
during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations, because their support was needed for almost
all stages of the negotiation process. Domestic actors can exercise their power by showing their
standpoint to the European Parliament, the Council of the European Union or the European Council.
The Council of the European Union is the most important link between domestic actors and the EU,
because it is involved in most of the decision-making process and because it requires unanimity for the
majority of decisions about the EU-Turkey refugee agreement. If the agreement falls outside of the
win-set at any point in the negotiation process, parts of the agreement will have to be altered in order
to prevent non-ratification. Therefore, the representatives in the Council must closely watch take the
standpoints of domestic actors.
This thesis is interested in the effect of high stakes for German domestic actors on the likelihood of
reaching a successful agreement. Therefore, German domestic actors are at the centre of this research.
More specifically, German political parties are looked at, because they are an accurate indicator for
domestic actors in Germany. This decision is explained at length in the methodological framework. For
now, it is important to determine which German parties were active during the EU-Turkey refugee
agreement negotiations.
The main legislative body in Germany is the Bundestag (Deutscher Bundestag, 2017b). An absolute
majority in the Bundestag is required to pass bills and therefore for the decision whether to cast a veto
on the signing or ratification of the EU-turkey refugee agreement in the Council of the European Union
(Deutscher Bundestag, 2013). In the 18th Bundestag, which was in office from September 22nd 2013
(Reiter, 2013) until September 24th 2017 (Henley, 2017), 630 members were seated. These seats were
19

filled by members of the CDU, CSU, SPD, the Left Party 1 and Alliance 90/The Greens (Deutscher
Bundestag, 2013). The CDU and CSU form an alliance in the Bundestag (Trinkwalder, 2018). However,
both parties have separate members, leadership and standpoints (CDU, 2019a; CSU, 2019a).
Furthermore, they run as separate parties in state elections. Therefore, this research looks at them as
two independent parties.
The Bundesrat is the second legislative body in Germany and it is formed of members of the state
governments (Encyclopaedia Britannica, 2019a). Its approval is necessary for the decision whether to
cast a German veto in the Council of the European Union (Deutscher Bundestag, 2017a). It has 69 seats
that are chosen indirectly through year-round state elections (Bundesrat, 2017). Therefore, the
composition of the Bundesrat changes frequently. When looking at the time period of the negotiations,
the parties in the Bundesrat are also present in the Bundestag (Schröder, 2017). Additionally, the FDP
joined the Bundesrat in 2017 (Ibid.). This is only partly within the analysed time frame, but the party is
still fully taken into account. The reason for this is that it was present in the Bundesrat in 2014 (Ibid.)
and it was likely to be re-elected in the following years (Polls of Polls, 2019). Therefore, the negotiator
had to keep the FDP’s opinion in mind, in case it was re-elected before the EU-Turkey refugee
agreement was ratified.

3.3.

Topics of the agreement

The EU-Turkey Joint Action Plan (European Commission, 2015) and the EU-Turkey Statement (Council
of the European Union, 2016) were the result of negotiations between the EU and Turkey. Together,
they are better known as the EU-Turkey refugee agreement. The main topics of the agreement are
international cooperation, EU-Turkey cooperation, Turkish accession, helping migrants, irregular
migration and resettling migrants. These will be further explained in this section to provide a general
understanding of what the agreement is about.
International cooperation
The EU-Turkey refugee agreement strongly supports international cooperation. This was to be
expected, since international cooperation was necessary to sign the agreement. Still, the agreement
elaborates on it by emphasizing the need for cooperation and coordination in tackling the European
refugee crisis (European Commission, 2015). It also repeatedly mentions that the international
community, which is inherently cooperative, is necessary to solve the European Union’s problems
(Ibid.). Statements about cooperation that are specifically aimed at Turkey do not fall under this topic.
1

See appendix 8.1 for the party names in German
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EU-Turkey cooperation is a very politically charged subject (SPD, 2017a), that could not only cloud the
subject of general international cooperation, but it also deserves to be a subject of its own, since it is
extensively discussed in the EU-Turkey refugee agreement (Ibid.).
EU-Turkey cooperation
The agreement relies heavily on increased cooperation between the EU and Turkey. It is not the goal
of the agreement, but can be better viewed as a means to achieve another goal: the end of the
European refugee crisis (Council of the European Union, 2016). Even though it is not the agreement’s
goal to increase EU-Turkey cooperation, it is clear that it would be significantly increased if the
agreement would take effect. Overall, the agreement sees Turkey as a suitable partner to cooperate
with and it strongly supports increased cooperation between the EU and Turkey (European
Commission, 2015).
Turkish accession
The EU-Turkey refugee agreement takes a big step towards the accession of Turkey to the European
Union. To become a member of the EU, a state must comply with all accession criteria and adopt and
implement the acquis (European Commission, 2016b). The acquis is the body of obligations and rights
of all Member States (European Commission, 2016c). It consists of 35 chapters that must be completed
before a country can become a member of the European Union (European Commission, 2016d). In the
EU-Turkey refugee agreement, the EU and Turkey agree to open negotiations on chapter 17 and 33
(Council of the European Union, 2016). The agreement also reconfirms the goal to accelerate visa-free
travel between the EU and Turkey, which is an important step towards the integration of Turkey in the
European Union (European Commission, 2019). The agreement does not ease the conditions of Turkish
accession, but it does reconfirm the commitment of both the EU and Turkey to continue and speed up
the process.
Helping migrants
The agreement strives to help migrants in several ways. First of all, it wants to protect migrants
according to international standards (Council of the European Union, 2016). Secondly, it aims to
provide humanitarian support to migrants in order to address their primary needs (European
Commission, 2015). Furthermore, the EU-Turkey refugee agreement wants to provide legal and
administrative support, education and health service (Ibid.). It also wants to take measures to allow

21

migrants to participate in the economy and in social activities. This clearly shows a commitment to
provide secondary aid along with primary aid.
Irregular migration
The EU-Turkey refugee agreement is very negative about irregular migration. Stopping irregular
migration from Turkey to the European Union is one of its primary goals (European Commission, 2015),
which it tries to achieve in three different ways. First of all, by addressing the causes of flight that lead
to the influx of migrants to the European Union. The second way the EU and Turkey want to reduce
irregular migration is by closing the land and sea routes into the European Union (Ibid.). They want to
do this by increasing the protection of the European Union’s external borders, strengthening the
Turkish coast guard and preventing migration across Turkish land borders (Ibid.). The last way the
agreement tries to reduce irregular migration is by sending back all irregular migrants arriving in the
European Union from Turkey (Ibid.).
Resettling migrants
It was mentioned in the previous topic that the EU and Turkey agreed that all irregular migrant arriving
in the European Union from Turkey are returned. In exchange for this measure, regular migrants are
resettled from Turkey to the EU. This is done on the basis of earlier commitments by Member States
to take in refugees (Council of the European Union, 2016). Once these places of resettlement are filled,
a new voluntary arrangement will be made among EU Member States (Ibid.). Lastly, a Voluntary
Humanitarian Admission Scheme is activated once irregular arrivals are substantially reduced (Ibid.).
Since all additional admissions are voluntary, one could argue that the impact of these additional
measures is quite small. However, the potential impact for domestic actors is substantial, because it
opens the door for countries to decide to take in additional migrants. Therefore, actors that oppose
regular migration are likely to protest this part of the agreement strongly. On the other hand, parties
that see opportunities in migration are likely to support this part of the agreement. Additionally,
because the resettlement of migrants happens in a structured manner with countries being able to set
limits on the number of refugees they want to take in, the chaotic situation before the agreement, in
which there were great differences in the number of refugees each country took in, is likely to improve.
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4.

Methodological framework

This chapter describes the methodological choices of this research. It starts broadly, by explaining the
advantages of using a single case study of Germany to analyse the effects of the high stakes for German
domestic actors on the likelihood of reaching a successful agreement. Then, the use of a congruence
analysis, which compares the explanatory power of two hypotheses by constructing predictions, is
explained. The reasons for using qualitative content analysis to test these predictions are explained
next. After discussing these major methodological choices, the chapter becomes more specific. It
presents a detailed overview of the exploratory and specification phase of the analysis and the
predictions and final coding scheme these respectively result in. Then, the reasons for analysing the
websites and Twitter feeds of German political parties are presented. At the end of this chapter, the
research design is reflected upon and its limitations are discussed.

4.1.

Research design

Case study
This research takes the form of a single case study of Germany, focussing on the EU-Turkey refugee
agreement negotiations. A single case study has multiple advantages that make it best suited for
answering the research question. First of all, case studies are useful for uncovering connections or new
ideas that the researcher did not expect to find (Reis, 2009). These discoveries could be extremely
valuable for the construction of hypotheses for future research (Ibid.). This could help improve our
understanding of the three-level game even further. Secondly, a great advantage of a case study is its
depth. Its ability to investigate complex social phenomena that consist of several potentially important
factors is unrivalled by other research designs (Ibid.). Case studies can give a comprehensive account
of a phenomenon and consider many perspectives. Its depth allows for the use of different sources of
evidence, which increases the reliability of the findings (Rose et al., 2015). Another research design,
the qualitative comparative analysis, was considered as well, because of its superior ability to discover
cross-case patterns, while respecting the heterogeneity of each case (Ragin, 2008). However, the case
of Germany during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations was of such great importance, that
more interesting results can be obtained by studying this one case in great detail, than several, less
influential cases more superficially.
According to Baxter & Jack (2008), it is not only important to determine what your case will be, but
also what it will not be. This helps to avoid setting too many objectives, which would not only risk the
finishing of the research, but also make the subject too broad, losing the depth that makes a case study
so valuable. This thesis follows the suggestion of Baxter & Jack (2008) by limiting the scope of the
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research in several ways. First of all, only the EU side of the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations
is looked at. The reason for this is that data about the actors within the European Union is much more
consistently available than data of Turkish actors. Secondly, looking at all countries in the European
Union individually would be a tremendous task, far beyond the scope of this research. Therefore, this
thesis will focus specifically on Germany. Because the EU-Turkey refugee agreement needs a
unanimous vote in the Council of the European Union to be signed and ratified, every country in the
European Union is a key player (European Union, 2012). However, Germany is looked at because it
stands out even more. Not only did it take in the most refugees during the crisis (Kirk, 2017), but
Krumm (2016) says that German authorities also (pre)shaped crucial parts of the agreement. Thirdly,
only political parties are looked at, because their standpoints are a good indicator for the collective
standpoints of German domestic actors for three reasons. First of all, political parties are generally
considered to be extremely important actors in domestic politics (Lindberg et al., 2008; Aurescu et al.,
2013; Köln, 2014). Secondly, political parties act as a ‘transmission belt’ between legislators and
citizens (Lindberg et al., 2008). Because parties want to be re-elected, they will gather information
about the opinion of their followers and adjust their policy decisions accordingly. Therefore, the
standpoints of political parties reflect, to a large extent, the opinion of other domestic actors. Lastly, a
majority in the Bundesrat and Bundestag is necessary for the EU-Turkey refugee agreement to take
effect (Deutscher Bundestag 2013, Deutscher Bundestag, 2017a). Thus, the parties pass the final and
decisive vote in the decision-making process. Because of this key role, they play a major part in
determining the German win-set and will therefore be the research subjects of this thesis.

Congruence analysis
The structure of this thesis is based on a congruence analysis. The congruence analysis is a way of
comparing two hypotheses, to test which of them has more explanatory power (Blatter & Haverland,
2012: 144). It does this by constructing empirical predictions for each of the hypotheses. In this
research, the exploratory coding phase of the qualitative content analysis is used to provide extensive
knowledge of the case, to be able to construct trustworthy predictions. These predictions are then
compared to empirical data to assess their relative strength. The more the empirical data corresponds
with a prediction, the stronger its empirical congruence (Ibid.). If the empirical congruence of a
prediction is high, the explanatory power of the corresponding hypothesis is strong (Ibid.). For the
assessment of the degree of congruence between the data and the predictions, a qualitative data
analysis is used, which will be explained in the next section. A congruence analysis is the best suited
method to use for this research, because it adds a level of control that strengthens the research
findings (Ibid). Other types of research only assess the extent to which the data that is found matches
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the data that is predicted to be found (Ibid.). In a congruence analysis, the predictions must not only
be empirically supported, they must also find more empirical support than the predictions of the
rivalling hypothesis. Blatter & Haverland (2012: 146) argue that this extra level of control make the
analysis much more compelling.

4.2.

Data analysis

The data in this research is analysed by using qualitative content analysis. This has been around since
the 18th century (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). It cannot only be conducted qualitatively, but also
quantitatively, the latter being the most prominent form until the 1990’s. Lately, the popularity and
application of the qualitative content analysis has increased (Ibid.). Hsieh & Shannon define this type
of analysis as “a research method for the subjective interpretation of the content of text data through
the systemic classification process of coding and identifying themes and patterns” (Hsieh & Shannon,
2005: 1278). The ‘subjective interpretation of the content of text data’ is what transforms raw data
into research findings. To help the researcher do this as effectively as possible, the ‘systemic
classification process of coding and identifying themes and patterns’ is used. In this thesis, this coding
process is done with the support of the qualitative data analysis software QDA Miner Lite (Provalis
Research, n.d.). This software is free to use and contains all features that are relevant for this research.
A major advantage over other free software packages for qualitative data analysis is the extensive
availability of tutorials (Ibid.). These tutorials help guarantee the correct use of the software, which
increases the reliability of the coding process.
This analysis is suitable for answering the research question for several reasons. First of all, it is able to
almost completely grasp the full complexity of a topic and reduce it to understandable information
(Kohlbacher, 2016), while still being able to process large quantities of data (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005).
Secondly, one of the biggest advantages of qualitative content analysis is its ability to take the context
of written texts into account (Kohlbacher, 2016). It can go beyond the words that are written and
subtract their meaning. Both of these aspects are extremely important when looking at such a complex
and broad topic as the EU-Turkey refugee agreement. Lastly, during the qualitative content analysis, it
is possible to constantly compare data with the selected theory (Ibid.). This allows the researcher to
gain new insights about the theory, which makes it well-suited for contributing to theoretical
development, which is one of the goals of this thesis (Ibid.).
There are different ways to conduct a content analysis, based on the research goal and structure. Hsieh
& Shannon (2005) distinguish between three types of qualitative content analysis: conventional,
directed and summative. The major differences between the three types are their coding schemes and
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the origin of their codes (Ibid.). The conventional analysis is an inductive way of doing research. The
researcher looks at the data in a very open-minded way, trying to make connections and form
categories for an initial coding scheme, on which the rest of the analysis is built. This type is best suited
when little is known about a research subject (Ibid.). In the directed approach, existing information or
an established theory is used to construct the initial coding scheme. Other researchers have called this
“a deductive use of theory” (Potter & Levine-Donnerstein, 1999) or “deductive category application”
(Mayring, 2000). Often, the goal of this approach is to increase our understanding of a theory (Hsieh
& Shannon, 2005). The last type of qualitative content analysis, the summative approach, identifies
and counts certain words and analyses the context in which they are used. This approach is most used
when a single concept is studied (Ibid.). This thesis uses the directed content analysis, because the
research is guided by the three-level game theory and the EU-Turkey refugee agreement.
The first step of the directed approach is to use existing information to identify important concepts to
use as coding categories in the initial coding scheme (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). In this case, the existing
information is the EU-Turkey refugee agreement. The initial coding scheme serves as a framework for
the exploratory coding phase. In that phase, the codes are assigned to the text, extra codes are added
and subcategories are created for the primary codes (Ibid.). It is also used to gain an extensive
knowledge of the case, which is important to help construct reliable predictions for the hypotheses.
Lastly, the codes are structured and refined into a final coding scheme in the specification phase
(Boeije, 2009). The application of the different phases of the qualitative content analysis and the
predictions and final coding scheme these result in are discussed more extensively in the rest of this
chapter.

Initial coding scheme
The initial coding scheme is based on the main topics of the EU-Turkey refugee agreement. It is kept
broad, to make sure that there is enough room for new or alternative codes to emerge from the text
during the exploratory coding phase. Therefore, the initial codes correspond directly to the main topics
of the agreement. These are international cooperation, EU-Turkey cooperation, Turkish accession,
helping migrants, irregular migration and resettling migrants.

Exploratory phase & predictions
The exploratory coding phase uses the initial coding scheme as a starting point to assign codes to the
data. One of the goals of this phase is to expand the coding scheme to include everything that might
be relevant to answering the research question, resulting in an extensive and unrefined coding scheme
(Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). Another goal of the exploratory phase is to provide the researcher with a
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deep knowledge of the case. This makes it extremely important in helping determine the empirical
predictions of the congruence analysis. These predictions reflect what is expected to be found in the
empirical data if a hypothesis is completely correct. Thus, each hypothesis has a different set of
predictions. In the following paragraphs, these predictions are presented and attention is paid to the
way their empirical congruence is established.
Hypothesis 1: The high stakes of the EU-Turkey refugee negotiations caused German domestic actors
to be less willing to make concessions towards the negotiation subjects, making it more difficult to
successfully conclude the negotiations by decreasing the German win-set.
This hypothesis is based on the core of the three-level game theory, which states that actors try to
maximize the representation of their opinion in international negotiations. Therefore, it is expected
that German political parties are unwilling to make concessions towards the EU-Turkey refugee
agreement during the negotiations. After all, making concessions would result in a less accurate
representation of their standpoints in the final agreement. Thus, one would expect the standpoints of
German political parties during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations to closely resemble
their standpoints in a non-crisis situation. It is also possible that parties move their standpoints away
from the agreement, to clearly show the negotiator that the agreement does not fall within the winset. Therefore, the first prediction is:
1. The standpoints of German political parties during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement
negotiations were equally far or further removed from those of the agreement than in a noncrisis situation.
To assess the extent to which this prediction is supported by the data, the text of the codes from
websites of German political parties is analysed to determine the parties’ standpoints on the topics of
the EU-Turkey refugee agreement in a non-crisis situation. At the same time, the text of the codes
from the Twitter feeds of German parties is analysed to determine what their standpoints were during
the negotiations. Then, a comparison is made between the parties’ standpoints in a non-crisis situation
and during the negotiations. The parties’ standpoints are looked at in terms of content. For example,
the FDP mentioned in a non-crisis situation that those who flee from war should receive
unbureaucratic humanitarian protection (FDP, 2019a). During the negotiations, the party said that it
considers the human right to asylum to be non-negotiable (FDP, 2017a). The content of these
statements is similar and therefore supports the prediction. While analysing the textual content, the
use of language is taken into account. For example, when exclamation marks or capital letters are used,
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the sentence is considered to be a stronger statement than if that is not the case. The same counts for
certain words, like in the previous example of the FDP. During the negotiations, the party used ‘nonnegotiable’ to describe the right to asylum. This makes the statement stronger than the other
sentence, which stated that persons fleeing from war ‘should receive protection’. In this case, the use
of language indicates a solidification of the FDP’s standpoint. This support the prediction, because it
shows that the FDP is unwilling to substantively deviate from this standpoint. In some cases, there is
not enough data available to make a thorough assessment of a party’s standpoints in a non-crisis
situation. In those cases, instead of comparing the non-crisis standpoints with the standpoints during
the negotiations, changes in the party’s standpoints during the course of the negotiations are analysed.
This still shows if a party’s standpoints remained the same or moved away from the agreement. Only
the Twitter data can be used for this analysis, which makes it well suited when no other data is
available. This also means that the data from the party’s website is lost. Therefore, it is only used when
insufficient data is available to make an accurate assessment of a party’s standpoint in a non-crisis
situation.
If a party’s main goal is to have its opinion represented as accurately as possible in the EU-Turkey
refugee agreement, it is reasonable to expect that little attention is paid to the negotiation subjects
on which the party already agrees. After all, those topics do not need adjustment. At the same time,
the topics on which the party does not agree receive extra attention, in order to convince the
negotiator that the topic would not fall within the German win-set, thereby persuading him to change
the agreement. Thus, the second prediction is:
2. During the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations, German political parties paid less
attention to the agreement’s topics on which they agree and more attention to the topics on
which they do not agree than they did in a non-crisis situation.
To assess the empirical congruence of this prediction, it must first be determined on which subjects
the German parties agree and disagree with the EU-Turkey refugee agreement. This is done by
comparing the standpoints of every individual party with the standpoints of the agreement. The
parties’ standpoints are established by looking at the coded text of their Twitter feeds. The standpoints
of the agreement are already described chapter 3.3, but will be substantiated with data from the EUTurkey Joint Action Plan and the EU-Turkey Statement. After determining on what topics the German
parties agree or disagree, the frequency of the codes from the websites of German political parties are
analysed to assess how much attention the parties paid to the topics of the agreement in a non-crisis
situation. At the same time, the frequency of the codes from the German parties’ Twitter feeds is
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analysed to determine how much attention they paid to the topics of the agreement during the
negotiations. These results are compared in order to assess the empirical congruence of the prediction.
For this part of the analysis, the number of times the topics are coded and the amount of text that is
devoted to them are both taken into account. It is important to note that the analysis looks at the
relative length and number of codes of one topic in relation to the other topics. When analysing
absolute numbers, changes that are measured might be caused by external factors. For example, a
party might have hired a new public relations manager that wants to focus on Twitter, increasing the
party’s Twitter activity on all topics. This problem does not occur when analysing the relative numbers,
because an overall change in Twitter activity does not affect the relative attention that is paid to each
topic.
In the exploratory coding phase, it was discovered that German political parties sometimes refer back
to their core values when defending one of their standpoints. Alliance 90/The Greens, for example,
said that a humane asylum and refugee policy is at the core of green politics and green identity
(Bündnis90/Die Grünen, 2015a). The commitment of parties to their core values indicates an
unwillingness to deviate from their standpoints, which corresponds to the hypothesis. Therefore, the
third prediction is:
3. German political parties put more emphasis on their core values during the EU-Turkey refugee
agreement negotiations than they did in a non-crisis situation.
To test this prediction, a comparison is made between the relative length and number of times ‘core
values’ are coded in a non-crisis situation and during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations.
For the former, the codes from the websites of German parties are used. The latter uses the codes
from their Twitter feeds. Like the previous prediction, the number of times the topics are coded and
the amount of text that is devoted to them are both taken into account. Also, the relative code
frequencies are used to draw conclusions, since they are less affected by external factors.
Hypothesis 2: The high stakes of the EU-Turkey refugee negotiations caused German domestic actors
to be more willing to make concessions towards the negotiation subjects, making it easier to
successfully conclude the negotiations by increasing the German win-set
The first and second hypotheses are mutually exclusive. After all, a political party cannot be less and
more willing to make concessions at the same time. This means that all evidence that is found to
support the first hypothesis weakens the explanatory power of the second hypothesis and vice versa.
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This also means that the predictions of both hypotheses are each other’s opposites. Thus, the
predictions of the second hypothesis are:
1. The standpoints of German political parties during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement
negotiations were closer to those of the agreement than in a non-crisis situation.
2. During the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations, German political parties paid more
attention to the agreement’s topics on which they agree and less attention to the topics on
which they do not agree than they did in a non-crisis situation.
3. German political parties put less emphasis on their core values during the EU-Turkey refugee
agreement negotiations than they did in a non-crisis situation.
The advantage of having mutually exclusive predictions is that they can be tested in the same way.
Therefore, the first prediction of both hypotheses is analysed simultaneously. The same counts for the
second and third predictions of both hypotheses.

Specification phase & final coding scheme
The final coding scheme is the result of the specification phase. The goal of this phase is to bring order
to the chaotic coding scheme that arose from the exploratory phase (Bengtsson, 2016). Codes that do
not offer empirical support for one of the predictions are removed, overlapping codes are merged and
the names of codes are refined. This produces the final coding scheme, which contains all the
information that is necessary to assess the empirical congruence of the predictions. To provide a clear
view of all coding categories, all (sub)codes that were added since the initial coding schemes are briefly
explained. All coded data is added to this thesis as appendices in chapter 8.2 and 8.3.
International cooperation
•

Isolationism / internationalism
Isolationism is the “policy of avoiding political or economic entanglements with other countries”
(Encyclopeadia Britannica, 2019b). Internationalism is the belief that it is beneficial for countries to
cooperate internationally, which is the opposite of isolationism (Cambridge Dictionary, 2019).
Anything that indicates that a party supports either of these policies is coded in this subcategory.

EU-Turkey cooperation
•

Cooperation
This subcategory is devoted to any statements that specifically refer to cooperation with Turkey.

•

Turkey
General remarks that indicate a positive or negative attitude towards Turkey, but that do not
directly mention cooperation, are coded in this subcategory.
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Turkish accession
•

Accession
This subcategory consists of statements that support or oppose the accession of Turkey to the EU.

•

Visa liberalisation
Statements that indicate that a party supports or opposes the liberalisation of visa requirements
for Turkish citizens traveling to the European Union belong in this subcategory.

Helping migrants
•

Primary aid
All statements regarding life-saving support for migrants are coded in this subcategory.

•

Secondary aid
All statements about anything more than life-saving support, like integration or education, are
coded in this subcategory.

Irregular migration
•

Irregular migrants
This subcategory consists of all remarks that specifically mention the differences between regular
and irregular migrants and any position a party takes on this subject.

•

Causes of flight
Statements related to migrants’ causes of flight are coded in this subcategory

•

Border protection
This subcategory contains statements about the protection of the external and internal border of
the European Union.

Resettling migrants
•

Number of migrants
This subcategory contains statements about the number of refugees that enters the EU.

•

Distribution
In this subcategory, all remarks about the distribution of migrants in the European Union or
Germany are coded.

•

(Dis)advantages migration
This subcategory contains all statements that emphasise the advantages or disadvantages of
regular migration.

Core values
In this category, statements about the core values of German political parties are coded. They are only
coded when the party defends those values and when it is made clear that they are used as a basis for policy
decisions. Alliance 90/The Greens saying that a humane asylum and refugee policy is at the core of green
politics and green identity (Bündnis90/Die Grünen, 2015a) is a perfect example of this. Another example
would be the FDP saying that pocket money for refugees means independence and dignity (FDP, 2015a).
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This shows that human dignity is one of the FDP’s values, on which they base the decision to give refugees
pocket money. The CDU mentioning that Merkel thanks everyone who works for refugees (CDU, 2015a) is
not coded. Even though the CDU might base policy decisions on their core value of solidarity, it is not made
clear enough in this statement. This category contains several core values as subcategories. Since their
meaning is well-known, they are not discussed individually.
•

Human rights

•

Humanity

•

Solidarity

•

Equality

•

Peace

•

Freedom

•

Security

Because the standpoints of German political parties on the topics of the agreement need to be
analysed for the first predictions, all codes except ‘core values’ are used in that analysis. For the second
prediction of both hypotheses, it must be determined whether German parties agree or disagree with
the topics of the agreement. For this analysis, all codes expect ‘core values’ are used again. Lastly, to
determine whether German parties put more emphasis on their core values during the negotiations,
only the code ‘core values’ is used.

4.3.

Data

To assess the empirical congruence of the predictions, the standpoints of German political parties,
their degree of attention paid to the EU-Turkey refugee agreement’s topics and the degree of emphasis
that is put on the parties’ core values during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negations is compared
with the same aspects in a non-crisis situation. The websites of German political parties are analysed
to gain information about the parties’ standpoints in a non-crisis situation. Their Twitter feed is used
to determine their standpoints during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations. This section
explains why these data sources are the best ones to use for this research.

Website
To provide insight into the behaviour of German political parties in a non-crisis situation, the parties’
websites are analysed. Every German political party has its main standpoints listed on its website
(Bündnis 90/Die Grünen, 2019a; CDU, 2019b; CSU, 2019b; Die Linke, 2019a; FDP, 2019b; SPD, 2019a).
Even though some themes appear to be less relevant for research about the EU-Turkey refugee
agreement than others, no selection is made. It is for the qualitative content analysis to determine the
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relevance of each text. An exception to this is made for the themes of Alliance 90/The Greens. They
are much more elaborate than the those of other parties and would therefore create a data imbalance.
Thus, for Alliance 90/The Greens only the title and the summary of each topic are analysed. The parties’
websites are the best data source to use, because they show the parties’ standpoints very accurately.
Also, in contrast to press statements and party programmes, there is a large degree of consistency
between the writing styles of parties on their website. This makes the results more consistent.

Twitter
To determine the behaviour of German political parties during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement
negotiations, their Twitter feed is looked at. In order for parties to gain electoral success, they need to
promote their standpoints. Falasca’s (2017) research shows that political parties use Twitter as a
channel to do this. Therefore, the Twitter feed of political parties is a good reflection of their
standpoints. To limit the search for Tweets to those that are relevant to this research, three selection
criteria are used. First of all, a time limitation is set. After all, the goal is to find out what the parties’
standpoints were during a specific time period, namely the EU-Turkey refugee agreement
negotiations. The official negotiations started on 17 May 2015, but both the EU and Turkey were
already individually preparing before that time (Oltean & Iov, 2017). It is unknown how long this
preparation phase lasted (Ibid.). This thesis estimates the starting date of the negotiations to be on 0101-2015. The negotiations ended with the EU-Turkey Statement on 18 March 2016. However, there
are several reasons that it is important to look at the 18 months after the singing of the agreement as
well. Firstly, because ratification is an important part of the negotiations process, which takes place
after the agreement is signed (Putnam, 1988). In this phase, domestic actors can still exercise their
influence by blocking the ratification of the agreement (Ibid.). Secondly, a year after the EU-Turkey
Statement, many reviews of the first year are posted (Comisión Española de Ayuda al Refugiado, 2017;
Toygür & Benvenuti, 2017; Dodwell, 2017; Koenig & Walter-Franke, 2017). Looking at the 18 months
after the agreement was signed will allow for analysis of the response to these reviews.
In addition to the time limitation, a selection is made based on the Tweet’s relevance to the subjects
of the EU-Turkey refugee agreement. This is done by searching for Tweets using the search terms
‘Flüchtlinge’, ‘Migration’ and ‘Asyl’ (see appendix 8.1 for the translations) to find all relevant results
related to migration and ‘EU’, ‘Europäische’ and ‘Türkei’ to find all relevant results related to the
European Union and Turkey. To determine the most relevant search terms, a broad set of search terms
was constructed based on the main themes of the EU-Turkey refugee agreement. The final selection
was made by using ‘trial and error’. Different combinations of search terms were tried until no relevant
Tweets were left out.
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The third selection that is made is within the Tweets themselves. In this research, only the text of
Tweets and the text within pictures are looked at. Even though it is sometimes useful to analyse
pictures in a qualitative content analysis (Rodrigues, 2017), this is not the case for the data in this
research. Most pictures that are posted have little connection to the Tweet’s subject. Most of the
pictures the FDP posts, for example, only show the face of one of the party members (FDP, 2017b).
Therefore, the pictures are left out of the analysis. One exception is when pictures mainly contain text.
To gather as much data as possible, the text of these pictures is included in the analysis.

Alternatives
Besides the parties’ websites and Twitter feeds, there are other sources of data that were considered
for the analysis. First of all, different social media platforms were looked at. However, one of the
advantages of Twitter is that Tweets have a high information density. This makes the coding process
less time-consuming. Another advantage of Twitter over other social media platforms is its superior
search engine (Twitter, 2019). Secondly, German parliamentary questions were considered as a data
source. German political parties can submit a small request. This is a request for information to the
government on current issues. The government replies to these request in writing and the answer is
not discussed in the Bundestag (Deutscher Bundestag, 2017c). It is also possible to submit a large
request. The answer to these questions is often discussed publicly in the Bundestag, which makes it
one of the strongest tools of government control (Deutscher Bundestag, 2017d). These requests
contain a lot of information about the standpoint of the party that submits it (Deutscher Bundestag,
2017e). However, only two parties submitted any requests relating to the EU-Turkey refugee
agreement during the analysed time period (Deutscher Bundestag, 2019). The Left Party submitted 25
small requests and Alliance 90/The Greens submitted 5 of them (Ibid.). This means that they do not
provide sufficient information to answer the research question. Combining the requests with data
from Twitter is not a suitable alternative, because it would create a large data imbalance among the
parties.
One could argue that the lack of parliamentary questions provides some information as well. However,
there is a vast amount of literature about parliamentary questions, with different explanation for
variations in the number of questions that is asked (Dandoy, 2011). Therefore, drawing useful
conclusions from the lack of questions that German political parties asked would require building a
substantial theoretical framework, which is beyond the scope of this research. Thus, the websites and
Twitter feeds of German political parties are the best available source of data to answer the research
question.
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4.4.

Reflection & limitations of the research design

The case study and the directed qualitative content analysis have been chosen for their strengths, but
they also have certain potential weaknesses that need to be addressed. The main weaknesses of the
chosen research design are problems of reliability and generalisation (Kohlbacher, 2016). Usually, one
of the main problems when doing a content analysis is the inter-coder reliability (Ibid.). Often, the
amount of data is too large for one researcher to code. When coding with multiple people, it is
important to determine whether different people assign codes in a similar way (Ibid.). This problem
does not occur in this thesis, because all coding was done by the researcher. To ensure the stability of
the researcher’s coding, all codes are checked and adjusted after each coding round. Another
limitation of the chosen research design is the limited possibility for generalisation. Because a single
case study takes the complex context of a subject into account, it is difficult to generalise the findings
to a larger number of cases (Tsang, 2014). Still, Reis (2009) argues that the importance of a detailed
example should not be overlooked. Galileo only needed a single observation of a feather and a rock
falling at equal speed in a vacuum to completely change the way researchers thought about gravity
(Flyvbjerg, 2006). Of course, the single observation was later substantiated by other experiments, but
this shows the effect a single case study can have. It reveals the workings of a concept in detail, which
can later be substantiated by large-N research to generalise the findings.
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5.

Analysis

In this chapter, the empirical congruence of the predictions is assessed. Because the predictions of
both hypotheses are opposites of each other, they are analysed in pairs. Thus, chapter 5.1 starts with
the analysis of the first prediction of the first and second hypothesis. Chapter 5.2 analyses the second
prediction of both hypotheses and in chapter 5.3 the last predictions of the hypotheses are analysed.
At the end of every subchapter, a conclusion is drawn on which of the predictions is more strongly
supported by the results and how this affects the explanatory power of the hypotheses. As explained
before, the stronger the support for a prediction, the stronger the explanatory power of the
corresponding hypothesis.

5.1.

Difference in standpoints

In this section, the coded text from the websites of German parties is analysed to determine their
standpoints on the topics of the EU-Turkey refugee agreement in a non-crisis situation. At the same
time, the coded text from the Twitter feeds of German parties is analysed to determine their
standpoints during the negotiations. Then, a comparison is made between the parties’ standpoints in
a non-crisis situation and during the negotiations, in order to assess to what extent the predictions are
empirically supported. As explained in the methodological chapter, if insufficient information is
available on the non-crisis standpoint of a party, changes in its standpoint during the course of the EUTurkey refugee agreement negotiations are analysed instead.
The results are presented for each party individually, because their different standpoints must be taken
into account. For each party, a summary of the results is set out first. Then, the individual topics are
analysed. At the end, a conclusion is drawn on how the results of that party affect the predictions.
After the analysis of the individual parties, the results are combined and a conclusion is drawn on how
they affect the hypotheses. The overall results of the analysis show the strongest support for the
prediction that the standpoints of German political parties during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement
negotiations were equally far or further removed from those of the agreement than in a non-crisis
situation. Since the standpoints of German parties are used as an indicator for the collective
standpoints of all German domestic actors, these results indicate an unwillingness of German domestic
actors to make concession towards the agreement. This strengthens the explanatory power of the first
hypothesis.
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CDU
The standpoint of the CDU is the same during the negotiations as in a non-crisis situation on three
topics. On one topic, the party moves away from the agreement during the negotiations. On two other
topics, the standpoint of the CDU moves closer to the agreement. Overall, the results from the CDU
show a slightly stronger support for the prediction that the standpoints of German political parties
during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations were equally far or further removed from those
of the agreement than in a non-crisis situation. The analysis of the individual topics is presented below.
The CDU is strongly internationalist in a non-crisis situation. On its website, the party emphasises that
Germany is part of the international community by saying that German citizens can only be protected
if Germany contributes to peace and security worldwide2 (CDU, 2019c). The CDU also strongly stands
for a united Europe, for which it thinks the European Union is essential (CDU, 2019d). Therefore, the
party argues the EU should be strengthened (Ibid.). During the EU-Turkey refugee agreement
negotiations, the CDU’s standpoint is very similar. The party remains very committed to the
international community and the European Union. For many problems, a cooperative solution is
proposed (CDU, 2017a; CDU, 2017b). For example, the CDU fights for a European solution to border
protection (CDU, 2016a), a common asylum policy (CDU, 2015b) and the abolishment of roaming
charges (CDU, 2017c). It even mentions that you cannot be a good patriot if you do not support
European unification (CDU, 2016b).
In a non-crisis situation, all parties remain silent on EU-Turkey cooperation. Therefore, it is examined
whether the parties changed their opinion during the course of the EU-Turkey refugee agreement
negotiations. At first, the CDU strongly supports cooperation with Turkey. In February 2016, the party
mentions that it wants to work together to reduce illegal migration (CDU, 2016c) and that it is a great
success that all EU Member States want to speak to Turkey at the next summit (CDU, 2016d). However,
in August 2017, the CDU appears to change its opinion on EU-Turkey cooperation. It says that the party
has decided to reorient its policy towards Turkey (CDU, 2017d). On the same day, the CDU mentions
that it is not realistic to have better relations with Turkey (CDU, 2017e). Although the party says that
it changed its policy, this does not last long. Five days after its ‘policy change’, the CDU proudly
mentions its cooperation with Turkey to combat irregular migration (CDU, 2017f). Shortly after that, it
even says that the EU-Turkey refugee agreement should be used as an example for agreements with

2

The majority of texts that are analysed in this thesis are written in German. These texts were translated by the researcher. The sources
that are referred to can be consulted for the original texts.
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other countries (CDU, 2017g). This indicates that the CDU’s policy towards cooperation with Turkey
did not actually change.
Like the previous subject, all parties remain silent on Turkish accession on their websites. Thus, it is
examined whether the CDU changed its opinion during the course of the EU-Turkey refugee agreement
negotiations. There is no change in opinion when analysing the Twitter feed. From the start, the CDU
is strongly against the accession of Turkey. The party mentions in July 2016 that Turkey cannot be a
member of the European Union (CDU, 2016e). In August 2016, it also rules out visa liberalisation
between the EU and Turkey (CDU, 2016f). In 2017, the CDU mentions several times that it opposes
Turkish accession (CDU, 2017b) and it criticises the SPD for supporting accession talks with Turkey
(CDU, 2017h).
In a non-crisis situation, the CDU is in favour of life-saving measures for refugees, but does not
emphasise them (CDU, 2019e). The party pays more attention to secondary aid, specifically the
integration of migrants into the German society (CDU, 2019f). It says that integration is a key political
task and that it leads to mutual understanding and participation (Ibid.). During the EU-Turkey refugee
agreement, the party maintains this stance towards integration, mentioning that a good integration
policy is equal to a good security policy (CDU, 2016g). It goes even further by saying that language
training, psychological help (Ibid.) and job opportunities (CDU, 2017i) should be available for migrants.
Compared to the non-crisis situation, the CDU also puts more emphasis on the need to provide primary
aid to people in need (CDU, 2015c; CDU, 2017j). This means the standpoints of the CDU are closer to
the standpoints of the EU-Turkey refugee agreement during the negotiations than they are in a noncrisis situation. After all, the agreement strongly supports the provision of primary aid, psychological
support and participation in the economy (European Commission, 2015).
The CDU does not say anything about irregular migration in a non-crisis situation. However, the party
was very active on Twitter during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations. Therefore, potential
changes in the party’s opinion during the negotiation process are looked at. At the start of the
negotiations, tackling the causes of flight is an important topic for the CDU, that mentions it both in
November 2015 (CDU, 2015d) and January 2016 (CDU, 2016g). Another topic that receives
considerable attention is the difference between asylum and immigration (CDU, 2015e; CDU, 2015f).
The party underscores these differences in defence of all migrants. Therefore, at the start of the
negotiations, the CDU’s opinion is quite far removed from the standpoints of the EU-Turkey refugee
agreement, which wants to tackle the causes of flight, but is much more focussed on increasing border
protection and the return of irregular migrants (European Commission, 2015). In the second half of
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2016 and in 2017, the CDU’s standpoints resemble the agreement much more closely. The party starts
to stress the importance of protecting of the European Union’s external borders (CDU, 2016h) and it
is clear that the return of irregular migrants is the party’s new main topic. In March 2017, the CDU
even says “Ausreisepflicht durchsetzen, Abschiebungen erleichtern!“ (CDU, 2017k), which means that
the party wants to make it easier to deport migrants that came to Germany illegally.
In a non-crisis situation, the CDU is strongly in favour of resettling migrants in Germany. It mentions
that population change offers great opportunities (CDU, 2019g). It also says that diversity is an asset
to Germany (CDU, 2019e) and that it is the task of the government to clearly show the opportunities
the changing demographic brings (CDU, 2019g). During the EU-Turkey refugee agreement
negotiations, the CDU is much more negative about migrants coming to Germany. The party does not
pay attention to the advantages of migration, but instead accentuates the dangers, by arguing that
dangerous migrants should get an ankle bracelet (CDU, 2017k) and that strong action is required
against migrants that commit a sexual offense (CDU, 2017l). The party mitigates these statements
somewhat by also saying that general suspicion against foreigners should be avoided (Ibid.), but there
is still a clear difference between the party’s standpoints in a non-crisis situation and during the
negotiations.
In conclusion, the CDU’s standpoint on international cooperation is the same during the EU-Turkey
refugee agreement negotiations as in a non-crisis situation. The party’s opinion on Turkish accession
is also stable. The CDU appeared to change its opinion on EU-Turkey cooperation during the
negotiations, but since this only lasted for a very short time, it is unlikely to have actually changed.
Therefore, the results from these three topics all support the prediction of the first hypothesis. The
same counts for resettling migrants, on which the CDU’s standpoint was much further removed during
the negotiations than in a non-crisis situation. The results on helping refugees and irregular migration
show the opposite. On these topics, the CDU’s standpoint resembles the agreement more closely
during the negotiations, which supports the prediction of the second hypothesis. The overall results
for the CDU are mixed, but show slightly stronger empirical congruence for the prediction that says
that the standpoints of German political parties during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations
were equally far or further removed from those of the agreement than in a non-crisis situation. This
offers support to the first hypothesis.

CSU
The standpoint of the CSU is the same during the negotiations as in a non-crisis situation on two topics.
On all other topics, the CSU moves away from the agreement. Overall, the results from the CSU show
39

a strong support for the prediction that the standpoints of German political parties during the EUTurkey refugee agreement negotiations were equally far or further removed from those of the
agreement than in a non-crisis situation. The analysis of each of the topics is presented below.
There is very limited data available about the CSU in a non-crisis situation (CSU, 2019b). The party pays
attention to some of the subjects of the EU-Turkey refugee agreement, but not extensive enough to
get a clear view of its non-crisis standpoints. Therefore, it is examined whether the party changed its
opinion during the course of the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations on any of the topics. On
the first topic, international cooperation, the CSU has a very internationalist and pro-European opinion
at the start of the negotiations. The party promotes EU-wide measures to tackle a variety of problems,
like the abolishment of roaming charges (CSU, 2015a), a ban on cloned food products (CSU, 2015b)
and the support of refugees in war zones (CSU, 2015c). It also wants the European Union to cooperate
with the rest of the world (CSU, 2015d). At the end of 2015, this standpoint changes drastically. The
CSU starts focussing on the need to protect Germany’s borders and interests (CSU, 2015e, CSU, 2016a)
and even though the party stays committed to the European Union, it becomes much more critical of
its functioning, arguing that a policy debate is needed on how to proceed with the European Union
(CSU, 2016b). These new standpoints are far removed from those of the EU-Turkey refugee agreement.
In the beginning of 2016, the CSU repeatedly says that no concessions should be made towards Turkey
(CSU, 2016c; CSU, 2016d) and it criticises the Turkish human rights situation (CSU, 2016e). However, it
still supports the negotiations between the EU and Turkey (CSU, 2016d). In May 2016, after the EUTurkey refugee agreement was reached, the party becomes less supportive EU-Turkey cooperation. It
urges the EU to rethink its relationship with Turkey (CSU, 2016f) and it strongly opposes Turkish
election campaigns in Germany (CSU, 2016g). It even says that the EU-Turkey refugee agreement is
highly problematic (CSU, 2016h), even though it supported the negotiations earlier (CSU, 2016d).
The CSU is very consistent on the topic of Turkish accession. From the beginning, the party opposes
visa liberalisation (CSU, 2016i) and the accession of Turkey to the European Union (CSU, 2015f). In July
2016, the party even says that anyone who wants Turkey to join the European Union will destroy
Europe (CSU, 2016j). This strong and clear language is used throughout the negotiation process. In July
2017, the CSU demands a stop to the accession negotiations ‘NOW!’ (CSU, 2017a). Thus, the CSU does
not change its standpoints on Turkish accession during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations.
The standpoint of the CSU about helping migrants is also consistent throughout the negotiation
process. The party mentions several times that help should be provided to people in need (CSU,
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2017b). However, in September 2015, it says that refugees should not be given the electronic health
card (CSU, 2015g), which is needed to receive health insurance (Bundesministerium für Gesundheid,
2019). This could indicate an unwillingness to provide primary aid to refugees, but it could also mean
that the party thinks the electronic health card is not the best way to supply the aid that refugees need.
Because the CSU reconfirms its commitment to the provision of primary aid to refugees throughout
the negotiations process (CSU, 2017b), the latter is most likely the case. The CSU does not say much
on the topic of secondary aid. It only stresses the importance of migrants integrating into the German
society (CSU, 2015h), which is a standpoint that does not change in the course of the negotiations.
At the start of the negotiations, the CSU voices its concern about the misuse of the right of asylum by
economic migrants (CSU, 2015i). Another important topic for the CSU in this phase of the negotiations
is the reduction of the number of irregular migrants by protecting the external borders of the European
Union (CSU, 2015j) and by classifying more countries as a safe country of origin (CSU, 2015k). Quite
early in the negotiations, at the end of 2015, the CSU’s standpoint on border protection changes.
Instead of supporting EU border protection, the party moves away from the EU-Turkey refugee
agreement by lobbying for an increased protection of the German borders (CSU, 2015l). The CSU
maintains this standpoint throughout the rest of the negotiation process. In August 2017 it even
criticises the European Union for prohibiting the protection of national borders (CSU, 2017c). Unlike
its standpoint on border protection, the CSU’s stance on safe countries of origin and the misuse of the
asylum system by economic migrants does not change in the course of the negotiations (CSU, 2017b;
CSU, 2017d).
For the CSU, the topic of resettling migrants is dominated by the need to reduce the migratory pressure
on Germany. At the start of the negotiation process, the party’s focus is predominantly on a fairer
distribution of refugees within Germany and the European Union (CSU, 2015m; CSU, 2015n). In April
2015, the party also says that the national government should pay more attention to the number of
refugees (CSU, 2015o). However, it does not say that the number of refugees should be decreased.
This changed in September 2015, when the CSU argues that it wants to help refugees, but that they
cannot realistically be accommodated (CSU, 2015p). From then on, limiting the number of migrants
being settled in Germany is the main goal of the CSU (CSU, 2017b). The CSU’s stance towards migrants
also changes. The party puts more emphasis on the disadvantages of migration, like criminality (CSU,
2016k) and the risk of terrorist attacks (CSU, 2016l). By becoming more negative towards migrants, the
CSU moves away from the standpoints of the agreement, that wants to resettle migrants in the
European Union.
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On the topics of Turkish accession and helping migrants, the standpoints of the CSU are consistent. On
all other topics, the opinion of the CSU moves away from the agreement, especially on border
protection and international cooperation. Thus, the results from the CSU show a clear support for the
prediction that the standpoints of German political parties during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement
negotiations were equally far or further removed from those of the agreement than in a non-crisis
situation. This supports the first hypothesis.

SPD
The standpoint of the SPD is the same during the negotiations as in a non-crisis situation on one topic.
On two topics, the party moves away from the agreement during the negotiations. On three other
topics, the standpoint of the SPD moves closer to the agreement. Overall, the results from the SPD
equally support both predictions. The analysis of each individual topic is presented below.
In a non-crisis situation, the SPD is very internationally oriented. One of the themes on its website is
even called “Miteinander statt gegeneinander” (SPD, 2019b), which translates to ‘with each other
instead of against each other’. The party stresses the importance of reaching European solutions and
it condemns national unilateral measures (Ibid.). During the EU-Turkey refugee agreement
negotiations, the SPD maintains this standpoint. It still wants European solutions (SPD, 2016a) and it
even says that its opinion on European cooperation is unchanged (SPD, 2016b).
Like the CDU and CSU, the SPD does not say anything about EU-Turkey cooperation or Turkish
accession in a non-crisis situation. Therefore, possible changes in opinion during the EU-Turkey refugee
agreement negotiations are looked at. On the topic of EU-Turkey cooperation, the SPD is very
consistent. Throughout the negotiation process, the party criticises events in Turkey that do not meet
the party’s norms. In 2016, it condemns the status of Turkish democracy (SPD, 2016c) and in 2017 it
denounces the imprisonment of the German journalist Yücel and demands his release (SPD, 2017b).
Unfortunately, the SPD only mentions the topic of Turkish accession twice during the EU-Turkey
refugee agreement negotiations (SPD, 2017c; SPD, 2017d). This is not enough to make an accurate
assessment on the changes in its standpoint during the negotiations, especially since the Tweets are
both from the second half of 2017. The lack of Tweets could mean three things. Firstly, it could mean
that the SPD does not use Twitter as a means to express its opinion. As can be seen from the numerous
Tweets on the other topics of the agreement, this is not the case. Secondly, it could mean that the
party does not have a strong enough opinion on the topic for it to be worth expressing. This could be
true, but the SPD’s strong criticism on Turkish domestic policy makes it unlikely that it would not have
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an opinion on Turkish accession. Lastly, the SPD could avoid talking about Turkish accession, because
it does not want to draw attention to the topic. A Tweet from the CDU suggests this might be the case.
The CDU says that the SPD campaigned for Turkish accession for years, but that it now opposes it (CDU,
2017m). The SPD could be afraid of losing votes if the public finds out about its sudden change of
opinion. If the CDU’s statement is correct, this would mean that the SPD drastically moved away from
the standpoints of the EU-Turkey refugee agreement. However, it must be taken into account that the
CDU might have exaggerated the change in the SPD’s opinion to make the party look inconsistent.
In a non-crisis situation, the SPD is focussed on the provision of primary aid to people in need. It says
that it takes responsibility for people fleeing from war, terror and persecution (SPD, 2019b). The party
does not mention that it wants to offer any secondary aid. During the EU-Turkey refugee agreement
negotiations, the party still supports the protection of those who flee (SPD, 2015a). However, the focus
of the SPD lies predominantly on the provision of secondary aid. The party wants to provide good
integration (SPD, 2015b), job opportunities (SPD, 2015c), language courses (Ibid.), better healthcare
(SPD, 2017e) and the possibility for civic engagement (Ibid.). By supporting the provision of a wide
range of secondary aid, the standpoint of the SPD is closer to the EU-Turkey refugee agreement during
the negotiations than in a non-crisis situation. After all, secondary aid is strongly featured in the
agreement (European Commission, 2015).
When in a non-crisis situation, the SPD says that it is important to protect the external borders of the
European Union and that the border protection agency Frontex should become a powerful border
police force (SPD, 2019b). At the same time, the party wants to combat the causes of flight for refugees
and it emphasises that people without the right to stay in the EU should leave (Ibid.). These standpoints
are very similar to the standpoints of the EU-Turkey refugee agreement. During the negotiations, these
standpoints remain largely the same. The SPD still wants to protect the external borders of the
European Union (SPD, 2016b), combat the causes of flight (SPD, 2017f) and send back illegal migrants
(Ibid). Additionally, it wants to offer refugees legal ways to enter the European Union (Ibid.), which is
exactly what the EU-Turkey refugee agreement does. Thus, the SPD’s standpoint on this topic is slightly
closer to the agreement during the negotiations than it is in a non-crisis situation.
In a non-crisis situation, the SPD is very supportive of migration, arguing that we need male and female
workers from abroad to be able to live in prosperity in the future (SPD, 2019b). Almost identical
statements about the need for migrant workers are made during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement
negotiations. The party Tweets that migration is a part of Germany’s history (SPD, 2017g) and that
migrants are necessary (SPD, 2015b). While emphasising the need for migrants in Germany, the party
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also repeatedly mentions that a fairer distribution of migrants within the EU is required (SPD, 2017c;
SPD, 2017d). Since the agreement improves the fairness of the distribution of migrants across the
European Union, the SPD’s shift in attention towards this topics indicates that its opinion moved
towards the agreement during the negotiations.
In conclusion, the standpoint of the SPD on international cooperation is the same during the EU-Turkey
refugee agreement negotiations as in a non-crisis situation. The party is also consistent on its stance
towards cooperation between the EU and Turkey. These results support the prediction of the first
hypothesis. Furthermore, there is a reasonable chance that the party’s standpoint on Turkish accession
drastically moved away from the agreement, which strengthens the support for the prediction that
the standpoints of German political parties during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations were
equally far or further removed from those of the agreement than in a non-crisis situation. However,
the results from the other topics indicate a strong empirical congruence of the prediction of the other
hypothesis, which states that the standpoints of German political parties during the EU-Turkey refugee
agreement negotiations were closer to those of the agreement than in a non-crisis situation. This is
the case for helping migrants, irregular migration and resettling migrants. Thus, the overall results
support both hypotheses equally.

The Left Party
The standpoint of the Left Party is the same during the negotiations as in a non-crisis situation on
almost all topics. The only exception is Turkish accession, on which the party moves away from the
agreement. Overall, these results strongly support the prediction that the standpoints of German
political parties during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations were equally far or further
removed from those of the agreement than in a non-crisis situation than for the other prediction. The
individual analysis of the topics is presented below.
In a non-crisis situation, the Left Party is critical of the current status of the European Union (Die Linke,
2019b), which could indicate an unwillingness to cooperate internationally. However, the party mainly
criticises the EU’s lack of democracy, its social policy and its dependence on the financial markets
(Ibid.). This does not suggest that the Left Party opposes the international cooperation that the
European Union brings. Furthermore, it mentions that industrialized countries should work together
to combat inequality around the world (Die Linke, 2019c). Therefore, the Left Party is most likely an
internationalist party that is critical of the issues that the current international cooperation is focussed
on. During the EU-Turkey refugee agreement, this standpoint remains the same. The party still
criticises the current focus of international cooperation (Die Linke, 2015a; Die Linke, 2015b), but it
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wants to use this cooperation to try to change this. This is very clear when the party is trying to stop
TTIP (Die Linke, 2015b), a trade agreement between the United States and the EU (Rijksoverheid,
2019). On the one hand, the party tries to change policy that would increase international cooperation,
but on the other hand, it does this through cooperation with other EU countries (Die Linke, 2015b).
Because there is no data available about the Left Party’s standpoint on EU-Turkey cooperation in a
non-crisis situation, changes in its standpoints during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations
are looked at. At the start of the negotiations, the Left Party pays attention to the worsening situation
in Turkey (Die Linke, 2016a) and shows its support for groups that are being oppressed by Erdogan (Die
Linke, 2016b; Die Linke, 2016c). Later in the negotiation process, the party’s standpoint against Turkey
becomes stronger. In May 2017, it wants to withdraw Germany’s armed forces from Turkey and end
arms deliveries to the country (Die Linke, 2017a). In September 2017, the Left Party even directly
addresses the government to ask for policy changes (Die Linke, 2017b). Thus, during the negotiations,
the Left Party’s standpoint on EU-Turkey cooperation moves further away from the EU-Turkey refugee
agreement.
There is little information available about the opinion of the Left Party about Turkish accession (Die
Linke, 2017c; Die Linke, 2017d). In 2016, the party says that the accession talks with Turkey should be
aborted (Die Linke, 2016d). In 2017, the party reconfirms this by criticising the government for
continuing the talks about Turkish accession (Die Linke, 2017e). This suggests that the standpoint of
the Left Party is stable throughout the negotiation process. This assumption is strengthened by the
party’s strong criticism towards the situation in Turkey. However, there is not enough data available
to establish this with a large degree of certainty.
On their website, the Left Party pays particular attention to the provision of secondary aid to refugees.
It criticises the government on the lack of good integration policy (Die Linke, 2019c) and it argues that
refugees should have the right to social, cultural and democratic participation in Germany (Ibid.). The
party does not mention that it wants to provide primary aid to refugees, but it is reasonable to expect
that a party that wants to provide secondary aid to refugees also wants to save their lives. During the
EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations, the standpoint of the Left Party towards helping refugees
remains the same. It wants to protect refugees (Die Linke, 2015c), but it also goes beyond just saving
their lives by arguing for economic protection (Die Linke, 2015d) and social inclusion (Die Linke, 2016e).
Thus, the party’s standpoint on helping migrants is the same during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement
negotiations as in a non-crisis situation.
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In a non-crisis situation, the Left Party speaks strongly against the closing of national or European
borders, arguing that we should help refugees instead of blocking their escape routes (Die Linke,
2019b). The party also argues that Germany should focus on making sure that people do not need to
migrate, by removing the causes of flight (Ibid.). During the negotiations, the party solidifies its stance
towards irregular migration. Like in a non-crisis situation, it is still against closing borders (Die Linke,
2016f; Die Linke, 2017f) and in favour of fighting the causes of flight (Die Linke, 2017g), but its
standpoint got even stronger. This can be seen by the frequent use of exclamation marks in its Tweets.
There is no information on the opinion of the Left Party in a non-crisis situation for the last topic.
Therefore, the potential change of the party’s standpoint during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement
negotiations is looked at. During the first year of the negotiation process, the standpoint of the Left
Party remains the same. It strongly accentuates the advantages of migration for Germany (Die Linke,
2015e). The party pays particular attention to the economic advantages that migrants have (Die Linke,
2015f) and it disproves their rumoured economic disadvantages (Die Linke, 2015g). After the first year,
the Left Party completely shifts its attention to the number of migrants arriving in Germany. Other
parties propose an upper limit of refugees to take in, but the Left Party attacks these propositions (Die
Linke, 2016g; Die Linke, 2017h). Even though its attention shifted to different topics, it is unlikely that
the party’s opinion changed in a substantive way, because both at the start and the end of the
negotiations, it supports the arrival of migrants in Germany.
The standpoint of the Left Party on international cooperation is the same during the negotiations as in
a non-crisis situation. Its standpoint on EU-Turkey cooperation and helping migrants is consistent as
well. These results support the prediction of the first hypothesis. The results from irregular migration,
a topic on which the party solidified its standpoint, provide further support for the prediction that the
standpoints of German political parties during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations were
equally far or further removed from those of the agreement than in a non-crisis situation. This
prediction is also supported by the topic of Turkish accession, on which the Left Party moved its
standpoint away from the agreement. Lastly, the attention of the party on resettling migrants changed
to different subtopics, but it is unlikely that this means that the party changed its substantive
standpoint. Overall, the results of the Left Party strongly support the prediction that the standpoints
of German political parties during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations were equally far or
further removed from those of the agreement than in a non-crisis situation. This strengthens the
explanatory power of the first hypothesis.
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Alliance 90/The Greens
The standpoint of Alliance 90/The Greens is the same during the negotiations as in a non-crisis situation
on three topics. On one topic, the party moves away from the agreement during the negotiations. On
one other topic, the standpoint of the Alliance 90/The Greens moves closer to the agreement. Lastly,
the results from the topic of resettling migrants are inconclusive. Overall, the results from Alliance
90/The Greens strongly support the prediction that the standpoints of German political parties during
the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations were equally far or further removed from those of the
agreement than in a non-crisis situation than for the other prediction. The analysis of each of the topics
is presented below.
In a non-crisis situation, Alliance 90/The Greens is extremely internationalist. It argues that Germany
has a responsibility to work with countries across the world to ensure human rights, peace and global
justice (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen, 2019b). According to the party, international cooperation is the only
way that the world can become sustainable and peaceful (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen, 2019c). One of the
ways it thinks this international cooperation can be accomplished is through the European Union
(Ibid.). During the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations, the standpoint of Alliance 90/The
Greens remains the same. It still thinks that international cooperation is the way to ensure a peaceful
world (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen, 2017a). Also, the party is still strongly in favour of the European Union,
as witnessed by its criticism of parties that attack the EU (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen, 2017b) and its focus
on the ways that the European Union improves the world (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen, 2016a; Bündnis
90/Die Grünen, 2017c).
Throughout the negotiation process of the EU-Turkey refugee agreement, the standpoint of Alliance
90/The Greens on the topic of EU-Turkey cooperation remains the same. On the one hand, it criticises
the events in Turkey that do not correlate with Germany’s values (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen, 2016b;
Bündnis 90/Die Grünen, 2017d). On the other hand, it wants to keep the dialogue between the EU and
Turkey going (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen, 2017e). It even supports German politicians traveling to Turkey
to facilitate this dialogue (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen, 2015b; Bündnis 90/Die Grünen, 2017d).
Alliance 90/The Greens’ standpoint is less consistent throughout the negotiation process when it
comes to Turkish accession. At first, the party strongly opposes Turkish accession to the European
Union, saying that a country that wants to introduce the death penalty cannot be a Member State
(Bündnis 90/Die Grünen, 2016c). Later, it reconfirms this standpoint by stating that Turkey could
become a member of the EU, but not with the current state of its democracy (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen,
2017f). However, at the end of the negotiations, Alliance 90/The Greens says that it would benefit
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Erdogan if the EU accession talks are terminated (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen, 2017g), implying that the
European Union should continue the talks. The party thereby moves its standpoint closer to the EUTurkey refugee agreement, in which Turkish accession is one of the main subjects.
In a non-crisis situation, Alliance 90/The Greens promotes itself as ‘the integration party’ (Bündnis
90/Die Grünen, 2019d). It believes in helping refugees by protecting their rights, providing language
courses and making refugees a real part of society (Ibid.). Like the Left Party, Alliance 90/The Greens
does not speak about providing primary aid, but again it is reasonable to assume that a party that
wants to provide secondary aid to refugees also wants to save their lives. During the EU-Turkey refugee
agreement negotiations, the party sticks with its non-crisis standpoints. It wants to save refugees from
drowning at sea (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen, 2015c) and attacks the government for not providing
language courses (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen, 2017h). Furthermore, it is the only party that clearly states
that family reunification is a vital part of integration (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen, 2016d) that increases
the chances of success (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen, 2017h). Therefore, it stays true to its statement about
being ‘the integration party’.
Even though Alliance 90/The Greens does not say much about irregular migration in a non-crisis
situation, it is clear that the party firmly opposes border protection (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen, 2019b).
It also speaks in favour of reducing the causes of flight for refugees (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen, 2019e).
These standpoints remain largely the same during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations
(Bündnis 90/Die Grünen, 2015c; Bündnis 90/Die Grünen, 2016e), but they are slightly strengthened,
as witnessed by the frequent use of exclamation marks. Therefore, Alliance 90/The Greens’
standpoints during the negotiations corresponds less with the agreement, in which border protection
plays an important role, than in a non-crisis situation.
On the last topic, the resettling of migrants, Alliance 90/The Greens takes a clear position in defence
of migrants coming to Germany. It emphasises the advantages of migration for the German society
(Bündnis 90/Die Grünen, 2019f) and economy (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen, 2019g). It even says that
Germany is dependent on them (Ibid.). Strangely, the party barely mentions the same topics during
the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations. It completely shifts its attention to the number of
migrants coming to Germany, arguing against an upper limit of refugees in Germany (Bündnis 90/Die
Grünen, 2016e). It also strongly supports family reunification, which would bring more migrants to
Germany (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen, 2016f). Just like the Left Party, Alliance 90/The Greens shifts its
attention to different topics, but it still defends the resettling of migrants in Germany in a non-crisis
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situation as well as during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations. Therefore, it is unlikely that
its opinion changed substantively.
Alliance 90/The Greens’ opinion on EU-Turkey cooperation remained the same throughout the
negotiation process. The party’s opinion was also stable on international cooperation and helping
migrants. These results support the prediction of the first hypothesis. Additionally, Alliance 90/The
Greens’ standpoint on irregular migration moved away from the agreement, which supports that
prediction even more. The only result that supports the rivalling prediction is that of Turkish accession,
on which the party moves towards the agreement. Lastly, a shift in attention on resettling migrants
was found, but it is unlikely that this means that the party’s standpoint changed substantively. Overall,
the results indicate a high empirical congruence of the prediction that says that the standpoints of
German political parties during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations were equally far or
further removed from those of the agreement than in a non-crisis situation. This offers strong support
for the first hypothesis.

FDP
The standpoint of the FDP is the same during the negotiations as in a non-crisis situation on three
topics. On all other topics, the party moves away from the agreement during the negotiations. Overall,
the results from the FDP show a much stronger support for the prediction that the standpoints of
German political parties during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations were equally far or
further removed from those of the agreement than in a non-crisis situation than for the other
prediction. The analysis of the individual topics is presented below.
The FDP is extremely internationalist in a non-crisis situation. It emphasises the opportunities of
globalisation and argues that the challenges of globalisation can only be overcome by working together
on global solutions (FDP, 2019c). The party also strongly support the European Union and the euro,
calling it a prerequisite for growth and prosperity in Europe (FDP, 2019d). Furthermore, it wants to
work together internationally on a wide variety of subjects, like data protection, energy policy, refugee
and migration policy, counter-terrorism and climate change (FDP, 2019e; FDP, 2019f). It is therefore
unsurprising that the FDP condemns protectionist tendencies because they jeopardise economic
freedom and peace around the world (FDP, 2019g). During the EU-Turkey refugee agreement
negotiations, the party’s standpoint on international cooperation is different. It still says opposes
national egoism (FDP, 2015b) and supports international cooperation (FDP, 2016a), but it also says that
Germany should return to adhering to the Dublin-III agreement (FDP, 2016b), which is a very individual
way of dealing with the refugee problem (Europa Nu, 2017). Also, the party strictly rejects paying extra
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money to the EU for deeper European integration (FDP, 2017c; WELT, 2017). Therefore, the opinion of
the FDP during the negotiations is less internationalist than in a non-crisis situation, which moves its
standpoint away from the EU-Turkey refugee agreement.
During the course of the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations, the FDP became more critical of
EU-Turkey cooperation, thereby moving away from the agreement. At the start of the negotiations,
the party is critical of Turkey, but it supports cooperation between the EU and Turkey to save the lives
of refugees (FDP, 2015c). However, at the end of the negotiations, it does not deem any cooperation
with Turkey realistic. (FDP, 2017d). Additionally, the more the negotiations progress, the more the FDP
wants to take concrete steps to stop EU-Turkey cooperation. It wants to withdraw German soldiers
from the country (FDP, 2017e) and it even argues that Turkey should be removed from NATO (FDP,
2017d).
The standpoint of the FDP about Turkish accession remains the same throughout the EU-Turkey
refugee agreement negotiations. From the start, the party is strongly against the accession of Turkey
to the European Union. In 2015 and 2016, the reason for its opposition of Turkish accession is the
status of democracy in Turkey (FDP, 2015d; FDP, 2016c). In 2017, the party argues that the values of
Turkey are too far apart from those of the European Union for Turkey to become a Member State (FDP,
2017f).
In a non-crisis situation, the FDP speaks strongly in favour of providing humanitarian aid to people in
need (FDP, 2019a). It also mentions that all refugees should be given access to the German labour
market (Ibid.) and that language courses should be provided (FDP, 2019h). This standpoints remains
the same during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations. The FDP still wants to provide primary
aid to refugees (FDP, 2017g) and it criticises the government for providing too little medical care (FDP,
2015e). The party also maintains its position on secondary aid, focussing on granting refugees access
to the German labour market (FDP, 2015f; FDP, 2017h) and teaching them the German language (FDP,
2015g).
In a non-crisis situation, the reduction of irregular migration is important for the FDP. The party says
that the unregulated influx of people must be limited (FDP, 2019h) and that refugees should return to
their homeland as soon as the reasons for their flight have passed (FDP, 2019g). It also mentions that
the tackling of the causes of flight for refugees is an important foreign policy objective (FDP, 2019i).
The FDP does not mention it stance towards the closing of the German or European borders, but since
the party is very internationally oriented, it is reasonable to assume that it wants to keep Germany’s
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borders open. Additionally, since the reduction of the influx of refugees is an important point on the
party’s agenda, it is likely that it is in favour of strengthening the external border of the European
Union. If these assumptions are correct, the FDP’s opinion in a non-crisis situation highly correlates
with its opinion during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations. During the negotiations, the
party says that closing the German borders would be a disaster for the German economy (FDP, 2016d)
and that the external borders of the European Union should be protected (FDP, 2017i). The party’s
standpoints on sending refugees (FDP, 2016e) and combatting the causes of flight (FDP, 2015h) also
remain unchanged.
In a non-crisis situation, the FDP emphasises the advantages of migration for Germany (FDP, 2019j). It
says that Germany has been a country of immigration for years and that migrants contribute to society
in many ways (FDP, 2019h). However, the party also mentions that migration should be controlled and
that the arrival of too many migrants poses challenges for Germany (Ibid.). The FDP’s standpoint on
resettling migrants is different during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations. It does not pay
attention to the advantages of migration anymore (FDP, 2017b; FDP, 2017j), but instead emphasises
the need for a fairer distribution of refugees among Member States (FDP, 2015i; FDP, 2016f). This
results in a much more negative tone towards refugees. Therefore, the FDP’s standpoint is further
away from the agreement during the negotiations than it is in a non-crisis situation.
In conclusion, the standpoint of the FDP is stable on Turkish accession and helping migrants. This is
also the case for irregular migration, if the assumption that the party wants to protect the external
border of the European Union is correct. The party’s standpoint moves away from the agreement on
all other topics. Therefore, the results of the FDP clearly show a strong empirical congruence of the
prediction that the standpoints of German political parties during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement
negotiations were equally far or further removed from those of the agreement than in a non-crisis
situation. This supports the first hypothesis.

Conclusion
The CDU and the Left Party show mixed results on the empirical congruence of the predictions. Both
parties move towards the standpoints of the EU-Turkey refugee agreement on several topics, all of
which are about migration. The CDU still shows slightly more support for the prediction of the first
hypothesis, but the SPD’s results support both predictions equally. Unlike the results of the CDU and
SPD, the outcome of all other parties indicates a strong support for the prediction that the standpoints
of German political parties during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations were equally far or
further removed from those of the agreement than in a non-crisis situation. This suggests that parties
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were unwilling to make concessions towards the EU-Turkey refugee agreement, which strongly
supports the hypothesis that states that the high stakes of the EU-Turkey refugee negotiations caused
German domestic actors to be less willing to make concessions towards the negotiation subjects,
making it more difficult to successfully conclude the negotiations by decreasing the German win-set.

5.2.

Attention to the agreement’s topics

The second prediction of the first hypothesis says that during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement
negotiations, German political parties paid less attention to the agreement’s topics on which they
agree and more attention to the topics on which they do not agree than they did in a non-crisis
situation. The prediction of the second hypothesis states the exact opposite. In order to assess which
of these predictions is most strongly supported by the data, two things need to be analysed. First, it
must be determined on what topics each party agrees or disagrees with the agreement. This is done
by comparing the coded text from the parties’ Twitter feeds with the EU-Turkey refugee agreement.
Because the topics of the agreement have been extensively discussed in chapter 3.3 and because the
standpoints of the agreement received considerable attention in the previous section, the topics on
which the parties agree or disagree are only briefly touched upon. The second part of the analysis uses
the frequency of the codes from the websites of German political parties to determine how much
attention the parties paid to the topics of the EU-Turkey refugee agreement in a non-crisis situation.
At the same time, the code frequency from the parties’ Twitter feeds is analysed to determine how
much attention they paid to the topics of the agreement during the negotiations. A comparison is then
made between the attention that is paid in a non-crisis situation and during the negotiations. This is
done for the topics on which the parties agree and on which they disagree. As mentioned in the
methodological chapter, the relative code frequencies are used to draw conclusions, since they are
less affected by external factors.
The results most strongly support the prediction of the first hypothesis, which states that German
political parties paid less attention to the agreement’s topics on which they agree and more attention
to the topics on which they do not agree than they did in a non-crisis situation. The results of the
analysis are first presented for each party individually, because every party agrees or disagrees with
the agreement on different topics. Then, the data of all German parties is combined to strengthen the
individual conclusions. At the end of this section, a conclusion is drawn on the extent to which the
predictions are supported by the findings and how this affects the explanatory power of the
hypotheses.
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CDU
Like the agreement, the CDU supports international cooperation, EU-Turkey cooperation, the provision
of primary and secondary aid to migrants and a fairer distribution of migrants across Europe. It also
agrees with the agreement’s standpoints on irregular migration, combatting the causes of flight and
border protection. However, unlike the agreement, the CDU is critical of the situation in Turkey and it
opposes Turkish accession to the EU. The party also frequently emphasises the disadvantages of
migration, which does not correspond with the agreement. Furthermore, unlike the agreement, it
wants to reduce the number of legal migrants coming to Germany.
The second column of table 5.1 summarises the standpoints of the CDU in relation to the agreement.
Furthermore, the third column shows the absolute number of codes devoted to each topic in a noncrisis situation. The number of words that is used for these codes is presented in the fourth column.
The next two columns show how these absolute numbers relate to the total number of codes and
words of the CDU in a non-crisis situation. These relative numbers indicate how much attention a topic
received in relation to the other topics of the agreement. Column seven to ten are similar to column
three to six, but instead show what the party paid attention to during the EU-Turkey refugee
agreement negotiations. The tables of other parties are presented in the same way.

Table 5.1: Overview of the absolute and relative length and number of codes by the CDU.

Several notable results are found in table 5.1. First of all, it is surprising that the CDU is much more
active on Twitter during the negotiations on both subtopics of EU-Turkey cooperation, even though it
agrees with one of them and disagrees with the other. Just as striking are the results on Turkish
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accession; the CDU disagrees with the agreement on both topics, but only one of them shows a
substantial change in attention that is paid to them. The results on the other topics are also quite
varied, even though there seems to be a consistent rise in attention to the topics that the party
disagrees with, except for the (dis)advantages of migration. An extreme drop in attention to this topic
can be seen during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations. No consistency is detected for the
topics on which the party agrees. Three of them are given considerably more attention during the
negotiations, but five of them receive less attention. For two of those, primary and secondary aid, the
drop in attention is substantial. Overall, both predictions find some support in the data. The results
were similar to such an extent that there is no reason to believe that they support one prediction more
than the other.

CSU
The CSU agrees with the EU-Turkey refugee agreement on providing primary aid to refugees, reducing
the number of irregular migrants, fighting the causes of flight and a fairer distribution of refugees
across the EU. However, it disagrees on all other topics. Even though it initially supports international
cooperation, the overall stance of the party during the negotiations is much more isolationist than the
agreement is. An overview of the CSU’s standpoints in relation to the agreement can be found in table
5.2.

Table 5.2: Overview of the absolute and relative length and number of codes by the CSU.

Table 5.2 also presents an overview of the length and number of codes for the CSU on each topic. The
results in this table show that the CSU does not pay much attention to the topics of the EU-Turkey
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refugee agreement in a non-crisis situation. Only international cooperation and the distribution of
migrants receive any attention. Because there are so few codes in a non-crisis situation, the relative
attention that is paid to these two topics is very high. Since both of them receive a lot of attention, it
is striking that the CSU agrees on one of them, but disagrees on the other. Therefore, these results do
not support either of the predictions so far.
Since the CSU did not pay attention to any of the other topics in a non-crisis situation, all of them
receive more attention during the negotiations. This counts for topics that the CSU agrees with and
disagrees with, but the latter increase substantially more than the former. 71% of the number of codes
and 72% of the coded words are on topics that the party disagrees with. Since there are eight of these
topics, this equates to an increase of almost nine percentage points per topic. The topics that the party
agrees with cover 12% of the codes and 9% of the coded words, divided amongst three topics. Thus,
attention to each topic increased by less than four percentage points. In conclusion, the overall results
are affected by the fact that the CSU did not provide much information about its standpoints in a noncrisis situation. Still, it is clear that during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations, the party
paid considerably more attention to topics it disagrees with than to topics it agrees with. Therefore,
the results from the CSU support the prediction that German political parties paid less attention to the
agreement’s topics on which they agree and more attention to the topics on which they do not agree
than they did in a non-crisis situation. This supports the first hypothesis.

SPD
Like the agreement, the CDU supports international cooperation and cooperation between the EU and
Turkey. It also agrees with the EU-Turkey refugee agreement on all subtopics of helping migrants,
irregular migration and resettling migrants. The party only disagrees on the accession of Turkey to the
European Union and on its stance towards Turkey, because the SPD is much more negative about
Turkey than the agreement is. An overview of the SPD’s standpoints in relation to the agreement can
be found in table 5.3.
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Table 5.3: Overview of the absolute and relative length and number of codes by the SPD.

When looking at the relative frequency of the SPD’s codes, that can be found in table 5.3, the results
of the topics on which the party disagrees are consistent. No attention was paid to any of those
subjects in a non-crisis situation, but during the negotiations they both received some attention. The
accession of Turkey even became one of the most talked-about topics of the SPD during the
negotiations. Therefore, the data suggests that the topics on which the party did not agree received
more attention during the negotiations than in a non-crisis situation, providing support to the
prediction of the first hypothesis. The results on the topics on which the party agrees are more varied.
The SPD’s attention increased on four of them and decreased on six others. Because the decrease in
attention is slightly stronger than the increase, these results moderately support the prediction of the
first hypothesis. Overall, the first hypothesis is most strongly supported by the results from the SPD.

The Left Party
The Left Party disagrees with the EU-Turkey agreement on all subtopics of EU-Turkey cooperation and
on Turkish accession. It also disagrees on border protection and irregular migration. However, like the
agreement, the Left Party supports international cooperation, the provision of aid to refugees and
removing the causes of flight. Furthermore, the party does not mind taking in regular migrants and it
accentuates the advantages of migration, which corresponds with the agreement. Unfortunately, the
party does not mention anything about visa liberalisation or the distribution of migrants across Europe.
Therefore, they are not taken into account in this analysis. Table 5.4 summarises the standpoints of
the Left Party in relation to the agreement. It also shows the absolute and relative length and number
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of codes of the Left Party in a non-crisis situation and during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement
negotiations.

Table 5.4: Overview of the absolute and relative length and number of codes by the Left Party.

Some interesting results are found in table 5.4. First of all, the party pays considerably more attention
to the topics of EU-Turkey cooperation, Turkish accession and irregular migration during the
negotiations than in a non-crisis situation. At the same time, the protection of the EU borders receives
less attention. Taken together, these results moderately support the prediction of the first hypothesis,
since the party disagrees on all of them. The results of the topics on which the party agrees are very
mixed. An increase in attention can be seen on four of them, while a decrease in attention is found for
three topics. This seems to favour the prediction of the second hypothesis. However, the decrease in
attention is much stronger than the increase, especially when it comes to international cooperation.
Therefore, the overall results slightly favour the prediction that during the EU-Turkey refugee
agreement negotiations, German political parties paid less attention to the agreement’s topics on
which they agree and more attention to the topics on which they do not agree than they did in a noncrisis situation. This supports the first hypothesis.

Alliance 90/The Greens
Like the EU-Turkey refugee agreement, Alliance 90/The Greens supports international cooperation,
EU-Turkey cooperation and combatting the causes of flight for refugees. It also agrees with the
standpoints of the agreement on all subtopics of helping and resettling migrants. The party partially
supports accession talks with Turkey, but because it rejects Turkey’s actual accession, its opinion does
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not correspond with that of the agreement. It also differs in opinion on its stance towards Turkey, on
irregular migration and on border protection. An overview of the standpoints of Alliance 90/The
Greens in relation to the agreement can be found in table 5.5. It also shows the absolute and relative
length and number of codes of Alliance 90/The Greens.

Table 5.5: Overview of the absolute and relative length and number of codes by Alliance 90/The Greens.

When looking at table 5.5, it is clear that during the negotiations, Alliance 90/The Greens paid more
attention to the topics on which it does not agree than in a non-crisis situation. The party pays
considerably more attention to its stance towards Turkey and irregular migration and Turkish accession
both receive slightly more attention. The only topic that receives less attention is border protection.
However, even though the topic is coded fewer times, the relative number of words devoted to it is
the same. Therefore, the results from the topics on which the party disagrees are strongly in favour of
the prediction of the first hypothesis. On the other topics, a big drop in attention can be seen in
international cooperation and the (dis)advantages of migration. In a non-crisis situation, 73% of the
number of codes and the amount of coded text are about these topics. During the negotiations,
however, the (dis)advantages of migration are not talked about anymore and the attention that is paid
to international cooperation drops to 20%. The causes of flight also receive slightly less attention. At
the same time, there are various subjects that the party discusses more frequently, like EU-Turkey
cooperation, primary aid and the number and distribution of migrants. However, the increase of
attention paid to those topics is much less significant. Therefore, these results slightly support the
prediction of the first hypothesis. Thus, the predication that German political parties paid less attention
to the agreement’s topics on which they agree and more attention to the topics on which they do not
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agree than they did in a non-crisis situation is more strongly supported by the data than the rivalling
prediction. This supports the first hypothesis.

FDP
The FDP agrees with the EU-Turkey refugee agreement on all subtopics of international cooperation,
helping migrants and irregular migration. It also sympathises with the agreement on a fairer
distribution of migrants. It disagrees on the number of migrants, the (dis)advantages of migration and
on all topics about Turkey. A summary of the FDP’s standpoints in relation to the agreement are
presented in table 5.6. This table also shows the absolute and relative length and number of codes of
the FDP in a non-crisis situation and during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations.

Table 5.6: Overview of the absolute and relative length and number of codes by the FDP.

From the topics that the party agrees with, the attention that is paid to international cooperation
changes the most. The relative attention that this topic receives drops approximately 30 percentage
points during the negotiations. Other subjects, like primary aid, irregular migrants and the causes of
flight decrease as well, but much less significantly. On the other hand, border protection and the
distribution of migrants receive slightly more attention. These results speak in favour of the prediction
of the prediction of the first hypothesis. All topics regarding Turkey, on which the party disagrees,
receive considerably more attention during the negotiations than in a non-crisis situation. In total, the
relative number of codes increased by 44 percentage points and the relative number of coded words
increased by 47 percentage points. This speaks strongly in favour of the prediction of the first
hypothesis. However, these results are somewhat mitigated by the fact that two topics that the party
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disagreed with received less attention, with a total decrease of almost 15 percentage points. Overall,
the results support the prediction that says that during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations,
German political parties paid less attention to the agreement’s topics on which they agree and more
attention to the topics on which they do not agree than they did in a non-crisis situation. This
strengthens the first hypothesis.

All parties
In total, there are 43 topics on which German political parties agree with the EU-Turkey refugee
agreement. The relative number of times these topics are coded is considerably lower during the
negotiations than in a non-crisis situation. A total drop of 127 percentage points3 is found, which comes
down to 2.95 percentage points per topic. On average, this means that if 10 percent of all codes from
a party were about a certain topic in a non-crisis situation, this decreased to 7.05 percent during the
negotiations. Similar results are found for the number of words that are devoted to the topics on which
the parties agree. During the negotiations, the relative number of words devoted to these topics
decreased by 113 percentage points. This equals to a drop of 2.63 percentage points per topic.
The numbers above show a decrease in attention that is paid to topics on which the party agrees in
relation to the total attention that is paid to all topics of the agreement. This means that the results
for the other topics are, by definition, their direct opposites. Thus, the relative number of times parties
talked about topics on which they disagree with the EU-Turkey refugee agreement increased by 127
percentage points during the negotiations. At the same time, the relative number of words devoted to
these topics is 113 percentage points higher during the negotiations than in a non-crisis situation. Since
there are 31 topics on which the parties disagree, this comes down to respectively 4.10 and 3.65
percentage points per topic.
These results clearly indicate a strong empirical congruence for the prediction that German political
parties paid less attention to the agreement’s topics on which they agree and more attention to the
topics on which they do not agree than they did in a non-crisis situation. The rivalling prediction is not
backed up by the data. Thus, these results strongly support the first hypothesis, which states that the
high stakes of the EU-Turkey refugee negotiations caused German domestic actors to be less willing to
make concessions towards the negotiation subjects, making it more difficult to successfully conclude
the negotiations by decreasing the German win-set.

3

The cumulative percentages in this chapter may slightly vary from the results shown in tables 5.1 to 5.6, due to rounding differences.
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Conclusion
Each of the parties showed some empirical congruence for both predictions. The outcome of the
analysis for the CDU even showed equal support for the prediction of the first and second hypothesis.
However, when combining the individual conclusions from all parties, a clear trend is visible. The
overall results of the Left Party and Alliance 90/The Greens show that the prediction of the first
hypothesis has slightly more empirical congruence than the prediction of the second hypothesis. The
outcome of the analysis for the CSU, SPD and FDP show even stronger support in favour of the
prediction of the first hypothesis. Furthermore, when looking at the combined results from all parties,
the results strongly show that during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations, German political
parties paid less attention to the agreement’s topics on which they agree and more attention to the
topics on which they do not agree than they did in a non-crisis situation. This suggests that parties
focussed on the topics of the agreement that they wanted to change, which indicates that they were
not willing to make concession towards the agreement. This supports the first hypothesis, which states
that the high stakes of the EU-Turkey refugee negotiations caused German domestic actors to be less
willing to make concessions towards the negotiation subjects, making it more difficult to successfully
conclude the negotiations by decreasing the German win-set.

5.3.

Emphasis on core values

The third prediction belonging to the first hypothesis states that German political parties put more
emphasis on their core values during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations than they did in
a non-crisis situation. The rivalling prediction of the second hypothesis says the exact opposite. In order
to assess which of the predictions finds the strongest support in the data, a comparison is made
between the relative length and number of times ‘core values’ are coded in a non-crisis situation and
during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations. For the former, the codes from the websites of
German parties are used. The latter uses the codes from their Twitter feeds. Like in the previous
section, the relative code frequencies are used to draw conclusions, since they are less affected by
external factors. Unlike the last two sections, however, there is no need to analyse the parties
individually. Previously, individual characteristics of parties had to be taken into account, like their
standpoints or whether they agree with the topics of the agreement. This is not the case in this section.
Therefore, the results of all parties are combined. As a consequence, this section is much shorter than
the previous ones.
Table 5.7 shows the absolute frequency of all codes related to the core values of the political parties
and the number of words devoted to them. It also shows how these numbers relate to the total
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number of codes and the total number of coded words in the data. The table clearly shows that
German political parties paid less attention to their core values during the EU-Turkey refugee
agreement negotiations than they did in a non-crisis situation. Every single one of the relative values
of the non-crisis situation is higher than during the negotiations. The most striking difference is found
in the relative number of codes. In a non-crisis situation, almost a third of the codes contain references
to one of the party’s values, while this was less than 10% during the negotiations. These results strongly
support the prediction of the second hypothesis, which says that German political parties put less
emphasis on their core values during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations than in a noncrisis situation. This suggests that German parties were willing to deviate from their core values during
the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations, which indicates that they might be willing to make
concessions towards the agreement. This supports the second hypothesis, which states that the high
stakes of the EU-Turkey refugee negotiations caused German domestic actors to be more willing to
make concessions towards the negotiation subjects, making it easier to successfully conclude the
negotiations by increasing the German win-set.

Table 5.7: Overview of the absolute and relative length and number of codes on the core values of all parties
combined.
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6.

Conclusion

This thesis set out to answer the question how the high stakes for German domestic actors during the
EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations affected the likelihood of reaching a successful agreement.
It did this by looking at two rivalling explanations of the effects high stakes could have according to the
three-level game theory. On the one hand, the theory says that domestic actors strive for a maximum
representation of their viewpoints in international negotiations. Therefore, one would expect that the
more these actors value the outcome of the negotiations, the more important it is that their opinion
is represented. The first hypothesis is based on this part of the three-level game theory: ‘The high
stakes of the EU-Turkey refugee negotiations caused German domestic actors to be less willing to make
concessions towards the negotiation subjects, making it more difficult to successfully conclude the
negotiations by decreasing the German win-set’. On the other hand, the three-level game states that
actors are more likely to support an agreement if the status quo is unfavourable. Since the status quo
before the EU-turkey refugee agreement was a crisis situation that caused great political and societal
chaos in Europe, one would expect that domestic actors were very willing to make concession in order
to make it easier for an agreement to be signed. The second hypothesis is based on this part of the
theory: ‘The high stakes of the EU-Turkey refugee negotiations caused German domestic actors to be
more willing to make concessions towards the negotiation subjects, making it easier to successfully
conclude the negotiations by increasing the German win-set’.
To determine which of the hypotheses has the strongest explanatory power, three predictions were
tested for each of the hypotheses. These predictions illustrate what is expected to be found in the
empirical data if the corresponding hypothesis is correct. The more the research findings support these
predictions, the stronger the explanatory power of the hypothesis. The first prediction of the first
hypothesis is that the standpoints of German political parties during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement
negotiations were equally far or further removed from those of the agreement than in a non-crisis
situation. The second one is that during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations, German
political parties paid less attention to the agreement’s topics on which they agree and more attention
to the topics on which they do not agree than they did in a non-crisis situation. The third prediction of
the first hypothesis is that German political parties put more emphasis on their core values during the
EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations than they did in a non-crisis situation. Since the hypotheses
are direct opposites of each other, the predictions are as well. Thus, for the second hypothesis, it is
predicted that the standpoints of German political parties moved closer to the agreement, that parties
paid more attention to topics on which they agree and less to topics on which they do not agree and
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that they put less emphasis on their core values during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement than in a
non-crisis situation.
The analysis showed that the standpoints of most political parties stayed the same or moved away
from the agreement during the negotiations, which strongly supports the prediction of the first
hypothesis. Secondly, some support was found for the second prediction of both hypotheses, but
overall, the empirical congruence of the prediction of the first hypothesis was the strongest. Thus, the
results of the first two predictions strongly suggest that the high stakes of the EU-Turkey refugee
negotiations caused German domestic actors to be less willing to make concessions. The results from
the last predictions are surprising, since they point in the opposite direction. They clearly show that
German political parties put considerably less emphasis on their core values during the EU-Turkey
refugee agreement than in a non-crisis situation, which indicates that German parties were willing to
change their standpoints. According to the prediction, this supports the second hypothesis. However,
because these results are in conflict with the findings of the previous predictions, it is important to
reflect on the causality that resulted in the third prediction. So far, this thesis assumed that an
increased willingness of parties to change their standpoints would results in them making more
concessions towards the agreement. However, it could also be the case that parties that are more
willing to change their standpoints move their opinion away from the agreement instead. This would
explain why there were no German political parties whose non-crisis standpoints fully correspond with
their standpoints during the negotiations. After all, the willingness of parties to change their opinion
was very high.
Overall, the high stakes of the EU-Turkey refugee agreement caused German domestic actors, for
which political parties were used as an indicator, to be considerably less willing to make concessions
towards the topics of the agreement, decreasing the German win-set. Since the agreement has to fall
within the win-set of all negotiating parties to be successfully signed and ratified, this made the
successful conclusion of the negotiations significantly less likely. Thus, it is not because of the high
stakes of the agreement that it was successful, but despite them.

6.1.

Discussion

This research contributes to the academic debate by showing that the fundamentals of the three-level
game theory and the costs of no-agreement both played a role in determining the outcome of the EUTurkey refugee agreement negotiations. At the same time, it was made clear that the effects of these
different aspects of the theory were not equal. The evidence strongly suggests that the costs of noagreement played an inferior role during the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations. Even though
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the exact findings of a single case study are difficult to generalise to a larger population, there is no
reason to believe that these rivalling forces could not be playing a role in other negotiations with high
stakes, albeit with varying strength. This is also of great societal value, because it is something that
negotiators can, and should, take into account right away. This helps assess the win-set more
accurately, which decreases the risk of non-ratification.
The results of this research can also be used to increase our understanding on the outcome of other
crisis negotiations or to help explain the lack of progress in negotiations that are still ongoing. For
example, it is possible that the effects found in this thesis are also applicable to the negotiations
between the United Kingdom and the rest of the European Union about the Brexit. The high stakes of
these negotiations could explain why no agreement has been reached yet. Furthermore, the heavy
emphasis that the British prime minister put on the negative effects of a no-deal Brexit increased the
stakes of the negotiations, possibly decreasing the likelihood of reaching an agreement even more.
Something that cannot be explained by this research is why the standpoints of several German political
parties moved towards the agreement on some topics and away from it on other topics. This could
mean two things. Firstly, the high stakes could have a varying effect on different topics. Perhaps
humanitarian stakes have a different effect than economic stakes, for example. More research into
these differences could yield very interesting results. A second explanation could be that external
influences, like international lobby groups, played a decisive role in determining the parties’
standpoints. Even though no indication of this was found in the data, it cannot be ruled out either.
Therefore, it would be interesting to look into this more deeply in future research. There are several
other things that were uncovered in this research that would benefit from further analysis. Firstly, it
would be very interesting to know whether the results that were found in this case study could be
replicated in large-N research. This would provide insight in whether the results were case-specific or
part or a larger phenomenon. Secondly, In the case of the EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations,
the coalition parties CDU and SPD were the ones that were relatively the most inclined to move
towards the standpoints of the agreement. This suggests that there might be a varying effect of high
stakes on coalition parties and opposition parties. Additional research on this topic is required to
determine whether this effect is indeed present.
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Appendices

8.1.

Translations

Asyl

Asylum

Bündnis 90/Die Grünen

Alliance 90/The Greens

Die Linke

The Left Party

Europäische

European

Flüchtlinge

Refugees

Türkei

Turkey
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8.2.

Codes of the websites of German political parties

This section is devoted to the codes of the standpoints of German political parties on their website.
These codes are used to determine what the standpoints of German parties are in a non-crisis
situation. Each of the coding tables contains one of the main coding categories, for which the
following sources were used:
Bündnis 90/Die Grünen (2019a). Wofür wir kämpfen. URL: https://www.gruene.de/themen/gruenethemen-von-a-bis-z.html?L=12 (18-03-2019).
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FDP (2019ab). Themenfelder. URL: https://www.fdp.de/ (18-03-2019).
SPD (2019a). Standpunkte. URL: https://www.spd.de/standpunkte/ (18-03-2019).
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Text from the websites of German political parties coded as ‘international cooperation’
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Text from the websites of German political parties coded as ‘helping migrants’
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Text from the websites of German political parties coded as ‘irregular migration’
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Text from the websites of German political parties coded as ‘resettling migrants’
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Text from the websites of German political parties coded as ‘values’
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8.3.

Codes of the Twitter feeds of German political parties

This section is devoted to the codes of the standpoints of German political parties on their Twitter
page. These codes are used to determine what the standpoints of German parties were during the
EU-Turkey refugee agreement negotiations. Each of the coding tables contains one of the main
coding categories, for which the following sources were used:
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Text from the Twitter feeds of German political parties coded as ‘international cooperation’
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Text from the Twitter feeds of German political parties coded as ‘EU-Turkey cooperation’
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Text from the Twitter feeds of German political parties coded as ‘Turkish accession’

105

106

Text from the Twitter feeds of German political parties coded as ‘helping migrants’
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Text from the Twitter feeds of German political parties coded as ‘irregular migration’
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Text from the Twitter feeds of German political parties coded as ‘resettling migrants’
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Text from the Twitter feeds of German political parties coded as ‘values’
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