


Executive Summary
This thesis examines a motion passed by the European Parliament declaring a climate emergency through the lens of the constructivist securitisation theory. This thesis contributes to a theoretical debate about which actor can perform securitisation in this theory. By using Qualitative Content Analysis on the text of the motion itself, as well as responses by governments, statements by NGOs and media content, the extent of NGO securitising is examined. The analysis finds that there is a big difference between two parts of the securitisation process, framing the threat and calling for emergency action. The European Union and NGOs are both observed to be framing the threat, but only some NGOs also call for emergency action. This thesis thus fits in with the securitisation literature, which finds that emergency action is lacking when it comes to securitising climate change and that the Copenhagen School’s state centrism is not a good fit for the securitisation of climate change. 
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1. [bookmark: _Toc79971571]Introduction 
The climate is changing rapidly and we are becoming increasingly aware of the implications for human life. The predicted consequences of rising temperatures and destabilisation of climates around the planet are also starting to have political consequences. As more is understood about the impact of climate change more and more scientists warn that urgent action is needed. Many organisations, national and international, governmental and non-governmental, are calling for drastic measures to reduce emissions. Confronted with dire warnings about the environment, how do governments respond?
One recent response from a growing number of countries is to declare a so-called climate emergency. The Oxford dictionary defines a climate emergency as: “A situation in which urgent action is required to reduce or halt climate change and avoid potentially irreversible environmental damage resulting from it” (Oxford Languages, 2019). As of yet, fifteen countries and the European Parliament have declared a climate emergency officially, along with a number of subnational authorities (cedamia, 2021). The language around climate change seems to be changing ever since the first climate emergency declaration was adopted in 2016 by the Darebin city council in the Australian state of Victoria (cedamia, 2021). More and more organisations and governments now speak about a climate emergency instead of a climate crisis. How has this change in language come about? The theory on securitisation provides us with a possible explanation, but the particularities of the theory also raise more questions. 
In one of the classical texts about securitisation, Weaver poses securitisation theory against a view of security as something objectively out there (Weaver 1995). Securitisation theory instead proposes that security is a constructed concept. What is and isn’t a security problem then depends on the context. A political issue like climate change could be securitised in this manner, with the change in language helping to secure extra power for the state to act on this problem. Most importantly, according to this theory, actors can speak security and securitise a certain problem and try and turn it into a security problem. This securitisation process is what gives the theory its name. 
To try and illuminate the processes of framing climate change towards a climate emergency, this thesis will examine the adoption process and the discourse around the climate emergency declaration passed by the European Parliament on the 28th of November 2019 (European Parliament, 2019A). The motion and the conversation around the motion will be examined from the perspective of securitisation theory in order to help further one of the debates within the theory. The case of the European Parliament climate emergency declaration touches upon the question of the actor in securitisation, which is one of the central debates within the theory. The actor, the one doing the securitising by constructing a security problem, is one of the central elements of the theory, but securitisation scholars are in disagreement over who can perform that role. The classical answer to this question, such as the one proposed by the aforementioned Weaver (1995) suggest that securitisation is a process initiated by the state to access a wider range of powers in a policy area. However, in this case, other actors seem to have been the driving forces behind this motion. This aligns more with a newer view of securitisation theory, developed as a response to the state-centric approach initially taken in the field. The critics argue that actors other than states also have the ability to drive securitisation. 
The adoption of the climate emergency terminology then brings us a theoretical puzzle that warrants examination. To research the role of states, NGOs and the European Union in the securitisation of climate change, I will use a content analysis to research what drove this change in framing, and how the involvement of non-state actors can be explained. 

To examine the puzzle, the following research question will be used:
To what extent is the adoption of securitised language in the European (EU) Parliament’s motion to declare a climate emergency driven by non-state actors? 
The motivation for this thesis is twofold. The scientific motivation is, as said earlier, to contribute to the debate in securitisation theory about who can fulfil the role of the actor. Societally, the thesis aims to investigate the role of non-state actors in combatting climate change, one of the most salient long-term political issues in large parts of the world.
The thesis will be structured in the following way; Firstly, the thesis will start with the theory chapter, which will establish the current state of the theory and the major debates, especially elaborating on the role of the actor in the theory and the literature about the securitisation of the environment and climate change. At the end of the theory chapter, the theoretical expectations for the case study will be formulated. Afterwards comes the methods chapter, which will further explain the case, the research method of Qualitative Content Analysis and the coding scheme used for this thesis, as well as the data used in the thesis. It will also operationalise the expectations from the theory chapter so that they can be empirically observable. In the fourth chapter, the analysis, the data gathered from the content analysis will be presented to answer the research question. Lastly, the thesis will wrap up with a concluding chapter. At the end of the thesis will be, of course, the bibliography, a list of sources and the appendix, which will contain the coding scheme used for the content analysis in full.
















[bookmark: _Toc79971572]2. Theoretical Framework 
[bookmark: _Toc79971573]2.1 The Framework
This second chapter positions the thesis in the wider theoretical landscape of securitisation theory. While I will cover the basis of the theory in broad strokes, the chapter will pay particular attention to the debates in the theory. For this thesis, of particular interest is the debate about the securitising actor, namely who securitises. Another focus will be on the securitisation literature about the environment and climate change, as that policy domain is also the domain of this thesis’ case. But before diving into this debate, it is important to lay out the core concepts of securitisation theory. Since working definitions can vary between scholars, one of the main aims of this chapter is to lay out the definitions and theory used for this thesis to ensure replicability.
The chapter will be structured as follows; First, I will define the central concept, ‘security’ and how according to securitisation theory, the constructed nature of this concept allows issues in different policy areas to be defined as security issues or to be desecuritised, meaning they are turned from a security issue into a non-security issue. Afterwards, multiple concepts of the securitisation process will be examined, namely the securitising act, the threat against which can be securitised, the audience in securitisation and lastly the securitising actor. As the theoretical assumptions about who the securitising actor can be is the debate this thesis aims to contribute towards, there will be a particular focus on this part of the academic debate. Lastly, the theoretical framework will be used to derive general hypotheses for the research question which will then be operationalised in the methods chapter. 
[bookmark: _Toc79971574]2.2 Constructed Security and Securitisation
· Securitisation theory holds that security is not something you can objectively measure (like realist IR theory holds), but something that is constructed. 
· Therefore, what counts as a security issue is dependent on the context.
· When an issue is successfully framed as a security problem, this provides the state with extraordinary powers.
· Securitisation is then the act of turning something into a security issue. Identifying a threat which requires an extraordinary response. 
In the eighties, a newfound interest in the concept of security emerged. Authors argued that security encompassed more than just the traditional military domain. However, only in the nineties would Waever (1995) and Buzan (et. al, 1998) challenge the notion that was implicitly agreed upon in the security literature, one that is also implicitly at the core of (neo)realist international relations theory. This would be the idea that security is out there, a real empirically observable concept, which can be narrow (just military security) or broad (encompassing issues such as climate and welfare). Waever and Buzan challenged what had been a prevalent assumption among International Relations scholars until then with the idea that security is constructed and that the focus of academic research should not be on defining what is and is not security. Instead, Waever and Buzan felt the need to analyse how and why actors-in these early works, exclusively state actors, choose to narrow or broaden the definition of security. 
This theory of securitisation shifted the focus away from the idea of objective security and toward how certain societal problems become conceived of as security problems, the process of securitisation. The research by Waever and Buzan developed a state-centric approach to securitisation which has come to be known as the Copenhagen School. More recently, however, authors like Williams (2003) have called for a broader conceptualization of securitisation to also include non-state actors as possible securitising actors. 
[bookmark: _Toc79971575]2.3 The Act of Securitisation
· Security is performed, it is not only descriptive but also transformative (calling something a security problem changes reality, linguists call this a speech act)
· Theoretical contention: is a speech act too narrow?
· Climate Emergency Case: A clear-cut example of a ‘speech act’
According to securitisation theory, security is not only constructed, but it is also performative. When a political problem is called a security problem, this is a transformative act in and of itself. This means that the very act of designating a problem as a security problem has an impact on how we perceive of the problem, especially when this claim is made by an authoritative actor. Borrowing from language theory, securitisation theorists call this a speech act (Waever, 1995, p. 6). According to the traditional practice, it is the speech act through which an issue in a particular policy area becomes securitised. Whether or not only states can be securitisation actors as Waever and Buzan assert, is a contentious theoretical issue in securitisation theory and will be discussed later in this chapter. Apart from this debate, most securitisation scholars do agree that successfully claiming something as a security problem can enhance the power of the state to deal with that problem and circumvent normal political decision-making. Once an issue has been successfully securitised, it is easier to silence debate, because a security problem pre-empts normal discussion. A very straightforward example would be a military invasion. An invasion by a hostile military force would almost certainly be successfully securitised and allow the state to take far-reaching emergency measures. Since a security problem is seen as an existential threat, it must be dealt with, and so is not subject to the normal debates about costs and benefits. If the state does not deal with the security problem, no other political actions can be undertaken, so the security problem can be used to silence any debate on necessity by arguing resources are necessary for an existential threat. By successfully using the language of security problems to securitise other policy-areas, this extraordinary power can be mobilised by the state in the securitised area. 
It needs to be noted that there has been criticism levied against the speech-act interpretation of earlier theorists like Weaver and Buzan. Some researchers focus on more implicit securitisation framing or conceive of securitisation as a more gradual shift which is hard to illuminate when focussing on only specific claims (Williams, 2003). These two ways to conceptualise the act of securitisation have been called the linguistic and the practice-based approaches of securitisation. However, Balzacq cautions against putting the two in opposition to each other, pointing out that which interpretation is used mostly depends on the needs of the research instead of an academic debate (Balzacq et al., 2016).
Although I am aware of these criticisms, for this thesis about the climate emergency declaration the linguistic approach which conceives of securitisation as a speech-act appears to be sufficient. Only speech-acts will be observed for the analysis and the method deals with explicit text, not implicit discourse analysis. 
The next three subchapters of the theoretical framework will focus on three essential concepts in securitisation theory. The threat (what is being securitised), the actor (who is securitising) and the audience (at who is the securitisation aimed, who is being convinced). 
[bookmark: _Toc79971576]2.4 The Threat in Securitisation
· The threat is existential. It overrides the normal logic of political decision making (weighing things up against each other and debate).
· The scope of a threat can be the nation or even ‘humanity’.
· An existential threat can both be a well-defined problem (e.g., COVID-19, the war on terror or the war on drugs) or a vague group (e.g., Migrants).
In securitisation, the threat is the issue in a particular policy area which is being securitised. An existential threat is usually defined as something that functions on a fundamental level, and which does not just provide some insecurity to what is threatened, but threatens to destroy it completely. Buzan et al put it like this; “If one can argue that something overflows the normal political logic of weighing issues against each other, this must be the case because it can upset the entire process of weighing as such (Buzan et al., 1998, p. 24).” The existential threat overrides normal decision-making, because if the threat is not dealt with sufficiently, it might become impossible to make any future decisions, because that which is threatened is destroyed. To put it more bluntly, a state cannot pass a budget, if the state ceases to exist. Anything that inhibits its basic functioning is an existential threat. 
Exactly what the threat is, differs per case. Because security narratives are constructed, the threat does not need to be precisely defined. In fact, some of the more salient securitisation narratives that have been studied are noteworthy because of how vague they are. For example, the so-called ‘war on terror’ has been researched through a securitisation lens (Williams, 2003). Terrorists have been called a threat, as well as migrants (Choi, 2019, Swarts & Karakatsanis, 2013). However, as has been very relevant recently, the threat can be even more abstract than a loosely defined set of people. A disease can be a threat needing to be securitised as well. Research has been done in regards to previous SARS strains (Enemark, 2007). There has also been an argument that humanity as a whole can be considered the group under threat for the purposes of securitisation. Watson argues this for migration, but this could also be argued for a threat to humanity such a climate change (2011). The securitisation literature on climate change will be revisited later on in this chapter.
Much like security itself, the threat is constructed for the purpose of securitisation. To understand the securitisation process and the theory, it is therefore important to take a closer look at what can be a threat in securitisation. By looking at these threats, it also becomes apparent just how much securitisation theory broadens the scope of the topic of security compared to the traditional military aspects of neorealist security. Buzan et al give two criteria for a threat which can be securitised; Firstly, the threat needs to be credible in context. There must be a believe amongst at least a part of the audience that the threat is threatening. Secondly, the threat in the securitisation theory is existential (Buzan et al., 1998). 
[bookmark: _Toc79971577]2.5 The Securitising Actor(s) 
· Traditional frame: The state is the securitising actor
· Critique: Other social actors can securitise 
One of the most contentious points of debate in the securitisation literature is who the agent, or the actor in securitisation is. Who does the securitisation? Since securitisation theory holds security is constructed, instead of a set of objective factors, this is vital. The literature agrees largely on the role of the securitising actor as the driving force behind securitisation, however, the consensus stops there. There is lively debate over setting a standard for deciding which actors can securitise a particular issue. It is precisely this debate that this thesis aims to contribute to. 

Taureck summarised the criterium for a securitisation actor: ‘In practice, securitisation is thus far from being open to all units and their respective subjective threats. Rather, it is largely based on power and capability and therewith the means to socially and politically construct a threat’ (Taureck, 2006, p. 55). Different authors give different answers as to who is capable of ‘speaking security’ effectively. The most frequently heard response within the realm of securitisation theory is that the state is the only entity capable of securitizing a particular issue. However, this is also one of the most frequently heard criticisms of securitisation theory, as argued by Wilkinson, for example (Wilkinson, 2007). However, Buzan et al. previously argued that: ‘other social entities can raise an issue to the level of general consideration or even to the status of sanctioned urgency among themselves (Buzan et al., 1998)'. 

The case picked out in this study is the Climate Emergency Declaration passed by the European Parliament in 2019. The puzzle that has been identified is a theoretical one, namely the actor in a securitisation process. As discussed before, there are broadly two different positions on which actors can speak security and drive the securitisation process. Firstly, there is the traditional approach advanced by Waever and his colleagues, also known as the Copenhagen school of securitisation. This approach is, as we have seen, considered state-centric. According to this approach, only the state really has the power to construct a threat effectively. 
More recently, however, there has been criticism levelled against this state-centric approach. Authors sometimes belonging to the so-called Paris school argue that this state-centric approach does not capture the range of actors who can securitise. Instead, they posit that for example Non-Governmental Organisations might use their resources and influence to speak security in much the same way as a state would, and that more focus should be on times when they are the driving force behind securitisation processes (Taureck, 2006). 
Finally, in order to respond to the question "who can perform securitisation?" It is still a relatively underdeveloped aspect of securitisation theory (Balzacq, 2019). However, the theory of securitisation was founded on the premise that states engage in securitisation activities. The debate about this question is still ongoing and this thesis aims to contribute to this debate specifically. However, a few other key aspects of the theory must be visited first. 
[bookmark: _Toc79971578]2.6 The Audience in Securitisation
· Audience: A performance needs an audience, and for securitisation to work, the audience must buy in to the performance. 
The importance of the audience, on the other hand, should not be overlooked. Buzan et al. in their seminal piece argue that: ‘Our argument is that securitisation, like politicization has to be understood as an essentially intersubjective process (Buzan et al., 1998, p. 30).’ ‘Thus security (as with all politics) ultimately rests neither with the objects nor with the subjects but is intersubjectively determined among the subjects (Buzan et al., 1998, p. 31).’ Because of this intersubjectivity, the audience that a securitizing actor is attempting to reach through securitisation and on the basis of a speech act is important. The audience has the ability to accept or reject a securitisation process to a certain extent, depending on their viewpoint. In this sense, they can either add to or subtract from the process of securitisation. Aspects of the securitisation process that should not be overlooked include the role of potential mediators and the role of financial intermediaries. For example, the manner in which a particular issue is securitized, or not securitised, in the media can have a significant impact on the effectiveness of the securitisation invoked by a state actor or another actor, as this has a direct impact on the audience who is being securitised (Vultee, 2010).

[bookmark: _Toc79971579]2.7 When is Securitisation Successful?
· According to Balzacq, success is determined by three factors; Successful securitisation is, 
· Audience-centred 
· Context-dependent
· Power-laden
· The theory also gives possible motives for actors to securitise: They can securitise because of,
· A Genuine believe the threat is threatening
· An Elite power grab
The definition of securitisation, the acts that are considered to be part of securitisation, and the actors who ‘speak security’ have all been developed in this chapter. For the sake of completeness, despite not being a topic for the thesis, I will now examine some of the theory about when securitisation is successful. Answering this question has gotten some attention. Nevertheless, McDonald believes that it is still deserving of more research (McDonald, 2008, p. 566). Buzan and colleagues, for example, believed that securitisations would need to be consistent with the interpretation of its audience and come from a position of power (Buzan et al., 1998). 
Balzacq elaborated on this, explaining in his article that he believes the originally proposed factors to be too formalistic (Balzacq, 2005). He proposed a number of changes in order to make the term a more effective tool for communication. He argued for the importance of three specific elements in determining the success of securitisation. Firstly, Balzacq asserts that an effective securitisation is one that is focused on the audience. Secondly, ‘that securitisation is dependent on the context’ (Balzacq, 2005, p. 5). Thirdly, ‘that an effective securitisation is power-laden (Balzacq, 2005, p. 5)'. These elements situate the construction of security, as well as the telling of a securitised narrative, within the context in which they take place. He does so without altering his perceptions of the actors involved in the construction of securitisation narratives, which he considers to be numerous. Instead of relying solely on meeting specific requirements that can be met by a universal narrative that is universally applicable, Balzacq suggests that, in addition to the critical role played by the audience, the context in which a securitisation is placed is of critical importance to its credibility, and subsequently to its potential success as well (Balzacq, 2005). Furthermore, the success of securitisation is not necessarily one-sided, which means that even if a securitisation is widely accepted, there may still be some opposition to it (Vultee, 2010b, p. 45).
It also is important to determine why someone would securitise a particular issue. Relating to the why question, two points of view are usually considered. To begin with, actors securitize an issue because they genuinely believe it is a security threat deserving of extraordinary measures. Weaver argues that the narrative of security ‘has in some sense, become the name of the management problem, of governance in an extremely unstructured universe’ (Wæver, 1993, p. 20). In this sense, securitisation narratives might be seen as a logical and potentially useful tool in societies’ arsenal to organize their surroundings.
Secondly, proponents of a more cynical approach argue that securitisation processes allow securitizing actors--generally considered to be elites embedded within the state--to benefit from these processes. For example, Karyotis points out in relation to migrant attitudes in Greece; ‘[i]n Greece, it has been shown that the security–migration nexus meant that elites could pursue a range of ulterior and controversial goals, particularly in relation to the promotion of national interests’ (Karyotis, 2012, p. 405).
[bookmark: _Toc79971580]2.8 Securitisation and Climate Change
Recently, there has been an increase of research into the supposed securitisation of climate change. However, the results have shown that successful securitisation of climate change is difficult, as the usage of the security frame does not tend to lead to the exceptional measures that are normally associated with successful securitisation (Boas & Warner, 2019, p. 1472). In this section, I will give a brief overview of some of the research done on the securitisation of climate change. The purpose of this paragraph is twofold, not only will it provide a useful theoretical background to the paper, it will also give a framework to develop a codebook for the content analysis. 
[bookmark: _Toc79971581]2.8.1 A Timeline of Security and Climate Change
Maria Julia Trombetta, in her 2008 article, writes about the evolving climate security discourse. According to her, climate security entered the international debates about the environment with the publication of Our Common Future by the World Commission on Environment and Development (Trombetta, 2008, p. 585). Although this was seen as a good way to point traditional security analysts towards an urgent and important matter, there was already concern about this development as well. There were concerns that instead of helping to greenify security, environmentalism would be militarised. Furthermore, some deemed the zero-sum, competitive nature of the security-sphere unsuitable for dealing with the global cooperative action needed to tackle climate change.
The end of the Cold War Era opened up space to move past the narrow security dynamics of the second half of the twentieth century. Measures were taken in regards to the hole in the ozone layer and in 1988, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change was established (Trombetta, 2008, p. 591). However, the initial broad consideration of the effects of a changing environment soon started to narrow down to a specific discussion; Environment-induced conflicts (p. 592). The works of Thomas Homer-Dixon researching the link between environmental change and conflict were influential in shaping this debate, although Homer-Dixon himself cautioned against seeing his work as evidence for a straightforward causal relationship between climate change and conflict (Homer-Dixon, 1991). Because of another article, Kaplan’s ‘The Coming Anarchy’, published in the Atlantic in 1994, a grim future of environmental conflict still became popularised (Trombetta, 2008, p. 592). Empirical research has later called into question the idea that climate changed induced scarcity will increase conflict, but Homer-Dixon’s research already had an impact on the policy of both the US’s Clinton administration and the European Union (Trombetta, 2008). Of course, this framing of environmental conflict has also been criticised from a critical theory angle, as it conjures images of Global-South peoples as barbaric-others, framing environmental security as securing the civilised north from the ‘other’, which turns the most marginalised and vulnerable groups in the world from victims into the security problem. 
During the early 2000s, two tendencies were discernible according to Duffield and Waddel. The first discourse built on the environmental conflict frame, focussing on how conflict in one region could destabilise neighbouring regions and cause a circulation of conflict, which meant that environmental destabilisation could affect global stability (2006). The second discourse is a less confrontational approach, which promotes sustainable development and making local populations more resilient. Where the first approach is reactionary and defensive, the second is more precautionary (Trombetta, 2008). Climate security also has a paradoxical nature, because it is the contemporary way of life which is causing danger to itself. Therefore, to protect this way of life, a lot of structures have to be changed (Wilde, 2008). Two approaches developed at the end of the first decade of the 21st century, a reactive one, arguing that climate change cannot be fully prevented or adapted to, and security is in enacting emergency measures to react to crises, while the other one is a preventive approach which argues for transformative policy (Trombetta, 2008, p. 595). 
Another complicating factor to security and climate is the fact that two types of securitisations are overlapping, namely one where the threat is climate change and a second one where environmental policy itself is a threat. The second type of securitisation can be seen by George Bush’s withdrawal from the Kyoto Protocol and Donald Trump’s withdrawal from the Paris climate accords, with both presidents calling them threats to the American way of life. On the other hand, other reports and activists try to warn that inaction is the threat, like the Stern report did already in 2006 (Trombetta, 2008). This second mode of climate securitisation, in which environmental policy is the threat, is, however, not the subject of this thesis, so let us keep our focus on the subject of securitising climate change as a threat. 
[bookmark: _Toc79971582]2.8.2 Beck’s Risk Society
One of the key problems of the research by the Copenhagen school into environmental security, is that appeals to security have not often led to exceptional measures and the crystallization of a threat (Buzan et al, 1998, 71-94, Warner & Boas, 2019). According to Trombetta (2008), the Copenhagen School has moved to calling these attempts failed securitisations, but it might be that environmental security follows a different logic and also enable different actors to speak security. De Wilde argues that securitisation both requires an actor to identify the risk (threat) and a response to it (2008, p. 596). Knowledge about environmental problems have however identified that reactive and antagonistic security are not the right answers to threats and preventative measures are needed. Competing with the Copenhagen School, some scholars have used Beck’s analysis of Risk Society to explain developments in environmental security (Trombetta, 2008, Beck, 2006). In this analysis, risk society is characterized by an increasing number of risks which tend to be unbounded with catastrophic potential. Some of these risks, like nuclear technology and chemical weapons have the potential to harm in a way no insurance or remedy can offset them (Beck, 2006). In a risk society, ‘the logic of compensation breaks down and is replaced by the principle of precaution through prevention’ (Beck, 2006, p. 334). Instead of emergency measures, riskification shows that securitisation can lead to preventive measures and risk management (Trombetta, p. 590).
There has been much research into securitisation and climate change, and the research generally finds that securitising climate change as a 	threat tends to not lead to emergency measures by states. Some scholars have instead opted for a risk-based assessment of environmental policy. 
[bookmark: _Toc79971583]2.9 Expectations
As explained in earlier paragraphs, there is debate over who can securitise, with one school following a state-centric approach, while other scholars consider different actors. These two schools carry different expectations as to who can be the actor in securitisation. For this thesis the expectations will be formulated as follows: 
[bookmark: _Hlk79784136]- Expectation for the state centric approach: 
State actors drive the securitisation process. When securitisation takes place, it is expected that we see exclusively states involved through speech acts.  
- Expectation for the broader actors approach:
Both State actors and non-state actors can drive a securitisation process. When securitisation processes take place, it is expected that there is evidence of non-state actor involvement in securitisation through speech acts. 
It should be noted that the expectations are not mutually exclusive. The more recent critical current against the state-centrism of the Copenhagen school does not hold that states cannot be the actor in securitisation. 

[bookmark: _Toc79971584]2.10 Wrap Up
In summary, the debate about securitisation theory in the literature has been evolving and there are plenty of debates and directions the theory is taking. It would take a book to do justice to all these debates and the contributions scholars have made to the theory as it was initially put forward. For this thesis, the main debate concerns the actor question of the theory, namely the question if non-state actors can drive securitisation theory. This brings me back to the case for this thesis, the European Parliament’s motion to declare a climate emergency. The next chapter will explain my reasoning for choosing this case, and the methods with which I aim to examine it. 
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[bookmark: _Toc79971586]3.1 The Methodology
This thesis is a qualitative case study on the securitisation of climate change in the European Union around the adoption of the motion that called for a climate emergency in 2019. This is studied by using a content analysis of content surrounding this motion published by media, governments, non-governmental organisations and the European institutions. As this is an examination of one case, this is a qualitative thesis, although multiple pieces of content will be analysed for it. For this thesis, concepts will be operationalised to create codes, and these will be used to analyse the content in a systematic manner. The content analysis aims to examine the driving forces behind the securitisation of climate change in the European Union, and thus to discover which actors have spoken security. 
The chapter is structured as follows. The first section explains the method of analysis, which in this case is qualitative content analysis. The second sub-chapter explains the case, and argues why this case is fit for answering the scientific puzzle. The third sub-chapter will operationalise theoretical concepts from the theory chapter. It will explain the codes used in the content analysis and contain the operationalised expectations. Afterwards there will be a discussion of the data sources used in the analysis. The last part of the chapter will be spent reflecting on the method and its strengths and weaknesses. The aim of this chapter is to bridge the gap from the theoretical to the empirical analysis and provide the framework for the analysis of the data and answering the research question. 
[bookmark: _Toc79971587]3.2 The Research Method
Qualitative Content Analysis [QCA] is a method for systematically describing the meaning of qualitative material. It is done by classifying material as instances of the categories of a coding scheme (Schreier, 2012, p. 170). The main idea of this research method is to preserve the advantages of quantitative content analysis but to develop it to qualitative steps of analysis (Mayring, 2000, p. 1). According to Schreier, QCA has three characteristic features: The reduction of data, a systematic approach, and flexibility (Schreier, 2012, p. 170). The first difference when compared with other qualitative research methods is that QCA forces the researcher to focus on data which relates to the research question by using a coding scheme, that is meant by the reduction of data. By defining categories in the coding scheme when using QCA, the researcher tries to abstract a step beyond the data, which allows for easier comparisons between data at the loss of some concrete information (Schreier, 2012, p. 170).  The second key feature of QCA is that it is highly systematic, with a certain sequence of steps to be followed with the help of a coding scheme. Its flexibility comes from the ability to change the coding scheme iteratively by matching it to the available data, which is a key advantage especially when compared to quantitative content analysis (Schreier, 2012, p. 171). 
Qualitative Content Analysis follows a step plan, although research is iterative and steps like building the coding scheme can be worked on in subsequent steps as well (Schreier, 2012, p. 174). After preparing a research question, the next step is to build a coding scheme, which is the frame used to analyse the data. The coding scheme can be seen as the heart of the QCA (Schreier, 2012, p. 174). In summary, this is done by selecting material, structuring and generating categories and then revising the frame. A coding scheme consists of at least one main category and two subcategories. A main category is an aspect of which the researcher wants more information, while subcategories are what can be said in the data about the main categories. It is also possible for another level of hierarchy to be used, called sub-subcategories, but more than three levels of hierarchy tend to be difficult to use in practice (Schreier, 2012, p. 175). For the coding scheme, it is important for main categories to be unidimensional, which means that they should cover only one aspect. Additionally, subcategories must be mutually exclusive with each other, while all relevant aspects must be covered in a subcategory, if needed this can be a residual category (they must be exhaustive). 
To start building a coding scheme, the researcher should make a selection of their data, representing the full width of data sources, to build the coding scheme on (Schreier, 2012, p.175).  Next up are the structuring (making the main categories) and generating (making the subcategories) steps. It is possible to do this from a concept-driven way, which means using the literature, and in a data-driven approach, which means using the gathered data. Once these categories have been made, the next step is defining. Definitions of a category have four parts; the name, a description, examples and decision rules (Schreier, 2012, p. 176). While the first three parts speak for themselves, decision rules are used to make sure subcategories are mutually exclusive and can help to make sure categories do not overlap. At the end of building the frame comes a phase for revising and expanding the frame, iterating until all desired aspects of the data are covered (Schreier, 2012, pp. 177-178).
Schreier also gives some examples on the application of Qualitative Content Analysis. She mentions the focus is descriptive and not critical analysis of the sources (in contrast to discourse analysis). It is therefore not suitable for theory building either. Because of the reduction of data, it is also not suitable for looking at different meanings of the data (Schreier, 2012, p. 181). Lastly, a QCA coding scheme is flexible, but in practice works best with texts and less well with visual materials. Because this thesis is interested in a relatively narrow question, which takes the meaning of the data at face-value, I consider QCA a good method for answering the research question. A good coding scheme for the content analysis will allow the thesis to zero in on the question effectively. Data must be interpreted in a theoretical framework; it does not speak for itself. This method does not allow for a holistic view, but has a systematic angle to examine the data. Since the research question focusses on a narrow part of the theory.
[bookmark: _Toc79971588]3.3 The Case
For the purposes of this subchapter, I shall first provide a succinct summary of the case; The final months of 2019 saw a lot of climate activism, especially driven by young people and a lot of renewed attention towards climate change, partly because of the severe bushfires in Australia and a warm summer in Europe. With another COP summit scheduled in Spain shortly after the declaration, there was a lot of momentum behind the declaration. In the same week, the European Commission pledged extra funds towards tackling climate change. Pascal Canfin, a French Member of European Parliament and chair of the committee on the environment, public health and food safety, was the main proponent of the climate emergency motion in the European Parliament. Canfin, as a former director of World Wide Fund for Nature France and an advisor to the World Resources Institute, was no stranger to environmental activism and has strong links to NGOs in that sector (Politico). The motion passed by 429 yes-votes to 225 no-votes on the 28th of November, 2019 (Euronews, 2019). In response, NGOs seemed to be cautiously optimistic at the motion, but pushed for further action and more ambitious climate targets. The text of the motion speaks clear securitised language, most notably this excerpt: “[The European Parliament,] declares a climate and environment emergency; calls on the Commission, the Member States and all global actors, and declares its own commitment, to urgently take the concrete action needed in order to fight and contain this threat before it is too late” (European Parliament, 2019B). The adoption of this motion would cause responses and reactions from EU governments, politicians and media, some very clearly latching on to the security frame. With the case established, I will now go over the logic of the case selection for this thesis. 
According to Gerring, a case study is ‘an intensive study of a single case or a small number of cases which draws on observational data and promises to shed light on a larger population of cases’ (Gerring, 2017, p. 28). It is focussed on these few cases and the causal factor is not manipulated by the author, which means it is not an experiment (p. 29). The goals of a case study are to illuminate both the case itself, and say something about a larger population of cases. In the case of the European Union climate emergency declaration, my goal is to say something about securitisation in that case, but also about which actors can securitise climate in general. 
This thesis will be a single case study, with the case being the motion passed by the European Parliament to declare a climate emergency. It is a single case study both because this thesis needs to be bounded because of practical purposes and because the EU declaration is the largest such declaration in impact, when measured by population or economic weight. The European Union is also a different entity from nation states and subnational authorities and it is beyond this thesis to compare it to other actors. 
Since this thesis is testing theoretical expectations, one of the types of cases that are useful for that is a typical descriptive case study. It is expected that the European Union Climate Emergency Declaration is typical of such declarations. I also expect it is typical of attempts to securitise climate change, by using highly alarming language but giving prescriptions which seem to be in the normal political sphere, which have been observed in the climate change securitisation literature, as examined in the previous chapter. I think this case is suitable to examine the theoretical puzzle, because it deals with securitisation in an international context at a nexus of non-governmental, supranational and national actors and in a salient policy-area, namely climate change. 
Besides his typology of cases, Gerring also provides some general guidelines on case selection and I would like to briefly go over his recommendations. The first goal which often influences case selection is intrinsic importance, which was definitively one of my goals with the case selection as well (Gerring, 2017, p. 42). Many climate emergency declarations have been made, but a big factor in me choosing the European declaration is its sheer scope in population and economic importance (cedamia). A second goal he mentions is independence of the cases from each other, but with a single case, this goal is not of importance to this study. The third and fourth goals, within-case evidence and logistics are largely tied to each other, and also a key consideration for this thesis. Both goals in some way refer to the availability of evidence for the researcher, and for a thesis with limited resources, the accessibility of the language and the ease of finding content to analyse about this case was certainly a consideration (Gerring, 2017, pp. 43-45). Lastly, representativeness of the larger population is a general issue, and when it comes to climate emergency declarations, I consider the European Parliament one to be representative of the population, as explained earlier in my reasoning for calling this a typical case. 
As mentioned before, the Climate Emergency Declaration was published at the 28th of November, 2019, ahead of the COP25 Climate Conference in Madrid the following month (European Parliament, 2019A). The timeframe of analysis is wider than just this time, as discussion about climate emergency already started before this and the case spurred media discourse relevant to the securitisation process. However, for the sake of bounding the amount of data, I have chosen to focus on a two-year period, from six months before the declaration to eighteen months afterwards. This timeframe has been chosen on the assumption that the declaration caused more discourse after its publication than before it.  
With the method and the case clarified, the next subchapter will deal with operationalisation of the expectations and the concepts and the building of a coding scheme. 
[bookmark: _Toc79971589]3.4 Operationalisation of Expectations and The Coding Scheme
In this subchapter, the theoretical expectations from chapter 2.9 will be operationalised to be specific to the case study. Furthermore, this chapter will explain the reasoning behind this thesis’ coding scheme, which will be attached to the appendix. This coding scheme will operationalise the theoretical concepts for use in the Qualitative Content Analysis. Most importantly, it will operationalise what evidence of state and non-state actor securitisation is. 
The theoretical chapter left us with the two following expectations:
- Expectation for the state centric approach: 
State actors drive the securitisation process. When securitisation takes place, it is expected that we see exclusively states involved through speech acts.  
- Expectation for the broader actors approach:
Both State actors and non-state actors can drive a securitisation process. When securitisation processes take place, it is expected that there is evidence of non-state actor involvement in securitisation through speech acts. 
In the case of the European Parliament Climate Emergency Declaration, they will be transformed as follows:
-Operationalised expectation for the state-centric approach:
EU Member States are securitising climate change through speech acts such as the Climate Emergency Motion. 
-Operationalised expectation for the broader actors approach:
Both EU Member States, the European Parliament and environmental organisations could be securitising climate change through the Climate Emergency Motion. 
With these expectations, the same remark as given in the theoretical chapter applies; these two expectations are not mutually exclusive, as the broader approach does not exclude the possibility of state actors securitising climate, it merely broadens the possible actors to include non-state parties. 
 What follows is a brief summary of the process of creating my coding scheme, for the purpose of reproducibility. For deciding on the coding scheme, I have mostly used experience from the theory, which Schreier calls the concept-driven approach to making a coding scheme (2012). Besides the categories used for identification purposes, 5 main categories have been used for the analysis. These are: Type of source, origin, securitisation of climate change, call to action for state actors and call to action for non-state actors. The types of sources are subcategorised into (national) government, NGO, European Union and media sources. Due to the theoretical ambiguity of the European Union (it is not a state, but not precisely an NGO either), I have decided to give European Union sources their own category. The subcategories for origin are the European Union, Germany, France, The United Kingdom, The Netherlands, and a residual category. The first main category is labelled as ‘origin’. At first, this label was named country, but this did not do justice to the European Union subcategory. The last three main categories refer to securitisation. The first category refers to the creation of a threat. There can be no securitisation, which means there is no securitisation of climate change in the source. The second option is Desecuritisation, where the source specifically tries to go against the framing of climate change as an existential threat. The third option is securitisation, where climate change is being framed as a threat. The fourth option is a (media) article where no opinion is given, because it for example merely delivers others’ opinions or factual news. 
The theory on climate change securitisation has found there is a gap between the framing of the threat and the call for emergency action, which are two different parts of the securitisation process according to the literature. Therefore, the final two main categories investigate the sources’ calls to action towards state actors and non-state actors. For state actors the subcategories are either emergency action, normal action, unclear or no action. For non-state actors it is either civil action, disruptive action or no action. 
For a complete overview of the coding scheme, please refer to Appendix A. I will now give a brief overview of the sources use for the thesis. 
[bookmark: _Toc79971590]3.5 The Data 
This subchapter will give an overview of the data sources used and how they were found. First of all, the data sources used are within the time period, the two years established in chapter 3.3, from roughly May 2019 to June 2021. At the time of writing, part one of the sixth assessment report by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change report has been released, but that report and its impact are not assessed in this thesis. The focus of the research is on the different possible actors that can securitise, so the data generated for this thesis follows the same focus. Thus, the data will include some primary sources from member state governments and NGOs about this motion, which will be scrutinised for securitising language by using the coding scheme. Another important primary source is the European Parliament, crucially, the text of the motion itself. The media will be used for the analysis in two differing ways. Firstly, it will be used to complement primary sources to analyse securitising moves by state and non-state actors, when such a response is not available or not available in an accessible language. Secondly, the media discourse about the motion to declare a climate emergency will be used to assess the resonance of the attempts to securitise by different actors. For the securitisation theory, it is important for the threat constructed by the securitising actor to resonate and be discussed with the audience. 
To be more specific, the Qualitative Content Analysis will be using textual sources only, retrieved from the internet, for practical purposes. These documents can be official statements and resolutions from states and the European Union, as well as statements and press releases from governments and NGOs. The other documents will be news articles from European media, both internet sites focussed on European News and the websites of major European newspapers. Over the course of this research, most of the data generated turned out to be specifically from two EU member states, namely France and Germany. These two countries seem to have a differing reaction to the motion, both officially and in the media discourse, which represent two differing reactions to securitising, but this will be examined in detail in the analysis chapter. For now, it is only relevant to know that large subsets of the data used are French and German sources. 
[bookmark: _Toc79971591]3.6 Reflection
The Qualitative Content Analysis, in my opinion, is a fine fit for answering the research question, but on reflection there are some drawbacks. As Schreier notes in her work, one of the key features of QCA is reducing data, which is an advantage for a more systematic overview of the content, but it can lead to missing some crucial information (2012). Instead of QCA, this thesis could have used two other methods, namely process tracing and discourse analysis. Process tracing could have been used to more precisely make a causal chain of how the securitisation came about, but may have required access to more data from behind the scenes about how the climate emergency motion came about. Discourse analysis could have given a more critical perspective on the analysed texts, trying to read between the lines and putting the focus on the intent and the agenda of different actors. I will come back to this in the reflection of the concluding chapter in the form of research recommendations. 
The strengths of the method are its focus and systematic nature. With the narrow research question focussing on one aspect of securitisation theory in one case, QCA shines, as the coding scheme is practical to use.  
When it comes to the data sources, the European Union has a multitude of official languages and media is published in even more languages than that. Language barriers provide the most obvious restraint for the analysis, and are also an interesting bias. From a critical perspective, it is important for scholars to be aware that this language barrier might exacerbate biases, making it easier to write about perspectives more familiar to the scholar already and making it harder to find perspectives which are already out of the view of the scholar. I acknowledge my bias for sources I am familiar with, but nevertheless think the analysis is sufficient to answer the research questions and contribute to the debate. 
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[bookmark: _Toc79971593]4.1 The Analysis Chapter
In this chapter, the results of the Qualitative Content Analysis are presented. When necessary, the theory will be used to give some more context to the findings. The chapter is structured as follows: Firstly, I will provide a statistical overview of the data and the major results of the coding scheme. Some preliminary analysis of the numbers will be given by using the theory. Afterwards, there will be a deep dive into the sources used for the QCA. Using quotes, different sources will be examined. Firstly, the framing of the threat will be analysed. Then the call-to-action questions will be analysed more deeply. Subchapter 4.2.4 will investigate differences between countries of origin of the sources, while the last subchapter will wrap up the analysis. Quotes in this chapter have been translated to English in the case of quotes in different languages. The results presented in this chapter will then be related back to the research question in the concluding chapter. 
[bookmark: _Toc79971594]4.2 Presentation of Results
	Types of Sources
	Number of Sources

	Government
	2

	NGO
	9

	EU
	3

	Media
	18


[bookmark: _Toc79971595] 4.2.1 Overview of the Data and Statistical Results 
Table 1: Types of Sources 

	Origins
	Number of Sources

	European Union
	9

	Germany
	6

	France
	8

	United Kingdom
	2

	Netherlands
	4

	Other
	3


	Table 2: Origin of Sources
Figure 1: Types of Sources						

In Figure 1 and Table 1, I have summarised the 32 sources used in the Qualitative Content Analysis, with the sources divided by type of sources, a category already explained in chapter 3.4. Similarly, table two shows the number of sources by their origins. Over half of the sources analysed are media sources, with NGO sources being the second most used source. Government and European Union sources together form about one-sixth of the sources. This low number of official sources is because governments and the European Union tend to have a single standpoint on a given policy for a given time, while NGOs and media are not unitary actors. Furthermore, media sources are also used to report on the opinions stated by government actors and NGOs. 
When it comes to origins, the European Union and France provide the most sources to this coding scheme, with more sources coming from Germany, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom and the residual category. Two of the other sources are from the United Nations, and the final one is from a United States media source. 
The government sources are from the Dutch and German national governments, while the European Union sources are the EU Parliament and the European Commission. NGO sources are the La France Insoumise and GroenLinks political parties, environmental organisations Greenpeace, Friends of the Earth and the World Wide Fund for Nature, The United Nations and the French human rights commission. For media sources, the Europe-wide Euractiv and Euronews are used. From Germany; Zeit Online, Tageschau (public owned), Zweites Deutsches Fernsehen (public owned) and Frankfurter Algemeine Zeitung. From France; Libération, Le Monde, Le Figaro and Geo. From The United Kingdom, the Guardian and the Pharmaceutical Journal. From the Netherlands, the Nederlandse Omroep Stichting (public owned) and the Nederlands Dagblad and from the United States the New Republic. 
In Figure 2 and Table 3, I have provided an overview of the results of the main category ‘Securitisation of Climate Change’, divided by different source types. About half of all the sources are securitising climate change, and a majority of NGO, and EU sources are, along with half of the media sources. However, both government sources analysed do not securitise climate change. This is more clearly shown if just securitising sources are shown compared to all non-securitising subcategories, as done in Figure 3. Here it is clear that securitisation comes overwhelmingly from NGO sources. 
	
	No Securitisation
	Desecuritisation
	Securitisation
	Considerate Piece

	Total
	5
	2
	17
	8

	Government
	1
	1
	0
	0

	NGO
	1
	0
	8
	0

	EU
	1
	0
	2
	0

	Media
	2
	1
	7
	8


 Table 3: Climate Change, by source type.










Figure 2: Securitisation of Climate Change, by source type

Figure 3: Securitisation vs Total Not securitising, by source type
Examining the results of the call-to-action category show an even clearer contrast between NGOs and other sources. Only NGO and Media sources call for emergency action at all, while the government and EU call for action within the normal politics. 

Figure 4: Emergency Action vs Total non-Emergency action, by source type
The final figure I will provide for this subchapter is the securitisation of climate change by country, as the results are interesting and warrant further investigation, which will be done in chapter 4.2.4. As shown in Figure 5, the European Union sources are overwhelmingly securitising, while France, the United Kingdom and the Netherlands are about 50% securitising. Germany, on the other hand, has no securitising sources at all. 

Figure 5: Securitisation of Climate Change, results by origin.
However, these statistical results need context and comparison to be properly analysed, which will be done in the next three subchapters. 
[bookmark: _Toc79971596]4.2.2 Framing of the Threat
The Qualitative Content Analysis first analysed the securitisation of climate change in the text, checking if climate change is being constructed as an existential threat. As shown in the previous subchapter, around half of the sources analysed were securitising, while there were two sources that could be labelled as desecuritising and five of them had no securitisation. Eight of them are what I labelled as considerate pieces, which means they did not advocate a single viewpoint. It is time to examine the texts more closely and see how different actors construct the threat. 
First off, there is the text from the European Parliament’s motion to declare a climate emergency. The following is the securitising part of the motion:
“[The European Parliament] [d]eclares a climate and environment emergency; calls on the Commission, the Member States and all global actors, and declares its own commitment, to urgently take the concrete action needed in order to fight and contain this threat before it is too late” (Emphasis added) (European Parliament, 2019B).
In this part of the declaration, the threat is called out very literally, and there is a sense of urgency conveyed with the words ‘before it is too late’. The parliament is speaking the language of security here and is framing a threat.  
“Ahead of the UN COP25 Climate Change Conference in Madrid 2-13 December, the Parliament on Thursday approved a resolution declaring a climate and environmental emergency in Europe and globally. They also want the Commission to ensure that all relevant legislative and budgetary proposals are fully aligned with the objective of limiting global warming to under 1.5 °C” (European Parliament, 2019A).
The press release which came with the resolution is already a lot less alarmist, and barely securitises itself, in fact taking the sharp edges off of the resolution text itself. It is unclear why the press release does not put the most emphasis on the starkest message in the resolution text. 
As well as the European Parliament sources, a source of the European Commission was used in the QCA, namely a speech on the European climate law by European Vice President Frans Timmermans, responsible for climate in the European Commission: 
“The question is, what can we do? As institutions, as individuals, as politicians, as business people, as scientists. What can we do? When I do interviews very often I am very often confronted with a dilemma: “So what is your choice? Do you choose to do something for the climate or do you choose jobs? Do you have any idea what this costs?” And I think it is our duty collectively to explain that choosing to do something against the climate crisis is choosing for jobs, for future jobs. Saying that choosing to invest in this is much smarter than not choosing to invest and spending more money not on investment but on mitigating and on addressing the challenges, which is money that will be spent but which does not bring any revenues, that is not an investment. I think, in our public communication we will have to concentrate on that: to detect the false contradictions and to help people understand that doing nothing does not mean that everything stays the same. That is the biggest trap in public communication: Believing that by doing nothing everything will stay the same. By doing nothing, the problem will get much worse but on the other side by acting we can actually tackle the problem” (Timmermans, 2020). 
In his speech, the framing of climate change is markedly different from the text of the parliamentary resolution. Although Timmermans frames the climate change as a crisis and references disasters earlier in his speech, he avoids the security framing. Instead, the European Vice President focuses on giving a weighted assessment of the interest of dealing with climate change and other, economic interests. The executive arm of the EU seems more interested in treating climate change as a crisis than as an emergency. 
Two national governments have been included in the QCA, the German and Dutch governments, both answering questions about the climate emergency declaration from their respective members of parliament:
“The term “Klimanotstand” [Climate Emergency]) primarily serves the symbolic affirmation and for this reason must not be associated with the “Notstand” terms enshrined in the Basic Law (of Germany) The federal government has no connection with the declaration of "climate emergencies", there is also no judgement of the so-called “climate emergency” by the federal government.” (Bundesregierung, 2020, p. 3). 
“In response to questions from the PVV and D66 groups about the climate emergency, the cabinet emphasises the importance of an ambitious climate policy and the energetic implementation of that policy. The government recognizes the urgency in tackling the climate problem and is acting accordingly. Participation and support are also essential for implementing ambitious climate policy” (Rijksoverheid, 2019, p. 27).
There is a difference between the answers given by the Dutch and the German government which has caused them to be coded differently. Neither are securitising climate change and supporting the motion of the European Parliament explicitly when asked about it. However, the German Federal Government is trying its best to distance the term climate emergency from a ‘real’ emergency, emphasising its symbolic nature and trying to reassure the parliament that a climate emergency has no legal status in German law. In the Netherlands, the government also clearly tries to keep climate change in the realm of normal politics, emphasising the need to build support for policy and emphasising the need for participation from the general populace. I gave them a different code, since there is less explicit pushback against the security frame from the Dutch government. 
In Germany, the media also showed pushback against the declaration of a climate emergency. The word ‘Notstand’ in particular elicits controversy. 
“A CSU MEP has sharply criticised the declaration of a climate emergency in Europe, referring to the German “Notstandsverordnung” (Emergency Decree) of 1933. "Those who declare a climate emergency today are calling for nothing less than decisions without democratic legitimacy and aim to suspend democratic rights," said CSU MEP Markus Ferber. He added: "Either these people do not know what they are talking about or they feel it is legitimate to shut down the democratic process. Both are deeply frightening, especially against the background of our German history and the year 1933” (Tageschau, 2019). 
“So far, there are still disagreements on the text of the resolution. Some German MEPs demand that instead of a “Notstand” (state of emergency) one should speak of a “Notfall” (emergency). [...] Still other MEPs demand that one speaks of a “Dringlichkeit” (urgency). The English version would then read as “climate urgency”.
The conservative European People’s Party (EPP) in particular insists on this. For a “state of emergency” must have consequences, which could also restrict democratic rights, said the environmental spokesperson of the EPP parliamentary group, CDU politician Peter Liese” (ZDF, 2019). 
Pushback comes most loudly from the CDU/CSU party and in Europe from the European Peoples Party group. There are clear attempts at Desecuritisation shown here, with the speakers warning of emergency action restricting democratic rights. Even comparisons to the era of Nazi rule in Germany are being made. Consistently in my analysis, German sources are the most careful with securitising climate change, and the most likely to attempt desecuritisation. 
Environmental groups also reacted to the motion of the European Parliament, for example Greenpeace:
Greenpeace EU climate policy adviser Sebastian Mang said: “Our house is on fire. The European Parliament has seen the blaze, but it’s not enough to stand by and watch. To put out the flames, we have to take immediate measures in line with the science, drastically reduce emissions, protect and restore the natural environment. Holding fossil fuel companies responsible, investing in rail and public transport, supporting communities investing in renewable energy, banning pesticides and ending subsidies for factory farms are just some of the bold ways to take action now” (Greenpeace, 2019).
Greenpeace uses a very clear metaphor for an emergency, the house on fire. 
“A target 30 years in the future does not represent emergency climate action – our house is on fire and Europe is still twiddling its thumbs. We need to end the fossil fuel age in years, not decades, to keep the planet safe” (Friends of the Eearth, 2020). 
Friends of the Earth uses the same metaphor in march 2020, in fact. In the press release on the climate law, this NGO also calls for emergency action. 
Media are also used for writing about securitising climate change; 
“An exceptional situation calls for exceptional resources. That is why we are asking the European Parliament to declare a state of climate and environmental emergency now. This is not one more posting statement, it is an imperative for action. It means demanding that the new Commission materialize this urgency in practice, through concrete, ambitious and immediate measures. It means acknowledging that the climate must be at the heart of all European policies - from transport to agriculture, including energy and trade agreements. It is also to proclaim the unconditional welcome of climate refugees” (Delli, K.& Carême, D. (2019).  
Again, emphasis is put on the exceptional situation and the exceptional resources required for it. 
“Governments should then address the climate crisis the way one would any other imminent, widespread threat to its country – use it as a tool to lift the most disadvantaged and disenfranchised people out of poverty by creating clean industry jobs, enhancing community living, eliminating air pollution, improving public, low-emission transport and retrofitting buildings so they both require less energy and provide healthier living environments.
Ringing the emergency alarm doesn’t put the fire out, it can only start the conversation. We need clear fire-fighting guidelines. This is the only way to emerge from emergency, and give Europeans both the social and environmental leadership they are looking for” (Dixson-Declève, 2019).
The fire metaphor also comes back in the Euractiv opinion written by a member of the Club of Rome; an organisation of scientists concerned with environmental change. 
Lastly, some political parties also construct climate change as a threat on their party website: 
“We believe that multiplying the effects of announcements and think tanks is not an acceptable response to the climate crisis. This is why we have been calling for several weeks to declare a climate and ecological state of emergency, as the Irish and British Parliaments have already done. Mathilde Panot, LFI MP, questioned the government again on this subject on May 14 in the hemicycle” (La France Insoumise, 2019) 
“In December, the UN Secretary-General, António Guterres, called on all countries of the world to declare a Climate Emergency at the UK online climate conference in December. Klaver wants the Netherlands to follow the 38 countries that have already done this as soon as possible. As far as he is concerned, the declaration of a Climate Emergency will be the first thing the new government does after the elections.
Klaver says in an explanation: “When it comes to corona, we all listen to the warnings of science. But when it comes to the climate, the government keeps making excuses to ignore scientific advice and maintain our  polluting economy. That must be over. 
It's time we started listening to climate scientists as much as we do to corona scientists. Climate science tells us: a sustainable future is possible, but only if we choose a green political course now. We have a maximum of ten years to avoid a global climate catastrophe” (Klaver, 2021).
The major takeaway of analysing the sources more in-depth is also reflected in the statistics shown at the beginning of the chapter. NGOs or NGOs writing in media are the securitising actors, while governments and the European Union itself, even in the press release of the motion for a climate emergency, are the ones not securitising. Meanwhile, the conversation in German media was focussed on the specific word ‘Notstand’, which sparked a counternarrative attempting to desecuritise. It is now time to analyse the second part of securitisation, the call to (emergency) action.
[bookmark: _Toc79971597]4.2.3 The Call to Action
Researchers such as Trombetta (2012) and Boas and Warner (2019) found that when securitisation was invoked on climate change by state actors, it was not followed up by calls for emergency action. Therefore, the coding frame also includes a category about the call to action. Let me start again with the European Parliament motion yet again, as it is the centrepiece of this thesis.
“[The European Parliament,] whereas this action must be science-based and must involve citizens and all sectors of society and the economy, including industry, in a socially balanced and sustainable way; whereas it must support the competitiveness of our economies and be accompanied by strong social and inclusive measures to ensure a fair and equitable transition that supports job creation, while respecting the need for a high standard of welfare and high quality jobs and training;
[and] whereas no emergency should ever be used to erode democratic institutions or to undermine fundamental rights; whereas all measures will always be adopted through a democratic process” (European Parliament, 2019A). 
Despite calling for emergency action, the motion passed also specifically calls for every action to be socially balanced, economically competitive, and be taken through the democratic process. To use the metaphor used by Euractiv earlier in the thesis “Ringing the alarm bell does not put the fire out”.  The Dutch government response to questions from parliament shows the same commitment to normal decision making, instead of emergency action. 
“In response to questions from the PVV and D66 groups about the climate emergency, the cabinet emphasises the importance of an ambitious climate policy and the energetic implementation of that policy. The government recognizes the urgency in tackling the climate problem and is acting accordingly. Participation and support are also essential for implementing ambitious climate policy” (Rijksoverheid, 2019, p. 27).
The Dutch government response to questions from parliament shows the same commitment to normal decision making, instead of emergency action.
“The UK’s parliament took a symbolic step in early May when it became the first country to declare a climate emergency, followed by the Irish parliament 10 days later. Nearly 600 cities, states, and local governments have done the same worldwide. Yet these statements will not accomplish much unless they are implemented with quick, thorough change.
Declaring an emergency is what governments do in the immediate aftermath of, say, a landslide, a hurricane or a terrorist attack. The next step is to mobilize the forces — to send in the paramedics, firefighters, rescue divers or military guards.
So where are the emergency climate responders? The public is certainly clamoring for it, as was shown in the Green Party’s gains in last month’s European elections.” (Dixson-Declève, 2019).
“An exceptional situation calls for exceptional resources. That is why we are asking the European Parliament to declare a state of climate and environmental emergency now. This is not one more posting statement, it is an imperative for action. It means demanding that the new Commission materialize this urgency in practice, through concrete, ambitious and immediate measures. It means acknowledging that the climate must be at the heart of all European policies - from transport to agriculture, including energy and trade agreements. It is also to proclaim the unconditional welcome of climate refugees” (Delli & Carême, 2019).
“Young people protesting for their futures, and scientists monitoring the destruction of our natural world are clear about what needs to be done – immediate transformational action to phase out fossil fuels by 2030, move to 100% renewable and community energy, and institute massive energy savings as a starting point. We do not have another five years to waste.
EU leaders have failed to rise to the challenge of our generation – #climate emergency.
We need immediate transformational action to phase out fossil fuels by 2030, move to 100% renewable and community energy, and institute massive energy savings. We’re still waiting” (Friends of the Earth, 2019).
Some NGOs, however, do explicitly call for “quick, thorough change” “to mobilise the forces” as did some MEPs, for example in the excerpt from the quoted Libération article. Although not all NGO sources are as explicit about this, while some do not call for exceptional action at all. 
“What is WWF calling for in the EU climate law?
· An emissions reduction target for 2030 of at least 65%, excluding carbon dioxide removal by sinks or any international offsetting.
· Any EU policies that aren’t consistent with the EU’s climate objectives to be scrapped or changed by 2021.
· An independent expert EU climate body to advise on EU climate policies and plans and their consistency with EU climate goals.
· An EU roadmap that sets out the path to  climate neutrality by 2040. 
· A ban on all fossil fuel subsidies, advertising and sponsorship” (World Wide Fund for Nature, 2020).
There is a clear difference between the Greenpeace and Friends of the Earth statements compared to the WWF. In the WWF press release, there are calls for more ambitious actions to stop climate change, but they are more ambitious goals and a call for more concrete policy, rather than immediate radical action. 
There is a clear difference between the previous category and this one. Whereas many organisations and the European Parliament were willing to construct climate change as an existential threat, they are not all calling for emergency action. 
I also attached another main category to the coding scheme about calls for action towards non state actors, mainly the general public, such as calls for protest, but very few sources analysed had any such call. Therefore, I have decided not to analyse this further. There are some interesting differences between countries, however, on which I will briefly elaborate. 

[bookmark: _Toc79971598]4.2.4 Between Country Differences
Figure 5 shows one of the clearest contrasts this QCA has provided. Whereas European Union sources tended to securitise and other EU member states had their sources split on the matter, there seemed to have been a counternarrative in Germany:
“A CSU MEP has sharply criticised the declaration of a climate emergency in Europe, referring to the German “Notstandsverordnung” (Emergency Decree) of 1933. "Those who declare a climate emergency today are calling for nothing less than decisions without democratic legitimacy and aim to suspend democratic rights," said CSU MEP Markus Ferber. He added: "Either these people do not know what they are talking about or they feel it is legitimate to shut down the democratic process. Both are deeply frightening, especially against the background of our German history and the year 1933” (Tageschau, 2019). 
“So far, there are still disagreements on the text of the resolution. Some German MEPs demand that instead of a “Notstand” (state of emergency) one should speak of a “Notfall” (emergency). [...] Still other MEPs demand that one speaks of a “Dringlichkeit” (urgency). The English version would then read as “climate urgency”.
The conservative European People’s Party (EPP) in particular insists on this. For a “state of emergency” must have consequences, which could also restrict democratic rights, said the environmental spokesperson of the EPP parliamentary group, CDU politician Peter Liese” (ZDF, 2019). 
The wording of the Climate Emergency Motion, specifically whether it should use the word ‘Notstand’ was in question around the adoption of the motion. This word was controversial, seemingly evoking memories of the 1933 Emergency Decree, which was then an important step in establishing Nazi rule over Germany. Even though ‘l'état d'urgence climatique’ in French and ‘klimaatnoodtoestand’ in Dutch put the same emphasis on a state of emergency, this narrative of overreach seems to have had way less traction, although it is mentioned in an NOS article which was analysed as well:
“Esther de Lange (CDA) thinks the apocalyptic language smells like panic football. Then good decisions are not always made, she says. "It also sounds as if the patient only has an hour left. This requires years of commitment, but with democratically taken decisions. 'State of emergency' has an aftertaste that it is not democratic."” (Nederlandse Omroep Stichting, 2019). 
Although between country differences are not the focus of this thesis, I felt like the analysis would have been incomplete without at least a rudimentary look.

[bookmark: _Toc79971599]4.3 Wrap up of the Analysis
This chapter started with the statistics of the Qualitative Content Analysis. From the data, it became clear that NGOs performed more securitising around the climate emergency motion than governments. However, framing climate change as a threat was not always followed up by calls for emergency actions. Although the European Parliament framed the threat, they did not perform the call for emergency action. There were also between country differences spotted when it came to securitisation of climate change, with a special mention for the German narrative. In the concluding chapter, I will relate the analysis back to the research question and draw conclusions from the QCA.
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[bookmark: _Toc79971601]5.1 The Conclusion 
This chapter will be the conclusion of this thesis. In subchapter 5.2 I will summarise my findings and then discuss whether those findings are in line with the theoretical expectations. Subchapter 5.3 will reflect on the findings and loop back to discuss the securitisation literature and its application to climate change. I will then give some other theoretical angles which might be used to analyse this case and some other recommendations for future research. 
[bookmark: _Toc79971602]5.2 Summary and discussion of findings
The aim of this thesis was to test two different theoretical expectations about securitisation theory. These expectations concerned who could be the actor driving a securitisation process. Two main positions were identified in the literature, the so-called Copenhagen School, which holds that only state actors can speak security and the position known as the Paris School, which holds that non state actors such as NGOs can also perform securitisation. The theory also found that when it comes to climate change, there was a mismatch between two steps of the securitisation process. Where the threat was framed by state actors, there was no call for emergency action. To test the expectations of these differing schools of securitisation theory, this thesis has looked at the adoption of a Climate Emergency Declaration by the European Parliament. This motion and the discourse around it by media and responses from governments were analysed using the Qualitative Content Analysis method. In summary, this method found that the European Union and NGOs were the main actors trying to establish climate change as a threat, while governments did not. Meanwhile, only some NGOs also called for emergency action to follow through on the framing of a threat. 
In the methodology chapter, I operationalised two expectations from the theory, namely:
-Operationalised expectation for the state-centric approach:
EU Member States are securitising climate change through speech acts such as the Climate Emergency Motion. 
-Operationalised expectation for the broader actors approach:
Both EU Member States, the European Parliament and environmental organisations could be securitising climate change through the Climate Emergency Motion. 
The QCA has found more evidence for the second expectation, related to the broader actors approach than for the first one, the state centric approach. The European Parliament attempted to frame climate change as a threat, as did many different NGOs, calling on the European Union to declare an emergency before it happened, and insisting on emergency action after an emergency was declared. NGOs appeared to be the driving force behind the securitised language used in the motion, while governments were the ones reluctant to adopt this frame. 
This brings me to the theoretical expectations made in the theoretical chapter:
- Expectation for the state centric approach: 
State actors drive the securitisation process. When securitisation takes place, it is expected that we see exclusively states involved through speech acts.  
- Expectation for the broader actors approach:
Both State actors and non-state actors can drive a securitisation process. When securitisation processes take place, it is expected that there is evidence of non-state actor involvement in securitisation through speech acts. 
This thesis has found that the broader actors approach is more in line with its findings than the state-centric approach. As already made clear in both the theory and the methods chapter, the evidence found for non-state actor involvement does not mean state actors cannot securitise. However, the Copenhagen School’s state centrism seems to be inadequate to describe what was empirically observed in the case of the European Climate Emergency motion. 
Finally, the research question stated in the introduction was as follows:
To what extent is the adoption of securitised language in the European (EU) Parliament’s motion to declare a climate emergency driven by non-state actors? 
This thesis has found that it is likely that the adoption of securitised language in the European Parliament’s motion has been driven for a large part by non-state actors, specifically environmental NGOs. Both the statistical and qualitative parts of the QCA have shown that NGOs are responsible for a large part of the securitising frame, while governments are lagging behind and even the European Union does not go as far to push the securitisation of climate change as some environmental organisations. 
[bookmark: _Toc79971603]5.3 Reflection and Discussion
By finding evidence for the securitising behaviour of NGOs when it comes to climate change, this thesis joins a large body of work moving away from the stricter state centric tradition of the Copenhagen School of securitisation theory, which was the founding tradition of securitisation theory. However, most importantly, this thesis has reinforced findings made by others who researched the securitisation of climate change. There is a gap between framing of a threat and emergency action. One possible explanation for this gap is the risk society theory by Beck. 
The lack of an overwhelming call for emergency action and a tendency to stay within normal decision making when it comes to climate change do make climate change securitisation special within the wider securitisation theory. This thesis only reinforces the growing research which argues that the Copenhagen School of securitisation is not compatible with the empirical observations in this field and that a rethinking of the theory is needed, perhaps by using Beck’s risk society. This position, also taken by Trombetta, argues that the lack of follow up with emergency action cannot be written off as ‘failed securitisations’ under the Copenhagen School frame, but need to be examined differently (2012).
This study attempted to hone in on one narrow part of securitisation theory and tried to contribute to a theoretical debate about the role of the actor by using a socially relevant case. The research method was a strength, but the sometimes-lacking data was a weakness. A larger team with more time and language skills might have been able to provide a more representative frame and I do not think it impossible this thesis may have missed an important aspect of the discourse about the Climate Emergency Motion. Nevertheless, the narrow scope helped contribute to both the body of literature about climate change securitisation and the debate about which actor can securitise. This study also did not conduct any interviews, nor did it procure any documents which might give a behind the scenes view of the way the motion for a climate emergency was passed. 
It might also be useful to more closely incorporate other constructivist theories into securitisation theory especially when it concerns transnational security issues such as climate change. Norm-based constructivism might help explain the gap between framing and action as acknowledging climate change as a threat becomes more norm-appropriate. More research into securitisation theory is needed, not least of all to further the debate on the role of the actor. However, the empirical observations made in this thesis give me cause to give two specific recommendations. The first one is to examine the role of the European Union. The EU has a lot of competencies when it comes to climate change policy, but when it comes to state-centric securitisation, it does not get treated as a state actor. More specific research on the position of the European Union in the theory might be interesting. Process tracing on the way the motion came into being, and the role of governmental and NGO actors might help shed light on this case from a different angle as well. Secondly, the differences found in the narratives between countries were interesting and warrant further research. Constructivist theories of identity and norms might well be able to explain the different attitudes towards emergency which have shown up in the analysis. With the important role Germany plays in the European Union, this might even explain the lack of a call for emergency action from a different perspective.
With the release of a part of a new IPCC assessment report, which again shows evidence for a rapidly changing environment due to human action, the narrative of climate change securitisation theory also provides food for thought beyond its theoretical applications (Masson-Delmotte et al., 2021). Although it now seems to be more accepted than ever to frame climate change as a crisis or even a threat, this does not mean that that frame is followed up with actual emergency action. Answering whether emergency action is desirable is a normative question and not for this thesis, but there is a socially relevant lesson which the theory has given us: “Sounding the alarm bell does not put out the fire.”
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[bookmark: _Toc79971607]7.1 Appendix A: Coding Scheme
What follows is the codebook used for the Qualitative Content Analysis. For an overview on its construction, please refer to chapter 3.4. 

Column A: ID number 
The ID number is the number that has been given to the articles. This makes it possible to change the order of the articles. Numbers are from 1 until 30.
Column B: Date 
The date the article has been published. Format: Day/Month/Year.
Column C: Type of Source
The source of the data, where it originates from.
	Code
	Label

	1
	Government Source

	2
	NGO Source

	3 
	European Union Source

	4
	Media Source

	5
	Residual Category



Column D: Name of Source
Name of the source, not an exhaustive list.
Column D: Origin
The origin of the source, European if it is the European Union or a European news website.
	Code
	Label

	1
	European Union

	2
	Germany

	3
	France

	4
	United Kingdom

	5
	Netherlands

	6
	Residual Category



Column E: Title
Title of the source in English, for identification purposes.
Column F: Securitisation of Climate Change
The way the source frames climate change and the notion of climate emergency. 
	Code
	Label
	Operationalisation
	Examples

	1
	No Securitisation
	Climate Change is considered as belonging to the normal political sphere, the threat of climate change does not warrant emergency response. Action on climate change must be weighed against other stakes. 
	‘Economic interest’ ‘Climate alarmism’ ‘Symbolic measure’ ‘Who will pay for it’ ‘Weigh interests’ 

	2
	Desecuritisation
	The securitisation of climate change is considered a threat to democracy, the rule of law or to combatting climate change itself. 
	‘Rule of law’ ‘endangers democracy’ ‘put parliament offside’ ‘emergency degree’ ‘Notfall/Noodgeval’ ‘Dringlichkeit/urgentie’ ‘Draagvlak’

	3
	Securitisation 
	There is a climate emergency and immediate severe action must be undertaken to save the planet/environment.
	‘Climate Emergency’ ‘Emergency measures’ ‘Systematic/Structural change’ ‘Code red’ ‘Future of the planet at risk’  ‘Notstand/Noodtoestand’

	4
	Considerate Piece
	The source considers multiple viewpoints, or is purely informative.
	‘Others believe’ ‘On the other hand’ ‘Debate is still happening’



Column G: Call to Action for State Actors
What type of action is being called for from state actors.
	Code
	Label
	Operationalisation
	Examples

	1
	Emergency Action from State Actors
	Emergency actions are actions which fall beyond the normal politics.
	‘The time for debate is over’ ‘Emergency measures’ ‘Drastic change’

	2
	Normal Action from State Actors
	Normal actions are framed more modestly, and call for using the normal rules or procedures. It is possible that despite constructing a threat, the solution is framed to be within normal politics.
	‘Parliament must urgently consider’ ‘It is time to use our parliamentary majority’ ‘It is time to create a support base in society’

	3
	Unclear
	If the actions advocated do not clearly fall into the first two categories, use this code
	

	4
	Does not Apply
	No action is called for from state actors
	



Column H: Call to action for Non-State Actors
What type of action is being called for from non-state actors.
	Code
	Label
	Operationalisation
	Examples

	1
	Civil Action
	Civil action falls within the legal democratic norm, such as electoral action, peaceful protests, calling upon representatives, changing your own behaviour. 
	‘Vote them out’ ‘Vote with your wallet’ ‘Let your voice be heard’

	2
	Civil Disobedience/Extreme Action
	Civil Disobedience and extreme action fall outside the norm, such as hunger strikes, chaining yourself to a property, disrupting traffic and protesting illegally. If both this and code 1 apply, tick this code.
	‘Disobey’ ‘Occupy’ ‘We will not be stopped’

	3
	Does not Apply
	No civil action is called for
	


 
Types of Sources

Government	NGO	EU	Media	2	9	3	18	


Securitisation, by Source Type

No Securitisation	Total	Government	NGO	EU	Media	5	1	1	1	2	Desecuritisation	Total	Government	NGO	EU	Media	2	1	0	0	1	Securitisation	Total	Government	NGO	EU	Media	17	0	8	2	7	Considerate Piece	Total	Government	NGO	EU	Media	8	0	0	0	8	



Securitisation vs Total Not Securitising, by source type

Securitisation	Total	Government	NGO	EU	Media	17	0	8	2	7	Total Not Securitising	Total	Government	NGO	EU	Media	15	2	1	2	11	No Securitisation	Total	Government	NGO	EU	Media	5	1	1	1	2	Desecuritisation	Total	Government	NGO	EU	Media	2	1	0	0	1	Considerate Piece	Total	Government	NGO	EU	Media	8	0	0	0	8	



Emergency Action vs Total non-Emergency Action

Emergency Action	Total	Government	NGO	EU	Media	7	0	3	0	4	Total Non Emergency Action	Total	Government	NGO	EU	Media	25	2	6	3	14	Normal Action	Total	Government	NGO	EU	Media	11	2	5	3	1	Unclear	Total	Government	NGO	EU	Media	3	0	0	0	3	No Action	Total	Government	NGO	EU	Media	11	0	1	0	10	



Securitisation of Climate Change, results by origin

Securitising	European Union	Germany	France	United Kingdom	Netherlands	Other	7	0	4	1	2	3	Not Securitising	European Union	Germany	France	United Kingdom	Netherlands	Other	2	6	4	1	2	0	Total	European Union	Germany	France	United Kingdom	Netherlands	Other	9	6	8	2	4	3	State Emergency Action	European Union	Germany	France	United Kingdom	Netherlands	Other	5	0	1	0	0	1	Other Action/No Action	European Union	Germany	France	United Kingdom	Netherlands	Other	4	6	7	2	4	2	
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