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Abstract  
 

This thesis investigates the framing of the terrorist threat in France from 2015 to 2020 

as an ‘exceptional’ challenge which requires a ‘special’ public security response. The 

thesis demonstrates that, in the French case, the normalisation of exceptional powers 

has great significance, however it is a topic that has received little or no attention in 

the (critical) security studies scholarship.  

 

The thesis explores how political actors frame the terrorist threat in French political 

discourse from an exceptional, existential challenge to a permanent, routine threat. 

This thesis seeks to provide an in-depth critical discourse analysis of the French 

political narratives to examine the activation of the ‘état d’urgence’ – state of 

emergency – in the aftermath of Paris attacks in 2015. The study analyses the political 

discourse arising from the Charlie Hebdo attacks in 2015 and the Paris attacks in 2015 

to March 2020, to demonstrate the evolving securitising language. The thesis explores 

the twin concepts of securitisation-desecuritisation through the state of emergency’s 

normalisation and the French political framing and (re)construction of terrorism in a 

French context. Oriented around the post-Copenhagen School theoretical approach, 

the thesis demonstrates the importance of threat framing and the securitisation of 

terrorism by considering the context in which it is (re)constructed. Widening the 

understanding of securitisation-desecuritisation and, subsequently broadening the 

research within Terrorism Studies to investigate the colonial settings of French 

counterterrorism (CT) powers, it thus demonstrates the apparently indefinite extension 

of exceptional powers, their routinisation and normalisation. This, in turn exposes their 

embeddedness in the colonial legacy of temporal structures, political language and 

counterterrorism power. 

 

By investigating CT political discourse, the thesis proposes a conceptual framework 

that merges critical terrorism studies literature and securitisation scholarship. 

Subsequently, the political construction of temporality and colonial continuity of CT 

powers question and undermine the exceptional character of traditional approach of 

securitisation. The analysis demonstrates that the normalisation of the exceptional 

terrorist threat is not another form of desecuritisation, but rather it highlights the 

impossibility of desecuritising terrorism.   
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Introduction 

 
France is at war. The acts committed Friday evening in Paris and near the Stade de 
France are acts of war. (…). In this war, which began several years ago, we are all well 
aware that it will take time and that patience is as demanding as the hardness with 
which we must fight. (…). We must therefore defend ourselves, both urgently and over 
the long term (…). On Friday night, (…) I declared a state of emergency, (…). Indeed, 
the law of April 3, 1955, which governs the state of emergency could not anticipate the 
current state of technologies or the threats we face today. (…). But we must go beyond 
the emergency. (…). (Hollande, 2015, no.118, my emphasis and my translation)1 
 
Today, our fundamental law includes two particular regimes, which are not adapted to 
the situation we are facing. (…). Everyone sees here that neither of these two regimes 
is adapted to the current situation. (…). And yet we are at war. But this war of another 
type, facing a new adversary, calls for a constitutional regime to manage the state of 
crisis. (…). Because we are going to extend, you are going to extend the state of 
emergency beyond twelve days – for three months (…). Since the threat will weigh 
lastingly and the fight against Daesh will mobilise us for a long time both in the domestic 
and international terrain, (…). (Hollande, 2015, no.118, my emphasis and my 
translation)2 

 

In a speech in front of the Parliament assembled in Congress on the 16th of November 

2015,3 President François Hollande declared a war on terrorism, reflecting the horror, 

danger, threat and fear that infused French society after the Paris attacks. Not only 

did he underscore the consequences of such acts of war but he engaged with a 

discourse underlining the very focus of this thesis. That is, the employment and 

delineation of a new, unprecedent, urgent, and exceptional threat, calling for 

emergency and exceptional powers through the activation of the état d’urgence – the 

state of emergency. He stressed that the threat of terrorism is embedded in French 

society for a long time by emphasising on long duration of the war and therefore there 

 
1 La France est en guerre. Les actes commis vendredi soir à Paris et près du Stade de France sont des 
actes de guerre. (…) Dans cette guerre, qui a commencé il y a déjà plusieurs années, nous avons bien 
conscience les uns et les autres qu’il faudra du temps et que la patience est aussi exigeante que la 
dureté avec laquelle nous devons combattre. (…) Nous devons donc nous défendre, à la fois dans 
l’urgence et dans la durée. (…). Dans la nuit de vendredi, (…) j’ai proclamé l’état d’urgence, (…). En 
effet, la loi du 3 avril 1955 qui régit l’état d’urgence ne pouvait anticiper l’état actuel des technologies ni 
des menaces auxquelles nous faisons face aujourd’hui. (…) Mais nous devons aller au-delà de 
l’urgence. (…) 
2 Aujourd’hui, notre loi fondamentale comporte deux régimes particuliers, qui ne sont pas adaptés à la 
situation à laquelle nous sommes confrontés. (…) Chacun voit ici qu’aucun de ces deux régimes n’est 
adapté à la situation actuelle. (…). Et pourtant nous sommes en guerre. Mais cette guerre d’un autre 
type, face à un adversaire nouveau, appelle un régime constitutionnel permettant de gérer l’état de 
crise. (…) Car nous allons prolonger, vous allez proroger l’état d’urgence au-delà de douze jours – pour 
trois mois (…). Puisque la menace va peser durablement et que la lutte contre Daech va nous mobiliser 
encore longtemps sur le front extérieur comme sur le terrain intérieur, (…). 
3 Assembled in Congress means that the Parliament, National Assembly (lower chamber) and Senate 
(higher chamber), are gathered. Since the revision of the Constitution in 2008, the Congress can 
happen when the President of the Republic wish to give a speech.  
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was a need to (re)adapt the measures to better tackle terrorism. The specific rhetoric 

and narratives used by Hollande underline a significant nexus central to this research: 

the securitisation of terrorism calling for continuous application of exceptional and 

emergency powers. 

 

Historically, France has been the target of terrorist attacks over the past 10 years and 

is considered by Europol in their 2022 report (2022, p.7) to be the highest European 

country exposed to terrorism. The French case study is of significance yet under-

explored in the disciplines of securitisation and terrorism studies. The thesis identifies 

and addresses some lacunas of the securitisation theory. Indeed, more broadly, the 

securitisation theory was largely commented in Critical Security Studies (CTS), and 

mainly addresses the existential threat through a logic of exception, that is the 

activation of exceptional measures – the état d’urgence.4 Empirically, the attacks of 

Paris in November 2015 are distinct from others on a few levels: the scale, the 

response, and the trial. While political discourse in the aftermath of Paris attacks did 

not attract much literature, interest in the Paris attacks gained momentum with the trial 

which started in November 2021, the first of its kind. Not only is the emotion depicted 

differently, but the response and discourse on terrorism by French political actors 

 
4 The ‘état d’urgence’, known as state of exception or state of emergency in English, is a singular 
measure in France to fight and respond to terrorism. It has vocation to be temporary, to suspend the 
ordinary law in moment of exceptional crisis (Codaccioni, 2015). The thesis focuses on the state of 
emergency in a French context and related to securitisation to emphasise the understanding around 
this singularity. While the purpose of the thesis is not to delve into the theoretical debate around the 
notion of the state of exception, it convenes to briefly encapsulate its various theoretical 
conceptualisations. Traditionally, Schmitt is a pioneer in developing the theory around the state of 
exception notion. According to Schmitt, sovereignty is not only expressed through imposing norms, but 
through the decision to impose norms, that is, more than the norms, it is the exception that establishes 
and reveals the best the state sovereignty (Schmitt, 1988). While Schmitt and Agamben differ in their 
conceptualisation of the state of exception, for both it is a specific form of governmentality. To Agamben, 
basing his reading of the state of exception on Schmitt’s definition of sovereignty, when the sovereign 
declares the state of exception, it simultaneously creates the state of nature and the rule of law through 
the abandonment of life, reducing subjects to bare life (Agamben, 1998, p.29; Van Munster, 2004; Neal, 
2010). The state of exception is long discussed in the literature (Neal, 2010), whether on the concept 
itself, on the suspension of ordinary law, on the impacts on human rights and civil liberties. That said, 
the state of emergency has driven and led debates around the question of its illiberal practices and 
undemocratic approaches, which has been outlined by Foucault and the notion of biopower (1976). 
Foucault demonstrated the idea that democracies uncover a new form of governmentality by the use of 
exceptional powers and especially its illiberal elements within liberal regimes (Bigo, 2002; 2004). In 
relation to securitisation and Critical Terrorism Studies, it is mainly discussed in terms of:  

- A discussed and debatable criterion of the successful securitisation process for the 
Copenhagen School (Buzan et al., 1998), while other argue on the necessity of the emergency 
for successful securitisation (Floyd, 2016).  

- Within CTS, it is mainly discussed with the existential threat narratives and within the WoT 
discourse post-9/11, therefore, in a very limited context (Wolfendale, 2016; Jackson, 2005). 
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underscore an evolution in the securitising language. Indeed, the French political 

actors activated the emergency powers within the French soil based on the Law of 

1955 – a law which has been used in very specific cases (Lambert, 2021) analysed 

below – and a War on Terror on the outside. Those narratives and rhetorical 

constructions by Hollande and political actors after Paris attacks are of interest for this 

research and of importance for the discipline of securitisation theory, CTS and more 

broadly critical security studies: to what extent is the securitisation of terrorism an 

exceptional measure. Of significance is its historical and colonial applications, its 

expansion in the aftermath of Paris attacks towards its normalisation in 2017. That is, 

the exceptional is becoming permanent, underscoring the continuity of emergency 

powers’ application through the adaptation of the Law of 1955 emerging in the Algerian 

War to the threat of terrorism in 2015, ultimately shifting from the exceptional to the 

normalisation of the exceptional.  

 
The state of emergency reveals the colonial continuum. (Lambert, 2021, p.40, my 
translation).  

 

1. Problem statement  

 

The thesis questions political narratives and seeks to contribute to the under-explored 

notion of desecuritisation by theoretically contributing to the securitisation scholarship. 

It explores various aspects of the securitisation literature, firstly, the notions of 

exceptional – unprecedented, temporal, urgent; secondly, the notion of temporality – 

continuity, coloniality, time; and thirdly, the notion of normalisation – routine, 

permanent and desecuritisation. Consequently, it participates to the post-Copenhagen 

School approach on ST by theoretically adding to the development of desecuritisation 

analysed through the lens of a contextual approach offered by the French context. 

Securitisation and desecuritisation are not universal concepts, rather they should be 

examined case by case.  

 

The gaps identified within the literature offers the possibility to identify contributions to 

the scholarship and for that the thesis seeks to address those core questions:  

 

How is the securitisation of the exceptional threat of terrorism normalised in the 

French context? How does continuity, and in particular colonial continuity, 
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undermine the notion of exceptionality of the traditional formulation of 

securitisation?  

 

Identifying the main research questions require to delineate sub-questions providing 

information on the directions taken for the thesis. That is, on the investigation of the 

securitisation process and in particular the construction of exceptional and existential 

terrorist threat: 

• To what extent is the securitisation of terrorism an exceptional measure? 

• How has France, and in particular its political elites, routinised the emergency 

powers as a permanent state?  

• How is the terrorist enemy other depicted and what does it expose from CT 

powers and language?  

• How can the labels of ‘war’, ‘exceptional’, ‘emergency’ and the normalisation of 

exceptional powers influence public audience acceptance? Does it underline a 

political hegemonic interest in shaping threat in specific narratives? What was 

so unusual in the Paris attacks for the audience to accept the label of war and 

to legitimise this “new” counterterrorism policy?  

• How can the threat of terrorism be securitised in France when there is no such 

‘rupturing moment’ but rather a linearity of securitisation of terrorism?  

• On the question of desecuritisation, it is ultimately entangled with the notion of 

normalisation, and therefore it leads to specify the question: how does the 

politically constructed temporality inform the notion of desecuritisation? How is 

temporality created, modified, legitimised by political actors to sell the 

normalisation? How/is desecuritisation possible in the case of terrorism? 

 

The established significance of this project rests on various contributions to the 

securitisation literature and is located, more broadly, in the critical terrorism studies 

scholarship in filling the identified gaps. First, it offers an in-depth critical analysis of 

the construction of the exceptional and the temporal in French securitising language. 

Second, it investigates the normalisation of exceptional counterterrorism policies. 

Third, it establishes a theoretical conceptualisation of desecuritisation through the 

analysis of French political response to terrorism indicating an impossibility to 

desecuritise when such powers are embedded in coloniality, undermining and 
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questioning the exceptionality characteristic of the traditional securitisation theory. 

Consequently, the research explores the evolution of CT measures and securitising 

language in France, from emergency and exceptional powers to its normalisation in 

2017: when the exception becomes the norm.  

 

The purpose of the research is to shed light and analyse the discursive dimension of 

the threat framing of terrorism, more specifically, how language is used to create 

meaning, and how language is contextually, socially, and politically embedded 

(Jorgensen and Phillips, 2002) within the French case. It engages with how-questions 

rather than why-questions. Doty (1996) qualifies the ‘why questions’ as incomplete as 

suggesting a particular subjectivity and often these types of questions neglect the 

investigation into power as productive and constitutive of meanings. In other words, 

‘how-questions’ signify explicating how meanings, policies and interpretive 

dispositions are constructed and producers of discourse (Doty, 1996). Moreover, 

critical discourse analysis investigates how discursive practices, and their construction 

are operations of power (Holland, 2013), thus, as a process of understanding how 

certain policies became a necessity, a possibility, rather than asking why decision-

makers made the decision to implement these types of policies. As Holland states 

(2013), with a particular focus on the US War on Terror, the how-questions enable a 

focus on how counterterrorism policies for instance are rendered appropriate, 

legitimate, and necessary, rather than why they are dealing with terrorism with these 

types of counterterrorism strategy or why the war on terror is constructed that way 

(2013). In practice, the research questions are also built upon Holland’s work (2013) 

and how he employed the how questions as a process of constructing threats as 

spoken and thought in political discourse. Therefore, this research follows the same 

approach as Doty (1996) and Holland (2013) with a selection of ‘how-questions’ so as 

to pay particular attention to the historical, political, domestic, and socio-cultural 

context. Also, it specifically explores the justification of those measures and the 

depiction on the political discourse order, which inducted the threat of terrorism to 

move from a crime to the normalisation of exceptional powers.  

 

The thesis uses the post-Copenhagen School and/or revised approach to 

securitisation (Balzacq, 2005) establishing a new approach to the traditional 

formulation of securitisation (i.e., Copenhagen School). The post-Copenhagen School 
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developed an understanding of the Securitisation Theory (ST) by moving away from 

language-heavy approach, without neglecting the language, but by incorporating the 

context: political, social, historical and local. Indeed, the theoretical view of 

securitisation by the Copenhagen School relies heavily on the notion of speech act 

and language of the political actor, that is, by uttering security the issue is securitised 

(Buzan et al., 1998; Waever, 1995). The research falls within the scope of this revised 

approach, in trying to contribute to their development, that is in developing firstly, the 

concept of progressive and/or evolving securitisation process by exploring the 

progressive and continuous securitising language. The French case indicates how 

progressive and evolving the securitisation process is, largely neglected in the CS. 

While seeking for a “rupture” moment or following a logic of routine, it rather indicates 

a combination of both a logic of exception and a logic of routine (c.f., p.7). In particular, 

the French case study indicates a securitising process deeply embedded in its history, 

(re)emerging in (post-)colonial era. Secondly, the thesis investigates the extensions of 

the exceptional which lead to routinisation and normalisation of the existential and the 

exceptional. It, therefore, undermines the very notion of exceptionality established by 

the traditional formulation of securitisation (i.e., CS). It contributes to the securitisation 

theory by investigating the very notion of normalising the exceptional, where instead 

of having an exceptional securitisation process, the securitisation of the terrorist threat 

is being the new normal. Thirdly, the thesis broadens and incorporates the colonial 

context in the understanding of securitisation process established by the post-

Copenhagen School. That is, the thesis aims at developing the securitisation theory 

by exploring the colonial legacies and coloniality of powers and structures of CT 

policies and language. Colonialism and race studies are of significance in examining 

securitisation processes but have been left under-explored within securitisation 

literature and CTS. By incorporating decolonial and critical orientalist lenses to the 

analysis of CT discourse, it allows a deeper analysis of the CT powers and language, 

which ultimately contribute to the notion of desecuritisation and the discipline.  

 

This thesis examines the political language, discourse and narratives on terrorism and 

counterterrorism in French political discourse. Rather than limiting the analysis of the 

framing of the threat of terrorism in the aftermath of Paris attacks in November 2015, 
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hereafter post-V13,5 the securitisation of the terrorist threat is comprehended in a 

broader context, by exploring post-Charlie Hebdo attacks discourse and the 

extensions of the state of emergency post-V13. The thesis underscores and combines 

a logic of exception and a logic of routine, as suggests Bourbeau (2014). That is, a 

logic of exception signifies the process within which the existential threat is tackled 

through exceptional measures, while the logic of routine views securitisation process 

as the routinisation of practices. Instead of examining them as mutually exclusive, the 

empirical analysis focusing on the French context will suggest elements of both, as 

Bourbeau (2014) postulates in his research by demonstrating the coexistence and 

complementarity of the two logics.  

 

Political discourse is not only producing meaning and framing terrorism, but it 

constructs temporality, urgency, exceptionality and permanency, it exposes colonial 

settings and legacies of French CT powers, largely overlooked. That is, race and 

colonialism studies are failed to be fully incorporated into securitisation analysis and 

theoretical developments (Quijano, 2007; Mignolo, 2011). Indeed, decolonising critical 

security, terrorism studies and securitisation disciplines does not only signify engaging 

with the orientalist construction of the ‘other’ in comparison to a ‘self’, does not only 

limit the analysis to the legacies of colonisation into powers and structures, but it also 

means engaging with the expression coloniality within those, how they reproduce 

powers, structures and languages in contemporary forms, in that case, of countering 

terrorism. The colonial modernity expressed, emerged and touched the means of 

knowing, of representing, of governing, of controlling, and of ordering (Moffette and 

Vadasaria, 2016).  

 

2. Methodology: Critical discourse analysis   

 

Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) will be the guiding and methodological framework 

used for this analysis on exploring political discourses and narratives in analogy with 

the case-study on France. The main purpose of this method is to examine the 

relationship between textual phenomena on counterterrorism and its social 

construction and practice, as terrorism is argued to be a social fact rather than a ‘brute 

 
5 V13 corresponds to Vendredi 13 meaning Friday 13, the day of Paris attacks.  
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fact’ (Jackson, et al., 2011). Hence, critical discourse analysis will be used as a method 

to explore the relationship between discourse – political discourses, and the 

constructed reality in a particular context – the securitised threat of terrorism and the 

French war on terrorism after Paris attacks in November 2015. CDA as method is used 

to investigate the evolution of the securitisation of terrorism in the French context, the 

normalisation of the exceptional and CT powers, the impossibility to desecuritise the 

threat of terrorism, and its colonial lineage and legacies. Subsequently, CDA, as a 

methodological framework, focuses on the ways discourse structure, construct, 

legitimise, reproduce or challenge relations of power in society (Van Dijk, 2015, p.467).  

 

2.1. The rationale: understanding discourse and framing   

 

Firstly, discourse is understood for the purpose of this thesis as texts whether written 

or spoken by political actors, as a system of meaning-production (re)constructing 

realities and meaning (Foucault, 1975, pp.32-33; Ahmad, 2016; Zulaika and Douglas, 

2008). The understanding of discourse is embedded in an intertextual set of texts 

taken in their historical and socio-political contexts rather than on their singularity. 

Discourse is viewed by poststructuralists as a site for the creation and construction of 

meaning (Khalid, 2017) and is not limited to a single performative ‘speech act’. 

Jackson (2007, p.396) addresses the notion of discourse in his analysis of the WoT 

narratives, which he notes that language and discourse are constitutive and productive 

of meanings, by structuring signification and constructing social realities. Discourse 

and language also define subject and establish relational positions, produce subjects 

with the authority to speak and act, which ultimately give legitimacy to knowledge and 

political practice. Discourse is embedded in a contingency between historical, cultural, 

and political contexts and therefore is based on an intertextual set of texts.  

 

Foucault defines discourse as “composed of signs: but what they do is more than use 

these signs to designate things (…) it is more that we must reveal and describe” (1972, 

p.49), which implies that discourses are not neutral, not self-evident, but they are 

subject to subjectivity, interpretation, and analysis (Stump and Dixit, 2013). Laclau and 

Mouffe (1985) define discourse as “the fixation of meaning within a particular domain 

(…) [and] discourse is formed by the partial fixation of meaning around certain nodal 

point (…) and always constituted in relation to an outside” (Jorgensen and Phillips, 
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2002, pp.3-4), the outside is understood for the purpose of the thesis as the context in 

which the discourse emerges. Consequently, discourse is socially constructed, 

corresponds to the relationship between textual phenomena and social practice, and 

embraces the main aim of discourse analysis: examining this particular relationship 

between textual phenomena and the context/issue-specific, in particular how 

discourses are perceived and constructed in the social domain by political actors 

(Stump, 2016). That understanding of discourse reflects what Fairclough (1992, p.73) 

develops following a three-dimensional model for critical discourse analysis: that is, 

discourse is a text, is a discursive practice and is a social practice.  

 

Additionally, within this thesis, it is examined written and spoken official political 

discourses so as to identify patterns or changes in discursive formations on the 

depiction of terrorist threat in France, resting upon domestic context whether social, 

historical, political and/or cultural. It intervenes in the (re)construction and 

(re)production of narratives and its interpretation. Jackson (2005; 2016) provides a 

significant understanding of what is discourse, what is political language and what is 

discursive formations. He postulates discourse as composed of discursive formations 

and constructions, that is, it is a group of statements about ‘something’ that determine 

its meanings, its characteristics, its criteria, and its relationship to other discursive 

constructions (2005, p.18). Discourses are not strictly limited to words in a text, it 

should be understood in a broader manner, discourse is also defined in its discursive 

practices (Hodgson, 2000, p.62) as an exercise of power significant in western, 

hegemonic, liberal discourse on the war on terror which tend to discredit alternative 

discursive practices (Jackson, 2005) as a “way of speaking which gives meaning to 

experiences from a particular perspective” (Jorgensen and Phillips, 2002, p.157).  

 

For the perspective of this research, written and oral official political discourses post-

Charlie Hebdo attacks, post-Paris attacks and the following attacks will be under 

analysis (i.e., speech, interview, press statements or debates) related to French CT 

policies of exceptional powers, the progressive and evolving securitising language, the 

extensions of the exceptional, the polarised identity construction, and the threat 

framing. Hence, terrorism and counterterrorism are specific constructed linguistic 

discourse, and this language is socially and politically constructed through the terms 

of threats, national security, under the security language. Moreover, this research 
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intends to analyse and examine which narratives are purposively used by politicians 

to describe and depict the threat of terrorism and how this can shape the perception 

and reception of this threat by the French public audience. Indeed, for 

poststructuralists scholars, security questions become legitimate when they are 

successfully constructed within political discourse (Hansen, 2006).  “Language is not 

a reflection of a pre-existing reality (…) [but] structured in patterns or discourses” 

(Jorgensen and Phillips, 2002, p.12). These patterns are maintained, duplicated and 

transformed in discursive practices. That is, it means comprehending the construction 

of terrorism in its context, in its embeddedness in historical cycles, development, and 

duplication of colonial structure of powers and language leading to a normalisation of 

the exceptional through (re)produced discursive patterns: existentiality, urgency, fear 

and danger, emotion, identity construction, suspect community, rather than 

understanding terrorism as a securitising ‘rupturing process’.  

 

Not only does defining discourse is important for the purpose of the research, but 

framing is core to the analysis. Framing consists of the strategic deployment of 

discourses and symbols that translate events or circumstances into something 

meaningful and worth mobilising for to a larger group (Snow, et al., 1986). Crucially, 

the discourses and symbols employed in the framing process will differ according to 

who frames, reflecting the actor’s respective agendas (Walton, 2015). For example, 

from top-down lens, institutionally triggered mobilisations will employ frames that are 

much more aligned with the needs of the state (Adamson and Demetriou, 2007). The 

framing comprehends the discourse and the context in which it is produced, and 

labelled as discursive practices (Jackson, 2005). Framing corresponds to the 

discursive practices, that is the language used to construct meaning, the political 

narratives, understood to be an analytical method based on structuring the subject of 

enunciation (the discourse) and the site of enunciation (the socio-political context) 

(Fragnon, 2019). Policies are given meaning through the social construction of 

language via political discourses (Hansen, 2006). “Language is not a transparent tool” 

(Shapiro, 1981, p.218), it is not neutral, rather, it helps in the construction of meaning 

of objects, and it serves a political interest. Fairclough (2001) stresses the importance 

of hegemony when analysing the discursive practice, the social practice, and the 

power of political discourse. He adds that political language and discursive practices 

are an aspect of hegemonic power and reproduce existing power relations.  
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A key objective of this study is to explore the way the WoT discourse and other 

discursive practices create and maintain hegemony, impose a political interpretation 

of political reality and how decision-makers securitise, legitimise, sell, and normalise 

the practice of counterterrorism, largely influenced by the work of Jackson on the 9/11 

discourse analysis (2005). The aim of critical discourse analysis in this thesis is to 

shed light on the linguistic-discursive dimension of social and cultural phenomena and 

processes of change in French terrorism discourse and securitisation practice. CDA is 

not simply and merely describing discourse structures, it is to critically engage with the 

structure of discourse, the relationship with the social domain and hegemonic power 

in creating structures, meaning, realities. CDA, as an approach within the general field 

of Discourse Analysis, is distinguished through its engagement in empirical and 

detailed textual analysis of the ways in which language is used in social interaction 

(Hansen, 2006). Therefore, CDA assumes that power relations are discursive, and 

discourses are not neutral (Wodak, 2001; Machin and Mayr, 2012). Therefore, this 

research assumes discourse as not neutral, nor something out there, the analysis 

explores texts, narratives, and/or speeches and demonstrates how political actors use 

specific language and grammatical features to create meaning, to frame threats, to 

shape ideologies and power, to design enemies and, as argued by few scholars, 

sometimes to seek to manipulate the audience so as to legitimise actions and policies 

(Machin and Mayr, 2012; Wodak, 2001). Hence, language is constitutive and 

productive of meaning rather than simply descriptive. It has been noted by Bloor and 

Bloor (2007; van Dijk, 2015) that discourse should be understood as an integral aspect 

of power and control.  

 

The term critical is central to critical discourse analysis method and corresponds to 

one approach to the interdisciplinary discourse analysis method. The word critical 

refers to the analysis of the language used to reveal ideologies, political assumptions, 

and in particular power relations (Machin and Mayr, 2012). In practice and to the extent 

of this research, CDA aims to examine how security threats and counterterrorism 

strategies are politically constructed through the language and the power relations to 

legitimate political actions and create political assumptions. Thus, it will outline the 

social, ideological, and political dimension of discourse. Foucault (1980) highlights this 

idea of power by defining ‘critical’ discourse analysis as the study and analysis of 

linguistic elements to outline connections between ‘language, power and ideology that 
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are hidden from people’ and that discourse is an integral part of maintaining power 

and control by the means of language (Bloor and Bloor, 2007). Consequently, 

theoretically CDA embodies three main objectives established by Bloor and Bloor 

(2007). First, to demonstrate the importance of language used in relations of power. 

Second, to investigate how meaning is created in context and through the use of 

particular linguistic figures, words, tones, identities, etc. Last, to investigate the role of 

the speaker (the one who has the authority to speak - i.e., to the extent of this research 

this corresponds to the head of state, members of the parliament or the government) 

in the construction of the political discourse. Therefore, by using empirically CDA, the 

research is aiming to examine the power relations through political discourse and the 

social aspect. In practice, CDA offers a methodological framework to identify western, 

hegemonic, and coloniality of power dynamics underpinning how discourses are “put 

into action” or “operationalised” (Fairclough, 2012, p.84) in the French case study. 

Linking these assumptions from CDA methodological approach to terrorism and 

counterterrorism studies, terrorism is not qualified as an objective reality, but 

discursively constructed through and securitised by political actors, experts, 

practitioners, and media, often seeking to legitimise certain counterterrorism policies 

in the name of the fight against terrorism. As Holland states (2016), there is nothing 

objective about terrorism, but it becomes what it is known for through language and 

voices of experts, politicians, officials whose voices are deemed to be heard and 

accepted by the audience.  

 

2.2. The selection of materials and practicality: the research design   

 

The objective in this research in using CDA as a guiding methodological framework is 

to investigate the political hegemonic construction of terrorism, the evolution of the 

framing of the threat, the selling of counterterrorism powers through processes of 

legitimation and other political narratives which constructs terrorism. The thesis 

delimits the CDA to political discourse, operationalised by decision-makers and do not 

widen the research to media coverage and everyday discourse on terrorism in the 

public opinion. The justification and delimitation are based on the research question 

and interest – labelled the ‘research puzzle’ (Stump and Dixit, 2013). Subsequently, 

how critical discourse analysis is ‘put to work’ (Hansen, 2006), in other words the 

conceptual framework of this research of French CT political rhetoric.  
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The thesis uses Hansen’s work for analysis, the temporal perspective or delimitation, 

the number of ‘events’ selected and the justification of the intertextual models used 

(2006, p.81). The analysis of the discourse is delimited to engage with a specific time 

frame from January 2015 to March 2020, with a particular focus - the depiction of the 

threat of terrorism in France, with a specific web of texts - political discourse. Specific 

nodes are designed to investigate narratives, translated hereafter in English: 

• Urgency, exceptional, unprecedented, état d’urgence (i.e., state of emergency) 

• Long-term, durability, permanent 

• War, war on terrorism, war against France 

• Terrorist, identity, fanaticism, extremism, Islamic  

• French, French values, identity, freedoms 

 

After analysing the justification of the research question (i.e., ‘how’ questions) and the 

time period constraint, which corresponds to the terrorist attacks within French borders 

(from January 2015 to March 2020 - c.f., Appendix 1, p.xxxii), the latter are described 

as events, in the sense that an event should be broadly understood (Hansen, 2006). 

‘Event’ is defined in a broader sense for this research, so as to encompass the 

historical, social, political context - not strictly focusing the analysis on the logic of 

exception (Bourbeau, 2014) and/or rupturing moment (Jarvis, 2008). Subsequently, 

the analysis is not restricted to Paris attacks (V13) but engages with discourse 

emerging post-Charlie Hebdo attacks, post-V13, post-other attacks until the SILT bill 

in 2017. It is important to explain which level of discourse should be analysed (Stump 

and Dixit, 2013). In other words, what types and genres of discourse are selected for 

the critical discourse analysis approach related to this specific research puzzle and 

these particular events. Referring to the Hansen’s figure (2006, p.81), the material 

selected will be a mix of official discourses (i.e., Head of State, Ministers, MPs) and 

wider political debates (within the Parliament: National Assembly and Senate), 

covering multiple events/attacks but related to the issue of terrorism, that is:   

 

January 2015 Charlie Hebdo 

June 2015 Ram raid St Quentin 

August 2015 Attack Thalys 

November 2015 Paris attacks 

January 2016 Axe attack Paris 
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June 2016 Attack Magnanville 

July 2016 Nice attacks 

July 2016 Attack Saint Etienne du Rouvray 

February 2017 Attack Carrousel du Louvre 

March 2017 Attack Orly Airport 

April 2017 Attack Champs Elysees 

June 2017 Attack Notre Dame de Paris 

June 2017 Attack Champs Elysees 

August 2017 Attacks on soldiers 

October 2017 Attacks Train station Marseille Saint Charles 

March 2018 Attacks and hostage taking Carcassonne and Trèbes  

May 2018 Stabbing Paris 

December 2018 Attack Strasbourg Christmas market 

March 2019 Attack prison 

May 2019 Attack Lyon 

October 2019 Stabbing police Paris 

October 2019 Attack Mosque Bayonne 

January 2020 Attack Villejuif 

January 2020 Stabbing police Metz 

 

In practice, 303 speeches and documents from January 2015 to March 2020 were 

analysed for this research, the one quoted throughout this thesis are classified in the 

Reference List (pp.xxii-xxxi). The selected materials will be texts and oral speeches 

(e.g., at the French Parliament during parliamentary debates, or speech in the 

aftermath of an attack – good indicator of how they design the threat of terrorism; 

political press statement, interviews, etc.). Indeed, Fairclough’s approach on discourse 

analysis (2015) that he defines as a system of text, talk and other semiological systems 

and Laclau and Mouffe’s approach (1985) which mainly based their discourse analysis 

on text analysis (Jorgensen and Phillips, 2002) are combined.  

 

Rather than strictly focusing on the study of discourse structures outside and emptied 

from their contexts and subsequently restricting the analysis to the text and the 

description of the text (van Dijk, 2015), CDA is a guiding framework to investigate how 

the structures and narratives within political language reproduce power and structures 

embedded in a colonial modernity, but also how they (re)create meaning and 

(re)produce threat, danger, and enemies. Indeed, the research question is specific on 
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the necessity to examine the evolution of the depiction of the threat in political 

discourses from January 2015 to 2020 (i.e., multiple events related by one issue: 

terrorism; and historical and comparative analysis) to contribute to the structural 

challenges of the Copenhagen School approach on securitisation theory (c.f., p.3 

problem statement). Therefore, it coincides with Hansen’s figure (2006, p.81) and 

understanding of multiple events related by issue (i.e., terrorism in France), but also 

as a temporal perspective (from 2015 to 2020). Subsequently, a mix of historical 

development and comparative analysis are employed as it has the advantage to 

compare and to identify across time patterns, nodes, changes, reproduction within 

political discourses (Hansen, 2006) qualified in the thesis as an evolving securitising 

language. Therefore, following a poststructuralist discourse analysis approach, the 

research should give priority to the examination of texts, and thus select official 

discourses, as an epistemological and methodological perspective (Jorgensen and 

Phillips, 2002). Then, from this selection of the materials, we follow what Fairclough 

(1995) has called ‘the three-dimensional model’ which corresponds to an analytical 

framework for empirical research and explained that the analysis should first pay 

particular attention to the text (i.e., linguistic features, nodes, figure of speech, 

intertextuality, etc.), which will lead to the second step corresponding to what 

Fairclough (1995) identifies as the discursive practices, that is how the 

text/speech/debates are consumed within the society.  

 

Empirically, texts are not separately analysed and examined in their singularity. 

Instead, Fairclough’s (1992) understanding of ‘intertextuality’ written texts should not 

be examined in isolation, rather there is a necessity to understand texts as within a 

web of other texts, in different contexts. Therefore, a web which traces intertextual 

links and references to other texts (Jorgensen and Phillips, 2002; Hansen, 2006). 

Intertextuality was argued by Jackson (2005) from two levels. First, it means exploring 

how discursive practices work linguistically in the political texts when framing terrorism 

with a particular focus on the narratives constructions. Second, because terrorism is 

not constructed in the singularity of a single performative speech act, it is necessary 

to investigate a web of texts to understand the relationship between discursive 

practices and the social processes in wider settings by combining the text and a 

contextual approach which include social, cultural, political and historical phenomena 

around terrorism (Jackson, 2005; Fairclough, 1992). Noteworthy, Hansen (2006) 
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mentions the particular importance to have official discourses as a point of departure 

but to situate official discourses inside a larger intertextual web, therefore, linked to a 

multitude of other texts and genres supporting one another, or in contrary changing 

and/or transforming and evolving the depiction of the terrorist threat in French political 

discourses. As Fairclough notes, it is a mark of stability and instability, continuity and 

change (Fairclough, 1995, p.77).  

 

The texts and discourse used in the thesis are listed in the reference list (from p.xxii 

to p.xxxi). However, to provide an in-depth analysis of political discourse is included 

political texts, statements, interviews and speeches which mentioned terrorism in 

aftermath of the various attacks (Charlie Hebdo attacks, Paris attacks, Nice attacks, 

Strasbourg attacks and so on - c.f., Appendices 1 and 2 - chronology of terrorist events 

and measures in France, pp.xxxii-xxxv), after the extensions of the state of emergency 

(6 in total) and in the following years of the SILT bill (parliamentary debates, 

promulgations of new bills, etc.) in NVivo to enable a thorough analysis through 

different nodes. It will provide an accurate evaluation of how the threat of terrorism 

was depicted in political discourse, how it evolved, transformed and maintained 

structures of powers and hegemony. To that end, the findings are divided in 4 different 

categories:  

 

Structure of the analysis  Narratives examined / nodes created  

Post-Charlie Hebdo attacks, 
January 2015  

Terrorist other/enemy narratives following an orientalised approach in 
depicting radical other.  
The changing of framing terrorism as a security issue to ‘attentat’, 
specific framing.  

Post-V13 attacks, November 2015 Existential and unprecedented narrative, threat of terrorism as 
imminent, urgent, and unprecedented. The justification of state of 
exception, exceptional powers, the politics danger and fear 

Post-V13 attacks, from the 3-month 
application of SoE to promulgation 
of the SILT bill, October 2017  

The evolving securitising language of the threat of terrorism as 
permanent, ongoing, existential, and imminent. The previous 
applications of SoE and its anchor in colonial history. The extensions 
of emergency powers, justified by the urgency despite its illimited 
application. The construction of temporality.  

Post-SILT bill, October 2017 to 
2020 

The notion of normalisation, routinisation, and institutionalisation of the 
emergency and exceptional powers. The permanency of the threat of 
terrorism, logic of routine. The impossibility to desecuritise the threat of 
terrorism in French context.  
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Not only is the research investigating political discourse through an intertextual 

approach but also helps understand the context, hence its contribution to 

securitisation. As Jackson postulates (2005), critical discourse analysis as a method 

is significant in the analysis of the features of language and political discourse as well 

as uncovering the relationship between discursive formulations and the exercise of 

hegemonic power. It, subsequently, seeks to analyse the relationship between political 

language and practice of counterterrorism in the French case in framing the securitised 

threat of terrorism in 2015.  

 

3. Contributions 

 

The thesis offers a conceptual framework to study the evolving securitising language 

in French political discourse in depicting terrorism providing empirical and theoretical 

contributions to the field of critical security and terrorism studies. It will contribute to 

post-Copenhagen School and CTS by investigating the political narratives through a 

contextual approach and decolonial lens. The threat framing of terrorism in France 

underlines an evolving securitising language resting upon colonial settings which 

ultimately question the concept of desecuritisation. Therefore, three contributions are 

identified in this thesis.  

 

1. Theoretical contribution to the revision approach on securitisation theory: 

desecuritisation 

The analysis of the evolving securitising language embedded in an issue-specific 

contextual approach, illustrates a normalisation of exceptional powers in the French 

context, demonstrating the impossibility of desecuritising the threat of terrorism – a 

concept which is under-explored in securitisation literature. This is where the 

theoretical contribution is located in the thesis. That is, by investigating the post-

Copenhagen School, an established critique of the traditional formulation of the ST, 

key elements of the securitisation framework are discussed and led to debates. The 

thesis investigates the context, the exceptional powers and the constructed 

temporality of the securitisation process within the French context of terrorism. By 

analysing the French context, in particular the framing of the terrorist threat within 

political discourse, it enables to argue that securitisation is an evolving and 

continuous-developing process, rather than following a logic of exception or 
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discontinuity. Engaging with the progressive securitising language questions the 

exceptional and emergency powers as a necessary requirement for the success of 

securitisation process. The thesis therefore engages with a case where the 

exceptional becomes normal and undermine the traditional formulation of the ST when 

arguing a return to normalcy when a threat disappears. The very notion of 

desecuritisation is questioned within this thesis, while the threat did not disappear and 

is not deemed to disappear, it rather reflects a normalisation of the securitisation 

language and measures. This is represented by the singularity of the French case. 

With the emergency powers application in a French context, it also highlights a 

progressive and continuous application, emerging post-Paris attacks. Therefore, the 

notion of context is core to those debates and questions, in particular by incorporating 

decolonial and critical orientalist lenses to the analysis of the securitisation discipline, 

it underlines not only a continuous and progressive securitising language, but also a 

coloniality of powers and structures within counterterrorism western powers, long 

neglected within the field. Hence, it intends to integrate decolonial, race and 

colonialism within the securitisation literature to theoretically contribute to the notion 

of desecuritisation. Thus, the conceptualisation of the impossible desecuritisation 

argued and developed within this research is intrinsically linked to coloniality of powers 

and structures.  

 

2. The coloniality of French CT powers and the evolving securitising language 

embedded in colonial continuum  

Securitisation theory is argued to be limited to liberal and democratic regimes and fails 

to explore race and colonialism studies (Moffette and Vadasaria, 2016). Identifying this 

gap in the literature on securitisation, the thesis investigates the coloniality of power, 

structure and language on terrorism by looking at the French case. The 

embeddedness of western CT powers in (post-)colonial settings is under-explored: the 

thesis demonstrates the coloniality of powers, language, and structures of French CT 

powers, as a contemporary form of coloniality. This is presented, not only through the 

language of CT, in depicting an orientalised, racial, securitised, radical enemy, but also 

by exposing the colonial legacy of CT powers. The analysis proposes to shift the focus 

on the domestic level of analysis, that is, it delimits the study in analysing the coloniality 

of French political discourse on counterterrorism within France as a spatial limitation 

to the study. That means, it does not investigate the coloniality of French intervention 
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through the various exterior operations such as Barkhane, Chammal, and Serval in 

various locations, but demonstrates the colonial legacy of CT powers in ex-colonies 

where the so-called ‘état d’urgence’ emerged directly from the period of colonisation 

of Algeria by the French. It is also significant in its domestic context as a system of 

reproducing colonial structures and powers, if not reproducing, its duplicating the 

colonial system exposing coloniality of knowledge, structure, powers and 

language. This contribution is, thus, located in the emerging literature on race and 

colonialism studies in securitisation theory.  

 

3. The French case study  

The thesis offers an empirical contribution to the field of area studies. Indeed, it 

broadens the Anglo-Saxon-led perspective and research in Terrorism Studies with the 

French case study on terrorism particularly looking at the French political discourse on 

threat framing and securitising language. More broadly, the thesis is localised into 

Critical Terrorism Studies, in particular within the work of Jackson et al., (2016; 2005), 

Holland (2013), Khalid (2017), Jarvis (2021), as the core literature and approach which 

covers a vast array of literature and the particular focus is on securitisation. The French 

case study is significant as it offers to broaden empirical analysis of securitisation and 

CTS disciplines by investigating the process of securitising language, the colonial 

legacy and the normalisation of the exceptional. It offers a contribution to CTS and 

securitisation by investigating the singularity of exceptional powers/state of emergency 

measure in countering terrorism in France. While in the US war on terror, for instance, 

the state of emergency was temporal, the French case suggests a normalisation of 

the exceptional. Additionally, the French case study offers a possibility to (re)think the 

analysis of domestic CT powers by engaging with the coloniality of such measures 

and language. The very state of emergency is a product of colonisation and is 

duplicated post-colonial period to fight terrorism.  

 

4. Chapterisation  

 

This thesis examines the political language, discourse and narratives in framing the 

threat of terrorism and CT powers in French political discourse post-CH and post-V13. 

It seeks to demonstrate that the securitisation processes and language of the terrorist 

threat is an evolving and continuous-development, rendering the exceptional 
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normalised and routinised, where temporalities are politically (re)constructed and 

(re)interpreted: from an imminent and unprecedented threat to a routine and 

permanent threat of terrorism. Moreover, securitisation does not only uncover a 

(re)construction of time, that is an evolving framework, but it also uncovers colonial 

legacy and colonial modernity in the application of CT powers – overlooked by the 

traditional formulation of securitisation.  

 

The thesis is designed around three main empirical chapters which firstly contribute to 

the epistemological challenges of the securitisation theory with the empirical case 

study of France, secondly enable a theoretical contribution to the securitisation 

scholarship in looking at securitisation-desecuritisation nexus in theorising the notion 

of desecuritisation, and thirdly participates in decolonising the critical security studies 

by looking at securitisation in its context, as well as terrorism studies. CTS and post-

Copenhagen School are merged for the purpose of this research on French CT powers 

and political discourse framing terrorism as an unprecedented and permanent threat. 

Therefore, it is argued that both are co-constitutive and imbricated for the analysis of 

the political language of terrorism, that is, on the investigation of the war on terror 

discourse and CT powers, as well as the evolving securitising language through the 

construction of terrorist identity and normalising the threat of terrorism.  

 

Chapter one is dedicated to review the literature of Critical Terrorism Studies. Indeed, 

the thesis belongs to CTS and contributes to it by widening its epistemological analysis 

of war on terror discourse with the French case study in particular resting upon 

Jackson and Holland’s literature. The analysis of the CTS literature indicates a very 

research focus on Anglo-Saxon examples (e.g., US, UK, Canada, Australia) 

particularly on the foreign political counterterrorism language, response and policies, 

which is argued to overlook the domestic context of counterterrorism and the need to 

shift the Anglo-Saxon focus. In doing so, the thesis investigates the domestic context 

of counterterrorism powers in France through a decolonial perspective, under-

explored within CTS (Ilyas, 2022), yet significant. Colonial legacies and colonial 

modernity is overlooked in early CTS and there is a need within critical terrorism 

studies and critical security studies to decolonise the curriculum and investigate 

coloniality. Moreover, France as a case study offers an original angle in how the notion 

of temporality, emergency and urgency are politically (re)constructed to participate in 
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CTS debates and in offering to combine it with securitisation literature, intrinsically 

linked with the idea of emergency versus permanency, temporality versus normalcy.  

 

Chapter two corresponds to the thesis’ theoretical framework, with an in-depth 

understanding of the Securitisation Theory followed by the post-Copenhagen School. 

Indeed, chapter two first explicates the traditional formulation of the Securitisation 

Theory taught by the Copenhagen School, as the original understanding of 

securitisation in the late 80s (Buzan et al., 1998; Waever, 1995). Another school of 

thought emerged with a new understanding of securitisation process and underscores 

epistemological challenges within the original formulation of ST: the revised approach 

and/or post-Copenhagen School (Balzacq, 2005; 2011). The vision of securitisation 

developed by the post-CS is the one followed for this thesis, as a theoretical ground. 

Indeed, while the chapter starts by explicating the core criterion of ST developed by 

the CS and demonstrates their importance, they also embody the central divide 

between CS and post-CS, the structural challenges of the securitisation process and 

framework, that is: the audience, the socio-political context-dependent, and the 

structuring force of the dispositif or so-called ‘pacte de sécurité’. It, therefore, exposes 

three structural challenges that stand out from recent developments in the theory: the 

conceptual challenge - issue around the notion of ‘speech act’ and language-heavy; 

the epistemological challenge - how CS reads (lack thereof) the empirical context; and 

the normative challenge - the issue of securitisation and desecuritisation (Ciuta, 2009, 

p.303). Those three structural challenges correspond to identified contributions on 

securitisation framework and objectives of this study. The analysis demonstrates that 

CTS and post-CS is a necessary and guiding framework to analyse the French political 

discourse on securitising the threat of terrorism. Therefore, it offers to combine these 

two approaches to theoretically contribute to post-Copenhagen School by 

investigating the notion of context and issue-specific to underline the impossibility to 

desecuritise terrorism and therefore contribute to the under-explored and/or 

overlooked notion of desecuritisation.  

 

To start the empirical analysis of the evolving language in securitising terrorism, 

chapter three focuses on the analysis of the identification and construction of the 

polarised constructed identities and more specifically to the securitised radical terrorist 

other. To that end, the argument rests upon a revised approach on securitisation 
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theory (post-Copenhagen School) and demonstrates the need to not only focus on 

what could be identified as the so-called “point of rupture” (i.e., V13 – Paris attacks) in 

political discourse to securitise a security issue. Rather it understands the context of 

terrorism in its entirety and in broader terms as a continuum, as an evolving and 

developing framework. It justifies identifying discourse post-Charlie Hebdo attacks as 

a postulate in the securitising language by delving into the (re)construction of the 

securitised terrorist identity. Chapter three explores the depiction of the terrorist threat 

within French political discourse which emerged in the aftermath of Charlie Hebdo 

attacks in transforming the language from something general in criminal law to the 

emergence of specific security labels such as ‘attentat’ (defined in chapter three, c.f., 

p.109) specifying the notion of terrorism to exceptionality. Additionally, chapter three 

draws upon post-structuralist, decolonial and critical orientalist approaches in 

identifying the identity construction of the terrorist other. Not only does it construct a 

terrorist securitised other, but it replicates colonial language of the radical, orientalised, 

racialised other to depict the ‘other’ in juxtaposition with a self (Said, 1995; Khalid, 

2017; Lambert, 2021). Using combined theoretical approaches to analyse the 

securitisation of the terrorist enable to look at the social construction and the 

functioning of discourse when depicting the radical terrorist other rather than 

considering it as a natural and non-questionable existence (Health-Kelly, 2016). 

Chapter three, subsequently, addresses the following question: how the political 

discourse on counterterrorism construct and frame the terrorist and enemy ‘Other’ 

following the January 2015 Charlie Hebdo attacks? How the identity construction of 

the terrorist ‘other’ informs the evolving securitising framing of threat of terrorism in 

political discourse, deeply rooted in colonial settings? The identification of the 

securitised terrorist other from Charlie Hebdo attacks discourse is significant for the 

argument of a progressive, evolving, developing securitisation move demonstrated 

within this thesis.  

 

It will be demonstrated that securitisation is not a synonym of emergency and 

exceptional powers and a condition of success but should be analysed within its 

context (Balzacq, 2011; Wilhelmsen, 2017; Balzacq et al., 2016). A securitisation 

process can start before the so-called exceptional, unprecedented rupturing moment 

and this is what chapter four demonstrates, to contribute to post-Copenhagen School 

which critiques the notion of success of securitisation conditioned by the activation of 
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emergency powers (Balzacq, 2011; Floyd, 2016). Rather, securitisation is seen as an 

evolving process, which started before Charlie Hebdo attacks, before Paris attacks, 

seeing it as a linear process. Chapter four explores the depiction given to the threat of 

terrorism which highlight an exceptional threat narrative and engagement with war on 

terror rhetoric in the aftermath of Paris attacks, narratives used to demonstrate the 

progressive, continuous and evolving securitisation process. Chapter four addresses 

the following question: how does the political actors (re)construct the threat of 

terrorism through a contextual, progressive, securitising language? Therefore, the 

main objective is to examine how the threat of terrorism was depicted in November 

2015 as existential and unprecedented and how it evolved into what can be qualified 

as a continuum evolving process, a dynamic development or a so-called evolving 

securitisation process (Wilhelmsen, 2017; Abrahamsen, 2005, p.65; Balzacq, 2005) 

which led to a greater selling of the war on terror and its measures to the audience. 

Therefore, the purpose of chapter four is to examine the progressive evolution of the 

securitising language, as a strategic process to serve political interests, shaping a 

particular depiction of the threat of terrorism and its counter measures. While the role 

of discourse and ‘speech act’ is not neglected, the analysis broadens it to include the 

context, that is following a contextual approach. Instead of only limiting the analysis to 

the ‘terrorist event’ and/or ‘high points’ (Bourbeau, 2014) to a single illocutionary 

speech act following a logic of exception, securitisation should be investigated as a 

gradual process within which the threat shifted from non-existential to existential 

pre/post-V13 within a broader context. Rather it is combined with a logic of routine, a 

dynamic development, which significantly rest upon a context pre-V13 and post-V13, 

to examine the progressive securitising language by starting with the securitised 

terrorist other. That followed Wilhelmsen (2017) and Floyd (2016)’s work, emergency 

powers are not an essential criterion for the success of existential threat, rather in the 

French case study are based in a colonial legacy as a survival, and therefore 

necessitate to be examined from an issue-specific and a context rather than as a 

general measure for the call of successful securitisation process.  

 

Chapter five aims at exploring the crystallisation of emergency powers and 

normalisation of the state of exception. It, therefore, strengthens the French case 

study’s analysis on the securitisation process of the terrorist threat to contribute to the 

post-Copenhagen approach and more broadly to Terrorism Studies scholarship. 
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Chapter five showcases the analysis on the framing of the threat of terrorism from the 

aftermath of November 2015 to the enactment of the bill Strengthening Homeland 

Security and the fight against Terrorism (SILT bill) in October 2017 - while chapter four 

looks at the aftermath of Paris attacks, chapter five analyses the aftermath and the 

extensions of emergency powers up until 2017. That is, it examines the evolving 

frames delineating the threat of terrorism as a permanent issue, shifting the narratives 

from exceptional and unprecedented threat of terrorism to a normalisation of 

exceptional powers and securitisation of the everyday life in France. This chapter has 

also for objective to theorise the concept of desecuritisation intrinsically linked to the 

definition made by the Copenhagen School which perceives a successful 

securitisation only related to the activation of emergency and exceptional powers and 

seeks to desecuritise the issue in a strictly limited time. While Waever (2005), Buzan 

and Waever (2003) or Hansen (2012) engage with desecuritisation, their 

understanding is limited to the context in which it is applied, that is, without engaging 

with the broader contextual approach considering the historical, local and political 

context. More specifically, it overlooks and omits the colonial legacy and colonial 

modernity (Moffette and Vadasaria, 2016; Bilgin, 2010; 2011) of securitisation 

processes to which the thesis contributes. Not only their perceptions of 

desecuritisation are very issue-specific (without mentioning it and rather claiming a 

sort of generality over its application and conceptualisation), but they overlook the 

structures that are embedded in some of the powers used to counter a security issue 

(this critique is not limited to terrorism but is significant for terrorism), and therefore, 

their approach is rather limited and under critique here. Chapter five and the analysis 

of political discourse from November 2015 demonstrates that the paradigm of urgency 

is archaic and not adapted to a threat of terrorism described as permanent, ongoing, 

and evolving. Moreover, not only does the emergency powers uncovers an ongoing 

application, a routinisation, and a normalisation of exceptional powers, but also 

excavate a colonial legacy on its application which strengthens the argument of 

‘continuum’ and evolving process rather than a ‘single moment’ perceived as a 

‘rupturing moment’ between the past and present and ‘single performative speech act’ 

(Vergès, 2019; Lambert, 2021). The colonial continuum demonstrated with the 

application of emergency powers will strengthen the argument underpinned in this 

chapter, that is, the impossibility to desecuritise.  
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Therefore, with the analysis of the French case study and in particular investigating 

the political discourse on the securitisation of the terrorist threat significantly 

demonstrate that terrorism should be analysed within the context in which it is 

produced. CT powers should also be explored with the context it is created, produced, 

and constructed as it excavates contemporary forms of colonialism, imperialism from 

western, hegemonic, and liberal states: the expression of coloniality. The impossibility 

to desecuritise as a theoretical finding and contribution of the thesis is explicated 

through the coloniality of structures and powers and contribute to CTS under-exploring 

the war on terror discourse through decolonial perspectives. 
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Chapter 1: Analysis of the existing literature - CTS  

 

Introduction 

  

The declaration of a war against terrorism by the President Hollande in the night of 

Paris attacks in November 2015 changed the perspective to how political actors 

respond to terrorism in France (Hollande, 2015, no.15; no.117). The War on Terror 

became significant for terrorism studies post-9/11, while it attracted a large amount of 

research, 20 years after the 9/11 and the emergence of the War on Terror, similar 

narratives on war on terrorism are found within post-Paris attacks’ political discourse. 

This 20 years gap between post-9/11 and post-V13 is significant in Terrorism Studies 

and requires investigation. While narratives can be assimilated, the policies of 

emergency powers differ in their singularity in the French context, and its origin and 

contemporary application inform Terrorism Studies with decolonial perspectives, left 

under-analysed in the discipline.    

 

Terrorism is widely debated, commented, and led to a large Terrorism Studies 

literature. As captured in the Introduction, the French case is located within Critical 

Terrorism Studies (CTS) literature, and more specifically Jackson and Holland’s work 

in CTS, CTS engage with vast arrays of literature and the one of interest for the thesis 

is securitisation. Additionally, the empirical case study of the French context provides 

an original contribution to CTS by analysing the colonial legacies of WoT system, CT 

response and policies. The state-centrism, eurocentrism and western centrism 

approaches in Terrorism Studies would benefit from widening research with decolonial 

approach (Barkawi, 2016) in how CT discourse duplicate colonial structures, powers, 

and language, and in investigating those colonial legacies in Terrorism Studies, within 

methods and political discourse (Ilyas, 2022; Khalid, 2017). Even though there exists 

a light literature on decolonial approach in security studies (Adamson, 2020) and more 

specifically in terrorism research in recent years (Barkawi, 2016; Khalid, 2017; Ilyas, 

2021), the comparative analysis between colonial legacies and the contemporary CT 

powers is somehow very limited. Thus, the analysis of discourse linked to existing 

critiques on state-centrism will be stressed by providing an in-depth analysis of the 
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background of French counterterrorism policies and through the examination of 

discursive narratives by French political actors duplicating colonial continuum as a 

form of contemporary form of coloniality of powers post-Charlie Hebdo attacks and 

Paris attacks in 2015.  

 

While this chapter seeks to delve into terrorism literature, it is necessary to stress that 

it is also embedded in a critique of the securitisation framework developed by the 

Copenhagen School following a revised approach of securitisation, argued here to be 

hand in hand with the terrorism literature and building the conceptual framework of this 

research. As postulated in the Introduction, the securitisation framework taught by the 

post-Copenhagen School corresponds to the theoretical framework to which the thesis 

contributes and uses to analyse the data of French political discourse. To that purpose, 

CTS is used as a literature integrated to the guiding conceptual framework. Therefore, 

the two approaches are merged to discuss the political narratives, securitising 

terrorism and the measures reproducing colonial legacies. The latter is where the 

thesis contributes to CTS by engaging with decolonial, and colonialism studies within 

the analysis of French political rhetoric.  

 

Indeed, this research will provide an empirical approach to counterterrorism literature, 

to contribute to the large literature on the topic. Terrorism Studies goes from defining 

terrorism (Saul, 2006; Laqueur, 1987), to the explanation of the root causes of 

terrorism and deradicalisation (Stern, 2010; Horgan, 2008; Koehler, 2017), or to the 

analysis of who can be the actor of terrorism: non-state actors versus state actors 

(Jackson, 2007) and subsequently engage with very various fields. CTS is part of the 

new academic field which emerged post-9/11, expanding and deepening critical 

terrorism studies and the way the field explore this topic (Jackson et al., 2016), that is 

critical research on terrorism. Noteworthy, terrorism is salient in every aspect of 

nowadays society: from academia to policy-relevance and engagement, to media 

coverage, to everyday security (Jackson and Pisoiu, 2018). Though, terrorism remains 

the most contested concept in Security Studies in relation to its definition, in its state 

response, and within other academic fields. Yet, very little research dedicated a 

thorough analysis of the French War on Terror, the contemporary forms of state of 

exception in France, the normalisation of exceptional powers, how the political 

discourse frame terrorist threat shaping French public opinion in a counterterrorism 
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perspective, and the coloniality of such exceptional and emergency powers until 

recently (Lambert, 2021). By collecting and examining primary data on the French 

case, this thesis addresses the identified lacunas in the literature dominated by 

examinations of the UK and US cases, that is, Anglo-Saxon led and therefore aims at 

widening area studies to France.  

 

First, the divide between OTS and CTS is discussed to explicate where to locate the 

thesis, that is, within CTS as the selected analytical framework for this research where 

there is no such distinction between “old” terrorism and “new” terrorism, but rather 

embedded in historical cycles. Second, by delineating the importance of CTS for this 

research, it engages more specifically with the war on terror discourse, by providing 

an understanding of the elements discussed within the field and how the thesis is 

located in those discussions. That is, it engages with the debate on the construction 

of “new” and “existential” threat of terrorism within CTS and how it also fits with the 

securitisation debates. Discourse on the war on terror is at the core of CTS debates, 

whether it regards legitimacy and selling of the WoT and/or the identity construction. 

Last, through the in-depth review of the literature on terrorism studies, the research 

contributes to identified gaps, and in particular the engagement with colonialism 

studies in examining the war on terror discourse of domestic policies, left under-

analysed in the literature.  

 

1. Terrorism Studies - an introduction  

 

The field of terrorism studies was established in the late 1960s and 1970s. This body 

of literature is called the traditional terrorism studies, or Orthodox Terrorism Studies 

(OTS), or terrology (George, 1991). The 9/11 attacks prompted a new body of literature 

– Critical Terrorism Studies (CTS). Consequently, Terrorism Studies is composed of 

two main schools, Orthodox Terrorism Studies approach which establishes terrorism 

as only the act of ‘others’ using illegitimate violence, whereas the state is empowered 

by the legitimate monopoly of violence and cannot be characterised as a terrorist 

(Hoffman, 1998); and within CTS critical scholars adopt a critical angle in terrorism 

studies arguing the necessity to move away from state-centrism, rather taking into 

account terrorism as a socio-political construction (Jackson, 2007). As investigating 
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the war on terror and terrorism as a discursive construction by French political actors, 

the thesis is located within CTS and more specifically resting upon securitisation 

literature. The French discursive construction on terrorism necessitates to be explored 

from a critical angle and not considering the terrorist threat as a reality out there as 

would argue OTS (Health-Kelly, 2016), rather as a politically constructed, subjective, 

and interpretative reality/security issue.  

 

1.1. Introduction to Terrorism Studies literature - Orthodox Terrorism Studies  

 

The first approach, which prevails in the literature prior to the 9/11 and the emergence 

of the War on Terror discourse, prior to what OTS scholars labelled the wave of “new 

terrorism”, is the Orthodox Terrorism Studies (OTS), also known as traditional 

terrorism studies (Laqueur, 1987; Hoffman, 1998; Wilkinson, 2000). OTS views the 

construction of terrorism as an illegitimate non-state violence fact, suiting hegemonic 

agendas, defined as an elite orientalist approach. That is, the approach is qualified by 

some authors as a state government explanation and understanding of terrorism 

suiting western, liberal, and hegemonic agendas (Franks, 2009), in which discourse 

rests upon a so-called dualism legitimate/illegitimate, where illegitimate violence is 

perpetrated by non-state actors (Franks, 2009). This framework follows a positivist and 

objectivist paradigm to the extent that scholars examine the world out there as a point 

of departure, and they try to resolve the problems of terrorism. Moreover, the OTS 

framework is rooted into a social contract between the elites and the government 

following rules and norms of a democratic society (Franks, 2009). In other words, OTS 

follows a Western model of understanding terrorism rooted in liberal, democratic, and 

western understanding of the rule of law, and Westphalian state (Crenshaw, 2007). 

For those who deviate from this contract they are considered as terrorists and qualified 

as ‘enemy’ or ‘others’ (Hoffman, 2002). Consequently, the traditional terrorism studies 

idea of discourse justifies and enforces this social contract as a core argument of their 

approach, in a sense that there is a legitimacy-illegitimacy nexus leading to qualify 

those who conduce non-state violence as terrorists because acting outside the 

boundaries of a democratic society (Blakeley, 2009).  

 

OTS is not only correlated to the elite orientalist and western-centric approach but is 

also establishing a “new phenomenon of terrorism” approach. That is, Hoffman argues 
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that “new” terrorism thinking should replace the “old paradigms” and replaced it with a 

new framework of understanding terrorism (1998, p.196; p.205), which gained 

momentum in Terrorism Studies. The “new” terrorism understanding and framework 

proposed by Hoffman is limited in its approach to analyse the various degrees of 

terrorism. For instance, by narrowing the understanding of terrorism strictly limited to 

“new” overestimates the religious belief as a cause of terrorism and overlooks 

alternatives modus operandi, root causes, ideologies behind terrorism. That is, OTS 

differs “old” terrorism from “new” terrorism, “old terrorism” represents Irish Republican 

Army (IRA), Red Army Faction (RAF), and Euskadi Ta Askatasuna (ETA) for instance, 

where “new terrorism” would represent group such as Al Qaeda or Islamic State of 

Iraq and the Levant (ISIS) (Hoffman, 1998; Laqueur, 1999; Neumann, 2009; Kurtulus, 

2011). Indeed, the proponents of this concept of “new terrorism” identified key 

changing features and argued that we experienced a new terrorism in comparison with 

what terrorism embodied in the 60s, 70s and 80s. First, they claim that the old terrorism 

goals were negotiable and limited, mainly related to territorial autonomy where 

conflicts could be resolved and room for negotiation was possible (Spencer, 2016; 

Ramakrishna and Tan, 2002; Neumann, 2009). Motivations were argued to be secular 

and political. Second, they argue that the old terrorist’s means and behaviours are 

different, in the sense that “old terrorism” is viewed as discriminate, where targets were 

carefully defined, selected, and attacked with symbolic characteristic such as 

politicians and building (Crenshaw, 2003; Simon and Benjamin, 2000; Spencer, 2016). 

Last, the organisation of “old terrorism” was structured in a vertical and hierarchical 

manner with a centralised and top-down pyramid (Kurtulus, 2011).  

 

In contrast, the traditional literature on terrorism studies have drafted new features of 

“new terrorism” and explanation on how it is perceived as “new” per se. First, traditional 

terrorism scholars define “new” terrorists as motivated by religion and lacking a 

political agenda or specific political claims (Hoffman, 1998). Indeed, it is claimed that 

the religious feature is the most important defining characteristic and what drive 

today’s terrorists (Spencer, 2016; Crenshaw, 2003). Second, the means used by “new” 

terrorists are said to be excessive and using an indiscriminate violence where non-

members of their groups are seen as infidels. Hence, “new” terrorists seek the 

“destruction of society” and the elimination of infidels (Laqueur, 1999, p.81; Goldstein, 

2004, p.179) causing high number of casualties, with the use of Weapons of Mass 
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Destruction (Crenshaw, 2003). Last, “new terrorism” is presented as fundamentally 

different in terms of its organisation, where it is more flexible, decentralised and of a 

loose network (Crenshaw, 2003; Spencer, 2016; Gunaratna, 2003; Kurtulus, 2011). 

Their approach is to consider that “old” terrorist organisations share some 

characteristics fundamentally different from “new” terrorism (Spencer, 2016, p.124) by 

over-emphasising the religious beliefs of these “new” groups. Rather, terrorism should 

be understood in terms of degree rather than kind, as suggested by Crenshaw (2003), 

in which each group share characteristics. Spencer (2016) also identifies that an 

emphasis on religious motivations and beliefs function to dehumanise, demonise, and 

depoliticise those groups as a political tool and interest to implement War on Terror 

(Jackson, et al., 2009; 2011). While CTS exposes scepticism and criticism, political 

discourse on terrorism still portrays the terrorist others in such a manner to 

dehumanise, depersonalise, depoliticise, demonise them to legitimise policies and call 

for action, and deeply embedded in racial politics. These narratives will be examined 

in chapter three in relation with the French counterterrorism rhetoric.  

 

In the aftermath of the 9/11, scholars dedicated research on terrorism through a 

different and critical angle bringing into light terrorism as a social and political 

phenomenon construction challenging the traditional terrorism perspectives initially 

established by the OTS approach (Jackson, 2007). By critically engaging with the 

ontological question of what terrorism is, and the debate between “old” and “new” 

terrorism, CTS approach arose and deconstructed the state-centric approach by 

advancing limitations of the OTS theory (Jarvis, 2016). Not only do they influence the 

study and research of terrorism with their ontological approach but also influence 

epistemological research in moving away from what is terrorism to what role political 

constructions play in constructing terrorism. 

  

Despite limitation and criticisms advanced by critical scholars towards the traditional 

theory on terrorism studies - that is OTS, a nuanced approach arose questioning this 

binary/dual way of dividing terrorism studies into ‘orthodox’ and ‘critical’ categories and 

some scholars even realised how regrettable it was to split terrorism studies into two 

‘rival camps’ and has led to the impoverishment of the terrorism field (Youngman, 

2018). Horgan and Boyle (2008), however, found a certain heterogeneity within OTS 

and CTS in a sense that the critiques made by CTS in terms of the methodology 
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limitations (i.e., lack of primary research) or/and the state-centricity research was 

already analysed and examined before the rise of CTS approach, who have called the 

argument of the ‘straw man’ underpinning that both arguments of OTS and CTS are 

more or less identical (Horgan and Boyle, 2008). Lutz (2010) notes that the neglect of 

state violence or state terrorism was documented and recognised prior to the 

emergence of this critical and new research agenda. He adds that these analyses of 

state violence and violence perpetrated by governments were not falling within the 

scope and heading of terrorism, yet, it does not mean they have not been the subject 

of examination and analysis (Lutz, 2010; Wilkinson, 2000; Thornton, 1964; Claridge, 

1996). Moreover, even though CTS seems to be grounded on criticism of the OTS 

approach, it does not signify that CTS scholars automatically rejects all the knowledge 

produced by traditional scholars, rather highlighted by CTS scholars in regard to the 

accomplished scholarship produced, Jackson and Sinclair (2012) argue that the CTS 

approach should be built upon these insights and should complete them. 

Consequently, instead of having this binary system in Terrorism Studies, some kind of 

dialogue would be more appropriate and effective to increase, broaden research on 

terrorism (Crenshaw, 2003, p.48).  

 

Rather than discussing the dialogue that could be implemented between OTS and 

CTS, the research is situated into the CTS approach, combined with a revised 

securitisation approach. Terrorism should be analysed in its context, through 

construction of time by political actors (Jarvis, 2008; 2009; 2021), not as a discontinuity 

but rather embedded in a temporal linearity excavating coloniality of powers and 

structures (Quijano, 2000; 2007). While CTS had for main objective to move away 

from state-centrism, CTS failed to deeply engage with colonial legacy of internal 

political measures to tackle terrorism and needs to better integrate colonialism and 

race studies in future research. Therefore, there is a need to decolonise terrorism 

studies and industry (Ilyas, 2021; 2022). The critics flourished regarding the 

conceptualisation of “new terrorism” claiming that rather than a radical change, 

terrorism has evolved and operated through continuity and cyclic return. This is the 

identified gap/lacuna investigate with the thesis.  
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1.2. Critical Terrorism Studies: a new research agenda   
   

Critical Terrorism Studies (CTS) is grounded on a counter-hegemonic theory which 

understands terrorism as a social and political construction. Hence, according to CTS, 

there is a need to change perspectives within traditional terrorism studies (Jackson et 

al., 2011; 2016). Amongst CTS’ critiques of OTS, critical scholars demonstrate that a 

state-centric approach is not appropriate, stress that the unlimited definition of 

terrorism is a problem, engage with the ineffectiveness of the War on Terror is an 

issue, and argue that the demonising narrative of the ‘enemy’ needs to be changed.  

 
[Terrorism is] fundamentally a social fact rather than a brute fact, that its nature is not 
inherent to the violent act itself, but is dependent upon context, circumstance, intention 
and crucially, social, cultural, legal and political processes of interpretation, 
categorisation and labelling. (Jackson, 2009, p.4, my emphasis)  

 

Indeed, CTS understands terrorism as a social construction, terrorism and 

counterterrorism should be examined by considering the socio-political context in 

which it occurs, is interpreted, and is labelled (Bunyavejchewin, 2010). The thesis 

follows a counter-hegemonic theoretical approach by analysing the French 

counterterrorism policies and the construction of the terrorist threat in political 

discourses. It stresses the importance of context by combining CTS with the revised 

securitisation approach. That is, it seeks to demonstrate that terrorism is not a reality 

out there, but is a constructed phenomenon through political rhetoric, upon a context, 

progressive language, politics of fear and terror to sell and legitimise political actions.  

 

From a critical angle, CTS scholarship suggests alternative angles of studying 

terrorism and a new research agenda (Jackson et al., 2011). Indeed, CTS succeeds 

in implementing its literature as a critical theory-influenced ontology, broadening its 

empirical concerns, providing plurality of methods, deepening criticism of CT practices, 

culture and political discourse and Western CT practices (Jackson, 2016, p.2). Such 

as, it engages with the notion of terrorism, terrorism is not only an act of political 

violence made by an ‘evil other’ or ‘othering’ (Gunning, 2007) which cannot embody 

the state, state terrorism is significantly overlooked in OTS approach (Silke, 2004). 

CTS scholars work also on the demonising narrative of the enemy and the socio-

political relations, that is, us versus them, self versus other, and/or friend versus enemy 

labelled the orientalist narrative (Roe, 2012; Said, 2005; Khalid, 2017). While some 
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scholars worked on the identity construction to incorporate post-colonial studies in the 

work of CTS, such as Khalid (2017) and her development on western intervention, US 

intervention and the construction of the other, decolonial approaches are not central 

to the work of CTS (Ilyas, 2021; 2022). While CTS begins to analyse constructions 

and discourse through a post-colonial and decolonial approach, the research focusing 

on the French terrorism context will deepen the decolonial argument within CTS, which 

remains emergent but not significantly integrated, incorporated, broadened and 

considered (Ilyas, 2021; 2022; Moffette and Vadasaria, 2016).  

 

Indeed, it encapsulates filling the gap left in the Anglo-Saxon led and area studies by 

engaging with the analysis of France CT measures and discourse and the coloniality 

of powers and structures. It falls within the scope of CTS by investigating the framing 

of the threat of terrorism by political actors to critically engage with western hegemonic 

discourse, it seeks to explore the polarised identity construction and the progressive 

securitising language embedded in a specific context from an epistemological 

standpoint rather than ontological. CTS is significant in the analysis of the war on terror 

discourse - the idea of legitimation, the use of language, fear, and context. Those 

discursive constructions, political narratives need analysis to understand the purpose 

of this research on the French War on Terror. That is, how it differs from the US War 

on Terror and how it is similar in the way discourse has led policy-makers to justify CT 

powers and has led to the acceptance of those exceptional and normalised 

exceptional and extraordinary counterterrorism powers by the audience. The CTS 

scholars largely analysed the framing of terrorist threat and explain locating the 

research within CTS literature. While CTS is significant for the literature and research 

on the war on terror, it has been limited to the US example and require broadening 

case studies to other examples, contributing to the large literature on discursive 

constructions regarding terrorism. 

 

Moreover, while temporality, existentiality, urgency is discussed within CTS (Jarvis, 

2008; Wolfendale, 2018; Jackson, 2005; and others), those rhetoric needs to be 

analysed by encapsulating a critique of those western and hegemonic constructions 

of time, as a common denominator of temporality, existentiality and urgency.  There is 

a necessity to critique the western and hegemonic orientation approach, within the 

progressive securitisation context of what the French war on terror has become and 
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the construction of time within discourse: temporality, linear temporality, temporal 

discontinuity, and timelessness significant from the work of Jarvis (2008; 2009; 2021; 

c.f., section 2.1.2).   

 

Indeed, one key political constructed narrative core to this research is the call for 

existential threat. It is also the identified and proposed merging point between CTS 

and securitisation approach, that is the existential threat narrative. The debate is 

constructed on the idea that the contemporary terrorist threat is depicted and 

established as an existential threat and a new kind/nature of threat: criticism levelled 

up by CTS scholars towards what was portrayed as the existential threat narrative of 

terrorism (Wolfendale; 2016; 2018; Codaccioni, 2019). By portraying the terrorist 

threat as existential, it requires or legitimises extreme measures qualified as a 

necessity to prevent such threat and act of terrorism from occurring – developed by 

the traditional approach to securitisation (Buzan et al., 1998). However, the 

qualification of existential threat led to the emergence of criticism from critical scholars, 

both within CTS and within securitisation theory, in particular post-Copenhagen School 

developed in chapter two. Firstly, as Wolfendale (2016) questions: is terrorism really 

an existential threat? According to critical scholars, qualifying terrorism as an 

existential threat obscured and side-lined other serious or non-violent threats to 

individuals and different communities. Indeed, the 9/11 attacks have changed the 

dynamics and it can be observed within public audience a fear of terrorism in Western 

societies which Zulaika (2003) outlined in her research by the means of opinion polls, 

what is called culture of fear. This culture of fear emerged and the sensationalist vision 

of terrorism within the media coverage and politicians might exaggerated public fear 

and moral panics which obsess societies nowadays (Guelke, 2008; Mueller and 

Stewart, 2021). Secondly, Wolfendale (2016) mentions the destructive character and 

effect of the existential threat narrative. The existential threat of terrorism calls for 

extreme measures, and critical scholars advanced that these types of measures can 

cause a greater threat to the lives and security of individuals than the terrorism itself, 

using manipulation to impose draconian measures (Wolfendale, 2016; Jackson, et al., 

2017; Mueller, 2006): targeted killings, torture, discrimination, and racial profiling. The 

danger of these extreme measures rests upon the fact that terrorism is an ongoing 

phenomenon therefore those measures will be prolonged and entrenched as a 

counterterrorism strategy and allows to question the political interest in framing 
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terrorism as an existential threat. As Jackson (2005) underpins, the narrative of 

existentiality has a destructive character, he adds it is also related to the decline of the 

emergency paradigm, where normalisation of the exceptional is facilitated and sought 

by political actors/decision-makers.  

 

Empirically, this research will demonstrate that in the French context emergency 

powers are extended and broadened by government and conduce to a new legislation 

- the SILT bill (Loi n°2017-1510 30 of October 2017 Strengthening Internal Security 

and the Fight Against Terrorism). Critical scholars do not minimise the tragedy 

terrorism provoke in terms of casualties, yet, what they do critique is the label 

‘existential’ which does appear as inappropriate (Jackson et al., 2011). Thus, the 

French case-study falls within the scope of this literature, the qualification of the 

existential threat, unprecedented and new, belongs and embodies the main debates 

the 9/11 engendered. The French case is of importance, yet under-explored, to 

illustrate what the epistemological understanding of the role of discourse, wording, and 

discursive construction of ‘existential’ can lead to: extreme and routinised measures; 

and the necessity to examine discourse (Health-Kelly, 2016). Discourse and political 

narratives are essential in the (re)production and (re)construction of meaning and 

realities and rests upon a poststructuralism idea of functional discourse (Health-Kelly, 

2016, p.60-61) where terrorism, existential threat, securitisation, terrorist identity 

construction are embedded and (re)constructed.  

 

2. CTS: a critique on the war on terror political narratives  

 

To provide an in-depth understanding on the language of the war on terror post-Paris 

attacks within the French context, it is necessary to analyse the emergence of the 

discourse and the discursive practices around this concept of ‘war on terrorism’ 

steaming from the 9/11. The literature on the 9/11 discourse embraces a wide range 

of debates and, thus, this section is delimited to the analysis of the discourse around 

the concept and language of the ‘war on terrorism’ post-9/11 in the literature, 

significantly relevant to and justified for the analysis on the French War on Terror. As 

Jackson (2005, p.8) postulates, it is essential to understand the language of 

counterterrorism in order to fully comprehend the WoT narratives, as the political 
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language embodies an exercise of power and without this critical angle and 

perspective, power can become abusive.  

 

2.1. The emergence of the WoT discourse  

 

Language has been the tool for political actors to deploy, justify, legitimise, and 

normalise the strategy of counterterrorism which this research seeks to contribute with 

the analysis of French political narratives and measures. Subsequently, it engages 

with the following core elements of the war on terror discourse, significantly 

commented and debated within the CTS literature: the legitimation through war on 

terror discourse, the construction of the new and existential threat and the polarised 

construction of identities. Those elements are also embedded in securitisation 

understanding and therefore need to be investigated through the CTS lens. 

 

2.1.1. The paradigm of the new and existential threat of terrorism functioning as a 

politic of fear and danger  

 

While the existential threat narrative is significant in the securitisation theoretical 

debate between Copenhagen School and post-Copenhagen School, analysed in 

chapter two, it is also an essential criterion of the war on terror discourse, largely 

commented by CTS and in particular Jackson (2005, pp.96-98). As captured above, 

while OTS claim for a very distinct frontier between “old” and “new” terrorism, CTS, 

however, notes that there is not such a distinction between old and new terrorism, 

rather grounded terrorism in evolving historical and cyclic contexts (Crenshaw, 2003; 

Jackson et al., 2011). Thus, it is significant to examine the political discourse from that 

angle and engaging with the “new” and “existential” rhetoric employed by political 

actors within the war on terror discourse, largely stemming from post-9/11 discourse. 

The binary approach of “new terrorism” versus “old” is, therefore, not strictly limited to 

the distinct characteristics presented above, but is also an aspect of discursive 

practices to shape and manoeuvre the discursive and political functioning of danger 

and fear (Jackson, 2005). As encapsulated in the Introduction, discourse can be 

defined as a “way of speaking which gives meaning to experiences from a particular 

perspective” (Jorgensen and Phillips, 2002, p.157), this ‘particular perspective’ is 

argued to be state-led within this research, as a political actor-led to manoeuvre and 
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shape the understanding of an event. That is what Jackson (2005) demonstrates on 

his understanding of war on terror discourse as a way to impose interpretation of 

political reality and meaning to an audience to legitimise the practice of 

counterterrorism.  

 

What significantly emerged within post-9/11 discourse is the narratives of ‘new’ and 

‘unprecedented’ threat of terrorism. Through the description of attacks, but in particular 

of the threat of terrorism, authorities created a discourse of danger and thus portrayed 

the threat of terrorism as a security threat that is unprecedented, new, imminent, and 

unexpected. This is what Heller (2006) labelled the ‘rhetoric of necessity’ which help 

officials to claim for the creation of necessary extreme measures to counter this 

existential threat of terrorism, which would not be accepted under normal 

circumstances. Consequently, this ‘new terrorism’, ‘contemporary terrorism’ embodies 

a new kind of a threat, an existential threat (Neumann, 2009) which necessitate new 

resources, powers, and strategy. The discourse on existential threat is intrinsically 

linked to securitisation literature, more specifically to the success of securitisation, to 

the process of securitisation and to the depiction of the security issue. The narratives 

of the existential threat also justify the merging of the CTS and post-CS to analyse the 

French discourse on framing the threat of terrorism.  Despite this common use of 

newness by politicians on the framing of the terrorist threat, scholars have largely 

critiqued this concept of discourse of danger, fear, hate, and concept of newness 

describing the existential threat of terrorism (Jackson, 2005; Jackson et al., 2011; 

Wolfendale, 2018). However, a number of critiques, from CTS and others, discussed 

these constructions of the threat of terrorism and highlighted that the real question 

scholars need to investigate is why contemporary terrorism is constructed as a 

supreme emergency, a threat, unprecedented, existential, and imminent, while other 

more immediate dangers exist (Jackson, 2005). The widespread of the political 

discourse on danger and fear explains the consequences and impacts on public 

perception and consent on counterterrorism measure and threat framing (Mueller and 

Stewart, 2021).  

 

Nonetheless, the narrative on existential and newness is questionable and led to 

critique within CTS literature. Indeed, the term ‘newness’ is still used within political 

discourse, 20 years after the war on terror post-9/11 emerged. Zooming in the French 
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case study, the threat and the attacks have been portrayed as new, unprecedented, 

and imminent, requiring extreme powers to counter and pre-empt this threat of 

terrorism on the French soil. The term ‘new’ deserves more clarification within the 

academic debate. It explains the choice of merging securitisation literature (post-CS) 

and CTS so as to question the employment of newness narratives. Indeed, if we 

consider the literature post-9/11 which investigate the idea of newness and 

existentiality of the threat of terrorism and the depiction of a war on terror, the 

significance of investigating the French political discourse could be questioned. 

Nonetheless, the significance of French political discourse on framing the terrorist 

threat is the extensions of the narratives of exceptionality and emergency, where 

temporalities are modified and urgency is normalised. It departs from WoT as 

examined post-9/11 in the US. Moreover, the thesis does not investigate foreign 

policies in the French strategy of countering terrorism, rather focuses on domestic 

policy and measures. Most of the studies investigating the WoT were limited to the 

aftermath of the WoT discourse and US interventions. The French case offers 

originality in the extension of the “new” and “existential” narratives over the years, 

undermining the very notion of emergency, state of emergency and exceptional. Last, 

investigating the narratives of “new” and “existential” threat will uncover that not only 

it participates to CTS literature on the WoT discourse analysis but also participate to 

the securitisation literature by looking at the evolving securitisation process as a 

continuum rather than as a rupturing moment.  

 

While Jackson et al., (2011), Michaelsen (2012), Mueller (2006) and Wolfendale 

(2007) stressed that threat narratives of terrorism were framed “on a false portrayal of 

the risks”, Mueller and Stewart (2021) question the risk communication by political 

actors on terrorism. Indeed, they investigate the rationality of countermeasures and 

the potential reduction of fear in communicating about terrorism by comparing the 

consequences of politics of fear serving as an overreaction and establishing extensive 

costly counterterrorism policies. Whereas Wolfendale (2018, p.117) questions the 

existence of existential threat narratives by arguing that there was no evidence that 

terrorism poses a risk to the very essence and existence of the state (i.e., democracy, 

territory, economy, etc.) or the way of life of citizens. The argument was underpinned 

with a comparison to malnutrition. Moreover, she insists in the fact that such 

construction side-lined other serious and extreme threats to individuals and 
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communities (Jackson et al., 2011) with the example of state terrorism. Also, framing 

the threat of terrorism in such a way neglect serious threats which are “not violent”, 

embodied by the climate change threat for instance (Wolfendale, 2018, p.117; 

Mooney, 2014). Consequently, illustrated by Wolfendale’s work (2018), it is possible 

to question the depiction of existential threat of terrorism as being appropriate, 

legitimate, and necessary. However, criticising those narratives does not mean to 

neglect the impact of terrorism on populations, the number of casualties, the violence 

perpetrated but the language of the war on terrorism has been used for political 

purposes and exaggerated by political actors (Mueller and Stewart, 2021).  

Consequently, criticisms of the narratives on existential and new threat of terrorism 

agreed on the role of these narratives to legitimise political, legal, and military 

responses to terrorism, which have led to extreme measures and have serious long-

term consequences on rights, liberties, and wellbeing of individuals. Decision-makers 

via the narrative of danger and fear legitimise the necessity to act, it is a very common 

discursive practice (Mueller and Stewart, 2021) as well to frame it as a crisis, new and 

unprecedented as it facilitates the legitimation of measures (Jackson, 2005): new and 

wider CT powers, as an essential step in constructing the discourse of fear and 

danger.  

 

Discourse also functions in constructing messages, images, and therefore speak to 

the listener, in an interest of selling counterterrorism discourse (Holland, 2013). 

Therefore, decision-makers emphasised on the words of danger and fear when 

framing the threat of terrorism labelled as a political function to depict fear and danger 

narratives. They did not limit the portrayal of the threat as ‘new’ and ‘unprecedented’ 

but also being a super-supreme emergency, it is an existential threat endangering our 

way of life, existence, the state security, and the essence of the state. As Jackson 

(2005) stresses, it is a fundamental threat that politicians are selling to citizens to claim 

support and to construct the language of the war on terrorism. “Threat to the essence” 

(Powell, 2001), “threat to way of life” (Bush, 2001), “threat to peace of the world” (Bush, 

2001) are the discursive narratives employed by the Bush's administration. It has been 

justified by the US politicians post-9/11 that such circumstances necessitate the 

activation of emergency measures and powers, and the government is allowed to take 

any measures deemed necessary. They do not limit the discourse of danger and 

supreme emergency to the essence of the state but to “our way of life” and this is 
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deliberately constructed to gain support for political action, and to amplify discourse of 

danger and fear.  

 
The authorities have deliberately and carefully constructed a deep and widespread 
fear of terrorism and the language used to describe the threat posed by terrorism 
makes it seem perfectly rational and reasonable to be afraid. (Jackson, 2005, p.94) 

 

Nonetheless, this participates to the discourse of danger, we do not know when and 

where, who and how and feeds and perpetuates the everyday paranoia, the fear and 

hate, discourse of danger and what was called a moral panic about the threat of 

terrorism (Shafir and Schairer, 2013). The everyday paranoia is fed with surveillance 

and also the request from power holders to citizens to participate in the 

counterterrorism effort. It participates to the creation of suspect community (Breen-

Smyth, 2014). As highlighted in the literature, it serves political interest. That is, it 

benefits the exercise of both the sovereign and governmental power and benefits 

politicians and officials to use and abuse of power and extreme measures to 

counterterrorism and allow the employment, application of forms and practice of 

counterterrorism where the exception becomes the norm (Jackson, 2015).  

 

Not only is the threat being depicted by political actors as new and unprecedented, but 

CTS scholars also explored the construction of fear and danger emanating from 

discourse to stress the character of threat of terrorism. An element ignored and/or 

omitted by CTS which the thesis seeks to underscore is how discourse on threat, risk 

and existentiality is also embedded in a (post)colonial language which might serve to 

amplify the threat of terrorism (c.f., 2.3.). 

 

2.1.2. The legitimacy and selling of the War on Terror  
 

As Holland (2013) underlines in his analysis of the flaw of Terrorism Studies and 

discourse, he questions “how the war on terrorism functions domestically” (p.14) and 

identifies the failure of the scholarship to investigate such a question within context, 

rather focus primarily on the foreign policy discourse and subsequently omits the 

cultural embeddedness of political discourse to which he contributes by introducing a 

new analytical framework. The context is understood, for this research, more broadly 

than just limiting it to cultural embeddedness developed by Holland (2013). Reflecting 
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on Jackson thoughts (2005), he notes that while there is an assumption that discourse 

is everything, that the text is everything, he nuances by demonstrating that the text is 

not everything. The discourse is embedded in a context, historical, social, political, 

cultural, and therefore it creates and shapes meaning through language combined 

with and intrinsically related to the context (c.f., Holland, 2013, p.13). The context 

needs to be broadened in order to encompass and unpack the colonial, as well as to 

unpack the coloniality of powers and structures. Therefore, it will also contribute to the 

literature by providing another angle: the necessity to analyse discourse in its domestic 

context from a decolonial approach (c.f., 2.3; Ilyas, 2002), rather than analysis a 

discourse on selling CT powers only and strictly in the aftermath of terrorist events.  

 

Discourse is understood by the CTS scholarship as constructed and constructive 

(Jackson and Hall, 2012), political (Holland, 2013), constitutive and productive 

(Jackson, 2007), ontological and intersubjective (Hansen, 2012) and is deeply 

embedded in context-specific (c.f., Introduction and the understanding of discourse). 

Selling the counterterrorism powers to audience(s) is a question of legitimation which 

has first been neglected in IR and has grown some interests in recent years (Holland, 

2013). Indeed, in the aftermath of 9/11, most of the academic research focused on the 

analysis of the event, while neglecting the analysis of language through critical lenses 

(Jackson, 2005; Hodges and Nilep, 2007). Discourse is core to our understanding of 

things, events, and realities because it serves to formulate understandings of such 

terrorist events. As Hodges and Nilep (2007, p.2) demonstrate, the discourse 

(re)creates meaning, it is inherently political as it is embedded in a relation of power 

to shape, manoeuvre, produce and legitimise the so-called ‘meanings’ to an audience. 

The notion of audience was commented on by Jackson (2005) and will facilitate the 

understanding of discursive narratives such as ‘new’ and politics of fear and danger 

developed in the following subsections. Noteworthy, there exists several attempts to 

assess and measure the role of audience, whether in CTS scholarship or within the 

securitisation literature (c.f., chapter two), the essential idea for the two critical 

approaches to security is, the discourse is a manner for political actors to mobilise 

support to act and implement measures to counter the security threat (Holland, 2013): 

legitimation and/or selling. Achieving political resonance is rooted in western-

democratic regimes and is therefore a deeply political process.  
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Framing (...) policy discourse to maximise resonance is crucial to mobilising the 
support and achieving the acquiescence that intervention requires (...) highlight the 
importance of language and legitimacy to the political possibility of (...) policy. (Holland, 
2013, p.20, my emphasis) 

 

As the thesis rests upon the analysis of French political discourse, it is essential to 

explore the relationship between discourse, legitimation, audience, and 

implementation of counterterrorism policies, that is the selling of CT powers. While 

legitimacy is a core concept in political actions, from domestic to foreign policy, the 

weight and relationship with the audience acceptance is questionable (c.f., section 2, 

chapter 4, p.180). Addressed in this subsection is the notion of selling counterterrorism 

policies in the CTS literature intrinsically linked to the war on terror discourse. Holland 

(2013, p.19) questions why language and legitimacy are missing elements of the War 

on Terror discourse while being core to the selling of CT policies, he notes that IR 

omits the analysis of legitimacy in its cultural context. Context, whether social, political, 

and cultural are essential to facilitate and manipulate support, or at least non-

opposition, to policies such as the War on Terror, emphasising on the absence of 

alternatives policies (Jackson, 2005).  

 
Politicians have to justify and sell foreign policy and this must mesh with the contours 
of the domestic cultural and political landscape. (Hume, 2013, p.98).  

 

Wilhelmsen (2017) claims that the link between identity and policies can be explicitly 

conceptualised as a legitimation process, building upon Jackson (2006). Not 

necessarily focusing on one particular speech act, it is through a range of discursive 

interpretations and formations that meaning is generated. Most importantly suggested 

by CTS literature, discourse encompasses a political tool to legitimise counterterrorism 

measures, such as extraordinary emergency measures through the usage of specific 

narratives: existential (Wolfendale, 2018), danger and emotion (Fermor and Holland, 

2020), identity construction (Khalid, 2017; Talbot, 2007; Lambert, 2021), 

time/temporality (Jarvis, 2008; 2021), fear (Mueller and Stewart, 2021) and racial 

(Khalid, 2017; Groothius, 2020). The notion of legitimacy requires further analysis so 

as to encapsulate the ways political actors manoeuvre consent and/or non-opposition, 

largely and heavily based upon (post-)colonial context, coloniality of powers and 

language, neglected within the literature on legitimacy and selling of the WoT.  
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Moreover, while identity construction is being analysed in the following subsection, it 

cannot be separated from the concept of legitimation, both intrinsically embedded in 

the political discursive constructions. That is, in securitising an issue, policymakers are 

required to act, the issue is not only delineated and framed within discourse (as 

poststructuralists emphasised on the necessity of political rhetorical construction), but 

it also underpins the necessity to legitimise those actions for the hearer, to convince 

the audience – that is related to the politics of fear, the construction of emotion, the 

securitising language for the audience to accept. Jackson (2005) nuances by arguing 

that legitimation is not only acquired through convincing, but also through 

demonstrating the impossibility of alternatives solution and opposition. Their goal is 

therefore to present policies and measures as legitimate and necessary. Thus, the 

identities construction of a Self versus an Other strengthens legitimation to act and for 

a policy to be undertaken (c.f., section 2.2. on identity construction; Wilhelmsen, 2017). 

Wilhelmsen's claim is directed towards a mechanism of legitimation. According to her 

interpretation of poststructuralism co-constitution of identity and policy, it facilitates the 

legitimation of security policies as her analysis is a focus on securitising narratives and 

emergency measures. That is to say, first reference to identities - a Self versus an 

Other - is thought to be necessary to act to condition policies and to legitimise policies, 

and second identities are formulated and reproduced through policy formulation. It 

does not signify that it causes certain policies or actions but that it renders possible 

and legitimises policies to be undertaken (Wilhelmsen, 2017, p.169; Hansen, 2006). 

Wilhelmsen (2017, pp.168-171) suggests that legitimation should be taught as not 

determining emergency actions, but as conditioning the range of emergency measures 

that could be legitimately used by political actors.  

 
Political actors are, therefore, seeking for legitimation through discourse and language 

on WoT, whether foreign or domestic policy, there exists systemic narratives in 

western hegemonic political discourse commented in the literature, relevant for the 

French case study, that is: new threat narrative, existential threat narrative, politics of 

fear and danger. It, subsequently, contributes to a critical study of political language 

taken into its domestic context. Political rhetoric since 9/11 have (re)constructed and 

(re)produced the reality and provided the frameworks through which the public 

perceived, consumed, received the response to terrorism.  
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Political actors, and in particular in the language of the war on terrorism, did not limit 

their discursive constructions on the threat as being a supreme, existential, 

unprecedented threat and danger (Jackson, 2005, p.108). Indeed, going together with 

these discursive dispositions detailed in the last two sections (i.e., new war and 

emergency), officials also (re)created the notion of terrorist identity, as an ‘evil’, ‘other’, 

‘dangerous’ enemy which, as well, outline specific political purposes to this particular 

language on the war on terrorism. Those linguistic constructions are not a natural 

consequence of the language of the war on terrorism, they are discursive construction 

serving a political interest.  

 

2.2. The construction of polarised identities in war on terror discourse 
 

The Otherness narrative is a component of the discourse on terrorism and its counter-

strategy but tends to be neglected in terrorism analysis (Talbot, 2007). Moreover, the 

construction of polarised collective identities is argued within this research to be an 

essential element in the securitisation framework of the terrorist threat. Indeed, the 

dichotomy Self/Other identities play an integral part in the legitimacy of measures 

undertook by political actors and the framing of terrorism. The formulation of policies 

is being co-constituted with the identity construction, it means in turn that emergency 

measures against the ‘threatening other’ shape and reinforce the dual dichotomy of 

identities, reinforce the sharp boundaries delineated within discourse and the 

construction of a radical other (Campbell, 1992).  

 
… the changing identity constructions implicit in these practices and their logical and 
legitimate expression in material emergency practices, but also broadening the focus 
of study to how referent object identity and actor hood (re)produced through 
securitization and how the putative audience contributes to this process, (Wilhelmsen, 
2017, p.168). 

 

Before delving into the analysis of the terrorism research’s claims around the 

dichotomy and thus construction of national self versus terrorist other, it is necessary 

to comprehend the theoretical approaches which delineated this concept of identity 

construction or so-called ‘polarised collective identities’ (Coleman, 2004; Talbot, 

2007). The identity construction of the Self and Other can be delineated in other forms, 

that is to say: friend versus enemy; us versus them; good guys versus bad guys; 
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heroes versus evil; and we-ness versus otherness. It embodies in various ways the 

negation of the Other (Coleman, 2004, p.17).  

 

2.2.1. Identity construction of ‘Self versus Other’: theoretical assumptions  

 

While the constructivists argue that identity construction relies upon a process of 

interaction, in which Self and Other and security interests are developed, changed, 

stabilised and defined different security environments or what Wendt called anarchy 

(1992; p.404; 1999; p.327); poststructuralists develop their understanding of identity 

construction through a discursive process of linking and differentiation in which identity 

and policy are co-constituted and built through social interactions (Hansen, 2006; 

Wilhelmsen, 2017). The concept of enemy, or Self versus Other, has been explored 

by various trends of scholarship, from constructivist to poststructuralist, from 

postcolonial analysis to sociological research, and is central to the war on terror 

discourse within CTS. That is, from the various approaches emerged the 

conceptualisation of the negation of the “Other”.  

 

First, to reflect on the ‘negation of others’ introduced by Coleman (2004, p.17), it 

encapsulates the idea that the Other is built in opposition with a positive Self. It 

suggests a similar reasoning as Derrida (1981) when he established the concept of 

juxtaposition via discursive constructions. That is to say, language is a system of 

differential signs, and through this series of juxtapositions, one has its meaning and 

definition in the exact opposition of something else, and one element is valued over 

its opposite (Derrida, 1976). Brought to the concept of identity construction, the Self is 

valued over its opposite - the Other - through juxtaposed signs. Foucault (1974/5) 

suggests that the discursive formation helps to gain knowledge, and he defines 

political discursive construction as “a system of dispersion between objects, type of 

statements, concepts, or thematic choices, which form a regularity (an order, 

correlations, positions and functioning, transformations)” (p.38) which inherently 

construct identities within the production of discourses. Laclau and Mouffe (1985), 

building on Foucault, postulate that meaning is constructed via the discursive 

juxtapositions of signs, one privileged over a devalued one, which conceptualised 

identities along a relational dynamic of two dimensions. Connolly (1991, pp.209-210) 

offers an historical perspective on how the states legitimised their security politics in 
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constructing the identity of Others portraying that Other as for instance countries, 

communists, immigrants, women, etc. where states emphasised the notion of 

difference and danger to fabric a national Self. The claim construction of the national 

Self-identity was strengthened by Campbell (1998, p.55) who establishes that the 

states need to articulate security threat and a radical other and it is only possible when 

something else is delineated as different or other (Neumann, 1996).  

 

Instead of portraying identity and interest as exogenous forces and focusing on 

material forces, Wendt (1992) suggests a constructivist vision of the construction of 

identity, which is based on shared ideas, shared knowledge, transformable and not 

static. First, Wendt notes that identity is built in focusing on social construction instead 

of material construction (Barkin and Sjoberg, 2017). Indeed, he suggests the 

importance of shared ideas (i.e., knowledge) which he defines as: “Socially shared 

knowledge is knowledge that is both common and connected between individuals” 

(Wendt, 1999, p.141). Second, Wendt considers identity and interest as endogenous 

factors, as dependent variables and dynamic rather than constant, static and 

exogenous. Wendt suggests that identity and interest influence action, they influence 

each other (1999, p.224). That is to say, identity is a prerequisite in a sense that an 

actor is not able to know what to do or how to act without knowing his own identity, on 

the other side, identity has no motivational power without interest (Wendt, 1999, 

p.231). Identity and interest are intrinsically linked, determine actors, and consist of 

shared ideas. Therefore, identity and interest are subject to dynamism and are 

flexible. Third, identity and interests are relying upon social interaction which condition 

their existence, transformation, and flexibility. Identities and interests are not given in 

nature, they are constructed through the mechanism of social interaction which will 

lead to different forms of anarchy (Wendt, 1999, p.254). The constructedness of 

identity and interests shape security practices, the international environment is created 

and (re)shaped through that mechanism of social interaction, and therefore the 

conception of self and other - what Wendt calls ego and alter - are developed through 

interaction (Wendt, 1992, p.401; Zehfuss, 2001). On another note, identities and 

interests are not static, via social interaction, they are subject to changes, which will 

influence security practices and type of anarchy. However, instead of change or 

transformation, identities and interests are not only generated from interactions but 

also sustained (Wendt, 1992, p.411; 1999). Consequently, identity is continuously 
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defined and redefined for constructivists; sustained or transformed in accordance with 

social contexts and what the actors want to make of it (Wendt, 1996, p.51; 1992; 1999; 

Zehfuss, 2001). Therefore, following a constructivist approach to the construction of 

Self versus Other, the enemy identity suggests that national interests change 

according to the transformations of identity in accordance with social interactions and 

shared knowledge (Mengshu, 2020). Last, the constructivist approach of construction 

of identities suggests a rather limited vision as its conceptualisation is restricted to 

state actors and the delineation of state identity, whether it is the ‘Self’ or the ‘Other’ 

understood as the enemy.  

 

Whereas post-structuralists claim that ontologically, identity and policy are 

inseparable, and this is intrinsically related to discourse (Hansen, 2006). 

Poststructuralists argue that discursive and rhetorical constructions are performative 

in the sense that it helps framing the linking and differentiation between the Self and 

Other, legitimise state policy and emergency actions. The poststructuralist approach 

in how identity construction of the Self versus Other is thought as a co-constituted 

process of linking and differentiation (Hansen, 2006), that is, linking will be related to 

the identification of the Self, constructed in opposition and in differentiation to an 

‘Other’. This is a dual mechanism defines by Hansen (2006, p.42) as involving 

identities constructions by firstly a series of signs linked to each other leading to a 

relation of sameness; second a series of juxtaposed signs with the Self via the 

mechanism of differentiation which constitute the ‘Other’ building on Laclau and 

Mouffe (1985) claim. Interpreting the conceptualisation of constructedness of Self and 

Other corresponds, for instance, to the delineation and framing of the ‘heroes’ in 

opposition to ‘evils’ in post-9/11 War on Terror discourse, long analysed in the CTS 

literature (Jackson, 2005). It represents what is called a link and degree of 

sameness/we-ness with the construction of the Self as a ‘hero’ and the concept and 

degree of Otherness (Campbell, 1998). The mechanism of linking and differentiation 

constructions lead to the emergence of identities that are radically opposite, to mark a 

boundary, a distinct boundary between the threat (i.e., Other) and the threatened (i.e., 

Self). They are portrayed and framed in a confrontational way (Croft, 2012), that is, 

identities are constituted in relation to difference and are not given by nature 

(Wilhelmsen, 2017).  
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Poststructuralists offer an empirical view of identity-policy construction rather than only 

focusing on the performative character of the political discourse. Hansen (2006) 

emphasises on the idea that policies are dynamic and are formulated within a socio-

political context which cannot be ignored in the analysis of identity-policy construction. 

Reflecting on the mechanism of linking and differentiation, Hansen (2006, p.33) 

proposes to analyse it according to three lenses to better encapsulate the degrees of 

sameness and otherness incorporated within policies to constitute identities: spatial, 

temporal, and ethical lenses. As a prerequisite to the analysis of each lens, 

poststructuralists put discursive constructions as the core element of their 

conceptualisation of identity. For this research, discourse is significant in the identities 

construction and creation but is combined with a socio-political context which 

facilitates the construction (c.f., chapter two, and the theoretical framework for this 

research). The dual dichotomy of identities also relies on a context which helps the 

selling of such construction and policies emanating and legitimised with identity 

construction - epistemological challenge of the securitisation theory (c.f., subsection 

2.1.2.).  

 

To understand identity as spatially constituted, it entails a discourse that involves the 

construction of boundaries, the delineation of space, either abstract political space or 

‘real’ territories boundaries (Hansen, 2006, p.42). The latter would represent 

territorialities embodying different identities such as Europe, Middle East or British, 

French, Algerians, etc. Abstractive political space or spatial identity would correspond 

to the construction of terrorists, barbarians, civilization, tribes, militias, etc. It also 

reflects on the narratives of enemy within/homegrown terrorists, enemy from the 

outside embedded in the war on terror discourse (Jackson, 2005), it constructs the 

enemy in a spatial sphere (i.e., outside and inside) which mirror the political discourse 

post-CH - the enemy on the outside - to post-V13 - the enemy within. Therefore, the 

political narratives use of temporal and spatial shapes to construct identities. Political 

space or spatial identity are imbued with political content, and identities are often a 

mixture of these two concepts. The temporal lens is intrinsically linked to rhetorical 

implications for poststructuralists. Hence, it signifies those temporal themes are crucial 

for the analysis and the construction of identities, as they can engage with the creation, 

transformation, development, change, continuity, or repetition of identities portrayed 

within discourse (Hansen, 2006, p.43) - from an enemy coming from an outside to an 
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enemy within in the evolving war on terror discourse. Identities are portrayed as 

morally feasible and necessary which constitute the ethical lens. Identities are framed 

as they are morally feasible and such construction will facilitate policies. That allows 

change and transformation due to temporality and political context. Therefore, it is 

essential to understand identities framing not as a static mechanism but dynamic and 

evolving according to spatiality, temporality, and ethicality (Hansen, 2006).  

 

For Hansen (2006), language, as social and political, generates meaning through the 

construction of identity and policy, as ontologically interlinked. Language is productive, 

helps create the difference, depicts problems and constructs objects and subjects 

(Shapiro, 1981). Hence, for poststructuralists the discursive construction of identities 

is both constitutive and a product of security policies, (Hansen, 2006), and identities 

are produced and depicted as reason for policies to be undertaken, but political 

discourse claiming for security policies to be enacted are themselves (re)producing 

the construction of identities with the language game. That is to say, the radical other 

constructedness is a crucial component for security policies and terrorism studies, an 

essential feature of discourse in the articulation of the threat and danger (Campbell, 

1992, p.55; Connolly, 1991, pp.209-210). There is a necessity for sharp boundaries, 

for terms indicating a clear opposition and distinction with the Self. Indeed, the ‘Other’ 

cannot exist without the delineation of the Self. Discourse will frame identities on 

radical otherness situated in opposition with the national identity/interest threatened, 

as well as delineating the existential threat to become acceptable and to legitimise 

policies. The rhetorical juxtaposition of signs, whether spatial, temporal and/or ethical 

(Hansen, 2006), through discourse of a ‘radical other’ situated in opposition to a Self 

allows, facilitates, and influences, for poststructuralists, the legitimation of security 

policies and the War on Terror discourse.  

 

2.2.2. Friend-enemy dichotomy in terrorism research: the construction of polarised 

collective identities 

 

Within CTS, the issue of otherness and identity construction is significant for various 

reasons: the production of a national Self and interest; the identification of an enemy; 

and the enactment of policies legitimised through various mechanisms, one of them 

being the identity construction. While some scholars claim that issue of otherness is 
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often a missing component in understanding terrorism and counterterrorism strategy 

(Talbot, 2007), others in the contrary argue that the construction of otherness received 

number of attentions from the literature, in particular in the aftermath of the 9/11 and 

the War on Terror’s discourse. Those studies demonstrated that the construction of 

the enemy was essential to the construction of the Self and for national cohesion 

(Tsoukala, 2008; Erikson, 1996).  

 

This Self is developed through a process of self-categorisation, a collective identity 

sharing a sense of belonging, homogeneity, and unity. Talbot (2007) provides an 

etymological perspective of the construction of we-ness, arguing that the Latin noun 

identitas is a derivation of idem which means ‘the same’, therefore the collective 

identity of the Self suggests sharing a degree of sameness with others (i.e., the 

collectivity). Nonetheless, theorists claim that this notion of Self cannot be produced 

on its own, it is always related to a juxtaposed Other, the concept of the Self is resting 

upon the identification of an ‘enemy’ (Jackson, 2005) as a negative justification of the 

Self, no identity can be produced without difference (Connolly, 1995). Consequently, 

the construction of polarised collective identities is a rupturing relational construct 

through a rupturing process (Tsoukala, 2008). Defining the ‘We’ automatically involves 

the defining ‘Them’ to create identifiable enemies, and the identifiable Self 

(Huntington, 1996; Talbot, 2007) creating a hierarchy, where one - the Self - is valued 

over the subordinate radically opposite Other (Burman and MacLure, 2005). Within 

the security policy framework and war on terror discourse, the identification of the 

enemy - as distinctive, demarcated, and different (Campbell, 1998) - is an essential 

element which allows a specific demarcation of inside/outside, domestic/foreign, and 

Us/Them (Khalid, 2017).  

 

For instance, following the emergence of CTS literature, in the aftermath of the 9/11, 

Bush demarcated the ‘good Americans’ from the terrorists embedded in the ‘process 

of othering’, outlining a discursive construction used and over-used of the language of 

the war on terrorism (Michaels, 2003; Edwards, 2004, Lazar and Lazar, 2004) but not 

strictly. The thesis identifies this common practice as a discursive tool to dehumanise, 

depersonalise, and demonise the terrorist ‘other’ and is the most noticeable features 

of the language of counterterrorism, the use of ‘evil’ to label terrorists and appeal to 

polarised identities (Jackson, 2005, p.101; Hansen, 2006; Haslam, 2006; Tsoukala, 
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2008; Martini, 2021; Toros, 2016) - demonisation. This process of othering was argued 

by Jackson to be apparent in the discourse of the war on terrorism which is defined as 

being the production of an external ‘other’ (Jackson, 2005, p.59; Khalid, 2017). This 

process and ‘construction of evil’ (Jarvis, 2008, p.254), ‘other’, ‘enemy’ is in 

comparison to the ‘self’, and ‘good’ reinforces the construction of polarised identities 

by political actors. This confrontation with evil has been very much discussed and 

critiqued by CTS (Michaels, 2003; Edwards, 2004; Jackson, 2005), and the discourse 

of the war on terrorism intensified this discursive practice and distinction of ‘good’ and 

‘evil’, ‘us’ versus ‘them’, the ‘good Americans’ versus the ‘bad terrorists’ embedding 

the terrorism political discourse within an Orientalist narrative (Jackson, 2005, p.62; 

p.76; Said, 2005). The necessity of analysis of identities construction through the 

political rhetoric of the war on terrorism rests upon the construction of new identities 

and justifications constructed post-9/11. 

 

First, the construction of the other evil terrorist implies the construction of the ‘self’ and 

‘good guys’, citizens and thus in the frame of the 9/11 war on terrorism discourse: the 

national self-identity threatened by the radical terrorist evil other (Jackson, 2005). 

Hence, one construction is in correlation with the other and embodies a specific 

dichotomy or binary construction between the ‘good’ versus ‘evil’, evil terrorists and 

good Americans and subsequently it underlines the meaning of the process of othering 

through the enemy construction narrative. The analysis made by CTS suggests that 

through American political discourses, and in particular Bush speeches post-9/11, 

terrorists were defined in accordance with specific characteristics shaping a terrorist’s 

identity but also specific depictions: evil, alien, and inhuman (Toros, 2016). Indeed, 

terrorists were defined as mad and hatred, devious and treachery, motivated by 

intense hatred, traitors to their own religion and godless. Not only does it (re)produce 

narratives on enemy construction, but it also grounds political rhetoric in a 

legitimisation process and a selling of terror - intrinsically linked to the theoretical 

approach of securitisation framework (Wilhelmsen, 2017).  

 

Within official discourses, and in particular Bush speeches in the aftermath of the 9/11 

attacks, there are hundreds of references to evil constructed in a binary narrative of 

‘good’ versus ‘evil’. As noted by Hariman (2003), this good versus evil narrative is 

securely embedded in the American rhetorical tradition and political life. It is 
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demonstrated that not only it is embedded in the US rhetorical tradition and political 

life but is largely significant within western and hegemonic political narratives. It 

questions the similarities between the US discourse post-9/11 and the discourse post-

V13 in the French case. While the discipline largely investigates the identity 

construction, the coloniality of powers and structures and the colonial continuum in 

discourse to demarcate the self from the other remains under-explored in CTS. To 

nuance, some research has been undertaken with an engagement with postcolonial 

and decolonial approaches to study the 9/11, and/or the US military intervention in Iraq 

and Afghanistan (Khalid, 2017; c.f., chapter three).  

 

Tsoukala (2008) identifies discursive patterns for the identification of the other, which 

represents characteristics given to the ‘Other’, to outcast construction of the out-group 

in comparison to the in-group: irrationality and bestiality. Irrationality entails the Other 

to be depicted as dangerous as his/her behaviour suggests an “unknown irrational 

impulse” (p.62). Bestiality entails the description of the ‘Other’ being closer to animal, 

dehumanising the terrorist. Those themes and the recourse to figures of speech 

illustrates and strengthens the bestial, irrational, sub-human, dehumanised, 

demonised nature of terrorists. Chapter three seeks to explore these notions of 

dehumanisation, depersonalisation, depoliticisation, demonisation of the terrorist other 

- as discursive pattern in terrorism discourse, within CTS it is largely and significantly 

detailed. As Jackson (2005) points out, the realm of security policy and in particular 

foreign policy is significant for writing identities. Dealing with a security threat coming 

from the outside enables the security actors to speak about the enemy as an outsider. 

However, the security threat of terrorism will evolve into inside/homegrown terrorism, 

the enemies will still be identified as an outsider and will allow the same language used 

by political actors, creating a dual dichotomy with the national Self. Security policy per 

se is significant for writing identities. They identify an enemy and produce dichotomies 

through discourse of internal/external boundaries; inside/outside; domestic/foreign; 

self/other. Politicians are the first, or in a favourable position, to articulate, construct 

and delineate a representation of enemies (Talbot, 2007).  

 

The identification of enemies takes the form of characteristics applied to that enemy, 

for the purpose of legitimising security policies, as noted above, this is where the 

language games come into play. Indeed, the enemy is depicted through rhetorical 
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constructions, a relational construct in opposition with the Self, and within terrorism 

studies as “good and evil”, “good guys / bad guys” (Jackson, 2005). In addition, the 

rupturing process of the enemy allows actors to enact measures that would not be 

possible in ‘normal’ circumstances (if we agree on the depiction of ‘normal 

circumstances’ of securitisation theories). The delineation of the terrorist as cruel, 

mad, inhuman, driven by hate suggests losing its morality, acting irrationally, and 

allowing measures to be adopted against the wrongdoers. Jackson (2005) specifies 

this assumption by claiming that if the enemy is removed from morality and acting 

against humanity thus it allows actors to take action that can, in return, not be judged 

on moral terms. Consequently, the negation of the Other and the identification of an 

enemy acting irrationally and described bestiality has advantageous reasons for 

political actors to enact measures, creating legitimacy to act (Talbot, 2007) and is 

essential to construct counterterrorism strategy and a war on terrorism (Jackson, 

2005). The othering process, the identification of an enemy and the production of 

identities have for principal aim to create polarised identities, where the Self is built in 

opposition to an alien terrorist (for Jackson (2006) it represents the ultimate expression 

of otherness), an out-group, an adversary that targeted the Self on the polar opposite 

of the terrorist nature.  

 

The war on terror discourse is heavily examined within CTS and is central to the critical 

approach that CTS elaborated, emerging in the aftermath of the 9/11. While everything 

is not in the text (Jackson, 2005), the political discourse is significant for the 

understanding and the framing of terrorism and counterterrorism. Through this in-

depth review of the literature of CTS and Terrorism Studies more globally, it can be 

concluded that discursive practices around the language of the ‘war on terror’ are 

essential in constructing, producing, and creating meaning or political reality by 

decision-makers. The legitimation of counterterrorism through WoT discourse, the 

narratives of existential threat including the new and existential, the fear and danger 

and the construction of time; and the polarised construction of identities only 

exacerbate the opinion to analyse this specific discourse on counterterrorism and 

terrorism within context-specific and issue specific.  

 

To conclude on polarised identity construction, examining those narratives from a 

decolonial approach, the thesis argues that the political language constructing the war 
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on terror discourse is, subsequently, seeking to marginalise, racialise, criminalise and 

stigmatise the Other.  

 

2.3. Coloniality and decoloniality within Terrorism Studies and CTS  

 

As Ilyas postulates (2021), decolonising of knowledge gained momentum recently, 

while leaving the terrorism industry escaping from calls to decolonise. This research 

seeks to engage with a decolonial theoretical framework to participate in the calls to 

decolonise terrorism scholarship and participate to what Ilyas (2021; 2022) develops 

as the decolonial terrorism studies. As previously noted, this research intends to 

investigate decolonial approach within securitisation theory and CTS, by examining 

the coloniality of powers and structures within the French CT powers of the state of 

emergency. Indeed, Vergès (2020, p.63) identifies a profound denial of the colonial 

empire and the way it imprints within French society, culture, literature and its laws. 

She adds that approaches on race were completely neglected in France, and it is 

therefore impacting also the left under-explored analysis of the French 

counterterrorism discourse, war on terror and powers.  

 

2.3.1. CTS and the postcolonial approaches on identity construction of the Other  

 

As Fanon (1961) postulates, the colonial system is rooted in inequal race and based 

on the European superiority. One narrative observed that attracted debate is the 

political construction of the enemy, largely based on the postcolonial approach 

developed by Said. Portrayed within Orientalism (1978), Said establishes a 

postcolonial paradigm and a post-structuralist method of analysing the discourse 

deriving from Derrida and Foucault’s understanding. Said (1978) examines the 

historical construction through discursive practices of the East - portrayed as Them, 

the Other - and West - framed as Us and Self - from a postcolonial approach. That is 

to say, he develops a critical concept and he depicts orientalism to describe the 

formulation of West versus East by claiming that it denotes the exaggeration of 

difference, the presumption of Western superiority by distinguishing three separate but 

interrelated meanings of the term: academic tradition of the field; a representation 

based upon an ontological and epistemological distinction made between the Orient 

and the Occident; and a powerful political instrument of domination. His assumption is 
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intrinsically linked to the idea of identities and identification of the enemy, particularly 

related to terrorism. For Said, it is a particularly imperialist design of identities, and a 

privilege of European sensibilities on the representation of the Other, orientalist’s 

meaning is exactly that idea of current representations of ‘Arab’ cultures as backward, 

lacking democracy, threatening and anti-Western (2003) and have become a feature 

of the current Western perceptions of terrorism (Talbot, 2007). Scholars within CTS 

criticise the deep-rooted orientalism embedded in the industry and the discipline, both 

silencing, neglecting, and excluding non-western voices (Jackson, 2016; Kundnani, 

2015).  

 

Khalid (2017) investigated the War On Terror discourse by the Bush administration 

from a gender and orientalised critical lens, in participating to incorporating 

postcolonial approaches within CTS. She establishes that legitimacy, power, and 

authority in the War on Terror specifically are discursively constructed through 

gendered, racialised and orientalised representations. She examines the construction 

of ‘Others’, how it has been deployed and manipulated by the War on Terror discourse 

in enabling military interventions into Afghanistan and Iraq.  

 

She is not the only scholar looking at the identity construction by incorporating a 

postcolonial and/or critical orientalist lens to the analysis. For instance, prior to Khalid’s 

work, Jackson (2007, pp.397-399) engages with the notion of Islamic discourse and 

postulates that the discourse is embedded in a long tradition and archive of orientalist 

scholarship. He draws attention on the politicised dominant narratives of the war on 

terror discourse by engaging with constructing Islamic terrorism from an orientalist 

critical lens. Employing this rhetorical narrative of the terrorists being evil, perpetrating 

evil acts of terrorism allows the government and officials to acquire political resources. 

Both acts and actors are constructed and grounded on an evil nature, which lead to 

legitimise and sell a war against evil terrorism and terrorists (Jackson, 2005). He adds 

(2007), resting upon Said’s work, that discourse derives from long stereotypes and 

hostile representations and depictions of Islam and Muslims. As demonstrated above, 

this construction is built upon a binary contrast with good Americans citizens in order 

to demonise and dehumanise the terrorists. This notion of ‘foreign’ has been at the 

core of the discursive construction of identities in the hegemonic language of the war 

on terrorism. Additionally, Majozi (2018) investigates the conceptual understanding of 
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ISIS in evaluating the dominant western view which he argues to be rooted in a racist 

and Islamophobic western epistemological narratives. Going further on the decolonial 

analysis of terrorism, he demonstrates that ISIS is a creation of the “constitutive violent 

logic of western modernity and coloniality” within which terrorism is central to its 

foundations (p.163). Moreover, the religious terrorism and western’s construction of 

the link Islam to terrorism is commented in the Terrorism Studies literature, Khan 

(2021) adds that religious terrorism narrative and research have colonial origins and 

functions as a colonial tool within contemporary western political discourse. It 

guarantees the continuum of colonial origins and policies, hence CT policies.  

 

A significant political rhetoric construction is the notion of ‘foreign’ or ‘alien’ functioning 

to duplicate colonial origins. The narrative of the enemy coming from the outside is 

also significant in constructing the identity of the terrorist within western hegemonic 

discourse and underscore racial politics as corelated to Islamic terrorism within 

western narratives (Jackson, 2007; Majozi, 2018). Empirically, for instance it is 

referred to stripping the nationality of convicted terrorists, foreign fighters with the 

largely commented case of Shamima Begum. While commented, those constructions 

should be examined from a decolonial perspective in highlighting the colonial tools that 

those rhetoric’s represents. Not only does it create a foreign but also reflect back to a 

geographical space of colonial structures, those who belong to the territory, those who 

do not, and progressively those who are in the territory but are considered as ‘foreign’ 

or ‘homegrown terrorists’ to demarcate the us versus them. Hence, there is a necessity 

to examine the meanings and to clarify their definition on the context of the war on 

terrorism and/or the language of war on terror, the enemy can be within the borders 

and foreign, like he highlighted “terror here at home” (Bush, 20 September 2001; 

Jackson, 2005, p.112). It also reflects what embeds the coloniality of being/non-being 

(Maldonado-Torres, 2007, p.242): “primary reference to the lived experience of 

colonisation and its impact on language” depicted through racial lines and other 

identity characteristics (Ilyas, 2022). There is a notion of territoriality expressed within 

the war on terror discourse, significantly duplicating colonial language of who is 

exterior or interior, and requires further analysis as left ignored in CTS literature and 

research (Lambert, 2021). It reflects the notion of geographical and/or spatial space in 

contemporary forms of the state of emergency for instance in the French case as a 

function to replicate colonial settings and tools in contemporary forms of CT powers 
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and language that this thesis seeks to examine. Indeed, reflecting on Hansen’s work 

on temporal shape and spatial shape as encapsulated above, and on the identity 

construction of the terrorist enemy as ‘foreigner’, it is significant to reflect on the 

colonial settings of this idea of ‘foreigner’ and on the evolution of the enemy 

construction from a depiction of the enemy from the outside to an enemy within, 

portrayed as an outsider – that is the geographical space. It significantly rests upon 

colonial settings which necessitates to be examined through decolonial and critical 

orientalist lenses. It is not argued that these measures are justified or appropriate but 

what this language narrative outlines as a critique of this language on the war on 

terrorism driven by political interests and abuse of power largely resting upon 

coloniality of powers, knowledge and being/non-being where modernity and coloniality 

are co-constitutive (Mignolo, 2011).   

 

A developed approach in decolonising terrorism studies is established by Ilyas (2021; 

2022). He argues for a reform of Terrorism Studies so as to develop decolonising 

terrorism studies as a theoretical and methodological framework. That is, not only do 

we need to look at construction, language, methods employed in CTS and TS more 

broadly, but the episteme needs to be shifted from Global North to the Global South. 

That is, most journals, research and publications have been emanating from western 

scholars within western heritage (Ilyas, 2021). In pursuing the objective to decolonise 

terrorism studies, it needs to acknowledge the research established by Global South 

scholars. In relation to the idea of identity construction, it refers to what Ilyas (2022) 

postulates with one of three constitutive parts of coloniality (powers, knowledge and 

being/non-being), more specifically, the coloniality of being/non-being. It corresponds 

to structures defining people along racial lines intersected with other identity registers 

(Maldonado-Torres, 2007) and takes significance in the discourse on the war on terror 

within western hegemonic discourse in defining the terrorist enemy as observed above 

and how will it be observed below with the French case. 

 

While the thesis does not neglect the decolonial and postcolonial attempts and 

research to deconstruct imperialist and colonialist structures undertaken within CTS 

scholarship, it needs to be pushed forward, in particular by looking at the colonial 

legacies emerging in political discourse, language, power and structures. Indeed, 

decolonial perspective signify looking at what in the present represents the coloniality 
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of knowledge, power and structures and not the past such as post-colonial approaches 

(Escobar, 2018, p.31). It does not neglect other approaches to postcolonial studies, 

such as the work on Islamophobia (Abbas, 2021), the Eurocentrism critique of 

terrorism studies (Majozi, 2018; Khan, 2021), the deradicalisation/radicalisation 

programs (Khan, 2021), and P/CVE projects from postcolonial/decolonial angles 

(Barnard-Wills and Moore, 2010; Chukwuma, 2022). Nonetheless, the thesis 

recommends investigating how political discourse duplicates a colonial matrix of power 

and language, how contemporary CT measures duplicate and replicate colonial 

legacies. That is, how coloniality embodies the continuation of colonial forms of 

domination and marginalisation (Mignolo, 2011). CT measures that are used to tackle 

terrorism today must be investigated to expose the colonial origins, tools and colonial-

continuum that they represent, in particular significant in the French case.  

 

2.3.2. Temporality and coloniality: the discursive construction of time   

 

Temporality is a core element of the research, specifically looking at the construction 

of time by political actors within their discourse, in linked with securitisation and 

decolonial critique that the thesis engage with. While political construction of fear and 

danger is significant and explicit, the construction of time is as necessary but less 

explicit in the threat framing by political actors, even though it still serves to manoeuvre 

acceptance, selling and implementing CT powers. Even within the discipline, time has 

not been as significant as the existential threat narrative for instance within CTS 

research. As much as politics of fear, and danger, or the existential threat narrative, 

the construction of temporality within political rhetoric is performative in producing and 

being constitutive of specific CT responses (Jarvis, 2008).  

 

Jackson (2005) also notes within his in-depth analysis of the war on terror discourse 

post 9/11 that discourse establishes temporal dimensions concerning the threat of 

terrorism. He establishes those temporal dimensions as a threat in the “present and 

future, the immediate and the imminent (...) a super-supreme emergency” (2005, 

p.100). Nonetheless, temporal dimensions should be investigated in their past context, 

as historical cycles and duplication of what is called post-colonial legacies or 

coloniality.  
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Jarvis (2021) emphasises the importance of engaging with politics of temporality, and 

the importance of the construction of temporality within the politics of security that he 

argues the failure of social sciences to deeply engage with the construction of 

temporality (2008, p.257). For that, he proposes (2008) three temporal shapes while 

analysing the 9/11 discourse, that is temporal discontinuity, temporal linearity, and 

timelessness. The three temporal shapes are developed within an assessment of 9/11 

discourse by Jarvis, temporal discontinuity, thus, refers to the framing of the threat in 

the aftermath of 9/11 as unprecedented, new, as a “singular rupture of normality” 

(Jarvis, 2008, p.250). As encapsulated above, the threat framing stressed the 

unprecedented character of the threat, portraying the terrorist threat post-9/11 as an 

exceptional break with normality when looking at the Bush administration’s discourse. 

While the thesis engages with the notion of continuum and disagreeing with the logic 

of rupture and/or exception (Bourbeau, 2014), Jarvis (2008) defines that logic of 

rupture as a discontinuity, that is, the discourse positions the 9/11 as a temporal 

interval, not as something that exists out there, but as a temporal rupture produced 

through discourse: it reflects the elements of new and unprecedented discussed 

above. For instance, the Bush’s administration was successful in imposing such a 

discourse on newness, where the attacks marked a new era and thus a ‘new 

normalcy’. Indeed, this echoes this idea of newness, as Bush noted “we’ve never seen 

this kind of evil before” (Bush, 2001) and the unprecedented and singular rupture of 

normality was discussed within the literature in the aftermath of the 9/11 (Jarvis, 2008). 

It is framed as unprecedented as covered previously to frame the fundamental 

character of the threat and of the so-called ‘super-supreme emergency’ (Jackson, 

2005, p.100) which facilitates the suspension of the normal rules of law, normal 

politics, to activate and implement CT powers which would otherwise not be accepted. 

In addition to the temporal discontinuity, Jarvis (2008, p.249) develops another 

temporal shape which is temporal linearity.  

 

Temporal linearity is defined by Jarvis as something different from discontinuity. While 

the Bush administration defines the 9/11 as new and unprecedented, they also 

delineate it as the latest example of an historical trend, therefore, embedding the 9/11 

into a linear process. Additionally, it is also through the discourse on the war on terror 

itself that the temporal linearity shape can be noticed when political actors mention the 

future victory, a war continuing with the victory and triumph at the end. Temporal 
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linearity is significant for this research on French counterterrorism discourse and for 

the theoretical contribution developed through the impossibility to desecuritise the 

threat of terrorism and the embeddedness of CT powers in France within colonial 

settings. That is, the emergency powers application excavating colonial powers and 

structures resting upon a continuum and evolving securitisation process.  

 

Last temporal shape developed by Jarvis (2008) is ‘timelessness’ within war on terror 

discourse, that is, to inscribe the War on Terror as a long, enduring, and perpetual war 

against the evil enemy, fear, and danger that terrorism represents. Therefore, 

temporality construction is intrinsically imbricated with the construction of identity and 

security within political discourse. It should not be strictly limited to present 

construction of identities, realities and security issues but should be reflected from a 

decolonial perspective in examining how political discourse replicate colonial settings 

through language and measures. That reflects the coloniality of knowledge, power, 

being and non-being as developed by Ilyas (2022) when he defines the three 

constitutive parts of coloniality (Mignolo, 2011). The construction of temporality is 

intrinsically linked to temporal coloniality.  

 

Jarvis (2021) argues for the importance of temporality to specific crisis and that 

engaging with politics of temporality is necessary to understand the politics of a 

specific security issue. Despite postulating ‘time is to politics, what space is to 

geometry’ (Hay, 1999, p.319); Jackson (2005) and Jarvis (2008; 2021; Jarvis et al., 

2020) engage with the temporal aspect to contribute to the analytical and normative 

objectives of CTS, there is a failure to incorporate coloniality and temporality. That is, 

it fails to include the colonial embeddedness of CT powers, of the construction of time. 

Time/temporality discursive construction is intrinsic to the notion of coloniality, whether 

it is when mentioning the colonial legacies and matrix, but also the reproduction of 

colonial setting, as a form of lineage and continuum of the coloniality and 

contemporary forms of colonial structures, languages and powers. While political 

discourse evolves in its framing of terrorism, being delineated as exceptional to a long-

term threat, diffuse and durable, within the French case study it will be demonstrated 

that the exceptional is resting upon a continuum and a linearity where time and 

temporality is (re)constructed via colonial settings and contemporary colonial 

structures and powers. The use of this ‘newness’ discourse of what is labelled modern 
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terrorism and the new age of terror by officials stressing the threat as unprecedented 

and new scripted a discourse of danger and fear, which affect how public thinks and 

received the war on terror discourse (Wolfendale, 2018) to manipulate legitimation. 

Not only does it create room for legitimation but undercover the coloniality of time, 

powers, language and structures. The thesis argues that rather than a rupture in 

temporality, it is a linearity embedded in colonial settings and participates in integration 

decolonial thought within the analysis of contemporary forms of CT powers and the 

securitising of terrorism and terrorist other.  

 

Conclusion  

 

The chapter established an in-depth understanding of the Terrorism Studies literature 

which subsequently enables a clear identification to which approach of terrorism 

studies the thesis is located into. Indeed, Terrorism Studies is composed of two main 

approaches, Orthodox Terrorism Studies – a traditional view on terrorism, and Critical 

Terrorism Studies – employing a critical angle in the analysis of terrorism and 

counterterrorism. While this binary is discussed in the literature, this research is 

grounded in comprehending and analysing terrorism through the CTS approach.  

 

The chapter investigated how OTS is embedded in a state-centric, Western model of 

understanding terrorism, suiting hegemonic, liberal, western, democratic, and elite 

orientalist approach constructing terrorism as an illegitimate non-state violence fact. 

That is, it establishes a binary of legitimate/illegitimate violence excluding state 

terrorism from its analysis. Additionally, OTS developed so-called “new terrorism” 

category to move away from “old terrorism” paradigm. It was demonstrated within this 

chapter that it overestimates religious beliefs as a root cause of terrorism and 

overlooks historical cycle and the evolving character of the terrorism phenomenon, by 

resting upon critical perspectives of the qualification of “new terrorism”.  

 

In the aftermath of the 9/11 emerged a new strand in Terrorism Studies literature 

analysing terrorism from a critical perspective: Critical Terrorism Studies led by 

Jackson (2005). CTS is following a counter-hegemonic approach which comprehends 

terrorism as a socio-political construction within which functional political narratives 
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and the context are essential in the (re)production and (re)construction of meaning 

and realities. Subsequently, CTS focuses on language of terrorism and the WoT 

discourse. The CTS approach and the 9/11 political discourse widened the terrorism 

analysis, significantly undertaken by Jackson (2005) and his focus on the war on terror 

discourse. War on terror discourse is core to the construction and framing of terrorism 

and led to expose political constructions such as the construction of a new and 

existential terrorist threat (Wolfendale, 2018), narratives of danger and fear (Mueller, 

2006; 2021), the construction of polarised identities (Hansen, 2006), the construction 

of temporality (Jarvis, 2008; 2021) by political actors to better sell counterterrorism 

measures and actions (Holland, 2013). From that analysis of political rhetoric, there 

exists identified gaps which need to be investigated in order to broaden the study of 

terrorism and analysed terrorism and counterterrorism measures in its entire context: 

moving away from the Anglo-Saxon led research, incorporating decolonial thought 

within CTS and contributing to the securitisation literature analysis within a CTS field.  

 

While Ilyas (2022) underscores that decolonial research is emerging in IR, it remains 

a lacuna of the terrorism industry. The thesis contributes to decolonising terrorism 

studies discipline in investigating the coloniality of measures, languages and 

structures of contemporary French response to terrorism. Indeed, one identified 

contribution is to underline the coloniality of CT powers, language and structures. As 

Mignolo (2011) points modernity and coloniality are interconnected where coloniality 

is the continuation of colonial forms of domination and marginalisation, existing in all 

aspects of life (Ilyas, 2022). Indeed, while there is an emerging and blooming literature 

on decolonial and post-colonial approaches recently (Khalid, 2017; Lambert, 2021; 

Moffette and Vadasaria, 2016; Ilyas, 2021; 2022), Terrorism Studies need to be further 

investigated via those perspectives to explore the colonial settings embedded in 

counterterrorism strategy and responses - Eurocentric nature of research on terrorism. 

This will be undertaken by engaging with the construction of time, of identity, thus, the 

language of the war on terror and in-depth analysis of CT powers in France. The 

French case enables widening the empirical focus on the construction of temporality, 

continuity and coloniality, of an existential threat from a decolonial approach and 

contributes to area studies. It contributes to the postcolonial research on the war on 

terror discourse which incorporate race and colonialism (Khalid, 2017; Moffette and 

Vadasaria, 2016; Bilgin, 2010; 2011). The thesis seeks to contribute to this literature 
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by analysing how the French political actor designated the enemy other, securitised, 

racialised and orientalised largely resting upon the remainders of the Algerian War and 

racial politics. The second element under-explored is the colonial matrix of the 

measures per se examined through a decolonial perspective. Analysing the CT 

policies through decolonial lens not only contribute to the new research agenda of 

CTS, in broadening the understanding and framing of the war on terror but enables 

the argument on the impossibility to desecuritise the threat of terrorism if it is emerging, 

localised, rooted in colonial powers and structures. Additionally, the continuity (in 

particular colonial continuity) also questions and/or undermines the notion of 

exceptionality in traditional securitisation theory (CS). 

 

CTS, following its critical vision of the war on terror discourse, has widened its research 

agenda in recent years, in particular with the examination of the 9/11 discourse of the 

war on terror. Indeed, there is an emerging scholarship on for instance: western 

interventionism in the Global South to fight terrorism or on the construction of the 

‘other’ (Khalid, 2017). In particular looking at the depiction of terrorists within western 

hegemonic discourse it clearly highlights more than legitimisation, it excavates 

Eurocentrism, an oriental framing of the ‘other’ and the ‘enemy’, significant with the 

discourse on terrorism. While it is acknowledged that decolonial and postcolonial 

thoughts in deconstructing imperialist and colonialist structures have been included in 

CTS scholarship, the thesis seeks to push forward and delve deeper within those 

approaches, in particular by looking at the colonial legacies emerging in political 

discourse, language, power and structures and how discourse duplicate colonial 

matrix of power and language through the French case study on terrorism.   

 

Last, there exists an identified epistemological challenge to CTS, that is, it needs to 

widen its empirical focus to other case study. Widening Terrorism Studies to the 

French case is not only resting upon the language, the issue-specific but also the 

elements that it can offer to current debates within CTS and Terrorism Studies in 

general. Hence, it justifies the analysis of the French case study and the strategy to 

move beyond the heavily focus on Anglo-Saxon examples in Terrorism Studies 

scholarship. The French War on Terror and the state of emergency as a 

counterterrorism measure did not attract much attention from the French literature nor 

from the Anglo-Saxon scholars while is significant in underscoring the coloniality of 
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securitisation process, the language and also the use of emergency powers as a 

colonial constructed measure.  
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Chapter 2: The securitisation theoretical framework 

__________________________________________________ 

 

Introduction 
 

Securitisation framework was, has, and is significantly present in Security Studies. 

Indeed, before delving into the empirical analysis of the threat of terrorism and the 

counterterrorism strategy in France, it is important to understand what security means, 

what is understood by securitisation process, and its ‘conceptual twin’: desecuritisation 

(Hansen, 2012, p.526). The chapter engages with the different theoretical approaches 

around the notion of securitisation and provides an in-depth understanding of the 

current debates and trends on securitisation framework. For the purpose of the study, 

the understanding of securitisation rests upon a revised approach – the post-

Copenhagen School:  

 
… articulated assemblage of practices (…) are contextually mobilized by a securitizing 
actor, who works to prompt an audience to build a coherent network of implications 
(feelings, sensations, thoughts, and intuitions), about the critical vulnerability of a 
referent object, (…), by investing the referent subject with such an aura of 
unprecedented threatening complexion that a customized policy must be undertaken 
immediately (…). (Balzacq, 2011, p.3)  

 

This revised/alternative approach on defining securitisation stemmed from a critique 

resting upon an in-depth analysis of the securitisation theory (ST): the Copenhagen 

School (CS) which developed another understanding of the securitisation process 

known as the traditional understanding of securitisation in the late 1980s. Those 

approaches can be divided into two core conceptualisations: internalist philosophical 

approach and externalist sociological approach (Balzacq, 2011, p.1). There are central 

criteria among the different theoretical approaches which are compelling for the 

understanding and construction of the securitisation processes. While it will be 

demonstrated their importance, they also embody the central divide between CS and 

post-CS, the structural challenges of the securitisation framework, that is: the 

audience, the socio-political context dependent, and the structuring force of the 

dispositif or so-called ‘pacte de sécurité’. It thus exposes three structural challenges 

that stand out from recent developments in the theory: conceptual - issue around the 

notion of ‘speech act’ and language-heavy, epistemological - how CS reads (lack 
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thereof) the empirical context, and normative - the issue of securitisation and 

desecuritisation (Ciuta, 2009, p.303).  

 

1. Two theoretical approaches to securitisation: the philosophical 

and sociological approaches 

 

The Securitisation Theory (ST) came into existence and took its origin in the late 

1980s, while its conceptual twin ‘desecuritisation’ emerged post-Cold War. The 

Copenhagen School scholars were the pioneers in developing the concept of 

securitisation, though in the following years their understanding was the subject of 

development, critique, and (re)interpretation. From that stem different perspectives 

and this is where the two main approaches took their essence: that is, internalist and 

externalist, or philosophical and sociological by conceptualising the meaning of 

security in different ways. In other words, the CS in its traditional formulation of 

securitisation theory is heavily influenced by linguistic theory and in particular the 

concept of speech acts which corresponds to discourse that does not only say security 

but ‘do things’ (Léonard and Kaunert, 2011, p.57). It entails the core of the debate 

between CS and the revised theory of securitisation, post-CS. Instead, the revised 

theory defined securitisation as a pragmatic act and strategic process that occurs 

within a configuration of circumstances which includes various contexts, power 

relations and different audiences (Balzacq, 2011; Wilkinson, 2011; Salter, 2008; 

Léonard and Kaunert, 2011).  

 

1.1. Copenhagen School: an internalist and philosophical approach  

 

The CS provides a theory heavily influenced by linguistics which aimed at gaining a 

precise understanding of who securitise a threat, what issue can be securitised, for 

whom, on what grounds and with what outcomes and conditions (Buzan et al., 1998, 

pp.24-25; Léonard and Kaunert, 2011).  

 

To begin with, the CS developed the security concept and its definition following a 

traditional military-political system which sees security as about survival, despite the 

intention to move away from this traditional approach. In other words, something 
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qualified as an issue is posing an existential threat to a designated referent object, and 

within the military context it is common to designate the state or the Nation as being 

threatened (Waever, 1998; 1995). Therefore, the special nature of the issue - the 

threat - legitimises the securitising actors to employ extraordinary measures to tackle 

it. By saying ‘security’, the securitising actors activate the emergency powers to handle 

the threat, and to use whatever means they have in their powers to do so. In the military 

context that goes as far as the employment of force (Buzan et al., 1998) and is limited 

to the securitising actor to be the political actors. That understanding of security 

suggests a negative concept, as Waever (1995) discusses, and is portrayed as a 

failure to deal with threats with normal politics, with democratic rules, requiring 

extraordinary measures (Taureck, 2006). Indeed, uttering ‘security’ as an existential 

threat requires state representatives to go beyond the established rules, the 

securitising actors are allowed to go above the politicised (Buzan et al., 1998). There 

exists a distinction, subsequently, between the notions of politicisation and 

securitisation, and this is where stand the differences between normal politics as 

labelled by the CS scholars, and an issue being securitised, beyond the normal 

established rules requiring extraordinary means.  

 

The meanings of both concepts need to be considered, as they are both key to 

underline, at a later stage, the critiques made on the theory developed by the CS. Neal 

(2020) distinguishes three spheres: the non-politicised, the politicised and the 

securitised from the definition of CS by Buzan et al., (1998, pp.23-24). When an issue 

is being politicised, it signifies the issue is part of public policy, it entails responsibility 

from the government to take a decision within democratic norms/spectrum (Neal, 

2020, p.96). Instead, an issue is securitised because it is framed as an ‘existential 

threat’ calling for emergency powers to be activated subsequently legitimising 

exceptional means outside normal politics and political procedure (Neal, 2020). It 

corresponds to the focus of this analysis, that is, the progressive securitising language 

in the French case on counterterrorism strategy. The understanding of something 

being ‘securitised’ leads to specifying that threats, vulnerabilities and/or so-called ‘risk’ 

- as Abrahamsen developed (2005) - can arise from various fields and areas but what 

appears striking and interesting to look at is an issue qualified as not being dealt with 

the normal run of the merely political, above the politicised.  
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This section aims to develop theories around the securitisation process, and in its 

traditional formulation of securitisation theory by the CS, securitisation is not limited to 

the existential threat. To prevent everything from becoming a security issue (Taureck, 

2006), there exists some steps which enable a successful securitisation. Identified by 

Buzan et al., (1998), those steps correspond firstly to the identification by the 

securitising actor of an existential threat, calling for an emergency action and then 

presenting effects on inter-unit’s relations by breaking free of rules. Strictly limiting the 

analysis to the CS approach and despite their intention to move away from state-

centric approach, or at least traditional-military approaches, it is merely about a 

political actor framing security issue and activating emergency powers above the 

political leading essentially to the employment of force. The first identified step is 

therefore called a ‘securitising move’ and securitisation is combined with other core 

elements to be considered as successful: a speech act; an identified and threatened 

referent object, a securitising actor, and an audience. Consequently, not all units or 

issues can be securitised, but it largely depends on the power and capability of a 

securitising actor to politically construct the threat.  

 

1.1.1. The speech act theory in CS: an internal construction  

 
By uttering ‘security’, a state representative moves a particular development into a 
specific area, and thereby claims a special right to use whatever means are necessary 
to block it. (Waever, 1995, p.55).  

 

The foundation of the CS theory is highly influenced by the speech act theory which 

itself derives from a Derridean reappropriation of Austin’s theory of the speech act 

(1962), or the so-called linguistic theory. The speech act theory can be defined as an 

emphasis on the function of language, where the speech acts and/or the political 

discourse enable and create a new reality as a performative construction which 

modifies the way the world currently is (Balzacq, 2011). Waever (2000, pp.252-253; 

Aradau, 2004) sees the speech act as one condition of success of the securitisation 

process which he labels as the internal construction of the threat where there is no 

return and no possible way out by uttering security within the political discourse. In 

other words, the state officials by saying the words something is done (Waever, 1998; 

Austin, 1962, 1975); rather than simply describing a reality, it performs a specific 

action, it ‘does things’ (Buzan et al., 1998; Léonard and Kaunert, 2011). The rhetorical 
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construction within the political discourse, or the ‘speech act’, is contingent upon the 

recognition of a problem, the threat becomes a reality through the language game. 

Consequently, it is performative in a sense that it delineates the existential threat, the 

issue at stake, which requires measures. Hence, it does not describe a reality but 

construct one, and the state officials seek to legitimise the means and measures 

adequate to tackle this threat via the rhetorical construction of the threat (Aradau, 

2004; Williams, 2011). The securitising actor speaks about a security problem, 

delineating this problem within his/her discursive politics. By definition security is about 

survival, thus, there is a priority of action (Buzan et al., 1998), there is an existential 

need for measures to be employed and that same securitising actor claims the right to 

act. Consequently, this speech act is understood by the Copenhagen School as 

performative or what is labelled an illocutionary act: “the defining criterion of security 

is textual” (Buzan, et al., 1998, p.76).   

 

To conclude on the internal aspect of the securitising move, which is the performative 

speech act or rhetorical construction of security through discursive politics, uttering 

security is more than a mere description of something. It creates new political and 

social realities and enables the securitising actors to act upon by employing the 

necessary means which are the emergency measures (Roe, 2004; 2012). In addition, 

with the internal constructions of the security speech act, that same speech act will 

delineate an ‘existential threat’, a key component of the securitising move for the CS. 

By uttering security, the securitising actor uses the language game to frame an 

existential threat with no possible way out, forming the second criteria for the 

Copenhagen School theory (Waever, 2000, pp.252-253).  

 

1.1.2. Securitising move: the identification of an existential threat threatening a 

designated referent object 

 

The aforementioned illocutionary act, by constructing new reality, delineates a security 

issue which is considered as an existential threat. This latter element is designed by 

the CS as key for a securitising move to be successful. However, the existential threat 

narrative is combined with another essential element to its success: the identification 

of a ‘referent object’. These two criteria are intrinsically linked and work effectively 

together to lead to a successful securitising move.  
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A referent object is the element threatened by this existential threat, its/their survival 

is at risk because security is defined around the notion of survival for the CS. It is 

common in security studies to identify the state and/or the Nation as the threatened 

referent object. Consequently, for a state, survival is about sovereignty, and for a 

Nation, survival is about identity (Buzan et al., 1998). It is by stating that something is 

threatening the existence of the referent object that the securitising actor claims a right 

to employ emergency extraordinary measures and by creating discursively an 

existential threat. By calling upon the existential threat, the issue moves out from the 

realm of normal politics, is placed outside of this realm, and becomes emergency 

politics (Taureck, 2006). Instead of applying democratic ordinary rules and norms, 

politicised, the securitising actors invoke the use of exceptional measures, which 

would not be otherwise allowed (Buzan et al., 1998).  

 

The securitisation theory developed by the CS is thought in a Western liberal and 

democratic context (Aradau, 2004). Discussion and deliberation describe democracy, 

where the sovereign cannot do whatever he/she wants, it needs appreciation by the 

public opinion. Nonetheless, by framing and calling upon an existential threat the 

securitising actor creates a legitimate space to reduce the democratic debate, to play 

outside the democratic norms. In democracy, issues are discussed in the public 

sphere, and this is essentially the reason why the threat needs to be presented as 

existentially threatening the survival of the state or the Nation (Buzan et al., 1998). 

That explains why the threat needs to be portrayed as existential, so it can go outside 

the framework of democratic norms that usually binds the state officials, to consult the 

public opinion. Nonetheless, in the instance of such a threat political actors justify the 

need of exceptional extraordinary powers since the threat is breaking with rules that 

usually binds. The CS delineates an existential threat criterion which enables the 

securitising actor to reduce the democratic debate, discussion and/or deliberation, due 

to the risk posed by the threat.  

 

To legitimise the employment of exceptional powers to tackle the existential threat 

weighting on the referent object (i.e., the state and/or the Nation), the rhetorical 

construction of ‘us versus them’ or so-called friend-enemy distinction is constructed 

within this same performative speech act by the securitising actor to emphasise the 

existential character of the issue (c.f., chapter one, p.37). The dichotomy friend-enemy 
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is the aim for state officials to manoeuvre and legitimise their constructed political 

discourse to the audience, significant in democratic regimes. The friend-enemy 

dichotomy, as discussed in chapter one, is an essential element of the political rhetoric 

to construct an existential threat for CS. This vision reminds us of the strong affinities 

of the ST framework with Schmitt’s theory (1922) of the Politik (Hansen, 2012), even 

though the successful securitisation is not merely relying upon a friend-enemy 

juxtaposition, it helps the selling of securitised policies and exceptional measures.  

 

The framing of the existential threat embodied by a threatening ‘other’, ‘enemy’ within 

political discourse has for objective to construct rhetorically a friend-enemy 

juxtaposition. However, there are other essential features within the discursive politics, 

the success also relies upon the identification of a referent object and on the 

delineation of an existential threat within an illocutionary act for CS. Indeed, not every 

issue can become a securitised issue. To conclude on the element of existential threat 

threatening the referent object, it is an intersubjective establishment of an existential 

threat which is sufficiently salient to create political effect justifying the use of 

extraordinary powers and allow the securitising actor to break free of rules that would 

in normal or peace circumstances bind (Buzan et al., 1998).  

 

1.1.3. Securitising actor and the audience: power relations as a call and response 

process 

 

Framed as an inter-unit power relationship, the securitising actor and the audience are 

elements embedded in CS’s definition of a successful securitisation. The securitising 

actor’s definition delineated within ST embodies the one who has power, authority to 

utter security within the speech act, strictly limited to a state-centric approach as 

largely embodying the political actor. Additionally, the second criterion of the audience 

is rather limited in its definition and left under-explored. Reflecting on the elements 

developed in the previous sections, to be successful the security issue needs to be 

delineated in a speech act as existentially threatening for an actor to act and call for 

the use of emergency powers. That suggests, therefore, a certain form of power in the 

hands of the securitising actor, as he/she is the one who will speak about the threat 

within political discourse, and thus constitutes the speech act, he/she will be the one 

who will have the sufficient authority to break free of normal rules, to mobilise 
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exceptional means and to frame an existential threat: i.e., to act. Based on that CS 

internalist argument, it suggests that the securitising actor is the one who decides, and 

the language is performative. By declaring something, the securitising actor securitises 

the issue claiming that he/she has a right to handle the issue through extraordinary 

means, to break with the democratic game. Therefore, the rhetorical discourse made 

by the securitising actor, for the CS, is essential, is performative, constructs a threat 

and this is what has been labelled ‘self-referential practice’. The issue becomes a 

security issue not merely due to the existing existential threat but because the 

securitising actor constructs it as such (Buzan et al., 1998, p.204). Therefore, 

problems are exclusively contingent upon how the securitising actor rhetorically and 

linguistically frames them and he/she plays an essential role in the securitising move 

and consequently the securitisation process.  

 

By delineating that the securitising actor is the one who rhetorically construct the threat 

within the speech act and claim right to break with the rules of normal politics suggest 

a close affinity with Schmittian’s approach and his most cited definition “the sovereign 

he is the one who decide of the exception” (Schmitt, 1988, p.15). Indeed, the fact that 

the speech act is performative, language is a self-referential practice, that it must be 

the securitising actor delineating the existential threat to legitimise the employment of 

extraordinary means as describe within the ST, suggests, as Schmitt, that the 

sovereign or the securitising actor is in a position of authority. For Waever (2000, 

pp.252-253), that position of authority embodied by the securitising actor is one of the 

three essential conditions for a successful securitisation, and from the original 

formulation of the theory resembles the Schmittian conception of the Politik in as much 

as both are decisionist: the securitising actor like the sovereign defines what is 

exceptional. It reflects on what Bigo (1996, p.51; 2002, pp.75-76) also develops by 

claiming that those who speak security must have the capacity/authority to construct 

and produce a discourse of the threat, and on the enemy as well as to impose their 

own definition of what constitutes the threat. However, Waever (2011) tries to limit that 

decisionist conception and Schmittian aspect of securitising speech act, by arguing 

that the meaning of security, the success of securitising is co-produced in the 

relationship between the securitising actor and the audience and not just through the 

sovereign (Neal, 2020).  



 74 

 
 

The audience is the other unit and intrinsically linked to the securitising actor. The CS 

stresses that the securitisation process is interactive in a sense that the relationship 

securitising actor-audience is of importance (Williams, 2011). There is not much detail 

on who composes the audience in the securitisation theory, however, it is presented 

as part of the intersubjective process and most importantly, the issue can only be 

securitised when the audience accepts it (Buzan et al., 1998; Léonard and Kaunert, 

2011). In other words, the discourse that presents the threat as existentially 

threatening the referent object cannot by itself create a successful securitisation. It 

needs an interaction between the state representative and the audience, words from 

the securitising actor framing the threat need to resonate within the audience’s 

experience for them to accept it. The audience by accepting the measures create a 

sort of legitimacy for the state officials to act and implement extraordinary and 

exceptional measures. Consequently, the securitising actor within his/her speech act 

needs to frame his/her argument in such a way for the audience to consume the 

policies and perceive the threat as existentially threatening. So, it needs to achieve a 

certain level of resonance (Roe, 2012; Buzan et al., 1998, p.25). Despite the emphasis 

on the intersubjective process, meaning the importance of the interaction with the 

audience-securitising actor, there is not much detail on what, who, how is the audience 

being composed and constructed. The CS remains vague on the identification of the 

audience, and was highlighted by Waever (Buzan and Waever, 2003).  

 
The in-depth explanation of what entails the securitisation theory leads us to conclude 

that it is influenced by various stands of scholarship (Balzacq et al., 2016). As a 

conclusion for this analysis of the securitisation theory developed by the Copenhagen 

School, it can be noted that there are facilitating conditions of the speech act, 

conditions which helps the success of the speech act, and Buzan et al., (1998, p.32) 

identified these facilitating conditions into two categories: the internal linguistic-

grammatical category and the external contextual and social category. Stemming from 

the analysis provided above, those elements can easily be categorised within those 

two categories. The internal condition refers to the speech act, as Buzan et al., (1998) 

named ‘the grammar of security’; a successful speech act combines the rhetorical 

construction and the society who accepts the language on security. The external 

aspect of the speech act is considered as the position of authority of the securitising 

actor by the audience as well as the socially constructed threat in a specific context 
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seen as facilitating conditions (Doty, 1999, p.79). For other schools, facilitating 

conditions such as the context are seen as intervening variables and influencing the 

securitising move (Buzan et al., 1998) is under-theorised and under-developed. 

Indeed, despite mentioning facilitating conditions as a feature of the securitisation 

process, what entails the concept of context is left silenced and the CS neglects the 

externalist vision of securitisation considered in the thesis to be the weak spot of the 

theory developed by CS. This is where one of the contributions of this study is located, 

where it is argued for a progressive securitising language in French political discourse 

which heavily rests upon a context. 

 

1.2. Post-Copenhagen School: an externalist and sociological approach  

 

In the last two decades research on securitisation has grown significantly (Balzacq et 

al., 2016) and is not merely constrained to the understanding provided by the 

Copenhagen School. The purpose of this subsection is to highlight the different 

assumptions and core elements of the other main school of thought on the 

securitisation process: post-CS or revised approach of securitisation process. 

 

1.2.1. A pragmatic process and conceptualisation of securitisation  

 

The externalist vision of securitisation is resting upon the quote from Balzacq (2011, 

p.3) stated at the beginning of Section 1 (c.f., p.66). Balzacq is the pioneer theorist in 

the development of this second version of the securitisation theory. He develops 

another understanding of the securitisation process, better discussed as a strategic, 

pragmatic and socially constructed concept than the original version of the 

Copenhagen School. In other words, while discursive practices are compelling for the 

successful securitisation, he emphasises on the concept of context, power relations 

and practice that frame the construction of a threat and therefore is characterised as 

a strategic, argumentative, and pragmatic process. Indeed, what he labels the 

sociological approach of securitisation, is a configuration of circumstances which 

includes context and power brought together from the interaction with the speaker (i.e., 

securitising actor) and the listener (i.e., audience) (Balzacq, 2011). Thus, there are 

three core assumptions composing the revised theory of securitisation and can 

summarise the thinking behind this new version of the securitisation framework. The 
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first one is the centrality of the audience and will play an essential role in the relative 

validity of statements made by political actors for which the acquiescence of the 

audience is requested and places the audience at the core of the securitisation 

process. While the notion of audience is stressed in the securitisation literature, the 

thesis does not analyse nor contribute to it. Indeed, the focus is rather on the context 

and political discourse securitising the threat through an evolving process. While 

audience should not be ignored, the thesis does not explore it. Then, the power of 

words is expressed through the context and the power position of the agent that utters 

them and therefore suggests a co-dependency of agency and context. Last, there 

exists a structuring force of the dispositif which is a constellation of tools and practices, 

by that it means the manner in which the securitising actors makes the case for an 

issue, argues, that is, the discursive strategy displayed. That last assumption is highly 

influenced by the sociological features of Foucault (1975) and his ‘pacte de sécurité’.  

Rather than a self-referential practice as advanced by the CS scholars, the 

securitisation approach is argued by others to be a pragmatic process where the 

concept of ‘dispositif’ takes the form of an argumentative process (Balzacq, 2011). The 

discourse analysis approach is still of importance but analyses how the securitising 

actor convinces, legitimates, and induces the audience to agree with the interpretation 

made of the event and the threat. Consequently, it means that convincing and 

persuading an audience is intrinsically linked to the rhetorical competence and 

construction made by the securitising actor and are not distinguishable but work 

together. Balzacq (2011) adds that threat images are social facts acquiring a status of 

objectivity due to the interaction securitising actor-audience. However, it is essential 

to remember that linguistic elements and rhetorical constructions remain important in 

the study and construction of the securitisation process as it serves to convince an 

audience, legitimise the threat construction as well as the frames, and the response 

to the threat construction.  

 

Hence, the idea developed here is not to downplay the importance of discursive 

rhetoric. However, the aim is to (re)conceptualise the notion of speech act following 

the revised securitisation theories who perceived the speech act not as a singular 

entity (Hall, 1997) but as a dispositif. In addition, the purpose is also to 

(re)conceptualise the speech act and make it less central to the theory and more 

developed as an interaction audience-securitising actor, who the former will frame a 
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threat thanks to a repertoire of gesture, emotions, and interpretations. It remains 

important within the analysis of the strategy displayed by the securitising actor to 

convince the audience to accept the construction of the threat and event relying upon 

a socio-political context and therefore to examine the text.   

 

To briefly describe the audience, its understanding mainly refers to developments 

made by Salter (2008), Floyd (2021), Balzacq (2005, p.172) and Bigo (2006, p.7). The 

revised theory of securitisation suggests a (re)conceptualisation of the concept of 

audience, that is who compose the so-called audience and its role in accepting the 

departure from normal democratic rules (Léonard and Kaunert, 2011). The audience 

is at the core of post-CS approach and signify that an ‘empowering audience’ needs 

to consume and agree with the claims of emergency measures and the threat 

construction by the securitising actors. The success of securitisation is, therefore, 

contingent upon the acceptance of the audience, but also the words employed by the 

securitising actors that will legitimise and help the selling of the policies. In other words, 

the constitution of speaker-audience relationship structures the speech act, the latter 

will be framed differently according to the audience in front of the securitising actor 

since power relations are not the same in all contexts (Salter, 2008). Last, chapter four 

will demonstrate that to encapsulate the understanding of an audience it needs to be 

examined in issue-specific context and will postulate that the audience is the 

addressee of the speech act as well as embodying the threatened referent object.  

 

1.2.2. Distal context and proximate context: a socially constructed securitisation move  

 

As developed above, the audience needs to be convinced by the words of the 

securitising actor, and this rests upon an historical, cultural, and social context. It is 

labelled by Balzacq (2011) as the co-dependency of agency and context. Instead of 

following an internalist approach, the revised theory of the securitisation framework 

entails an externalist approach, which connects security utterances to a specific 

context (Balzacq, 2011). The traditional formulation of the securitisation theory context 

is limited to what they labelled ‘facilitating conditions’ corresponding to an internalist 

approach on the notion of context. Under the revised approach of the securitisation 

theory, context plays a significant role, structures the speech act and the securitising 

move, and is central to the securitisation framework.  
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That is, by framing a threat within the speech act, the securitising actor creates a 

semantic repertoire of security, and this repertoire is connected to an audience’s 

understanding and a particular context. The combination of these elements, speech 

act, threat and external context help to win an audience, for that the speech act is 

composed of two elements: the textual meaning and cultural meaning, both infused 

with the external context or the surrounding environment to help convince the setting 

and audience at stake. For Balzacq (2011, p.11), the semantic repertoire of security is 

a juxtaposition of textual meaning - which corresponds to the knowledge of the concept 

acquired through written and spoken language; and cultural meaning - corresponding 

to the knowledge gained through previous interactions and current situations. The 

cultural and textual meaning help the selling of the threat, facilitate the call for 

action/measures to be employed, and is legitimised by the acceptance of the 

audience. Indeed, Williams (2011), building on Burke (1955), argued that the speech 

act needs to be analysed and perceived within the context of its production and 

potential effectiveness since the speaker will use different forms of technical and 

political language, repertoire of images, emotions, and gestures to contextualise 

his/her speech, to build the meaning of danger, in accordance with the diverse 

audiences to whom he/she addressed or whom it will affect. To win and convince an 

audience, the success of securitisation is contingent upon a perceptive environment, 

the words need to highlight the dangerousness, the vulnerability, it needs to move the 

attention to that event and therefore the discursive constructions need to resonate with 

the context in which the means taken by the speaker are collocated. If words do not 

resonate to the hearer/audience, there is no success, words would not make any 

sense to one setting or another and amplify the political manoeuvre. 

 

To understand, accept and consume security words and linguistic construction, the 

audience needs to understand what it entails, using images which match with the 

context whether it is cultural-historical (Huysmans, 1998), local (Wilkinson, 2011) or a 

perceptive environment. This is what it is called the perlocutionary effect influenced by 

historical conjunctions which leads to an audience more sensitive to vulnerability. 

Therefore, the context and external conditions must be developed and analysed to 

understand how threat and rhetoric resonate with the audience (Salter, 2008). Indeed, 

speech acts will differ based upon one audience and one context, and will differ 

according to the setting (Williams, 2011).  
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Securitization is a sociological and political process - manifest in language, but a 
complex effect of power, interest, inter-subjectivity, bureaucratic position, and process. 
Different securitizing moves have different effects in different settings, which provide 
different basic power dynamics, different linguistics rules and different local knowledge 
structures. (Salter, 2011, p.117).  

 

To develop further the analysis of the context, Balzacq (2009, p.17; 2011; Balzacq et 

al., 2016) influences the notion of context and offers an understanding of what entails 

two different types of contexts in the securitisation process. He develops within his 

theory two distinguished but interlinked contexts, one labelled ‘proximate context’ and 

the other one ‘distal context’. The former should be understood as including “the 

immediate features of the interaction” of the securitising move (Balzacq et al., 2016) 

which can be further developed with Wilkinson’s thought (2011), proximate context as 

a micro-environment of the securitisation: who, what, when, where, to whom and with 

what effect. The latter should be understood as comprising elements “like social class, 

the ethnic compositions of the participants, the institutions or site where discourses 

occur, and the ecological, regional, and cultural settings” (Wetherell, 2001, p.388; 

Balzacq et al., 2016) which correspond as a macro-environment as the broader socio-

cultural context: how and why (Wilkinson, 2011). It also reflects on what Huysmans 

(1998) advances with his cultural-historical interpretation of the linguistic construction 

of securitisation in which he argues that being context-dependent reduces the 

universalisation of the logic of security. Instead, it depends on a specific context, even 

local and/or pre-existing contexts, interpretation and knowledge can influence the 

linguistics of the speech act (Wilkinson, 2011). Cultural, historical, local interpretations 

entail a crucial factor for legitimising measures to a given audience and offers a 

vernacular understanding of security practice (Bubandt, 2005). Consequently, the 

securitising move is not exclusively formal in its rhetoric and informal in its context but 

is contingent upon a particular history, dominant narrative that influences and 

structures the setting and the audience (Salter, 2008).  

 

1.2.3. Coloniality in securitisation theory under-explored 

 

While the thesis underscores the necessity to explore context in its globality, that is 

including historical, political, social context into the analysis of what is argued to be a 

progressive and evolving securitisation process, coloniality, contemporary form of 
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imperialism and therefore colonial modernity need to be included in the empirical 

analysis of the epistemological securitisation framework. Thus, context largely 

delineated in the literature of the revised securitisation approach should be widened 

to encapsulate the historical, local and in particular the colonial context of power, 

structures and language but post-CS remained quite silent on this matter. This is also 

linked to the analysis made on Bourbeau and his development around the logic of 

‘high point’ and logic of exception, and the logic of routine (2014). Instead of analysing 

one rupture moment, one moment, which for the ST would embody the securitisation 

move, the context should be included, in its globality, and therefore the colonial 

modernity of power, language and structures but also the colonial legacies. The same 

way the thesis reflected on the lacuna of CTS to engage with decolonial approach the 

same is observed in post-CS. 

 

Ontological and epistemological questions around the notion of context should be 

broadened to include the question of race and colonialism studies argued Moffette and 

Vadasaria (2016). It fails, both Copenhagen School and post-CS, to take the 

contribution of scholars within critical race and colonialism studies. There exists in the 

literature on securitisation work engaging with eurocentrism, race, and critics of ST 

whiteness. For instance, Bilgin (2010; 2011) and Wilkinson (2007) engage with the 

question of eurocentrism in the traditional development of securitisation theory and 

developed in this chapter. Howell and Ritcher-Montpetit (2019) critically engage with 

securitisation theory by demonstrating that racist thought is fundamental and integral 

to the traditional securitisation theory by highlighting the whiteness of conceptual and 

methodology projects. Other scholars integrated race into the securitisation theory 

such as Amin-Khan (2012), Ibrahim (2005) and Moffette and Vadasaria (2016). 

Moffette and Vadasaria develop (2016) a great understanding on how race informs 

the process of securitisation as a mode of thinking and governing under colonial 

modernity and how securitisations should be therefore analysed case by case. That 

is, there is no universal conceptualisation of securitisation, but rather should be 

explored in the context in which it is produced and (re)produced. They also emphasise 

on the necessity to paid greater attention to the historical and social contexts in which 

securitisation emerges in future research, with their case studies on how colonial 

modernity inform securitisation of anti-migrant and racial violence contexts.  



 81 

 
 

Moreover, the critique is not only limited to the ignorance of context in the traditional 

securitisation theory, but also including the rather left under-explored colonial legacy 

of powers, and in this context CT powers. This is where the thesis contribute by 

engaging with post-colonial context to inform the present. That is, it needs to 

investigate the qualified the coloniality of power, structures, languages, temporalities 

and colonial modernity within the securitisation framework built upon western, 

hegemonic, Eurocentric and liberal frameworks. As Mignolo (2011, p.3) demonstrates, 

coloniality is constitutive of modernity, that is, there exists historical specificities, 

justifying the in-depth analysis of French context, but coloniality is infused and 

integrated in contemporary powers and structures as colonial tools (Khan, 2021). 

Reflecting on Moffette and Vadasaria (2016), the existential threat and the concept of 

securitisation cannot be examined and theorised without an engagement with the 

epistemological framework, the politics of representation and knowledge, and the 

modes of political ordering emerging withing post-colonial world representing what is 

known as colonial modernity (Mignolo, 2011). They add that those rhetoric and notion 

of exception are central to the liberal idea of balance between liberty/freedom and 

security in political debates deeply embedded in western system. This thesis argues 

that it reproduces colonial power, structure and language and the exception is the new 

normal which was the normal of the colony while it is the exception of the metropole. 

Colonial and modernity are not two different concepts, they are co-constitutive 

(Quijano, 2007; Mignolo, 2011).  As a contribution, the thesis addresses the lacuna in 

traditional securitisation theory and offers a conceptual framework (a combination of 

post-CS and CTS) to account for the entanglement between the evolving securitisation 

of terrorism framework and the colonial legacies of CT powers leading to an 

impossibility of desecuritising terrorism in a French context offering a theorisation of 

the notion of desecuritisation.  

 

To conclude, shading light on the central role played by the context - whether distal or 

proximate - in the securitisation framework has ontological and epistemological 

implications. That is, ontological effect is understood as what constitutes the context 

of the securitising move and epistemological effects in a sense that whether the 

success of the securitising moves varies from one context to another, from one local 

history to another. Therefore, the thesis suggests measuring that through an empirical 

analysis and not only focusing on the internal aspects of the securitisation move as 
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advised by the CS in the traditional formulation of the ST. It was underpinned by 

scholars such as Balzacq (2005), Stritzel (2007), Salter (2008) that the theoretical 

approach of securitisation needs further extension to elaborate securitisation 

embeddedness, meaning that security articulation should be linked to their broader 

discursive contexts. Empirically, it signifies analysing the broader context of the French 

securitising language and justified the decolonial angle to the analysis to explore the 

coloniality and colonial modernity of the securitisation process (Moffette and 

Vadasaria, 2016). Consequently, the role of the context has strong epistemological 

underpinnings and explains the success or failure of a securitisation process (Ciuta, 

2009; Balzacq, 2016).  

 

2. The structural challenges of the CS securitisation theory  

 

While developing another understanding of the ST framework, the second generation 

of scholars also provided important criticisms on certain aspects developed by the CS, 

that is, the structural challenges (normative, conceptual, and epistemological as 

defined by (Ciuta, 2009)) to which this analysis contributes. It underpins necessary 

questioning of the traditional formulation of the securitisation theory, such as the 

immediate and necessary recourse to extraordinary exceptional powers as one of the 

conditions of success of the securitisation process, the limited application to and 

construction in western liberal democratic contexts and its consequences for 

democracies (control, power, and limit) and others highlight the problem of under-

theorisation of the twin concept so-called desecuritisation and the institutionalisation 

of securitisation.  

 

2.1. Questioning the essential feature of language in securitisation: illocutionary 

versus perlocutionary  

 

The securitisation theory in its traditional formulation developed its understanding of 

the securitisation process and its success around the idea that the speech act is the 

essential feature. Rather than limiting the success of securitisation to discursive 

narratives, the post-CS scholars note that the speech act is rather seen as a strategic 
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and pragmatic process contingent upon a socio-political context strengthened by 

empirical analysis.  

 

2.1.1. Performative utterances of saying ‘security’ limiting securitisation to internal 

facilitating condition 

 

The defining feature of the CS is the speech act and suggests that security 

articulations and delineation of the security threat is formed by uttering security within 

the discourse, within the speech act (c.f., Section 1). This was summarised by Stritzel 

(2007) in his critique of the crucial form of speech as being grounded in the concept 

of textuality and performativity. Constraining the analysis to the internal aspect of 

securitisation - the speech act - only concentrates the idea of security by the 

construction made in the speech act, by uttering words and security.  

 

CS scholars develop an understanding of the speech act which heavily relies upon 

various theoretical approaches, firstly that idea of a speech act strengthens an 

internalist and realist vision of the concept of security. Balzacq (2011) describes the 

approach given by CS as a philosophical view. That is, the ST draws on the speech 

act literature which entails that the word ‘security’ has a performative character and is 

not solely describing a situation but is creating a new social reality (Waever, 1995). 

Performative utterances were largely developed within the speech act literature as 

noted above (c.f., section 1) by Austin (1962) who advances that those same 

utterances do not aim to describe but create and delineate the problem out there, 

create a reality exclusively and contingent upon the language games. Indeed, Waever 

(2004) argues that the utterance of security is more than just saying something, but it 

is performing an action, and has a specific rhetoric marked by urgency and priority of 

action.  

 

It points to the centrality of studying in a text, how it produces its own meaning, rather 
than relating it to a ‘context’ which is a doubtful concept, (Waever, 2004, p.11).  

 

That idea of illocutionary performative speech act, as a creation of a new reality also 

relies on a poststructural theoretical approach influenced by a Derridean view of 

reading securitisation. That is to say, the original formulation of the CS and the reading 
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of CS theory suggests that the becoming of a security problem is based on discursive 

politics, an illocution. The performative character of the speech act, the internal 

conditions of uttering security within the text has for effect to place that text in a central 

location (Buzan and Waever, 2003, p.11). It reflects Derrida’s approach of the 

centrality of the text, who claimed that what “there is nothing outside the text” (1972, 

p.148), the text produces a meaning, and does not rely on or is not related to a context 

(Stritzel, 2007). The so-called ‘social magic’ power of language noted by Stritzel (2007) 

defines the CS approach in a sense that the conditions that make a threat a security 

threat are internal to the speech act by saying security.  

 

This idea also reflects a postmodernist way of thinking, influenced by the work of Butler 

(1997). That is, instead of focusing on pre-existing context, the performative power is 

acquired through the speech, it creates new meaning, reality, and patterns of 

significance. Therefore, it empowers actors to act and creates authority (Stritzel, 

2007). The concept of performativity of the speech act is enshrined in the CS theory 

of the securitisation framework and gives power and legitimacy to the actor to 

act. Therefore, the facilitating conditions of securitisation seems to be restricted to 

internal conditions which entail linguistic features where the speech act has 

performative power to create meaning and give legitimacy for the securitising actor 

(Buzan et al., 1998, p.46; p.32). The philosophical view of securitisation restricts the 

analysis to textual analysis and neglects the socio-political context of securitisation.  

 

2.1.2. Performative act contingent upon context  

 

The so-called philosophical view of securitisation focusing on the utterances of 

security and the linguistic game led to some debates and developments by theorists 

from the second generation. Indeed, this philosophical construction was labelled by 

Balzacq (2011, p.1) and put it in opposition to a sociological view of securitisation. He 

suggests that while discursive practices are important, the philosophical view of 

securitisation, as delineated by the CS, neglects practice, context, and power relations 

into their analysis of the securitised threat and the speech act is reduced to a so-called 

illocutionary act. According to him, those elements characterised the construction of 

the threat image where emphasis should be put on empirical analysis. The 

poststructuralist approach influences by the work of Derrida is inadequate as it 
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reduces discourse analysis to a textual enquiry, and it neglects the pragmatic 

investigation of security threat’s construction. For Balzacq (2011), a sociological 

reconceptualisation of the securitisation theory is needed and should focus on three 

assumptions and units of analysis: the role of the audience, the context, and the 

dispositif in the construction of the security/securitised threat. Reducing the analysis 

to a textual analysis limits security to a conventional procedure whereas including 

within the analysis of the construction of the threat the conditions that allow this threat 

to be depicted that way, in the context in which it occurs (Wilkinson, 2011) - meaning 

the pre-existing context, the power relations, the historical context, the socio-political 

context - will conduce to a strategic pragmatic process. The thesis demonstrates that 

the securitisation process should be investigated not as a logic of exception with a 

narrow focus on high points, but rather should not overlook the pre-V13, post-V13 and 

the colonial legacy and continuum of the securitisation process and/or use of 

extraordinary, exceptional, and emergency powers.  

 

Other theoretical approaches underline the necessity to (re)conceptualise and paid 

greater attention to context. For instance, Huysmans (1998) suggests that security is 

understood differently in different socio-political settings and is based on cultural and 

historical experiences, and therefore, emphasising this cultural-historical interpretation 

would reduce the “tendency to universalise a specific logic of security” (p.501). It is 

impossible to claim uniformity over the performative force of the threat images, and 

securitised issue (Stritzel, 2007), the same way desecuritisation will be unpacked as 

an impossible universalised concept but rather heavily resting upon context and 

security issues at stake. Balzacq (2005) and Stritzel (2007) argue that securitisation is 

embedded in socio-political contexts, and the speech act gains its power in a broader 

discursive context which can be successful and unsuccessful in different settings, in 

different degree for the same issue - significantly being embedded in issue-specific 

context. That is to say, following a philosophical view of securitisation means that the 

speech act delineates a single security articulation, at a particular point in time 

following a logic of exception and definition of the ‘high point’ (Bourbeau, 2014). 

Rather, the revised approach builds securitisation from an external understanding 

within which discursive constructions are temporally and spatially constituted and not 

isolated from both the context in which it occurs, its embeddedness in a socio-political 

context meaning existing discourses and the power relations between the audience 
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and the securitising actor (Stritzel, 2007). Balzacq (2011) summarises these power 

relations as an interaction between the listener and the hearer, suggesting that threat 

images are social facts. Therefore, making the case for a securitisation process less 

decisionist, less linguistic but more a dynamic process and based on social 

understanding of the securitisation process. Hence, the sociological view of 

securitisation, meaning an argumentative and strategic approach, uses linguistic 

construction but does not make it the core of its analysis. Instead of an illocution, the 

speech act should be seen as a strategic action of discourse which uses discursive 

and linguistic elements to persuade the listeners with various artefacts (Balzacq, 

2011): such as the use of emotions, images, historical facts, metaphors, technical and 

bureaucratic language, repertoire of gestures (Williams, 2011) each addressed to 

audiences, affecting listeners differently that is the reason why those artefacts need to 

be included within the analysis, in the context of their production and effectiveness.  

 

Another aspect associated with that idea of persuasion of an audience is the identity. 

Within western hegemonic discourse and democratic framework, there is over-reliance 

on the dichotomy us versus them, ‘us’ embodies that specific audience, to convince 

the audience of the particular threatening character of the ‘other’, ‘them’, ‘enemy’. The 

construction of polarised identities is significant for this research, as well as for the 

securitisation process. The subsequent chapter engages with the construction and 

securitisation of the terrorist radical other, and excavate one of the issues with 

securitisation framework, that is, it is largely thought and constructed in western 

context, that the scholarship neglect to deconstruct from a decolonial approach (c.f., 

Section 1.2.3). The thesis aims to explore the identity construction from decolonial 

angle within the analysis of securitisation process arguing the eurocentrism of the 

framework, structure, and development. Therefore, it is necessary to broaden the 

analysis to other approaches, to de-centre the focus on state and in particular western 

centric (Howell and Ritcher-Montpetit, 2019) and expose the colonial structures 

duplicated in the post-colonial period. The construction of identity dichotomy will be 

further analysed, though is intrinsically associated with the impact of persuasion and 

the notion developed by Bourdieu (Bourdieu, 2001, p.261) of ‘habitus’, each crucial for 

securitisation processes, and defined as:  
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[A] system of durable, transposable dispositions, which integrate past experiences and 
functions at every moment as a matrix of perception, appreciation and action …  

 

‘Habitus’ plays a role in the persuasion of the audience of the security issue, the 

measures required and that was developed by the Paris School influenced by a 

Bourdieusian approach arguing that agency is influenced by an individual’s habitus 

(Bourdieu, 2001; Schäfer, 2014; Williams, 2007). 

 

Last, Stritzel (2007) distinguishes the socio-linguistic context from the socio-political 

dimension of context, and those elements of language correspond to the former. That 

is to say, the securitising actor exploits linguistic contexts and repertoire of gesture, 

images, similarities, oppositions available to them at that specific moment of time to 

frame their arguments within the speech act. It refers to what he argues to be “the 

network of constitutive rules and narratives that surround a single linguistic act” 

(Stritzel, 2007, p.369). Those elements of persuasion are overlooked by the 

Copenhagen School. The philosophical view of securitisation is too static for scholars 

which recommends a more dynamic view of securitisation. They claim that 

securitisation is not just a threat text in an isolated point of time, the ‘high point’ 

(Bourbeau, 2014), but is enshrined in a context, and therefore not uniform and 

impossible to universalise (Strizel, 2007). It justifies therefore to explore threat framing 

in different contexts, but more specifically the historical context which inform the 

coloniality of power and structures to strengthen the argument of an evolving and 

gradual securitisation process – significant in the context of the threat framing and 

construction of CT measures in France.   

 

As noted, it is also relying on an interaction, words need to resonate, and cannot be 

decontextualised as entailed in the CS theory. Words, instead, are influenced by local 

interpretation and context within which the audience will be more sensitive to, will be 

affected by and will generate their understanding of security with specific 

contextualised linguistic articulations (Wilkinson, 2011).  

 

The domain of (in)security is not predefined - it results from a time and context-specific 
intersubjective agreement that something poses a vital threat to a community (…). 
(Balzacq et al., 2016, p.496) 
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The externalist vision of securitisation suggests that securitisation is contingent upon 

a perceptive environment to win an audience, embodying a perlocutionary effect rather 

than just being an illocution on security (Balzacq, 2011). The meaning of the threat 

and security is not given and restricted to exceptionality but is generated through a 

dynamic social process (Stritzel, 2007). Distinct from but intrinsically linked to the 

socio-linguistic context, the socio-political context refers to the more sedimented social 

and political structures that posit the securitising actor in a position of power to 

influence the construction of the meaning of security. Indeed, Stritzel (2007) argues 

contra the static vision of the conceptualisation of the speech act enshrined with 

exceptionality by claiming that securitisation is dynamic generating meaning, through 

an externalist approach embedded in social relations of meaning and power. That is 

what he defines as a “dynamic three-layered triangle of text, context and positional 

power” (Stritzel, 2007, p.368) and ultimately support the theoretical argument of the 

thesis: an evolving securitisation process.  

 

2.2. The questionable necessity of emergency extraordinary powers for the 

success of securitisation 

 

Among the revised securitisation theory, scholars such as Huysmans (2011), Salter 

(2011), Williams (2011), Roe (2012), Trombetta (2008) or Floyd (2016) engage with 

the feature of extraordinary emergency politics, portrayed as crucial for the success of 

securitisation by the CS. Their claims towards the decisive element of emergency 

powers questions the framework in which this necessary activation of extraordinary 

powers is developed, arguing that some actors do not revert to exceptional policy in 

every securitisation case. Consequently, it questions the necessity of exceptional 

powers for the success of securitisation. 

 

2.2.1. Securitisation limited to democratic settings  

 

Theories around the securitisation framework are thought in a very limited context: 

Western liberal democracies. That is, CS scholars developed securitisation around the 

notion of exceptional and emergency powers thought in liberal democratic contexts, 

which subsequently lead to some criticisms. For the literature, speed, exclusion, 

decisionism characterise the traditional formulation of the theory of securitisation. 
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Therefore, the ST developed by CS is characterised by some scholars as bad for 

democracy or undermines the democratic deliberation and discussion in giving 

extended power to the securitising actor. Not only should we reflect on the idea of 

democracy, but one element missing in the literature is thinking of securitisation from 

a decolonial lens, and therefore moving away from western hegemonic frames. 

 

The notion of security, exception, state of exception and exceptional powers dealing 

with the security threat brought up some criticisms and debates, in particular within the 

frames of western liberal democracies. Indeed, reflecting on the arguments of the CS 

scholars, the very survival of the referent object is at stake and require the activation 

of the exceptional powers to tackle the security threat, as acting above the realm of 

normal politics, above the realm of democratic norms which in ‘normal’ contexts would 

not be allowed, legitimised, nor accepted (Buzan et al., 1998). For the CS approach, 

securitisation is about panic politics, security threat requires exceptional means due 

to the existential threat threatening the very nature and survival of the referent object. 

It thus represents something that is within the hands of an elite, of the sovereign, the 

so-called securitising actors, the one who decides, and represents a very decisionist 

vision of securitisation.  The revised theory of securitisation (Williams, 2003), used for 

this analysis, combined to a decolonial perspective will expose the Eurocentric forms 

and structures of securitisation, as well as exposing contemporary forms of colonial 

powers, which require further investigation as left under-examined. Williams (2003, 

p.515) points out that the CS view of security is consistent with the Schmittian 

decisionist theory of sovereignty and approach of political order. That is, emergency 

situations suspend the normal applications of rules and procedures on the decision of 

the sovereign, and in the case of securitisation on the decision of the securitising actor 

via the performative speech act (Aradau, 2004). However, the CS view of 

securitisation is built on western view of politics, that is, within western liberal 

democratic states perspective. The theory thus develops around the notion of 

securitisation and the securitisation process itself can lead to question its impact on 

democracy, if the security threat requires the employment of extraordinary means, 

outside the realm of normal politics. Moreover, the notion of ‘normal’ politics is 

problematic, it would signify that outside democratic regime, securitisation does not 

exist, because does not belong to ‘normal’ politics or ‘suspension of democratic 

norms’. Subsequently, it also underlines the problematic vision of developing 
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securitisation in democratic regime only, and not broadening the analysis to other 

regime. It is designed within western-centrism politics and framework ignoring often 

forms of regime as a reproduction of coloniality of knowledge and power. Some 

scholars have tried to analyse the impact on democracy in accordance with the 

understanding of the CS’s view of security. They argue that securitisation is 

constructed in a very limited context which is a western liberal democratic context 

(Bilgin, 2010; 2011; Howell and Ritcher-Montpetit, 2019) and is bad for democracy for 

various reasons. Not only limited to questioning the negative impact it might have on 

democracy, it also largely rests upon Eurocentric focus, western thinking, and context 

and therefore the analysis of securitisation and questioning of the structural challenges 

should be broadened to a decolonial analysis and its questionable empirical 

applicability in the Global South.  

 

While the thesis does not engage with the aspect of democracy in the securitisation 

theory, it is, nevertheless, important to mention the Eurocentric character of the 

concept securitisation taught by CS who only evokes democratic settings. First, Roe 

(2004; 2012) claims that the distinction given by the CS scholars between normal and 

extraordinary politics is not explicit, it is largely understood, deriving from and within a 

context of western liberal democratic regimes. CS scholars emphasise on the 

importance of activating the exceptional powers due to the existential threat, as an 

essential requirement for a successful securitisation, as a suspension of the law, 

considered as above the normal politics. The definition and the distinction are only 

limited to that explanation, it is enabled because it is within a democratic state. Roe 

(2012, p.251) provides a developed thought to distinguish between exceptional and 

normal politics within a democratic framework, extraordinary politics entails what 

normal politics is not; and normal politics should comprehend measures, policies, 

actions that are ordinarily done in liberal democracies – so a limited application to 

democratic settings. Therefore, the notion of normal politics refers to norms and 

routine procedures, decision-makers operate within established mechanisms, 

procedures and norms which are debated and discussed defining democratic regimes. 

Hence, this explanation of normal politics and exceptional politics suggest that the 

securitisation is only developed and thought within a democratic context. Bigo (2008, 

pp.33-35) provides an understanding of exceptionality in the liberalism framework. He 

suggests that exception and liberalism can be combined in a sense that exception 
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works hand in hand with liberalism and gives key to understanding its normal 

functioning if we avoid conceptualising the exception as a sole matter of special laws 

or above the realm of normal politics, rather it does not suspend every law, they just 

derogate from normalised legislations. Additionally, the idea of ‘normal politics’ versus 

exceptional politics outside the democratic norm is subject to interpretation, as 

Codaccioni noted (2015, p.15), the exceptional is adapting to time of peace, in 

particular in the French context. The exception went above the dichotomy normal 

versus exceptional, it has been adapted to peace time, and is clearly illustrated 

nowadays with the context of terrorism and the routinisation of the exceptional. While 

it is discussed thoroughly within the literature the problem and negative impact it has 

on democratic system to be able to suspend the law, it is also omitted and left under-

explored the colonial and imperial enterprise of this regime of exception: the exception 

is embedded in a colonial context (Codaccioni, 2015). Particularly, the exception was 

the norm of ex-colonial territories, and the entire decolonial and coloniality spectrum 

is overlooked in the research on securitisation thought and developed in democratic 

frames.  

 

Second, Huysmans (2004) and Roe (2012) highlight that speed is preferred against 

the relative slowness of normal politics. That is, according to the CS approach, the 

security speech act recommends that things should be done quickly, and the 

securitisation process institutionalised speed over deliberation, discussion, and public 

scrutiny. The speech act led by the securitising actor is characterised by the CS has 

performative power, it possesses its own power (Roe, 2012, p.254; Stritzel, 2007; 

Balzacq, 2011). Therefore, the security threat is framed according to the appreciation 

of the sovereign/securitising actor, who recommends acting quickly, thus reducing 

space for deliberation and discussion despite the essential element of ‘audience 

acceptance’ which, according to the original formulation of the theory of securitisation, 

is not very detailed on who and how is composed the audience. Moreover, Huysmans 

(2004) articulates that despite the requirement of the securitising speech act being 

accepted by an audience, the exceptional and emergency procedure is at the opposite 

of being accepted and debated with an audience, due to the necessity to act quickly 

sometimes activating the fast-tracking procedure, according to CS scholars (Aradau, 

2004). Securitisation calls for speed and exclusion of deliberation and therefore is 

privilege of the elite for Roe (2012, p.252). Instead of openness and accountable 



 92 

 
 

government, securitisation is bad for democracy as it reduces the possibility of 

discussion and it is within the hands and appreciation of the securitising actor, the 

elites and suspend the norms suggesting a close linked to what Agamben understood 

with the notion of authority (2005, p.144).  

 

Some scholars rely upon another assumption which suggests that securitisation is a 

technique of government which limits the democratic aspect of the regime, instead of 

labelling securitisation politics as ‘anti-politics’. Huysmans (2014, p.30) advances that 

security politics do not only damage politics but results in politics that limit democracy 

and is defined as a technique of enacting democratic limits which threatens 

democracies in the sense that democracies reach their own limits, reduce the 

democratic controls over activities/means of government and limits the possibility to 

act democratically regarding security threats (Huysmans, 1998, p.571; Neal, 2020). 

By that, Huysmans argues that securitisation is assimilated to a technique of 

government, where fear and violence can be employed without any democratic control 

or even to act within democratic limits (Neal, 2020, p.16). Other critiques flourished 

with the suspension of the norms and the activation of emergency powers. For some 

it is a technique of the government, that is it serves as defining what is good and what 

is bad for ‘the way of life’ (Roe, 2008) and not strictly limited to demarcating the 

inside/outside, for others security politics resemble to a form of anti-politics. Aradau’s 

(2004) assumption regarding the exceptional politics of security is labelled as anti-

politics following an emancipatory tradition, who develops and influences the debate 

on the issue in that sense. She argues that the logic of the CS on security politics is 

closing down politics. Therefore, she develops her point by pointing out that 

democratic politics is not compatible with security politics and that security politics is 

per se exclusionary and non-democratic (2004, p.406). This is what she labels 

‘security as anti-politics’. Neal (2020) explains what ‘anti-politics’ entails for some 

security literatures by delineating that security is removed from normal politics, from 

the merely political because it is seen as an exception to normal politics in the name 

of the existential threat, on the survival of the threatened object and restrains political 

activity and democratic norms.  

 

The way securitisation is framed by the traditional formulation of securitisation within 

the Copenhagen School has been criticised, commented, and theorised as too 
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focused and centred on the securitising actor, and the performative power of political 

discourse: decisionist aspect (Williams, 2003). Waever (2015, pp.27-28) underlines 

the importance of reducing the executive, decisionist, Schmittian aspect of securitising 

speech acts to focus on socio-political arrangements as it undermines the normal run 

of democracies. Both argue towards the necessity to reduce the executive, decisionist, 

Schmittian aspect of securitisation and in particular speech acts as being the symbol 

of a performative power but rather should be the subject of dialogue, deliberation, and 

discussion. With the proliferation of risks and threats in nowadays’ society, this leads 

to the forever-extension of extraordinary measures which was argued by Aradau 

(2004, p.393) “the exceptional politics of securitisation turns into a dangerous 

undertaking for democracy” and is still relevant two decades later as portrayed within 

empirical research on the extension of exceptional powers in the French 

counterterrorism strategy. It represents the lacunas of thinking and building 

securitisation with emergency and exceptional powers because it is only framed and 

developed in western and democratic contexts and frameworks.  

 

2.2.2. Overreliance on exceptional and emergency powers in traditional securitisation 

 

The requirement of emergency and exceptional powers is debated within the literature, 

not strictly limited to the measures per se and their effect on civil liberties and human 

rights, but also on the necessity attached to it by CS, on its decisiveness of successful 

securitisation, and lastly on its extensions, routinisation, and institutionalisation by the 

same securitising actors. Reflecting on what Aradau (2004) advances regarding the 

forever-extension of extraordinary measures to deal with security threats, there is a 

necessity to question the requirement of exceptional powers and measures to 

successfully deal with security threats and to bring securitisation to a success. The 

debate is largely driven by Floyd (2016) who provides a great understanding on the 

success of the securitisation approach without necessarily having recourse to 

exceptional measures.  

 

CS theory ties the success of the securitisation process to the identification of an 

existential threat which necessitates the activation of extraordinary emergency 

measures (Buzan et al., 1998). By insisting on that existential threat as the defining 

criterion of success, the issue moves out from the realm of normal politics and is 
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placed outside of the democratic realm, and becomes emergency security politics 

(Taureck, 2006). However, there is a conceptual confusion within CS securitisation 

theory. Indeed, on one hand they characterise security by textual identification of an 

existential threat within security speech acts, as a decision of the securitising actor; 

and on the other hand, the success also relies on the intersubjective audience 

acceptance of discursive construction of the security threat (Neal, 2020). Stritzel 

(2007) identifies this tension as irreconcilable and over-relying on textual focus rather 

than considering the dynamics between context, social and linguistics. Though, this 

approach generated debates and critiques from scholars, insisting on the idea that 

sometimes, depending on a particular context, security policies are non-exceptional, 

and rather than focusing mainly on textual analysis, the analysis of the empirical 

context should be considered (Floyd, 2016).  

 

This generates a critique of the norm-exception nexus from scholars who critically 

engage with the securitisation theory and the recourse of extraordinary measures, they 

develop within their analysis that it is difficult to maintain ‘exceptionalism’ as the 

defining criterion of security politics (Neal, 2020; Huysmans, 2011; Salter, 2011; 

Williams, 2011; Roe, 2012; Trombetta, 2008). Floyd (2016) underlines some empirical 

examples in which liberal democracies did not have recourse to exceptional security 

policies when tackling a threat, for instance: migration (Bigo, 2000; Huysmans, 2006), 

environmental security (Trombetta, 2008); climate security (Corry, 2012; Waever, 

2009), WoT (Salter, 2011; Aradau and van Munster, 2007; Bright, 2012); EU border 

security (Léonard, 2012), and HIV/AIDS (Sjostedt, 2011). Deepening those instances, 

the requirement of ‘existential’ to establish emergency and exceptional measures and 

to securitise a security issue can lead to another critique developed by Wilhelmsen 

(2017) in which she suggests that there is no tool offered to know when the threat has 

reached the level of ‘existential’, and therefore is subject to interpretation. That also 

reflects and maps on to the criticism made by Stritzel (2014, p.35) on the lack of clear 

criteria to explain the threshold of normality, when it is reached and when it is beyond 

that threshold.  

 

Moreover, reflecting only on exceptional emergency powers revision, the more 

advanced reconceptualisation and rejection of exceptionalism as a defining criterion 
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of security politics when addressing a threat is developed by Floyd (2016). She 

suggests that:  

 
[S]ecuritization is ‘successful’ only when (1) the identification of a threat that justifies a 
response (securitizing move) is followed by (2) a change of behaviour (action) by a 
relevant agent (that is, the securitizing actor or someone instructed by the same), and 
also (3) the action taken is justified by the securitizing actor with reference to the threat 
they identified and declared in the securitizing move. (p.677) 

 

However, she proposes another understanding of the employment of emergency 

measures and what constitutes the exception within liberal democracies delineated in 

three forms: exception in situation where new laws is passed; when new emergency 

powers are granted or when a state’s existing security apparatus and/or existing 

emergency legislation is employed to deal with new issues or that it has not dealt with 

previously (Floyd, 2016, p.678). Those three forms qualify situations where 

exceptional politics can be undertaken and does not suggest the suspension of the 

law altogether as understood with the traditional formulation of the securitisation theory 

by the Copenhagen School. She also insists on the fact that not every security issue 

will lead to exceptional powers, but rather is subject to a particular context. Moreover, 

the success of securitisation is not dependent on this activation of exceptional powers 

and the language of security but rather a series of interrelated elements and that is 

why she argues that scholars of security studies should also change methods by using 

discourse and behavioural analysis (Floyd, 2016, pp.687-688). It meets the argument 

developed in the thesis, instead of relying upon a logic of exception and high points, 

securitisation is more of a gradual process, an evolving and developing framework 

embedded in a context. 

 

The original formulation of the securitisation approach (i.e., the Copenhagen School) 

is heavily discussed in security studies literature, criticised on its original formulation 

as a decisionist approach, language-heavy, over-reliant on the existential threat 

narrative and exceptional powers which limits its framing in western and Eurocentric 

context. It justifies incorporating decolonial thought in securitisation theory, race and 

colonialism studies as postulate Moffette and Vadasaria (2016).  
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2.3. Institutionalisation, desecuritisation and normalisation: concepts under-

explored 

 

While securitisation led to theoretical development by the Copenhagen School, the 

notion of desecuritisation was mentioned but left under-theorised (Huysmans, 1998; 

Aradau, 2004; Floyd, 2010). Scholars argue that the concept of desecuritisation is 

subject to interpretation (Kayhan Pusane, 2020) and international political theorists 

and literature have run on separate tracks (Hansen, 2012) leading to multiple 

conceptualisations of desecuritisation. Unpacking the concept of desecuritisation, it 

demonstrates that despite its under-theorisation, it should be comprehended in issue-

specific, in its empirical settings, resting upon understandings provided by the 

literature. Hence, there is no consistency in empirically applying the concept of 

desecuritisation and it is proposed to theorise the concept of desecuritisation within 

this thesis.   

 

2.3.1. The different theoretical understandings of desecuritisation  

 

Firstly, before delving into the different conceptualisations, the original meaning and 

form of desecuritisation needs unpacking. Waever (1995, p.57) originally develops 

desecuritisation as the shifting of issues out of the emergency mode and back to the 

normal bargaining process by analysing four different security agendas: European 

security between 1960-1990; environmental security; societal security and European 

security after the Cold War. His conceptualisation of the desecuritisation process is 

intrinsically linked to securitisation, the defining criteria of the speech act and the 

activation of emergency measures. Moreover, he argues that desecuritisation is 

preferable to securitisation as more effective but without giving the explanation to what 

extent is desecuritisation more effective, he adds it is an ideal, but it seems rather 

limited on the form desecuritisation can take.  

 

In some democratic perspective, ‘de-securitisation’ is probably the ideal, since it 
restores the possibility of exposing the issue to the normal haggling and questioning 
of politicisation, but if one is actually concerned about something, securitisation is an 
attractive tool that one might end up using - as a political actor. (Waever, 2000, p.251)  
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Whilst desecuritisation is not stricto sensu delineated in a speech act, it has a 

performative power by declaring that the threat is not a securitised issue anymore 

(Hansen, 2012). For Waever, the securitising actor, therefore the sovereign, depicts 

within his/her speech that there is not a threat, or at least not anymore framed as 

existential and can be managed within the normal politics, the normal bargaining 

process. The security issue is not considered as such, and states are not facing 

external or internal existential threats anymore. Hence, it moves security issues from 

securitised issues to politicised. It thus is politicised which means that the issue is part 

of public policy, deliberated and discussed within the public sphere (Hansen, 2012). It 

restores deliberation, discussion, and government decision into the normal political 

sphere.  

 

According to Waever, we must aim for desecuritisation as the preferable ethic-political 

strategy, shared by the CS scholars, as more effective and better for democracy (Roe, 

2004).  

 

Securitization needs, in other words, the desecuritized as its constitutive and equally 
political, outside for it to achieve analytical and political meaning (Hansen, 2012, 
p.531). 

 

Desecuritisation is a political strategy, the same way was argued securitisation as a 

political tool, a political and rhetorical construction serving a political interest, 

desecuritisation is desirable not only in terms of its potential efficacy for Waever (1995; 

2000), but also its greater democratic-ness. The nexus securitisation-desecuritisation 

indicates that securitisation and desecuritisation work in tandem, as opposite 

concepts, semantically derivative notions. It reflects Derrida’s (1981) thoughts who 

argues that signs are constituted through hierarchical juxtapositions to something they 

are not, desecuritisation is the supplement of securitisation (Hansen, 2012). However, 

the desecuritisation concept did not receive the same amount of analysis but is still 

the subject of debates within the literature.  

 

Reflecting on the idea advanced by Waever, desecuritisation happens when the state 

or referent object is not facing an external or internal existential threats anymore the 

issue goes back to political sphere and normal bargaining process. It suggests that 

desecuritisation is not static, is highly context-dependent, issue dependent (Floyd, 
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2007; Salter, 2008) and based on empirical analysis, but was not detailed by Waever. 

Though, Hansen (2012) suggests that the desecuritisation analysis outside being the 

subject of theoretical debates, it is also the subject of interpretation and numerous 

conceptualisations which are under analysis here. Aradau (2004) defines 

desecuritisation as a process of unmaking security, that is, desecuritisation is a 

conceptual and political tool to deconstruct the threat.  

 

There exists theoretical trends and conceptualisations around the notion of 

desecuritisation. It is divided according to three main scholars on the subject: Waever 

(1995; 1998; 2005), Huysmans (1995) and Hansen (2012) who develop greater 

understanding of various forms and strategies that desecuritisation can take. On the 

concept of desecuritisation, the thesis analysis aims to contribute to some of its 

theoretical under-development, by demonstrating that taken in its empirical settings, 

therefore based on issue-specific understanding, it might be impossible to desecuritise 

the threat of terrorism.  

 

Waever (2000, p.253) offers three possible options for desecuritisation, which are 

limited in their explanation and partly the reason why the literature developed the 

understanding of desecuritisation afterwards, as left under-explored by CS scholars. 

The first option is not to talk about issues in security terms in the first place, the best 

way is to prevent them from being delineated in security and securitising terms. The 

second option that Waever suggests is that once an issue is securitised, we should 

keep the actions/measures as they are in order to avoid and generate security 

dilemmas. Last, Waever suggests another option that should move security issues 

back into normal politics. While he develops three options, those options are rather 

limited in terms of details and understanding, Waever (1995; 2000) recommends 

desecuritisation as the more effective option and better for democracy. Therefore, his 

thought and development limit its application to a securitisation-desecuritisation nexus 

for liberal democratic frameworks/states.   

 

Huysmans (1995) describes three desecuritisation strategies in his analysis of 

migration: objectivist, constructivist and deconstructivist approaches. First, he 

describes the objectivist strategy as teaching the natives that the migrants are not 

dangerous, to convince them that this is not a security problem (1995, p.65). Second, 
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developing a constructivist strategy, he suggests the understanding of this approach 

by stating the aim is not to determine if a threat is a real threat or not, but to understand 

how the process of securitisation works, on the social construction of insecurity. 

Related to migration, the question is to understand how migrants become part of a 

security drama (1995, p.66). Last, the deconstructivist strategy is summarised as an 

inside looking out approach, that is:  

 

He/she is a story-teller who supposes that, by telling a story in a particular way, he/she 
contributes to the production and reproduction of the social world; telling a story is 
considered as an action inside the world which helps to structure it. (Huysmans, 1995, 
p.67) 

 

Huysmans leans towards a more deconstructivist approach of desecuritisation, by 

that, he refers to this approach as a ‘political aesthetics of everydayness’ (1995), in 

which issues are being contextualised within economic, social, and political contexts 

and is the preferable approach to desecuritise.  

 

Last, Hansen (2012) identifies four ideal types of desecuritisation, which can be 

combined within an empirical framework, but differs from what was previously 

analysed with Waever and Huysmans. She identifies the concept of desecuritisation 

as a political and normative rich concept from within the securitisation theory itself. 

The four types are: stabilisation, replacement, rearticulation, and silencing. According 

to Hansen (2012, p.539) desecuritisation has its genesis in détente post-Cold War 

which she labels the ‘stabilisation’ approach to be understood as a move out of an 

explicit security discourse providing a less militaristic, violence and more genuine 

political form of engagement. While taking essence with the détente period, this 

approach has thus been less employed in desecuritising a security issue. Another form 

is ‘replacement’ which is described as the combination of one issue being moved out 

of security discourse while another is being securitised (p.541). Hansen (2012, p.542) 

also details a ‘rearticulation’ form of desecuritisation offering a more radical form of 

political engagement, which does not just replace a security issue with another one 

but is transformed and rearticulated by offering a political solution to the threat. 

Therefore, the friend-enemy identities are being removed. This offers a solution to the 

threat, however, as she highlights, politics are dynamic and can never be impossible 

to be a securitised issue at a later stage, conflicts can reappear, and the issue can be 
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securitised again. Last approach delineated by Hansen (2012, p.544) is what she 

labels ‘silencing’ which refers to the disappearance or failure of an issue to register in 

security discourse, to be securitised in the first place.  

 

Desecuritisation is argued in this thesis as a political phenomenon and constructed 

from a similar manner as securitisation, as its mirror image (Aradau, 2004) in the hands 

of the political actors and needs to be unpacked within context-specific and issue-

specific. Indeed, the research will theorise and unpack the concept of desecuritisation 

taken in a specific context of terrorism in France. The thesis postulates for an 

understanding of desecuritisation by analysing the context from a broad 

understanding, more specifically by engaging with historical context of the 

securitisation measures in the first place which will subsequently inform if and how 

desecuritisation can be put in place. In particular, coloniality and contemporary form 

of colonial powers will enable the unpacking of securitisation and subsequently 

desecuritisation.  

 

To conclude the section unpacking theoretical approaches to how to desecuritise, and 

what desecuritisation entails in its original formulation by Waever, it is important to 

note that it is built in a framework where securitisation is understood in terms of speech 

acts and security discourse; self versus other and friend-enemy dichotomy’s 

construction (Hansen, 2012); existential threat and activation of emergency 

extraordinary politics; and within a democratic context. Thus, scholars argue that 

desecuritisation is better for democracy (Roe, 2004; Waever, 2000). However, it is not 

conceptualised outside liberal democratic states or without the activation of 

emergency powers and remains largely a western concept left under-explored by the 

literature. This is where the necessity to examine securitisation-desecuritisation nexus 

in their empirical settings and from a decolonial perspective stand out and justify the 

approaches taken for this analysis.  

 

2.3.2. Questioning desecuritisation: the logic of routine, normalisation, and 

institutionalisation 

 

Unpacking the various approaches on desecuritisation, it seems to neglect the notion 

of permanent securitisation or what Buzan et al., (1998) call ‘institutionalised’ 
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securitisation. Institutionalised securitisations were described by scholars of the 

Copenhagen School as:  

 
Securitization can be either ad hoc or institutionalized. If a given type of threat is 
persistent or recurrent, it is no surprise to find that the response and sense of urgency 
become institutionalized. (Buzan et al., 1998, pp.27-28) 

 

These institutionalised securitisation concepts lead to question the 

possibility/impossibility to desecuritise. That argument expands the scope and 

temporality of security speech acts and there exists number examples embodying this 

feature of securitisation theory: the so-called institutionalised securitisation (Elbe, 

2006).  

 

Institutionalised terrorism represents that idea criticised by Bigo (2000, p.164) of 

‘(in)security continuum’, that is, it is a conception which represents a variety of various 

problems as elements of one general security threat, in that case terrorism - 

institutionalisation signifies a political construction of a routinised threat, it is 

(re)constructed politically, not something out there. In other words, it will link issues 

such as drug trafficking, and/or migration, and/or money trafficking, etc. to the 

institutionalised securitised issue of terrorism. There is a crucial need for scholars, 

security practitioners and empirical analysts to pay closer attention to empirical 

analysis and question the ‘what if a threat cannot be securitised or cannot be 

desecuritised’ according to the approaches developed by those scholars and how to 

end a securitisation process, if possible. 

 

There exist tensions with the conceptualisation of desecuritisation, institutionalisation 

of securitised issues and what will be called and labelled within this research the 

normalisation of exceptional powers as a logic of routine (Bourbeau, 2014). These 

concepts differ in their impacts and results. Reflecting on the developments made by 

the CS and their lack of focus on empirical analysis, clear boundaries between 

institutionalisation and normalisation cannot be defined solely based on this theory. 

Normalisation has been neglected by the literature, both CS and revised securitisation 

theory, and is a main contribution within this thesis providing empirical analysis to 

highlight the difference with the impossibility to desecuritise, the normalisation of 

exceptional powers and the institutionalisation of emergency measures. In addition to 
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the lack of clarity on institutionalisation and normalisation and reflecting on the critique 

made above, those arguments and approaches on desecuritising are limited to 

democratic and liberal frameworks, reduced to the ‘move out of normal politics’, ‘move 

out of the security politics’ and ‘back to the normal bargaining political publish sphere 

and process’ with deliberation and discussions. Desecuritisation is only thought and 

argued as the conceptual twin of securitisation developed by the Copenhagen School. 

Hence, it limits the understanding of desecuritisation to democratic regime and 

western hegemonic frameworks, criticised in this thesis. While it is the securitisation 

conceptual twin it should be developed outside the CS’ securitisation theory.  

 

Each of the desecuritisation approaches covered above are taught in accordance with 

emergency powers, so when Hansen (2012) notes each existing securitisation issues 

and cases should be able to find a way through these four approaches to desecuritise, 

Hansen’s claim is argued to be limited to emergency powers application, the 

construction of friend-enemy distinction and the existential threat. In addition to being 

limited to liberal democratic states, the CS focuses too closely to speech acts-

dependent criterion as in language-heavy approach, to specific actors speaking 

security, to narrow notion of time and too little on contexts, discourse, and practices 

(Wasden, 2018). While theoretical approaches provide some in-depth thinking around 

the potential forms of desecuritisation strategies, the main conceptual tension is the 

limited expansion of these potential forms to other situations, reduced to previous 

examples (i.e., the détente post-Cold War) or to liberal democratic framework (e.g., 

the disappearance of the friend-enemy distinction) or the activation of emergency 

powers in the first place. These desecuritised strategies are restricted to analytical 

vision of desecuritisation and it is difficult to (re)apply some of the forms to empirical 

cases outside military contexts.  

 

In particular, taking the example of terrorism it is hard to even think about which forms 

could help its desecuritisation, and how can terrorism fit with one of these forms. For 

instance, reflecting on Hansen’s (2012) forms of desecuritisation, that is, rearticulation, 

silencing, replacement, or stabilisation, terrorism as a securitised issue does not fit 

into one of these forms to reach desecuritisation. Using the same reasoning for 

Huysmans’ (1998) developments of desecuritisation strategies, either objectivist or 

constructivist is impossible for the desecuritisation strategy of terrorism. However, the 



 103 

 
 

last preferable one for Huysmans (1998) was the deconstructivist strategy and could 

be the only potential option for terrorism securitised issue or at least to one case: 

France. Nonetheless, the thesis demonstrates that there is a difficulty in desecuritising 

terrorism, and if desecuritised it is highly dependent on a context, rather than a static 

and general conceptualisation of desecuritisation. Even the theoretical developments 

of desecuritisation approaches are too static, theoretical, and analytical, and require a 

stronger focus on dynamic, empirical instances which lack in the literature so far. 

Despite the developments of desecuritisation, it suggests an impossibility to 

universalise the forms of desecuritisation or even the impossibility to do so. The 

impossibility to desecuritise can be explained with two other concepts deriving from 

the extension of the securitisation temporality, which are the institutionalised 

securitisation and the normalisation of security politics. Indeed, the Paris School 

suggests that the difficulty to desecuritise originates also in the strong attachments of 

the actor to routines (Bigo, 2008). 

 

Last, reflecting on Paris School and their claim on the preference for the actor to 

routines than to desecuritise, there exists another concept - normalisation - which 

requires further explanation, unpacking, and analysis. Institutionalised securitisation 

needs to be distinguished from normalisation. This is also where the thesis seeks to 

contribute to the literature on securitisation, strengthening the understanding brought 

by the Paris School on ‘normalisation of the exception’, ‘permanent emergencies’ 

(Bigo, 2008, p.33). The notion of routines suggests routinisation of securitised policies 

and measures, their extensions in the application, and uncovers the understanding of 

normalisation, that is, the normalisation of securitised measures, or permanent 

emergency measures, normalisation of emergency measures and exceptional powers 

in this research. Instead of enacting a new norm political actors will routinise and 

extend the application of security politics behind the temporality originally settled (i.e., 

the imminent, temporal elements of emergency politics). This is where the difference 

between institutionalisation and normalisation rests. Indeed, all institutionalisations are 

normalisations, but all normalisations are not institutionalisations.  

 

The debates and development surrounding the concept of securitisation is largely 

commented within the literature of Security Studies. As the Paris School recommends, 

it is crucial to study security practices, it is essential to analyse contexts and focus on 
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empirical analysis as recommended by the revised securitisation scholars. In 

particular, the research on the French case study will emphasise some of the rather 

left under-explored concept of normalisation of extraordinary powers as a 

counterterrorism strategy and the permanent state of exception as a technique of 

everyday security politics; the impossibility to desecuritise as well as its 

embeddedness in colonial legacies underscoring the contributions of this thesis. Post-

structuralist reading of securitisation suggests an approach on securitisation as a more 

dynamic development than a sequential linear process of audience acceptance and 

emergency measures. Indeed, threat objects and exceptional policies are co-

constituted within the securitisation process. That allows us to consider other levels of 

threat framing, even a lower level of threat identification and enemy identification which 

would not require emergency exceptional powers (Wilhelmsen, 2017, pp.169-170) and 

could lead to a process of desecuritisation.  

 

Conclusion   

 

The chapter sought to provide an in-depth understanding of the theoretical approaches 

on the securitisation framework. Securitisation was and is largely engaged within the 

literature on Security Studies and gave rise to two main approaches in securitisation 

theory: the philosophical and the sociological, the Copenhagen School and the post-

Copenhagen School (Balzacq, 2011, p.19). It also aimed at identifying what strand of 

the literature the thesis contributes with the analysis of French counterterrorism 

political discourse in relation with the securitisation framework.  

The theoretical analysis started by engaging with the Copenhagen School as the 

foundation of Securitisation Theory enabling the critique and exposing the structural 

challenges (epistemological, normative, and conceptual) of this linguistic approach on 

the securitisation framework. The thesis is located in a revised approach of the 

securitisation theory: the post-Copenhagen School or what labelled Balzacq the 

sociological approach (2011, p.1). The analysis seeks to broaden the revised 

approach of the securitisation framework by encapsulating a decolonial perspective of 

the securitisation process. It constitutes one contribution of this empirical research to 

the securitisation process which is argued to be heavily resting upon Western centric 

and Eurocentric approach. By engaging with the securitisation framework within the 
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French case study, it will facilitate a decolonial approach to address the securitisation 

process, as well as being able to conclude that there is an impossibility to desecuritise 

the threat of terrorism, largely embedded in coloniality of powers and structures, and 

an incomplete theoretical understanding of desecuritisation as a normative challenge 

of the CS. Hence, the thesis will contribute theoretically to the notion of 

desecuritisation. Moreover, it aims to demonstrate that the securitisation process is 

best understood as evolving and gradual dynamic process.  

While the Copenhagen School is argued to be a linguistic approach, it underlines a 

conceptual challenge identified within this chapter, that is the language-heavy 

approach of the CS. Rather than arguing for a non-linguistic approach, it is 

demonstrated that discourse is of importance, it constructs meaning and reality, it sells 

measures and powers, but securitisation should not only be restricted to a textual 

analysis. Rather, securitisation should be understood within a context, that is, local, 

historical, cultural, political, context as an issue-specific. The lack thereof, in 

securitisation theory, of contextual analysis corresponds to the epistemological 

challenge identified by this research. Not only does the thesis engage with a contextual 

approach but broadens the notion of context to include the colonial legacy of 

counterterrorism measures, to argue the evolving securitisation processes within the 

French context and unpack the notion of desecuritisation left under-theorised in the 

literature.  
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Chapter 3: The politically constructed and securitised identity of 

the terrorist ‘other’ in the aftermath of Charlie Hebdo attacks in 

January 2015 

___________________________________________________________________ 

 

Introduction 

 

In January 2015, between the 7th and the 9th, France was the target of terrorism, a 

series of attacks in the region Ile-de-France. It began with the gunfire at the 

headquarters of the satirical newspaper Charlie Hebdo in Paris by the frères Kouachi 

– belonging to Al Qaeda, killing twelve people and injured others. It followed by the 

killing of a police officer in Montrouge, then a hostage taking in the Hypercasher kosher 

supermarket, killing four people and injured others, to which the terrorists escaped and 

hide in a signage company which ended with the assault in Dammartin-en-Goele 

where the terrorists were killed. The Charlie Hebdo attacks was the first large-scale 

attacks in France since the 1990s and was the beginning of a long series. This series 

of attacks led to what was labelled by political actors ‘the esprit du 11 janvier’ which 

gathered millions of people and forty worldwide head of states and/or political leaders 

marching with the French in the street of Paris, and elsewhere.  

 

France showcases a significant and new case study for terrorism research to the 

extent that January 2015 attacks underpins what the thesis demonstrates to be an 

evolving framing of terrorism within French political discourse. That is, it embodies the 

postulates of the securitising language when analysing French political rhetoric, based 

on the post-Copenhagen approach of the securitisation framework. The thesis aims at 

examining the evolving depiction of terrorism within political discourse, the starting 

point of the empirical analysis is post-Charlie Hebdo attacks in January 2015 based 

on the emergence of a series of attacks within the French soil. That is, the narratives 

on terrorism and counterterrorism evolved and were transformed by the French 

decision-makers to enable the identification of a new enemy, labelled, and delineated 

as ‘terrorists’, to elaborate narratives on the framing of the attacks and the emergence 

of the label of a War on Terror (WoT). While the subsequent chapters engage with the 

critique on securitisation following a post-Copenhagen School approach, this chapter 

focuses on one element of the securitising language which is the securitised terrorist 
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identity. The chapter addresses the following question: how the identity construction 

of the terrorist ‘other’ informs the evolving framing of threat of terrorism in political 

discourse post-Charlie Hebdo attacks in January 2015?  

 

The analysis will showcase that securitisation should not be thought to be a rupturing 

process between normal and panic politics due to one specific event, one speech act 

and emergency actions, but rather depends on and should be examined within a 

context, a continuum. That is significantly reflected in the securitisation of the terrorist 

‘other’ identity, embedded in orientalist constructed identity, not only emerging post-

Charlie Hebdo and/or post-V13 attacks, but exposes the coloniality of being/non-being 

(Maldonado-Torres, 2007) expressed in the colonial legacy of power and structures 

which needs to be examined from a decolonial and orientalist critical perspective. 

Reflecting on the revised approach on securitisation theory, as outlined in chapter two, 

it demonstrates the need to not only focus on what could be identified as the so-called 

“point of rupture” in political discourse - as originally developed by the Copenhagen 

School and would suggest starting the analysis with post-Paris - to securitise a security 

issue. Rather it aims at widening this perspective and to understand the context of 

terrorism in its entirety as a continuum and this continuum underpins colonial 

structures and powers of counterterrorism approaches. It justifies the analysis of 

Charlie Hebdo attacks as a postulate in the securitising language by delving into the 

(re)construction of the securitised terrorist identity.   

 

It explains firstly the focus of this chapter on one aspect of the securitisation approach, 

that is the constructed and securitised terrorist identity. While it is an essential feature 

for political actors to build a binary self-other identity, the thesis does not provide an 

in-depth analysis on the political construction of the French national self and is 

therefore a limitation of the study. Critical to (re)constructing and maintaining a national 

self-identity as a collective identity, the notion of difference is embedded in political 

discourse via a series of identity markers: those who belong to a “shared and imagined 

community” (Anderson, 1963, p.6) and those who do not. Western hegemonic powers 

fix meaning in discourse inextricably linked to power of representational practises in 

identity-making (Doty, 1996, pp.8-10), those hierarchies and forms of exclusion remain 

invisible in mainstream approaches to security and still constitute an additional layer 

of power relations (Adamson, 2020). Moreover, it is produced within a context, whether 
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political, historical, cultural, and national. Said (1995) demonstrates that discourse was 

ever-changing, largely influenced by the context in which it is produced. Therefore, the 

identity self/west versus other/east is not static, rather entrenched in an historical, 

social, intellectual, and political process (Said, 2003, p.332). Employing a decolonial 

approach in the analysis of political discourse signifies examining the field of terrorism 

- deeply rooted in exclusionary practices, racial politics, entrenched social and political 

hierarchies - and observing the racial hierarchies, imperial and colonial 

settings/histories that are still embedded in discourse and shape the response given 

to terrorism by political actors. The research adds to the directions of critical research 

on terrorism (CTS) and Securitisation Theory with a focus on the French example and 

engage with an in-depth analysis of French political discourse. The difference is not 

so much resting upon a different qualitative socio-political-cultural liberal space than 

the Anglo-Saxon English speaking spectrum, but rather the difference rests upon the 

context, the discourse and the colonial legacy of French counterterrorism powers 

which departs from Anglo-Saxon case studies.  

 

In a first instance, the analysis of political discourse post-Charlie Hebdo attacks 

showcases the emergence of constructed labels within the narratives of 

counterterrorism. Firstly, it means drawing upon the label of ‘attentat’ which enables 

the political actors to engage with the identification of a terrorist enemy. To juxtapose 

the ‘self’ from the ‘other’, and therefore emphasise the constructed securitisation of 

the terrorist other, political rhetoric is embedded in a co-constitutive relationship 

between various discursive phenomena: depersonalisation, dehumanisation, 

demonisation, and depoliticisation meta-narratives to differentiate the French self-

identity from the ‘individus terrorist other’. In a second instance, the identification of 

the terrorist enemy in political discourse enables the analysis to investigate the 

orientalist construction by decision-makers. Rather than embodying a new approach 

in discourse, the orientalist construction is deeply embedded in the French political 

discourse which further contribute to CTS scholarship and the necessity to decolonise 

terrorism studies. That is, by analysing the depiction of the terrorist radical and external 

‘other’ from an orientalist critical lens and decolonial approach unpacks the colonial 

structures and powers of contemporary CT approaches and exposes the coloniality of 

being/non-being in the securitisation of the enemy.  
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1. The securitising language in French political discourse post-

Charlie Hebdo 

 

Through the emergence of securitising labels, the political discourse engages with a 

process of securitisation, argued to be resting upon an evolving context following a 

post-Copenhagen School approach. The discourse post-Charlie Hebdo attacks in 

January 2015 underpins the securitised process of constructing a terrorist identity 

which facilitates the theoretical contribution on ST as an evolving, developing and 

gradual process. That securitisation framework is not taught as a rupturing process, 

but as an evolving process in which the enemy appears to be not depicted as a 

common enemy but as a securitised one, which necessitates co-constitutive discursive 

phenomena of dehumanisation, demonisation, depersonalisation, and depoliticisation. 

 

1.1. The emergence of labels in political discourse post-Charlie Hebdo attacks  

 

The discourse post-Charlie Hebdo attacks in January 2015 engaged with the depiction 

of the terrorist act from a new discursive angle, that is the narratives are constructed 

through the label of the attacks as an ‘attentat’. In English, the wording ‘attentat’ does 

not make much sense and can only be translated to ‘attack’ but in French ‘attentat’ is 

linked to terrorism, due to contemporary usage (Malandain, 2012), highlighting the 

singularity of the French case and its analysis. For instance, in English ‘attentat’ would 

be translated as an attack, which belongs to the same semantic field, however it is 

different in French. Indeed, the terminology of attack, in French, would go along with 

terrorism, that is terrorism will be tagged to attack: ‘attaque terroriste’, it would need to 

be stipulated that it refers to a terrorist attack, as an attack can be associated to other 

events: nuclear, chemical, rights, etc. Nonetheless, the terminology of ‘attentat’ does 

not need to be followed with the terminology of terrorism in contemporary usage, an 

‘attentat’ is always related to terrorism due to the political usage made of ‘attentat’.  

 

Reflecting on post-Charlie Hebdo attacks’ discourse depicting the threat of terrorism, 

there is a difference within the rhetorical constructions: terrorism post-Charlie Hebdo 

attacks is affiliated to the specific term ‘attentat’ and justify a deeper analysis. Looking 

back at previous terrorist events or in particular in 2012 in Toulouse, the terminology 
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of ‘attentat’ was barely used and officials preferred depicting the attacks as ‘tueries de 

Montauban’ meaning ‘Montauban’s massacre’ operated by what decision-makers 

called a lone wolf terrorist Mohammed Merah. The evolving narrative is manifested 

within French political discourse by largely covering the attacks as an ‘attentat’ 

differentiating criminal law to counterterrorism law in January 2015. Not only does it 

facilitate the construction of a terrorism and counterterrorism narratives, but it also 

differs from common criminality and enables the identification of a national self being 

threatened by terrorism. Therefore, the framing evolves from a ‘tuerie’ to an ‘attentat’, 

from something general in criminal law to something more specific and only related to 

terrorism. This is what needs to be understood when talking about demarcation or 

differentiation, not as a rupturing process between past and present as taught by the 

Copenhagen School, but to illustrate a new step in the evolution of the framing of 

terrorism embodied by the context of Charlie Hebdo attacks, a new step in the process 

of securitising terrorism. What is argued to be significant in this shift within political 

narratives corresponds to the start of the securitisation process, as a linear process 

which begins with the terminology of ‘attentat’.  

 

The securitising discourse is not understood, for the purpose of the study, as a unique 

performative speech act depicting a securitised threat of terrorism that needs to be 

taken out of the realm of normal politics and status quo - as developed by Buzan et 

al., (1998) in their work on the securitisation framework - but should be analysed and 

taken into its whole context of terrorism (c.f., chapter 2). Therefore, to understand the 

development made in the following chapter four, the justification of the analysis of 

Charlie Hebdo rests upon the new wording to describe the terrorist threat, evolving 

through times and through political discourse. Consequently, the terminology ‘attentat’ 

in French discourse needed to be depicted with a detailed description to provide a 

clear understanding for the wider audience of non-terrorism experts: the French 

audience. To use this terminology, the French public needed to understand what the 

exact meaning was, why is it not framed as a ‘tuerie’ like it was the case in 2012, and 

therefore the declaration made by officials helped the framing of this terminology, and 

ultimately underpins political interest.  

 

To entail this argument, Cazeneuve in his first speech in the aftermath of Charlie 

Hebdo attacks at the headquarter of the satiric newspaper, needed to define terrorism 
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when he mentioned ‘lâche attentat’ which he depicted as “the terrorist’s project 

consist[ing] of, beyond battering violence, to install fear, to target democratic values, 

to rise French against each other” (Cazeneuve, 2015, no.82, my translation).  

 

Sources English version – translation French version – original 
 
Cazeneuve, 2015, no.82 
Cazeneuve, 2015, no.97 

Tragedy Drame :  
x1 used in the text  
x3 used in the text  

 
Hollande, 2015, no.83 
Valls, 2015, no.92 
Hollande, 2015, no.95 

Barbaric Barbarie:  
x1 used in the text  
x1 used in the text   
x1 used in the text  

 
Cazeneuve, 2015, no.82 
Hollande, 2015, no.83 

Coward Lâche: used  
x1 used in the text  
x2 used in the text  

 
Cazeneuve, 2015, no.101 

Shock Choc:  
x1 used in the text 

 
Cazeneuve, 2015, no.101 

Madness Folie:  
x2 used in the text  

 
Cazeneuve, 2015, no.101 

Barbaric crimes Crimes barbares:  
x1 used in the text  

 
Valls, 2015, no.81 

Barbaric attack L’attentat barbare:  
x1 used in the text  

 
Hollande, 2015, no.83 

Infamy Infamie:  
x1 used in the text  

 
Valls, 2015, no.92 

Awful attacks Attaques ignobles :  
x1 used in the text  

 
Cazeneuve, 2015, no.100 

Horror cycle Engrenage d’horreur :  
x1 used in the text  

 

Table 3.1.1.a Adjectives correlated to terrorism definition from political discourse post-Charlie Hebdo attacks  

 

The lexical field of ‘attentat’ is linked to specific terminology of horror, terror, barbarism, 

and cowardice as illustrated in table 3.1.1.a. Indeed, the definition of terrorism is 

governed by the Code Pénal (article 421-1) which defines terrorism as  

 
Constitute acts of terrorism when they are intentionally related to an individual or 
collective enterprise aimed at seriously disturbing public order through intimidation or 
terror. (my translation, my emphasis).  

 

Terrorism is then defined and detailed by following paragraphs (421-1 to -8) which 

encapsulate the variations in terrorism, or facts of terrorism, and/or the judiciary 

sentences. Therefore, the political discourse emerging post-Charlie Hebdo attacks is 

in line with the Code Pénal when strengthening the terror, horror character of the 

attacks as part of the depiction and the definition of terrorism to the public audience. 
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The description given to the terminology of ‘attentat’ strengthens the shock and 

exceptionality character as a breakout in peaceful, normal and everyday life that it 

produces on the French population, and the continuous danger that it represents for 

the French national identity and values (i.e., the state, the freedom of expression, and 

press). The ‘tuerie’ belongs to general criminal law and does not offer a large scale for 

the decision makers to manoeuvre and speak about barbary, horror and fear 

emanating from such an act, whereas wording the attacks as an ‘attentat’ allows the 

political actor to construct a particular exceptional and unprecedented threat and to 

emphasise the meaning of terrorism as targeting France for its values and its nation. 

The definition of terrorism, or the mentioning of a terrorist attack is coupled with the 

use of adjectives throughout various declarations to deepen the definition given by 

Cazeneuve, and the public audience’s understanding.  

 

Constantly used to depict and link to terrorism acts, the wording ‘attentat’ led to debate 

in the political and French academic arena. Juridically, terrorism and ‘attentat’ are 

registered in different articles of the Code Pénal. ‘Attentat’ is defined as the perpetrator 

committing acts of violence with the intention to jeopardise the Republican institutions 

or to jeopardise the integrity of the national soil. Terrorism is defined within the Code 

Pénal as acts of terrorism when intentionally in relation with a terrorist enterprise, 

individually or collectively, with the aim to jeopardise public order using intimidation or 

terror. The difference within the Code Pénal articles is the intention of the author, when 

dealing with terrorism it is specified that the author’s intention is to act with intimidation 

and terror, ‘attentat’ does not mention the intention of the author. Raflik (2019) argues 

that the wording ‘attentat’ is used and referred in the political discourse and the media, 

where ‘attentat’ becomes the synonym of terrorism and/or acts of terrorism. According 

to her thought, the use of ‘attentat’ terminology is to construct a “common collective 

sense to the event”. Indeed, it refers to acts that targeted ‘us’ and ‘our fundamental 

values’ as a nation. Nonetheless, in courts specially composed to deal with terrorism, 

the term ‘terrorism’ is the one used under the article 421-1 to -8, juridically they do not 

statute on ‘attentat’ and therefore demonstrates the intentionality to use ‘attentat’ 

within political discourse to impact the audience, to create a common collective 

national self, and construct a national self-identity as a political manoeuvre. The 

audience needs to comprehend that terrorist ‘attentat’ is a threat directly toward their 

own existence and represents a danger to begin the securitisation of terrorism.  
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The wording participates in the creation, depiction and construction of the threat, 

collective fear, and the French national identity. In times of conflict, unity becomes 

even more of a moral imperative as a discursive strategy as well to build this imaginary 

French identity as an act of national uniting while collectively experiencing a common 

and shared tragedy. Consequently, it helps construct a sense of ‘we-ness’ and ‘we’ is 

intrinsic to the understanding of what ‘we’ fear (Campbell, 1998, pp.73-91). By 

depicting the ‘attentat’ and correlated it with feeling of danger, cowardice, craziness, 

horror, and terror, it strengthens the audience into believing in a sense of ‘we-ness’, a 

collective identity, a national self-identity threatened. Ultimately, the use of such 

framing participates to the securitisation move of terrorism by political actors, such 

wording will enable the identification of an enemy and securitised the identity of the 

enemy constructed in political discourse. However, it is compelling to bear in mind that 

the research is located in a revised approach of securitisation theory, therefore, when 

the securitisation move is mentioned here, it signifies the process in which 

securitisation begins, as a continuum and evolving process, not as a rupturing process 

between the past/old and the present/new where terrorism becomes a securitised 

issue. Hence, it is noted a (re)emergence of labels such as ‘attentat’ to begin the 

process of securitisation, not as something new and outside the realm of normal 

politics due to one single performative speech act but embedded in a continuum-

context (Vergès, 2020; Khan, 2021). 

 

The framing of the threat of terrorism in French political discourse, instead of 

demarcating an “old” versus “new” terrorism narrative, is argued to be a continuum 

development to fit with the reality and therefore to (re)construct and (re)produce the 

discourse on terrorism, allowing adapted frames and measures. As captured in 

chapter one on the debates “old” versus “new” terrorism theories, such distinction is 

not as useful, and rather than seeing a “new terrorism” wave - as Rapoport (2001) 

argues - it is rather embedded in variations of degrees rather than kind, and 

contemporary terrorism share characteristics of past terrorism (Crenshaw, 2007). As 

Crenshaw (2007, p.5) notes “Today’s terrorism is not fundamentally or qualitatively 

‘new’ phenomenon but grounded in an evolving historical context” and the problematic 

of such conceptualisation “new” terrorism suggests the compartmentalisation of 

terrorism into waves and as developed by Hoffman (1998), the world would be in this 

new “religious” wave of terrorism post-9/11. This wave of religious terrorism is 
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debatable as we saw the emergence far-right terrorism for instance, corollary as the 

Islamic terrorism emergence. Rather than conceptualising “new” terrorism, this 

research suggests an evolving context, a continuum on the framing of the threat of 

terrorism, which rests upon what developed the CTS scholarship.  

 

CTS, indeed, deconstruct state-centrism theory and counter-hegemonic theory 

seeking to understand terrorism as a social construction, departing from Traditional 

Terrorism studies. Therefore, terrorism and counterterrorism should be examined by 

considering the socio-political context in which they are constructed. The conceptual 

framework followed for this research is combining the CTS scholarship and revised 

approach of securitisation. Hence, it suggests moving away from hegemonic and 

state-centric approach to analyse CT discourse, threat framing and measures. That is, 

rather than arguing for a securitisation rupturing moment where the threat moves from 

non-securitised to securitised through a performative single speech act which allows 

measures outside the realm of normal politics (e.g., employment of force, violence, 

etc.), the thesis demonstrates that the threat framing follows what is labelled a 

continuum, an evolving process which moves from step to step, degree to degree. 

While using terminology such as ‘new’ framing or wording used by the decision-

makers does not mean that the research engages with the conceptualisation of “new” 

terrorism, it suggests however new steps in the evolving securitisation process. 

Jackson (2005) notes that the construction of a ‘new terrorism’ and the correlated 

narratives of danger stressing the unprecedented character, the identities, the 

emotion, the scale of attacks enable the political actors to claim wider powers and 

demonstrate the political objectives of these discursive constructions (Jackson, 2005; 

Holland, 2013). Therefore, the rhetoric might change and are subject to 

transformation, as it is the case with the depiction of the attacks as an ‘attentat’ in 

French political discourse but is situated in an evolutionary continuum and context 

rather than in a so-called ‘new wave’ of terrorism as argued by OTS (c.f., chapter one).  

 

1.2. The constructed terrorist identity in the War on Terror and securitisation 

discourse  

 

The section aims at highlighting the social construction of terrorism and to question 

the functionality of the securitised and constructed terrorist ‘other’ identity through 
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political language. It refers to the constructivist approach of the enemy depiction post-

Charlie Hebdo attacks in January 2015 shaped by a particular context. That is, the 

identity of the terrorist will be argued in this subsection not to be a pre-existing or pre-

given category or “thing of the world” (Health-Kelly, 2016, p.60) but a social construct.  

The political discourse on the war on terror is not simply descriptive, where ‘terrorism’ 

and ‘terrorist’ would be of natural existence, it does not portray a pre-existing picture 

of the terrorist ‘enemy’. Traditional Terrorism Studies does not question the existence 

of the category of ‘terrorist’, it is taught as a neutral reflection of reality (Health-Kelly, 

2016). Theorists of enemy-construction (Said, 1997; Merskin, 2004; Jackson, 2005; 

Health-Kelly, 2016) or post-structuralists and constructivists would disagree with 

suggesting that identities depicted in discourse and by political rhetoric is not a reality 

but a social construct (Wendt, 1992) through a functional discourse and shaped by the 

context (Steuter and Wills, 2010).  

 

The emergence of the ‘attentat’ framing goes hand in hand with the (re)production of 

the label ‘terrorist’ as a securitised identity in French CT political discourse. More 

broadly, words give meaning to each other through their relationship in a structure 

underlined Health-Kelly (2016), in her work she analyses the contributions that 

constructivists and post-structuralists approaches brings to CTS. Relying upon her 

argument, terrorism and therefore terrorists are not objective unquestionable “thing[s] 

in the world” (pp.60-61), words give meaning through contrast and juxtaposition as 

previously underlined with the work of Derrida (1976). Therefore, the label of ‘attentat’ 

constructed by political actors and used in contemporary discourse on terrorism give 

meaning to the ‘terrorists’ as a constructed identity juxtaposed to a French ‘self’ 

threatened by the ‘attentat’, those labels are co-constitutive and a social constructed 

product. Because there is a specific label to depict and frame the acts of terrorism - as 

an attentat - it functions to give meaning and understanding to the word ‘terrorist’. The 

framing of the threat of terrorism depends on the construction of polarised collective 

identities (Coleman, 2004) in political discourse as the dual self/other identities play 

an integral part in the legitimisation of policies. Discourse serves to legitimise 

practices, frames, and identities, and as underlined by McDonald (2013), it also serves 

to legitimise the actors (i.e., the securitising actor) engaged in those discourse while it 

serves to marginalise others.  
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In the aftermath of Charlie Hebdo attacks, political actors changed progressively their 

depiction on the enemy: the frame evolves from being a criminal, individuals to being 

delineated as terrorists. The label of ‘terrorist’ emerged in the WoT discourse post-

Charlie Hebdo attacks. To begin with the analysis, on the immediate aftermath of 

Charlie Hebdo, that is on the first speech given by political elite - former president 

Hollande (no.83), the terminology of ‘terrorists’ is timidly used. If the focus is strictly 

limited to the single speech act given by Hollande, on the 7th of January 2015 (no.83), 

he did not qualify the authors of the attack as terrorists and decides to label them as 

the enemy and as murderers: “killed … by this cowardly murder/assassination”; “this 

what was targeted by the murderers”; “this gunfire of an extreme violence” (my 

translation). The political actors employ the criminal lexical field and is emphasised by 

labelling the authors as murderers and killers as terrorism is first and foremost falling 

into the scope of criminal law. Terrorism is qualified as a crime under French criminal 

law and can explain therefore mentioning the authors as murderers whom perpetrating 

a crime under a terrorist enterprise by the decision-makers in January 2015. 

Additionally, to reflect on the securitisation framework taught by the Copenhagen 

School, that is, Buzan et al.’s call on the attention given to the role of language in 

constructing security, and in particular reliance upon one single speech act which 

allows the political actors to shift a given issue from normal domain of politics to 

emergency politics, if successful will enable emergency measures to deal with that 

issue (Buzan et al., 1998). Therefore, if only examined through the lens of the 

Copenhagen School theory and reflecting only upon “the” speech made by Hollande 

(no.83), it would ultimately suggest that terrorism is not successfully securitised.  

 

As captured in chapter two, there exists debates amongst scholars on the 

conceptualisation of ‘speech act’, illocutionary and perlocutionary power of securitising 

language, and the weight attached to language and the single speech act (McDonald, 

2012, p.582). It explains the necessity to depart from CS and to examine political 

discourse through the lens of post-Copenhagen School which seeks to analyse 

discourse as an intertextual set of texts, and empirically means to not constrain the 

analysis to Hollande’ speech (2015, no.83) but rather examine the entire political 

discourse emanating from political elites in the aftermath of Charlie Hebdo. Hence, it 

suggests an evolving and continuum securitising effort and process to securitise 

terrorism. Analysing the political discourse deployed in a context of terrorism, and not 
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focus on one single speech act, it can be argued that it facilitates the evolving social 

construction of the terrorist identity, to (re)construct realities, and (re)produce 

identities. It also justifies the need to reform the framework of securitisation to engage 

with various forms and so-called ‘stages’ of securitisation (Roe, 2008; Salter, 2011; 

McDonald, 2012). Moreover, the evolving framing underlines the process in which 

securitisation comes into existence, the ‘attentat’ helps giving meaning to the use of 

‘terrorist’ identity, and as argued by Schwartz, et al., (2009) it is an error to class 

terrorists with the ones engaged in criminal behaviour and thus labelling whether the 

terrorists or the ones with a common criminal behaviour as criminals. Criminals and 

terrorists are distinct from each other, and terrorists attribute their actions to ‘selfless 

goals’ (Stevens, 2005, p.510). The political actors need to differentiate and demarcate 

the terrorist from other murderers and therefore construct them as ‘terrorist’ through 

language, as a political and social construction. To a certain extent, the hesitation in 

labelling the authors of the attacks as ‘terrorists’ at the first glance and simply 

murderers then switching and naming them as terrorists emphasise the need to 

consider the whole context of terrorism to understand the securitisation process as an 

evolving process and evolving framing of the terrorist threat.  

 

Noteworthy of this change in political discourse on terrorism, Cazeneuve (2015, no.82) 

first employs the words of murderers and killers and in the next paragraph he changes 

the framing of the identity of the authors of the terrorist’s act and uses the label of 

‘terrorists’. Hence, it illustrates the social construction of the terrorist identity through 

functional performative discourse and therefore shaped by a particular context to limit 

the ‘language-heavy’ approach by the Copenhagen School (McDonald, 2012, p.590).   

 

A la suite de la fusillade … saisies par la section anti-terroriste du Parquet de Paris … 
en crime flagrant pour assassinats, tentatives d’assassinat, infractions à la législation 
sur les armes et vol à main armée en bande organisée, toutes infractions en relation 
avec une entreprise terroriste … (Cazeneuve, 2015, no.82)  

 
Following the shooting ... seized by the anti-terrorist section of the Paris prosecutor's 
office ... in flagrant crime for murders, attempted murders, infringements of the 
legislation on weapons and armed robbery in organized gangs, all related offenses 
with a terrorist enterprise … (my translation) 

 

Labelling the terrorists as such suggests removing them from being a type of person 

situated in a common and collective society, a political space and cultural domain 
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(Zulaika and Douglas, 1996) within which the ‘self’ is located but rather in a universal 

event and category strengthens within the political discourse by emphasising that 

terrorism is a common battle and world’s cause that needs to be fought.  

 

The label ‘terrorist’ is an essential feature of the WoT discourse and terrorists need to 

be distinguished from common criminal behaviour. Reflecting on the label of ‘attentat’ 

delineated in the previous subsection (p.109) and the emergence of the terminology 

of ‘terrorist’ emphasised a particular political interest to construct terrorism as differing 

from common criminal behaviour, as a way to securitise. Indeed, it enables political 

actors to implement discursive narratives to further demarcate the national ‘self’ from 

the terrorist ‘other’. That is, to legitimise and implement counterterrorism policies, to 

engage with a war on terrorism. Distinguishing common criminal behaviour actors from 

‘terrorists’ is also a way to distinguish them to enable new measures and policies, that 

is the terrorist is not a normal enemy dealt within the realm of normal politics, but rather 

is securitised to enable and legitimise the counterterrorism measures. Indeed, having 

a specific identified enemy such as terrorists enables political actors to speak about 

terrorism, use of force, militarisation, WoT as well as terrorism is intimately linked in 

everyone’s mind to the 9/11 and therefore using the label of ‘terrorists’ have resonance 

within the public’s mind. They understand ‘terrorists’ as different from other criminals 

by their goals, their identity, their modus operandi, as a political and social construction 

(Health-Kelly, 2016) and facilitate the consumption of the counterterrorism measures 

that need to be implemented - as a legitimation process (Jackson, 2005; McDonald, 

2012).  

 

1.3. Co-constitutive relationship of discursive phenomena to construct the 

terrorist ‘other’ 

 

Within political discourse on counterterrorism, there exists common discursive 

patterns to further demarcate the ‘self’ from the ‘other’ to frame the terrorist threat and 

therefore to (re)construct the securitised terrorist identity. Western political discourse 

is constructed around phenomena observable in post-Charlie Hebdo attacks 

discourse. While those phenomena of dehumanisation, demonisation, 

depersonalisation, depoliticisation are identifiable in various western political 

discourses, and usually examined separately, the research suggests that there exists 
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a co-constitutive relationship between the phenomena to describe the securitised 

terrorist ‘other’.   

 

1.3.1. Depersonification and dehumanisation 

 

A specificity of the French case study is the label ‘individus’ in political discourse to 

refer to terrorists. The French wording ‘individu’ should be understood as a generic 

way to describe someone. Employing ‘individus’ suggests a distinct identity and within 

the perspective of this study it suggests a distinct identity from the ‘self’. The 

terminology of ‘individu’ is used systematically within the French political discourse 

post-Charlie Hebdo. To unpack the French juridical meaning of ‘individu’, it refers to 

someone whose identity is unknown, or someone that needs to be kept anonymous 

as convicted for crimes. Such wording underlines a depersonalisation phenomenon in 

political discourse to depict the subject/individual. That is, the terrorists are removed 

from any identifiable characteristics that makes him/her a unique individual with 

individual characteristics, emotions, feelings, and human identity markers. The 

categorisation of the terrorists as ‘individus’ participates to the depersonification 

phenomenon and is extensively used within the French political discourse in the 

aftermath of Charlie Hebdo. As Szakolczai et al., (2017) note, the use of ‘individual’ 

can paradoxically either personalise or depersonalise the identity. That is, whether the 

‘individual’ category enables the single human being depiction, with personality, 

relationship, ties with community or it separates the ‘individual’ to any human contact 

and relationships or human attributes. The latter, therefore, corresponds to the state’s 

depersonalisation strategy to identify and depict an enemy. It is a discursive strategy 

to demarcate the self from the ‘other’, to divide constructed identities and to further 

securitise the terrorist enemy as a common phenomenon in Western political 

discourse and Westphalian system. Depersonalisation phenomenon is used in other 

war strategies and trademarks and analysed in the military interventions and 

dronification (Korac, 2018) in which removing all human attributes from the human 

representation of the enemy strengthens the legitimacy of structural violence and acts 

of killing (p.54). In the case of terrorism, it provides legitimacy to the securitisation of 

the terrorist identity and the terrorist issue, and the subsequent measures.   
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While victims are thoroughly named and described within the discourse, terrorists are 

correlated to inhuman, savage, monster behaviours. Moreover, the use of ‘individus’, 

within the discourse suggest a political choice to not identify them with human markers 

ultimately uncovering what is labelled a ‘process of not naming’.  

 

… the one – I always struggle to pronounce their names – the one who operated, the 
one who killed the police officer … (Valls, 2015, no.93)  

  
… this brutality… this monstrosity… this cowardice because there is unspeakable 
cowardice… Yes, I’m talking about monstrosity. There is something incomprehensible 
to humans about this coldness. (Taubira, 2015, no.87)  

 

Nonetheless, the French case differs from other terrorist cases where the strategy of 

‘not naming’ is employed by political actors, in France the naming of terrorists is deeply 

embedded in discourse, media coverage, and others. Indeed, while it is the ‘Frères 

Kouachi’ post-Charlie Hebdo attacks and/or Salah Abdeslam post-Paris attacks, their 

names have never been removed from discourse. Nonetheless, the narratives of 

‘individus’ unpacking a strategical discursive process of depersonalising the terrorists 

is extensively deployed by French political actors, to even associate them with the 

lexical field of monstrosity, cowardice, and brutality. On the contrary, the French and 

the victims are detailed: they are human beings, united, suffering, crying, and shouting, 

they have feelings and families. The processes of othering and dehumanisation are 

highlighted with the use of specific terminologies, used to depersonalise the terrorist 

as the denial of humanness and their exclusion from the human species (Haslam, 

2006). All those characteristics help the political actors to (re)construct a dichotomy 

between good and bad, ‘good’ encompass the French citizens and ‘bad’ 

encompassing the terrorists. Martini (2021) notes that there exist three patterns in 

dehumanisation narratives in international terrorism, one of them being the 

dehumanisation and depersonification of the terrorists, argued to be co-constitutive 

with others in this thesis, describing as ‘faceless enemy’ or ‘invisible enemy’. In French 

political discourse, the rhetoric prompted an emphasis on ‘individu’ label striping the 

terrorist of unique human traits, personalities, moralities (Haslam, 2006). By 

embedding political discourse within dehumanisation narrative, it denies any form of 

identity, independence, and community to the terrorists. The application and 

employment of the terminology ‘individu’ consequently participate in the othering 

process enshrined into political discourse and is co-constitutive to the dehumanisation 
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discursive strategy. It indicates that dehumanisation is associated with a diverse 

assortment of individual differences (personality traits, ideologies, attitudes) and 

contextual factors (emotions, motives, threats, social positions) rather than being 

driven by hate or hatefulness (Halsam and Loughnan, 2014). The application and 

employment of the terminology ‘individu’ is interpreted to differ the terrorists from 

French citizens, from any identifiable human aspects, and consequently participate to 

the othering process enshrined into political discourse. 

 

Depersonification through the label of ‘individu’ is co-constitutive to dehumanisation 

narratives. Dehumanisation is a by-product of political rhetoric on terrorism, which 

facilitates the construction of terrorist identity, the implementation of counterterrorism 

measures, the legitimation of WoT within the securitisation framework. Scrimin and 

Rubaltelli (2019, p.2707) argue that blatant and explicit dehumanisation process 

impact terrorist events’ perception by people, and people’s perception of an out-group 

linked to the terrorist act. Rather than the terrorist event influencing people’s 

perception, political discourse drawing on the dehumanisation discursive phenomenon 

is argued here to influence the perception on terrorism and terrorists: policy- and 

event-driven.  

 

Dehumanisation was first observable in a context of conflict and mass violence, 

analysed by Kelman (1979), Bar-Tal (1989) and Opotow (1990), and involves the 

denial of full humanness to others, and the cruelty and suffering that is linked to it 

(Haslam, 2006, p.252). As Kelman (1976) conceptualises dehumanisation, it involves 

denying a person ‘identity’ and ‘community’, which represents an extreme 

phenomenon to call for acts of violence (Haslam, 2006). For Kelman (1976), ‘identity’ 

is defined as the perception of a person as an individual, independent, and 

distinguishable from others, and ‘community’, defined as the perception to see the 

other as part of an interconnected network where individuals care for each other. 

Hence, a terrorist securitised identity signifies to deny ‘identity’ and ‘community’, by 

embedding political discourse with dehumanisation narrative, it denies any form of 

identity, independence, community, capable of making choice, etc. to the terrorists. 

Additionally, the focus is on the dehumanisation process within political discourse, 

related to a perceived threat of terrorism and the promotion of the out-group via 

depersonalisation, depoliticisation, bestiality and irrationality depiction, argued for the 
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purpose of the study to be co-constitutive and interlinked. It leads to question how the 

political actors dehumanise, how to dehumanise, who is dehumanised and what are 

the consequences (Haslam and Loughnan, 2014, p.401) within the context of this 

study. The process of dehumanisation is not a new concept and was used throughout 

the counterterrorism political discourse, emphasised through media coverage (Steuter 

and Wills, 2009; 2010) and analysed thoroughly by terrorism scholars: a common 

pattern observable in political discourse on counterterrorism. However, the creation of 

this “singular” and “different” identity of the terrorist and thus the semantic field 

belonging to the dehumanisation process is relatively new within the French political 

discourse on terrorism and takes its first steps within the post-CH attacks.  

 

The process of othering and dehumanisation are highlighted with the use of specific 

terminologies, used to depersonalise the terrorist as the denial of humanness and their 

exclusion from the human species (Haslam, 2006), trying to not name them, with sub-

human’s behaviours, for specific political reasons (Jackson, 2005) distinguishing them 

from the citizens. In 2015, it was debated to even remove the French nationality for 

dual citizens and for non-dual.6 All those characteristics help the political actors to 

construct a dichotomy between good and bad, ‘good’ encompass the French citizens 

and ‘bad’ encompassing the terrorists. As Jackson details (2005, p.153), 

dehumanising the terrorists means emptying them of any political content, their act is 

defined by their nature, they kill, torture, kidnap, murder innocents’ people because 

they are evil, and because this is what evil do.  

 
… c’est qu’il s’agit de deux individus, très déterminés et qui incontestablement … se 
sont comportés … en des soldats, dans des tueurs. Leur mode opératoire est celui de 
gens entraînés à tuer… (Valls, 2015, no.80).  

 
They are two very determined individuals who unmistakably … behaved … like 
soldiers, like killers. Their modus operandi is that of people trained to kill. (my 
translation) 

 
Il y a ceux qui partent, qui se forment à la mort et à la terreur… (Valls, 2015, no.93)  

 
There are those who leave, who are formed to kill and to terror (my translation). 

 

 
6 c.f., forthcoming book chapter in which I dedicate the analysis on the identity construction of the 
terrorist other and one section on what the French labelled ‘déchéance de nationalité’.  
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Depersonalisation is therefore intrinsically linked to the narratives of dehumanisation; 

it emphasises the dehumanisation process by removing any sense of personality and 

humanity to the terrorists.  

 

1.3.2. Irrationality, savagery, and barbarism 

 

The rhetoric of savagery and barbarism participate to depersonalisation and 

dehumanisation of the securitised terrorist identity defined and described as savage, 

murderer, and barbarian emptied from human characteristics: depersonalised and 

dehumanised, as co-constitutive discursive phenomena. Those narratives help the 

production of the enemy, the bestial and irrational characters of the terrorists are 

entrenched in post-Charlie Hebdo discourse purposively using those themes to 

construct an enemy, a dangerous entity, and a polarised identity in comparison to the 

‘self’. As an illustration, Cazeneuve (2015, no.84) dehumanises the terrorists stressing 

the barbarian character to depict the enemy:  

 
Ce que je vois, c’est la marque de la sauvagerie. Des individus qui de sang-froid 
assassinent … des individus qui, avec une telle sauvagerie, à bout portant, de sang-
froid, sont capables d’assassiner … sont des individus extraordinairement dangereux, 
habités par une sauvagerie … Peu importe ce qui les a inspirés, ce qui les inspire c’est 
la sauvagerie, c’est le crime, c’est la barbarie. (Cazeneuve, 2015, no.84).  

 
What I see is the mark of savagery. Individuals who in cold blood murder… 
individuals who, with such savagery, point blank, in cold blood, are capable of 
murdering… are extraordinarily dangerous individuals, inhabited by savagery… 
No matter what has caused them inspiration, what inspires them is savagery, it is 
crime, it is barbarism. (my translation, my emphasis) 

 

Underpinned in one of Cazeneuve’ speech, in one sentence he uses four times the 

wording savagery, linked to barbarism and cold blood to define the terrorists. 

Additionally, it is important to note that rhetoric of savagery and barbarism stress 

depersonalisation and depoliticisation to stress the moral superiority of the West, the 

self. It, therefore, suggests the co-constitutive relationship which exists between the 

phenomena of depersonification, dehumanisation and narratives of irrationality, 

savagery, and barbarism. Tsoukala (2008) demonstrates that the irrationality and 

bestiality narratives’ recourse in political discourse would be inappropriate as it would 

downplay the dangerousness of terrorists. However, the language game construction 

is purposely using those themes to construct a securitised enemy, as a dangerous 
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entity and a polarised identity in comparison to the ‘self’. Those narratives help the 

production of the enemy, despite the description of the terrorists being more and more 

organised, it is also embedded in political discourse the bestial and irrational character 

of the terrorists. Indeed, it helps the legitimation of the policies and strengthens the 

othering radical process. Therefore, the discursive construction of the terrorist identity 

has a political purpose: removing terrorists from any personality, humanity, and serves 

to constructing counterterrorism measures and as highlights Jackson (2005, p.154): 

counter-violence of the WoT.  

 

The narrative of ‘us versus them’ is entrenched within interview transcripts. Indeed, 

the officials struggle to name the terrorists, rather they prefer to label them as authors, 

killers, ‘other’ or ‘those individuals’. Therefore, it participates in the dehumanisation 

narrative, removing someone from identity-markers and referring only to the semantic 

field of monstrosity and cowardice simply excluding any human aspects of those 

individuals. For instance, Valls (2015, no.93) states his difficulty to mention the 

terrorists when the interviewer asked him “yes, but they never went to fight the jihad, 

those two brothers” he replied, “the one – I always struggle to pronounce their names 

– the one who operated, the one who killed the police officer (…)”. Another example 

is given by the interview of Christiane Taubira the Minister of Justice (2015, no.87) 

when the interviewer asks her “how can we qualify those individuals?”, she replies:  

 

… cette brutalité … cette monstruosité … cette lâcheté parce qu’il y a une lâcheté 
innommable… Oui, je parle de monstruosité. Il y a quelque chose d'incompréhensible 
pour l’humain, dans cette froideur. (Taubira, 2015, no.87).  

 
this brutality… this monstrosity… this cowardice because there is unspeakable 
cowardice… Yes, I'm talking about monstrosity. There is something 
incomprehensible to humans about this coldness. (my translation, my emphasis) 

 

Throughout the interview she correlates the terrorists and their identity to being 

monsters (used three times), whereas ‘us’ are human beings and French audience 

cannot understand the behaviours of those monsters. The analysis of the sources 

enables to provide a table of the different terminologies used to describe the terrorists 

and are listed below: 
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Sources English version – 
translated 

French version – original Recurrence 

Cazeneuve, 2015, no.84 
Valls, 2015, no.79 
Fabius, 2015, no.91 
Valls, 2015, no.93 
Hollande, 2015, no.102 
Cazeneuve, 2015, no.108 

Barbary  Barbarie Used x3  
Used x3   
Used x2  
Used x1  
Used x1  
Used x1  

Cazeneuve, 2015, no.84 Savagery Sauvagerie Used x4  
Taubira, 2015, no.87 
Cazeneuve, 2015, no.82 
Hollande, 2015, no.83 

Cowardice Lâcheté Used x2  
Used x2   
Used x1  

Taubira, 2015, no.87 
Cazeneuve, 2015, no.84 

Cold Blooded  Sang-froid Used x1  
Used x2  

Taubira, 2015, no.87 Monstrosity Monstruosité Used x3  
Taubira, 2015, no.87 Coldness Froideur Used x2  
Valls, 2015, no.80 Killers Tueurs Used x3  
Valls, 2015, no.79 Abominable Abominable Used x2  
Cazeneuve, 2015, no.87 Violence Brutalité Used x1  
Cazeneuve, 2015, no.84 Tragedy Tragédie Used x1  
Taubira, 2015, no.87 Beyond understanding  Incompréhensible Used x1  
Taubira, 2015, no.87 Intolerance Intolérance Used x1  

 

Table 3.1.3.a. Civilisation-barbarism meta-narrative to depict the terrorist enemy identity in post-Charlie Hebdo 
attacks political discourse  

 
The rhetoric of barbarism, monstrosity and savagery suggest a certain depoliticisation 

of the terrorists. Depoliticisation is defined by Tsoukala (2008) as a terrorist attack 

deprives of any political objective, which turns the terrorist act as a goal, only having 

for purpose to inflict pain and suffering. Depoliticisation phenomenon is ever more 

present with the Islamic terrorism categorisation (Jackson, 2007; Khan, 2021) 

implemented by the political actor, further detailed in the following section. Combined 

with the civilisation-barbarism narratives, it leads to a hierarchy of civilisation. That is 

a classification of civilisations, where the self is at the top of this hierarchy and the 

terrorists are excluded from this civilisational hierarchy. It further distinguishes the self 

from the uncivilised other, a hierarchy of values where the West is seen as superior, 

the civilised society is superior from the one of the terrorists (Zulaika and Douglas, 

1996) as a continuous colonial and imperialist legacy in Western societies (Toros, 

2016; Zulaika and Douglas, 1996). Terrorists do not express feeling and emotions as 

would do ‘our civilization’, as its defining principles. They act with cold blood, and 

therefore strengthens the lack of personality, identity, and community – they belong to 

their own community of terrorists but are not worth being depicted as human, as a 
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constructed hierarchy and superiority of ‘our’ civilization in comparison to the external 

‘other’.  

 

It is particularly significant to reflect on Césaire and Fanon’s development and critique 

of the constructed superiority of the West, in Europe, where the West is (re)producing 

constantly its ‘race superiority’ (1995, p.33; 1961). Ultimately, it uncovers a political 

strategy in creating characteristics of barbarism which entail irrationality and bestiality 

correlated to the terrorist’s depiction. Killing defines the very nature of the terrorist 

(Jackson 2005, p.153) and suggests bestial characteristics linked to the terrorist 

identity. Combining the civilization and barbarism narratives to delineate the two 

opposite identities therefore underlines what the literature labelled: the metanarrative 

of civilisation-barbarism. Dehumanising the terrorists means emptying them of any 

political content, their act is defined by their nature, they kill, torture, kidnap innocents’ 

people because they are monsters and “because this is what evil do” (Jackson 2005, 

p.153).  

  

They... behaved ... like soldiers, like killers. Their modus operandi is that of people 
trained to kill. (Valls, 2015, no.81)  

 
There are those who leave, who are formed to kill and to terrorise. (Valls, 2015, no.93)  

  
What I see is the mark of savagery. Individuals who in cold blood murder… individuals 
who, with such savagery, point blank, in cold blood, are capable of murdering… are 
extraordinarily dangerous individuals, inhabited by savagery… No matter what has 
caused them inspiration, what inspires them is savagery, it is crime, it is barbarism. 
(Cazeneuve, 2015, no.82)  

 

While Tsoukala (2008) argues that irrationality and bestiality themes depicting the 

radical other should not be embedded in political discourse, the analysis of the French 

case study and in particular the political discourse depicting and (re)constructing 

identities highlights the opposite and strengthens the (re)production of a radical other. 

Not only the terrorist is depicted as wrongdoers, inferior in moral and cultural terms 

but are also portrayed as a radical ‘other’. As Jackson (2005) argues, the most 

noticeable features of the language of counterterrorism are its appeal to identity 

produced by political actors to demonise the terrorist as an evil, barbarian and 

inhuman. He demonstrates that the discursive construction of the identity of the 

terrorist as a radical other is not a natural consequence, rather has several political 

objectives, especially to make the WoT more admissible to the wider public and 
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policies curtailing human rights that would otherwise not be legitimate under normal 

circumstances. Therefore, the discursive construction of the terrorist identity has a 

political purpose: removing terrorists from any personality, humanity, and serves to 

constructing counterterrorism measures. For the WoT to become acceptable, 

narratives of the radical otherness and the production of the ‘other’ help the justification 

of policy formulation (Wilhelmsen 2017). It is not only a question of legitimation of 

measures that justify curtailment and breach of human rights and civil liberties, or the 

construction of an exceptional threat and enemy as underlined by scholars, but it also 

underlines the phenomenon of orientalist construction as a survival/legacy of 

colonisation (Vergès, 2019, p.18). 

 
To provide an in-depth analysis of the securitised terrorist identity, it is necessary to 

identify and examine the political narratives used to (re)construct such identities. 

Hence, it was argued that depersonalisation via the label ‘individus’, the civilisation-

barbarism metanarrative, as well as the dehumanisation process emphasised with 

irrationality, bestiality and savagery depiction of the terrorist constitute what is 

demonstrated through this thesis to represent a co-constitutive relationship between 

those different discursive phenomena. To conclude, the dehumanisation process is 

highly identifiable within political discourse and is correlated with various individual 

differences to depersonalise the terrorists, such as personality traits, ideologies, 

behaviours, and contextual factors such as threats, objectives and emotions which 

underpins terrorism and the terrorist threat (Haslam and Loughnan, 2014). Haslam 

and Loughnan (2014) demonstrate that dehumanisation can also be understood as 

‘racial’ and is argued here that this dehumanisation process following a racial narrative 

serves another aspect for the political actor: to construct a radical other. It indeed helps 

an orientalist construction of the terrorist ‘other’ using the ‘good versus bad Muslim’ 

narratives, inferiority, and superiority of the West’s construction. Moreover, the 

subsequent subsection demonstrates that the dehumanisation process, in producing 

an ‘other’, leads to stigmatise, racialise and negative attitudes towards a whole out-

group as the WoT discourse impacts the perception and discrimination of an entire 

group (Haslam and Stratomeyer, 2016), heavily Western policy-driven.  

 

To deepen the analysis, not only does the political discourse depersonalise and 

dehumanise the terrorists, but it also depoliticises the terrorist, stresses on the 



 128 

 
 

dangerousness and irrationality of the terrorist, to further demarcate the ‘them’ from 

‘us’.  

 

2. The orientalist construction of the terrorist ‘other’ through the 

French political language game  

 

The construction of polarised identities in political discourse is integral to and essential 

feature of the securitisation language and process which aims to justify and legitimise 

counterterrorism policies (Holland, 2013). Polarised identities construction reflects 

politics of representation (Jackson, 2007) that is, identities are discursively constructed 

through the official language of counterterrorism suggesting a manifest political 

consequences of picking one mode of representation over another (Jackson, 2007, 

p.395). The discursive construction on the negation of the ‘other’ is intrinsically linked 

to the construction of the opposite self, embedded in a rhetoric of juxtaposition 

between the self and the (terrorist) ‘other’, following a Derridean approach. While the 

construction and production of terrorist identity is a product of political language on 

terrorism, there is also other aspects of this constructed and securitised terrorist 

identity which needs to be covered to further the in-depth analysis. Identities of the 

enemy in a Western structure cannot be fully examined if the orientalist construction 

of such an enemy is omitted. Indeed, the Otherness construction is a core component 

in understanding western terrorism and its counterstrategy but tends to be neglected 

in terrorism analysis (Talbot, 2007) such as the question of race (Howell and Ritcher-

Montpetit, 2019; Ilyas, 2021) and colonialism studies (Moffette and Vadasaria, 2016) 

as encapsulated in chapters one and two.   

 

For this section, it justifies the in-depth analysis of the post-Charlie Hebdo attacks’ 

discourse in which identities are constructed and (re)produced by political actors. As 

noted by Jackson (2005), there is a deeper political objective to discursively construct 

the enemy to maintain a national identity as a way of writing identity when dealing with 

terrorism. To that end, this section aims at contributing to the CTS research by 

contributing to the growing attention in terrorism studies to focus on decolonial 

approaches in analysing terrorism and counterterrorism. To that end, the analysis 

offers a new angle to participate in the emerging literature on decolonising 



 129 

 
 

securitisation and Terrorism Studies and in particular in the analysis of the construction 

of polarised identity, as Jackson (2007, p.24) argues “the cultural construction of 

terrorism and its function as both a modern taboo and a marker of Western identity”. 

To deepen and contribute to the CTS and securitisation literature and its various 

analysis of political discourse framing of terrorism there is a need to widen the critical 

research framework. This section falls under the scope of a critical analysis of the 

cultural construction of terrorism and in particular the orientalist construction of the 

terrorist ‘other’. 

 

2.1. The negation and demonisation of the ‘Islamic radical terrorist other’  

 

The identity construction of the ‘self’ versus ‘other’ is intrinsically linked to the power 

and effectiveness of political language - the language game engaging with the process 

of differentiation (Hansen, 2006). There exist common discursive patterns in the 

depiction of the ‘terrorist enemy other’ within Western powers. Not only is limited to 

the depiction of a terrorist other (i.e., securitised identity) dehumanised, 

depersonalised, and irrational as covered in the previous paragraphs, but the 

discursive strategy also underlines a colonial legacy, contemporary imperial mind-set 

through the depiction of radical external otherness and the negation of the other: 

coloniality of being/non-being (Maldonado-Torres, 2007). That political rhetoric is, 

however, produced within the context, whether political, historical, cultural, and 

national (Said, 1995). The thinking behind the argument is to contribute to both CTS 

and post-CS scholarships by looking at the construction of the terrorist ‘other’ from an 

orientalist critical lens combined to a decolonial perspective. As Adamson (2020) 

argues in her analysis of global security studies from a decolonial approach enables 

shedding light on dynamics of inclusion/exclusion in political practices and excavating 

the history of such exclusions and/or language and their connections to colonial, racial 

and imperial legacies and the continuity of such colonial tool and language (Khan, 

2021).  

 

2.1.1. Decolonial and orientalist lenses for approach  

 

As underlined by Jackson (2007) there is a tendency within terrorism research and 

securitisation scholarship to examine the enemy ‘other’ from the state perspective, 
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from a Western view. That is, the critical security studies scholarship focusing on the 

war on terrorism devote their analysis to the strategies to prevent terrorism which could 

be applied by policymakers and/or the root causes of terrorism rather than the impact 

and experiences of those strategies and discourse on/by communities (Khalil, 2013). 

Capturing the argument into the analysis, the idea is therefore to critically analyse the 

depiction made by the West of the ‘other’, not to downplay terrorism but to analyse the 

framing with a more ethical and decolonial perspectives (Jackson, 2007; Adamson, 

2020). The ‘regime of truth’ (Doty, 1996, p.2) used by Western powers to discursively 

construct the East produce dominant regimes of legitimate truth and knowledge which 

needs to be further criticised and deconstructed as generating further racialisation, 

profiling, stereotypes, and discrimination.  

 

The French political discourse does not escape from the Western hegemonic powers 

to fix meaning in discourses and it is inextricably linked to coloniality of 

representational practices’ power which can be found in identity-making (Doty, 1996, 

pp.8-10), particularly significant with terrorism discourse. Therefore, situating 

discourse on terrorism and counterterrorism within a colonial matrix of power functions 

to understand the colonial forms of domination reproduced within the present 

(post)colonial political language, powers, and structure: race and superiority element. 

Following a decolonial lens, the purpose of this subsection involves adopting a critical 

standpoint outside the discourse of political actors on the terrorist ‘other’. To push 

further the critique made by Smith (1999), Jackson (2007), Khalil (2013), or Adamson 

(2020), it is necessary to analyse the discourse also from a decolonial perspective 

combined with an orientalist critical lens. The discipline and scholars need to fully 

engage with elements of race, class, gender and the continuing influence of imperial 

and colonial legacies (Smith, 1999; Adamson, 2020; Ilyas, 2022) omitted by the 

scholarship when examining the aftermath of the 9/11 for instance. The thesis 

therefore provides a critical analysis of French counterterrorism measures and 

constructed identities argued to be embedded in colonial legacies, representational 

discourse of inclusion and exclusion and racial politics normalised through the fight 

against terrorism, where colonialism and modernity are interlinked (Mignolo, 2011). 

The empirical analysis is limited to race and therefore does not engage with class and 

gender. There is a necessity to widen the scope of research of CTS and ST and 

examine ‘other-centric’ research which focus on the phenomenon of political language 
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depicting terrorism, rather than looking at the enemy from the Western state 

perspective, it is to critique the Western hegemonic construction of the terrorist ‘other’.  

 

Employing a decolonial approach in the analysis of political discourse signifies 

examining the field of terrorism - deeply rooted in exclusionary practices, politics of 

representation, racial politics, producing of political knowledge, entrenched social and 

political hierarchies - and observing the racial hierarchies, imperial and colonial 

settings/histories that are still very much embedded and shape the terrorism field. 

Decolonisation process as an approach in terrorism studies will enable to engage with 

imperialism and colonialism at different levels (Smith, 1999; Capan, 2017) perpetrating 

hierarchies of race, imperial and colonial histories which shape and coexist within the 

present (post)colonial. As Adamson (2020, p.131) notes, it constitutes an “additional 

layer of power relations and forms of exclusion” which are deeply embedded in political 

discourse but ‘invisible’ in mainstream security studies. 

 

Additionally, to this decolonial approach, the orientalist discursive construction of the 

terrorist ‘other’ will be deeply criticised, to widen the scope of terrorism research which 

remained under-analysed. Those two approaches combined widen the work already 

made by Jackson (2007, 2016) for instance, or Khalid (2017) and her post-colonial 

analysis of post-9/11 CT discursive construction, in terrorism research and CTS. While 

CT measures implemented post-V13 highlight a colonial legacy of counterterrorism 

approach in French political strategy, the orientalist construction of the terrorist ‘other’ 

– coloniality of being/non-being – and the coloniality of structure and power is 

entrenched and embedded in political discourse since Charlie Hebdo attacks, as a 

colonial and imperialist matrix. The justification of analysing the framing of terrorism 

and in particular the terrorist other in an entire context of terrorism and therefore not 

only starting post-V13 finds its explication in the continuous development of the 

framing, of depiction by political actors which should be analysed in its embedded 

context as a progressive securitisation framework. In particular, Said (1995) 

emphasises and clarifies that the discourse was ever-changing, largely influenced by 

the context in which it is produced and is not static (c.f., Introduction). Therefore, the 

identity self/west versus other/east is not static, but it is rather entrenched in an 

historical, social, intellectual, and political process (Said, 2003, p.332). Widening the 

analysis to excavate the colonial legacies in which counterterrorism discourse and 
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approach are emerging from leads to also question how forms of colonial domination 

continue to operate in present, and coloniality/decoloniality enables to understand the 

processes of continuation of colonial forms of domination (Capan, 2017; Quijano, 

2000, 2007). From the enemy from the outside to homegrown terrorists, there are 

colonial patterns in political discourse, duplicating and reproducing language of 

colonisation (Lambert, 2021).  

 

2.1.2. The constructed radical Islamic other 

 

Not only the terrorist is depicted as wrongdoers, inferior in moral and cultural terms 

but are also portrayed as a radical other. To emphasise the negation of the enemy 

‘other’ and promote the superiority of the self-identity, political actors deploy a series 

of core terms to delineate the terrorist enemy, the ‘other’ through the constructed 

western narrative of ‘Islamic radical terrorism’ (Jackson, 2007; Majozi, 2018) 

 

As Jackson (2005) underlines within his analysis of post-9/11 discourse, it is a very 

common discursive strategy from Western hegemonic powers. Those core labels are 

yet culturally loaded, highly deployed by the political decision-makers, and function 

therefore to construct the radical ‘Islamic terrorists’ in opposition to the ‘self’ (Jackson 

2007). To further mark the binary self-other, the enemy comes from an outside, the 

political actors delineate the obscure beliefs of the terrorists, the wrong ideology 

followed by them which render them external and outsider, to emphasise the negation 

of ‘other’ which, ultimately, furthers the orientalist construction. Majozi (2018) 

discusses the conceptual understanding of ISIS by demonstrating the western 

dominance of the narrative, the western narrative construct ISIS following a logic of 

modernity/coloniality which underlines the colonial origins to function in contemporary 

politics (Khan, 2021).  

 

The first empirics analysed in this section of the negation of the ‘other’ is the 

construction of terrorism as ‘radical Islamic terrorism’ post-Charlie Hebdo attacks. Said 

(1995) notes that the oriental ‘other’ reflects deeper socio-cultural fears and 

stereotypes that can be traced back to the imperial age, which also suggests 

contemporary form of imperialism and excavate colonial forms of domination that are 

(re)produced and (re)constructed within the present (post)colonial system and 
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discourse (Capan, 2017; Smith, 1999). The narratives, discursive assumptions, and 

labels post-Charlie Hebdo attacks rests upon a long tradition of cultural stereotypes, 

representations and depictions of Islam and Muslims in French political discourse. The 

negative representation associated with the description of Islam and Muslims, in 

particular, is embedded in an historical lineage that remains in nowadays political 

rhetoric (Abbas, 2021) and function to (re)iterate forms of exclusion and inclusion in 

global security studies. Khan (2021) demonstrates that it guarantees the western 

logics of colonial tools and policies in building a terrorism understanding linked to 

religious terrorism and more specifically Islam. 

 
 

English version – translation French version – original 

Hollande, 
2015, no.95 

those fanatics; facing those dividers ‘Aux fanatiques’ ; ‘Face aux diviseurs’   

Valls, 2015, 
no.92 

terrorists Les terroristes’ 

Hollande, 
2015, no.98 

killed by the terrorists ‘Tués par des terroristes’  
 

Faced with jihadists, fundamentalists, terrorists, 
France must act 

‘Face aux djihadistes, aux fondamentalistes, aux 
terroristes, la France doit agir.’  

Cazeneuve, 
2015, no.100 

under the fire of one of the terrorists; France is 
at war with radical Islamism; These enemies of 
France; New Islamic attacks; we want a republic 
that does not confuse Islam and Islamism 

‘Sous le feu d’un terroriste’ ; ‘la France est en 
guerre contre l’islamisme radical’ ; ‘Ces ennemis 
de la France’ ; ‘De nouveaux attentats islamistes’ ; 
‘... nous voulons une république qui ne confond pas 
islam et islamisme.’ 

Cazeneuve, 
2015, no.107 

Islamism, radical Islamism, fanatic Islamism, 
this is the enemy; to win the war against 
terrorism we must name our enemy, without 
fear, without weakness. Islamism, radical 
Islamism, fanatic Islamism, this is the enemy 

‘L’islamisme, l’islamisme radical, l’islamisme 
fanatique, voilà l’ennemi’ ; ‘... pour gagner la guerre 
contre le terrorisme il faut nommer notre ennemi, 
sans crainte, sans faiblesse. L’islamisme, 
l’islamisme radical, l’islamisme fanatique, voilà 
l’ennemi.’  

Fabius, 2015, 
no.106 

we are fighting jihadi-terrorism or radical 
Islamism  

‘Nous combattons le djihado-terrorisme ou 
l’islamisme radical’  

Hollande, 
2015, no.88 

those terrorists, those visionaries, those 
fanatical, they have nothing to do with the 
religion of Islam 

‘Ces terroristes, ces illuminés, ces fanatiques, 
n’ont rien à voir avec la religion musulmane’  

Fabius, 2015, 
no.91 

The religion of the terrorists, the true religion of 
the terrorists, it is not Islam, which they betray 
and they insult, their only religion is barbarism; 
the terrorists want to speak in the name of 
Islam, which they disfigure and insult; it has 
nothing to do with Islam; Islam is used as a 
pretext by these junk heroes; some are linked to 
jihad - which is not Islam, it is, again, a 
perversion, a deviation, a contradiction with 
Islam 

‘La religion des terroristes, la vraie religion des 
terroristes, ce n’est pas l’islam, qu’ils trahissent et 
qu’ils insultent, leur seule religion c’est la barbarie. 
’; ‘… les terroristes veulent parler au nom de 
l’islam, qu’ils défigurent et qu’ils insultent; cela n’a 
rien à voir avec l’islam.’; ‘… l’islam est utilisé 
comme prétexte par ces héros de pacotille …’; ‘... 
certains se rattachent au djihad - qui n’est pas 
l’islam, c’est, encore une fois, une perversion, une 
déviation, une contradiction avec l’islam …’ 

Valls, 2015, 
no.92 

the other emergency is to protect our Muslim 
compatriots 

‘... l’autre urgence, c’est de protéger nos 
compatriotes musulmans …’   

Valls, 2015, 
no.93 

we are waging a war against terrorism, 
jihadism, against radical Islamism 

‘... nous faisons une guerre contre le terrorisme, le 
djihadisme, contre l’islamisme radical.’ 
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Valls, 2015, 
no.79 

this fear of radical Islamism ‘Cette peur de l’islamisme radical’ (n79) 

Fabius, 2015, 
no.103 

those are jihadi-terrorism groups … We can call 
them jihad-terrorists, radical Islamists 

‘Ce sont des mouvements djihado-terroristes … 
On peut les appeler djihado-terroristes, islamistes 
radicaux’  

Cazeneuve, 
2015, no.97 

struck by jihadist barbarism ‘... frappées par la barbarie djihadiste …’  

Hollande, 
2015, no.83 

fight against terrorism and fundamentalism ‘... lutter contre le terrorisme et le fondamentalisme 
…’  

Hollande, 
2015, no.102 

quite the opposite of obscurantism, 
fundamentalism, fanaticism; Culture is always 
threatened when there are barbarians, 
terrorists, who claim to wash, in the blood of 
caricatures, the horror of a religion they have 
distorted 

‘... tout le contraire de l’obscurantisme, du 
fondamentalisme, du fanatisme.’ ; ‘La culture est 
toujours menacée quand il y a des barbares, des 
terroristes, qui prétendent laver, dans le sang des 
caricatures, l’horreur d’une religion qu’ils ont 
dénaturé …’  

Fabius, 2015, 
no.106 

when we fight jihadi-terrorism or radical 
Islamism, it is also the Muslims we protect since 
they are the first victims 

‘... quand nous combattons le djihado-terrorisme 
ou l’islamisme radical ce sont aussi les musulmans 
que nous protégeons puisqu’ils en sont les 
premières victimes’  

 

Table 3.2.1.2.a. The identity construction of ‘Islamic terrorism’ in French political discourse post-Charlie Hebdo 
attacks 

 
To emphasise the negation of the ‘other’ and promote the superiority of the ‘self’, 

political actors deploy a series of core terms to delineate and construct who is the 

terrorist enemy. The terrorist ‘other’ is located and built in the opposite position of a 

‘self’, ‘us’, ‘we’ embodied by values such as freedom, liberties, fraternity, solidarity, 

unity; feelings such as love and care, everything that the ‘other’ is not according to the 

political actors portrayed as a ‘divider’. Empirically, post-Charlie Hebdo attacks, the 

terrorists are depicted as ‘external’ in whatever forms it undertakes - culturally, 

politically, and territorially. From the in-depth analysis of the political discourse, the 

discursive construction of terrorism post-Charlie Hebdo attacks emphasised the 

depiction of terrorists as a ‘killer’, ‘individus’, ‘Islamists’. The ‘other’ is a very common 

discursive strategy in Western hegemonic discourse as illustrates Jackson’s analysis 

(2007) on the post-9/11 discourse, this is what is labelled the orientalist construction. 

For instance: ‘Islamism’ (Cazeneuve, 2015 no.107; Fabius, 2015, no.106; Valls, 2015, 

no.79; no.93; no.100), ‘extremism’, ‘obscurantism’ (Hollande, 2015, no.102), ‘fanatics’ 

(Fabius, 2015, no.107; Hollande, 2015, no.102; Hollande, 2015, no.88; Hollande, 

2015, no.95), ‘jihadists’ / ‘jihad’ / ‘jihadi-terrorism’ (Fabius, 2015, no.106; Fabius, 2015, 

no.96; Fabius, 2015, no.103; Valls, 2015, no.93; Fabius, 2015, no.91; Hollande, 2015, 

no.98), ‘radicalism’ (Fabius, 2015, no.106; Fabius, 2015, no.103; Valls, 2015, no.79; 

Valls, 2015, no.93; Cazeneuve, 2015, no.107; Cazeneuve, 2015, no.100), ‘extremists’, 
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‘fundamentalism’ (Hollande, 2015, no.98; Hollande, 2015, no.83), ‘dividers’ (Hollande, 

2015, no.95) are labels used to depict the terrorist enemy without providing any 

definition or explanation of those narratives. This constitutes what developed Majozi 

(2018) when he postulates that the conceptual understanding of ISIS constitutes a 

western view embedded in racist and Islamophobic narratives, constitutive of 

modernity/coloniality. Terrorism is core to the foundation of western modernity (Majozi, 

2018, p.167).  

 

The terrorist identity is constructed resting upon a binary approach, one’s own identity 

is impossible without the construction of an external other and the negation of the 

‘other’ (Jackson, 2005). Hence, it participates to the creation of juxtaposed rival 

camps, discursively, the terrorists are the enemies of France, they are foreign fighters, 

malefactors, murderers, and aggressors targeting French people and their values. The 

discursive narratives on identities are not normal nor natural pre-given (Health-Kelly, 

2016), but a way to legitimise measures (Jackson, 2005; Holland, 2013). The political 

rhetoric post-Charlie Hebdo attacks departs from post-9/11’s narratives particularly 

because securitisation and political discourse should be analysed within the national, 

political, historical, and cultural contexts. The process of othering embedded in political 

narratives post-Charlie Hebdo attacks furthers the creation of an external ‘other’ to 

reinforce the identity of the ‘self’, to preserve boundaries of internal versus external, 

and to define the limits of the in-group and out-group (Campbell, 1998; Foucault, 

1977). Political actors through discourse play an important part of responsibility in 

building knowledge about Islam and Arabs, together with the coverage in mainstream 

media, which further stigmatise Arabs and Islam, and increase Islamophobia amongst 

the population. Tuastad (2003) demonstrates that such narratives and politics of 

representations of Arab and Islam highlight the hallmarks of orientalism by 

fundamentally dividing the East and the West, the self and the other and essentially 

define what is the knowledge/power nexus of orientalism, as a colonial matrix (Samiei, 

2010; Capan, 2017) deeply embedded in (post)colonial contemporary French political 

discourse.  

 

Scholars (Jackson, 2007, p.395; Abbas, 2021, pp.402-404; Khalid, 2017) demonstrate 

that these narratives of ‘Islamic terrorism’ are highly politicised, contestable, damaging 

for the communities as regularising the existence of Islamophobia towards the Muslim 
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community, and counter-productive in relation to the violence from both sides. 

Decision-makers, within the French political discourse, try to differ the moderates 

Muslims and the fanatics, extremists, jihadists to mitigate the consequences of 

labelling Islamic terrorism, it is particularly significant within Cazeneuve’s declaration 

(no.106) differentiating the ‘djihado-terrorisme’ or ‘islamisme radical’ that France 

fights, from the Muslims that France seeks to protect, or/and emphasised within 

Hollande’s speech (2015, no.88, c.f., table 3.2.1.2.a) and by Fabius (2015, no.91; 

2015, no.106).  

 

... quand nous combattons le djihado-terrorisme ou l’islamisme radical ce sont aussi 
les musulmans que nous protégeons puisqu’ils en sont les premières victimes. 
(Fabius, 2015, no.106)  

 
… when we fight jihadi-terrorism or radical Islamism, it is also the Muslims we protect 
since they are the first victims. (my translation)  

 

However, as noted by Jackson (2007, p.402) it engenders linking discursively 

terrorism with Islam, and extremist forms of Islam. The War on Terror normalised this 

political narrative, the securitisation of Muslims and foster Islamophobia (Abbas, 

2021). Empirically, in an interview (2015, no.91) Fabius clearly underlined the 

importance in differentiating Muslims and the terrorists, which he argues that the use 

of ‘Islamic terrorism’ depiction is not appropriate and lead to promote this idea that all 

Muslims are terrorists, and they do not want to promote this amalgam. He further 

underlines that those terrorists are not the one who promote peace rather make their 

own interpretation of Islam (no.91), and the Muslims are the first victim of the terrorist’s 

interpretation of Islam. Nonetheless, Fabius’ discourse participates to the 

depoliticisation and demonisation of the terrorist ‘other’, he describes the terrorists as 

using Islam to perpetrate terror in France and goes further with unformal French 

vocabulary. Consequently, he still correlates Islam to terrorism to demonise terrorists, 

to eventually depoliticise them that is to remove and deny any political objective in 

terrorists. 

 
La religion des terroristes, la vraie religion des terroristes, ce n’est pas l’islam, qu’ils 
trahissent et qu’ils insultent, leur seule religion c’est la barbarie. (Fabius, 2015, no.91) 

 
The religion of the terrorists, the true religion of the terrorists, it is not Islam, which they 
betray, and they insult, their only religion is barbarism. (my translation) 

 



 137 

 
 

… les terroristes veulent parler au nom de l’islam, qu’ils défigurent et qu’ils insultent; 
cela n’a rien à voir avec l’islam. (Fabius, 2015, no.91) 

 
… the terrorists want to speak in the name of Islam, which they disfigure and insult; it 
has nothing to do with Islam. (my translation) 

 
… l’islam est utilisé comme prétexte par ces héros de pacotille … (Fabius, 2015, no.91) 

 
… Islam is used as a pretext by these junk heroes… (my translation) 

 
... certains se rattachent au djihad - qui n’est pas l’islam, c’est, encore une fois, une 
perversion, une déviation, une contradiction avec l’islam … (Fabius, 2015, no.91) 

 
… some are linked to jihad - which is not Islam, it is, again, a perversion, a deviation, 
a contradiction with Islam… (my translation) 
 

The rhetoric of ‘radical Islamic terrorist’ and in particular the terrorism-extremism nexus 

works to (re)produce knowledge that terrorism and religion are linked and (re)construct 

the colonial domination to operate in present (post)colonial (Jackson, 2007; Capan, 

2017; Khan, 2021). It reinforces discrimination, impacts the Muslim community, and 

illustrates the long orientalist construction and tradition of ‘terrorist other’ by Western 

hegemonic powers, underlined by Abbas (2021, p.402) for instance, based on a 

continuum of securitising not only the ‘terrorists’ or the ‘enemy’.  

 

This construction is significant in the French history, that is, there is a long tradition of 

securitising the Muslim bodies: the racialised body of the Algerians (Lambert, 2021, 

p.64) during the French empire and the War in Algeria, the New Caledonians as a 

French colony also called Kanaky which was transformed as a correctional colony, the 

racialised people from the quartiers populaires in 2005 during what was labelled 

“émeutes de 2005 dans les quartiers populaires” the same way their grandparents 

were depicted by the French during the domination in Maghreb or West Africa/Sahel 

(Lambert, 2021, pp.236-240). For the war to become acceptable, narratives of the 

radical otherness legitimise the justification of policy formulation and hegemonic 

constructed image of the ‘other’, the terrorists (Wilhelmsen, 2017). The discourse on 

war on terrorism (re)produces its own subjects and objects, (re)creating polarised 

collective identities, such as friend and enemy, self and other, terrorists and victims 

(Ahmad, 2016) as an historical lineage of the present (post)colonial. While it 

securitised the terrorist identity, it also excavates the colonial/imperial domination 

structures and political language to racialise the bodies of Muslims, which the 
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genealogy is found within the French colonial history (Lambert, 2021, p.136). In 

relation to the discursive construction of the terrorist in Western societies, it serves as 

a political tool to confirm who belong to the collective ‘imagined’ community wounded 

and murdered by the terrorists, and those who therefore do not belong to this 

community. To differ from the common criminal behaviour, the decision-makers 

demonstrate the necessity to label them as terrorists and serve to legitimise the 

implementation of CT measures.  

 

2.1.3. Depoliticisation  

 

Depoliticisation is defined by Tsoukala (2008) as a terrorist attack deprives of any 

political objective by decision-makers, which turns the terrorist act as a goal, only 

having for purpose to inflict pain and suffering. As demonstrated in the previous 

section, the depoliticisation is argued to be co-constitutive of the Islamic terrorism 

depiction, the demonisation, the meta-narratives of civilisation-barbarism, 

depersonalisation, and dehumanisation. Those narratives were demonstrated to be 

interlinked and co-constitutive.  

 

The analysis of the political discourse underlines another objective from the political 

actors in their identity-making, is to depoliticise the terrorist enemy. Interestingly, while 

seeking for depoliticisation of the terrorist enemy, those depictions of the terrorist 

enemy in political discourse are highly politicised. Reflecting on poststructuralism, 

language is not a neutral medium in which language would communicate information. 

Rather language fixes meaning in discourse, political language possesses a power to 

construct meaning and as argued by Doty (1996, pp.8-10; Gee, 1999) hegemonic 

rhetoric are linked to representational practices which represent people via the 

language to produce binary and oppositions, where one element is privileged over the 

other element. The superiority-inferiority nexus represents for the political actors the 

regime of truth via discursive construction and therefore is a mean to foster the 

depoliticisation of the terrorist. Discourse on terrorism and in particular identity-making 

is demonstrated throughout the chapter to have for primary purpose to demarcate the 

‘self’ from the ‘other’ by demonising, dehumanising the terrorist. In addition, 

depersonalising the enemy and denying any politicisation allow the political actors to 

legitimise measures such as violence or even reducing the liberties and freedoms of 
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their own citizens. In short, denying any form of individuality, personal trait, emotions, 

and humanity combined with depoliticising their aims and goals is an essential feature 

in the legitimation of counterterrorism policies (Jackson, 2005).  

 

As previously defined, Tsoukala (2008, p.64) conceptualises depoliticisation as the 

discursive act of depriving terrorist act of any political objective and turned into a goal, 

the goal is to inflict pain and suffering to our civilisation. It is not about politics, but 

rather depicted as an irrational hatred and fanatical ideology to destroy our civilization. 

While some argue that depoliticisation regards the Muslim community because of the 

depiction of Islam by political actor (Johnson, 2002), it is also fostered and combined 

by the depoliticisation of the terrorist enemy, to remove them from any justifiable or 

legitimate political goals to their acts which leads to the depoliticisation of the Muslims 

and Islam consequently. In sum, terrorists have ideologies based on nothing or at least 

depicted as nothing by political actors just to highlight again the irrelevance of their 

selfless goals and to destroy our civilisation, our values, and prove their 

dangerousness. Hence, depoliticisation is not only targeting Islam, but also a way for 

political actors and decision-makers to discursively construct the terrorist ‘other’ 

ultimately linked to dangerousness, monstrosity, and irrationality as previously 

examined, and deny any forms of political act to their acts. While Tsoukoula (2008) 

demonstrates that the cultural inferiority and moral inferiority are defining the terrorist 

as having a common criminal behaviour because deprived of political purpose, the 

analysis demonstrates that, on the contrary, removing or not even discussing the 

objective/the goal of the terrorist but suffering, dangerousness and violence strengthen 

the specific characteristic of terrorism for the West and the label of ‘terrorist’ to differ 

them from any other criminals. Indeed, because their goal cannot be qualified as 

political, they indeed belong to criminal legislation as terrorism is dealt in French 

criminal law but are differentiated from any random criminal person. They are 

terrorists, they delegitimise the belief and objective of the terrorist by using 

dehumanisation, demonisation and depoliticisation discursive narratives (Bar-Tal, 

1989), as co-constitutive narratives.  

 

In addition, depoliticisation and intrinsically linked to what was previously delineated, 

the constructed moral and cultural inferiority of the terrorists fall under the scope of 

orientalism, particularly significant within the French political discourse. Post-Charlie 
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Hebdo attacks’ discourse suggests the entrenchment of orientalism in the construction 

of identities as a (re)production of colonial domination forms and discourse, as a 

lineage (Abbas, 2021), to racialise the body and in particular the body from the East, 

the outside, the Muslim body. Orientalism is defined as positioning the West at a 

superior point of civilization, and the orientalism scholarship was originally developed 

in the service of imperialism and colonialism (Said, 1978; 2003). It is a way to establish 

boundaries between the West and the East, where the ‘other’ Orient from the East is 

constructed by the West as inferior, the East is everything the West is not, based on 

an ontological and epistemological distinction between East and West (Khalid, 2017). 

Using Said’s orientalism as well as Khalid’s (2017) work on racialisation and gender 

as a model serves to demonstrate how to read political discourses and the political-

language game on ‘Islamic terrorism’ and the narratives of ‘good versus bad Muslims’ 

claiming to know the ‘East’ by discursively constructing it, and their use of racialised 

assumptions along an East/West binary.  

 

To conclude on the narratives of ‘Islamic terrorism’, drawing on a Foucauldian 

understanding of discourse as productive, and reflecting on Said’s orientalism critique 

as conditions for imperialist, in which he demonstrates that the knowledge through 

politics of representation, the West (re)produce and shape representations, as an 

ability to (re)create binaries has for purpose and objective to imply the superiority of 

the West. Indeed, the narrative of ‘Islamic terrorism’ has a long history and is deeply 

entrenched in discursive constructions of Western society (Jackson, 2007; Khalil, 

2013; Lambert, 2021) and is nowadays a rearticulation of contemporary forms of 

imperialism: present (post)colonial structures of dominations (Capan, 2017; Smith, 

1999). While in post-Charlie Hebdo attacks’ discourse the other is portrayed as an 

‘external’, an ‘other’ coming from the outside, drawing upon an orientalist construction 

by political actors, according to the context the identity-making of the ‘other’ will change 

following post-V13 attacks to homegrown terrorists.  

 

Noteworthy, the use of representational politics has devastating consequences and 

impacts on the Muslim community across the globe, fraught with islamophobia, racial 

and orientalist assumptions by the Western hegemonic powers (Majozi, 2018; 

Lambert, 2021). As captured previously, such political narratives and politics of 

representations of Arab and Islam, the constructed and securitised terrorist identity 
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highlight the hallmarks of orientalism by fundamentally dividing the East and the West, 

the ‘self’ and the ‘other’ and essentially define what is the knowledge/power nexus of 

orientalism, embedded in contemporary French political discourse. The discursive 

assumptions rests upon a long tradition of cultural stereotypes, representations and 

depictions of Islam and Muslims in French political discourse: the racialisation of 

Muslim bodies (Lambert, 2021) which also suggest the securitisation of Muslim bodies 

(Abbas, 2021; Khan, 2021). Not only does it depoliticise Islam linking terrorism to 

extremist forms of religion, but also depoliticise the terrorist enemy delineated as a 

sub-human, monster, savage, and barbarian to legitimise the construction of the War 

on Terror’s counter-violence (Jackson 2005, p.75).   

 

2.2. Good versus bad Muslim’s narratives: the internal racialised ‘other’  

 

Not only does the discourse construct an external ‘other’ while depicting the terrorist 

enemy but also construct internal differences. This subsection draws upon those 

discursive conceptualisations argued to be rooted in racist and Islamophobic Western 

epistemological narrative which links terrorism and Islam, as argues Majozi (2018, 

p.180). It leads to vilifying Islam and Muslim communities producing a discourse on 

who is ‘a good Muslim’ and who is ‘a bad one’, distorting Islam, as a political discursive 

strategy. This narrative is a political discursive strategy (Johnson 2002, p.224) argued 

to be politically and culturally loaded.  

 

Yet, there are only two kinds of Muslim in this discourse, there are good, loyal Muslims 
and bad Muslims. (Johnson, 2002, p.224).  

 

The narrative is embedded in the discourse post-Charlie Hebdo attacks, to protect and 

defend the French Muslim community against the terrorist who use, insult, and profane 

Islam. Jackson (2007, p.423) demonstrates that political rhetoric is one of the 

consequences of it considering the ubiquitous public discourse which depicts Islam 

and Muslims as a source of terrorism, extremism, and threat, despite the other side of 

the discourse emphasising that there is a need to protect the ‘good Muslims’ against 

the one who distorted Islam.  
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To analyse post-Charlie Hebdo attacks and the narrative of ‘Good versus Bad 

Muslims’, the empirical analysis is built on Breen-Smyth’s work (2014) and her re-

definition of ‘suspect community’. Before delving into her work to analyse the political 

discourse, she omits the colonial aspect to the definition of ‘suspect community’ and 

focuses on public’s behaviour towards the suspect community or some measures by 

the states, which the analysis adds to her argument the decolonial perspective and 

analysis of such construction.  

 

There exists a range of studies investigating the effects of counterterrorism measures 

on ‘suspect communities’ and draw upon Hillyard and other’s application of the term 

‘suspect community’. Hillyard (1993) first applies the term ‘suspect community’ to the 

Irish in Britain in the aftermath of the implementation of the Prevention of Terrorism 

Act, she argues that the Act constructed a suspect community while also criminalising 

Irish people living in Britain. More recently, it is argued to be applied to Muslims in the 

global WoT, after the 9/11 considered as the defining moment for Breen-Smyth (2014) 

on the construction of the global ‘suspect community’ of Muslims within the media and 

political discourse with the effects of counterterrorism on suspect communities. Peirce 

(2008) demonstrates a parallel between Irish people living in Britain and Muslims in 

Britain, and their alienation by the state and the authorities. Breen-Smyth (2014) 

proposes a re-definition of this ‘suspect community’ to avoid the fixed characteristics 

perception of the ‘suspect community’ argued by Hillyard (1993) and others. While 

Hillyard (1993) argues that legislation and security practises produced the ‘suspect 

community’ sub-group, Breen-Smyth defines the ‘suspect community’ by reflecting on 

the actual contemporary counterterrorism security practises, to fit with the reality 

experienced by this politically and culturally designed ‘suspect community’. That is,  

 
… as a group of people, or a subset of the population constructed as ‘suspect’ by 
mechanisms deployed by the state to ensure national or state security and reinforced 
societal responses and social practices. These mechanisms are directed at one 
specific population by an ethnic, religious, racial, national, or other market and the 
threat to that security is seen as emanating exclusively or primarily from them. The 
nature of the marker is contextually determined … Thus, CT operations, practises of 
surveillance, profiling, arrest, detention, exclusion, control orders and rendition, and 
media coverage of these practices, are focused on them. This creates in the public 
mind a suspiciousness of people apparently in that category and renders them a 
‘suspect community. (Breen-Smyth, 2014, pp.231-232).  
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There are serious consequences of the creation of ‘suspect community’ by authorities, 

it renders suspect people who may be innocent and become the target of repressive 

and punitive measures such as surveillance, profiling, including fatal attacks and 

therefore seriously impact the identified and constructed sub-group belonging to the 

‘suspect community’. The community exists in public suspicious mind as constructed 

and (re)produced on imagined fears embedded in political discourse on security, 

insecurity and terrorism by decision-makers and security practitioners (Nickels et al., 

2012).  

 

There is another element, long neglected by the scholarship, in the construction of the 

‘suspect community’. Not only it is produced through political discourse and the public 

suspicious mind but is also historically resting upon colonial and imperialist legacies, 

drawing on a long tradition of orientalist representation of the ‘other’, the historical 

lineage of securitising the Muslim ‘others’ by political actors duplicated in 

contemporary approaches of counterterrorism (Khan, 2021). Political actors employ a 

narrative to distinguish terrorists from ‘good Muslims’ to diminish the effects of ‘suspect 

community’ while using CT approaches and policies that targets the same people they 

seek to protect in their discourse. As demonstrates Breen-Smyth (2014) and others, 

CT approaches impact Muslim communities and securitised subgroups, Muslim 

communities live under pressure to be perceived as ‘good Muslims’ to be detached to 

this designed ‘suspect community’ which require from them political performance 

and/or to manifest their positions to also be detached from this ‘subgroup of the 

population that is singled out for state attention as being ‘problematic[‘s]’ (Pantazis and 

Pemberton, 2009), a vision embedded in Western society. This is what is understood 

by the labelled narrative of ‘good versus bad Muslims’, (re)produced by the Western 

hegemonic powers.  

 

 
Original French version English translation / version  

Valls, 2015, 
no.79 

‘...refus d’amalgames ; beaucoup de nos 
compatriotes de confession musulmane s’expriment 
… le refus … de cet amalgame … ce que cherchent 
les terroristes, c’est confondre … la haine avec 
l’islam.’  

… refusal of amalgam; many of our compatriots 
of Muslim faith express themselves ... the 
refusal ... of this amalgamation ... what the 
terrorists seek is to confuse ... hatred with Islam. 

 
‘La France elle est en guerre contre le terrorisme, 
mais pourquoi la France est aujourd’hui attaquée ? 
Pas parce qu’elle intervient à l'extérieure pour 

France is at war against terrorism, but why is 
France under attack today? Not because it 
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défendre nos valeurs au Sahel, au Mali ou 
aujourd’hui en Irak’  

intervenes abroad to defend our values in the 
Sahel, in Mali or today in Iraq 

Cazeneuve, 
2015, no.82 

‘Je tiens à relever en particulier la très grande 
fermeté avec laquelle toutes les composantes de 
l’Islam de France, ont immédiatement dénoncé ce 
lâche attentat comme constituant un dévoiement 
absolu de la religion.’ 

I would like to point out the very great firmness 
with which all the components of Islam in France 
immediately denounced this cowardly attack as 
constituting an absolute deviation of religion. 

 
‘Le gouvernement condamne avec la plus grande 
fermeté les violences ou les profanations dont on fait 
l’objet certains lieux de cultes musulmans en 
France’  

The government condemns in the strongest 
terms the violence or desecration to which 
certain places of Muslim worship in France have 
been subjected 

Cazeneuve, 
2015, no.100 

‘... dénoncer avec force l’islamophobie …’ … strongly denounce Islamophobia…  

Hollande, 
2015, no.102 

‘La culture est toujours menacée quand il y a des 
barbares, des terroristes, qui prétendent laver, dans 
le sang des caricatures, l’horreur d’une religion qu’ils 
ont dénaturée …’  

Culture is always threatened when there are 
barbarians, terrorists, who claim to wash, in the 
blood of caricatures, the horror of a religion they 
have distorted ... 

Fabius, 2015, 
no.106 

‘... quand nous combattons le djihado-terrorisme ou 
l’islamisme radical ce sont aussi les musulmans que 
nous protégeons puisqu’ils en sont les premières 
victimes …’  

… when we fight jihadi-terrorism or radical 
Islamism, it is also the Muslims we protect since 
they are the first victims…  

Cazeneuve, 
2015, no.108 

‘… l’islam de France est un islam de tolérance …’  … the Islam of France is an Islam of 
tolerance…  

Fabius, 2015, 
no.91 

‘La religion des terroristes, la vraie religion des 
terroristes, ce n’est pas l’islam, qu’ils trahissent et 
qu’ils insultent, leur seule religion c’est la barbarie.’   

The religion of the terrorists, the true religion of 
the terrorists, it is not Islam, which they betray, 
and they insult, their only religion is barbarism. 

 
‘… les terroristes veulent parler au nom de l’islam, 
qu’ils défigurent et qu’ils insultent ; cela n’a rien à voir 
avec l’islam.’ 

... terrorists want to speak for Islam, which they 
disfigure and insult; it has nothing to do with 
Islam.  

 
‘… l’islam est utilisé comme prétexte par ces héros 
de pacotille …’ 

... Islam is used as a pretext by these junk 
heroes ... 

Hollande, 
2015, no.102 

‘La culture est toujours menacée quand il y a des 
barbares, des terroristes, qui prétendent laver, dans 
le sang des caricatures, l’horreur d’une religion qu’ils 
ont dénaturée …’  

Culture is always threatened when there are 
barbarians, terrorists, who claim to wash, in the 
blood of caricatures, the horror of a religion they 
have distorted…  

 

Table 3.2.2.a. The narratives of the internal ‘other’ post-Charlie Hebdo attacks  

 

The French decision-makers create a distinction by protecting the French Muslim 

community, to mitigate the use of politically and culturally loaded labels. Through these 

narratives, the political actors seek to distinguish any association between terrorism 

and Islam, as a denial of the terrorism-Islam nexus, enshrined in the French political 

discourse. In practice, the CT approaches continue to duplicate the ‘suspect 
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community’ idea, being the principal target of CT measures of surveillance, profiling, 

targeting, etc. as underlined by Amnesty International (2017) regarding France. 

Counterterrorism discourses and practices foster discrimination of Muslims (Kundnani, 

2015). Those statements depicted in the table above (c.f., table 3.2.2.a.) are 

ubiquitous in the French political discourse. In addition, this construction also 

constructs a notion of ‘good Muslim’ where the political actors legitimised their role in 

construction who can be a good Muslim, which subsequently excavate this western 

intervention in structures, but duplicates those racial constructions in distinguishing 

the Muslim from the natives, deeply embedded in colonial structures and reproducing 

an internal other differentiated from the French natives: the coloniality of being/non-

being (Maldonado-Torres, 2007). It signifies that the coloniality of being produces the 

ontological colonial difference, defined and treated along racial lines, within which 

colonial relations is not only rooted in power7 and knowledge8 but also on the ‘being’ 

(Maldonado-Torres, 2007; Fanon, 1961).   

 

While it has been discussed racism, islamophobia, discrimination, coloniality and 

imperialist structures, the thesis does not provide an in-depth analysis of race and 

racism’s definition, despite the critique made by Groothius (2020) on CTS having 

different versions, or not a unique definition of the concepts, largely based on the 

context under analysis. The focus is on one specific manifestation of racial othering, 

based on the context of its (re)production and (re)construction by the political actors 

of the Arab/Muslims embedded in the French political discourse on terrorism. The 

context matters for the analysis of ‘racial othering’, illustrates Selod (2018, p.4) in 

sharing the stories of Muslims Americans experiencing the War on Terror racialising 

their bodies, those same bodies argued by the Western hegemonic powers through 

their CT approaches threaten security and therefore enables to legitimise for instance 

policies of surveillance. Reflecting on Breen-Smyth’s work (2014) on ‘suspect 

community’ and the definition of the ‘racial othering’ by Patanzis and Pemberton 

(2009), the race, ethnicity, religion, class, language, bodies, dress, ideology, or any 

combinations serve to delineate the sub-group and therefore also construct and 

 
7 Coloniality of power “refer to the interrelation among modern forms of exploitation and domination” 
(Maldonado-Torres, 2007, p.242) 
8 Coloniality of knowledge “impact of colonisation on the different areas of knowledge production” 
(Maldonado-Torres, 2007, p.242). 
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produce an internal ‘other’, orientalist construction also serves as constructing internal 

differences (Khalid, 2017; Tickner, 2002, p.339). Therefore, contemporary national 

security policies portray Muslims as strangers and/or the internal ‘other’, treated with 

continuous suspicion, and illustrate how the French political actors continue to 

demonise a racial ‘other’ (Fekete, 2004). Consequently as previously noted, the 

racialisation and securitisation of the Muslim bodies as a long tradition emerging 

during the Algerian War. For instance, the application of emergency powers 

securitising the Algerians, securitising the Kanak from New Caledonia, securitising the 

racialised bodies of the quartiers populaires, and last the racialisation and 

securitisation of Muslim bodies post-Charlie Hebdo attacks and post-V13 as well, even 

fostered post-V13.  

 

The recourse to the state of emergency offers a perfect traceability of the 
reconfigurations of a polymorphous apparatus of coercion and renewal of legislative 
provisions that were believed to be buried with the liquidation of the colonial empire. 
(…) what targeted the Algerians fighting against the colonial order and then the 
separatist Kanaks was reproduced without hesitation against the young inhabitants of 
segregated neighbourhoods in 2005 and then against Muslims assimilated to terrorism 
since 2015. (Guenif-Souilamas, cited in Lambert, 2021, p.20, my translation) 
 

Muslims are constantly constructed within the French political discourse from an 

orientalist manner and as a race based on markers commonly associated with Islam 

(de Koning, 2016), conceptualised as an internal and inferior ‘other’ (Smith, 2016). As 

Moffette and Vadasaria (2016) notes, race studies need to be incorporated in 

securitisation analysis. They added that securitisation fails to take seriously race and 

colonialism studies’ contribution. Adding to this argument scholars of securitisation 

theory fail to pay greater attention to race when analysing the language and in 

particular the identity construction. The thesis establishes that language and discourse 

have colonial settings as a coloniality of knowledge. The evolving securitising 

language found its origins in colonial settings – Algerians depiction, Kanak depictions 

– rather than analysing the construction of the securitised other from a rupture moment 

and logic of exception (Bourbeau, 2014). Copenhagen School overlooks the colonial 

modernity and coloniality of language when analysing securitising discursive 

constructions. Consequently, securitising language is progressive and continuous, it 

evolves and is touched by colonial modernity, where discourse reproduces colonial 

language.   
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To conclude on the understanding of the racial othering constructed by political actors, 

‘Islamic terrorism’ narrative combined with labels, and assumptions about Islam, plus 

this narrative of ‘good versus bad Muslims’ conceptualised by the political actors 

clearly underlines an orientalist construction of the ‘other’, whether internal or external. 

It also leads to stigmatise even more the French Muslim communities which they 

pretend seeking to protect within their political discourse, while targeting and profiling 

them with CT policies and measures. Additionally, the terrorist ‘other’ depicted as an 

enemy from the outside post-Charlie Hebdo attacks, an external other, allow us to 

reflect on common political discursive strategy by Western hegemonic powers in 

defeating terrorism. Research tends to silence the consequences of the hegemonic 

discourse, embedded in colonial and imperialist matrix, reproducing domination 

structure and power in the present (post)colonial (Capan, 2017; Adamson, 2020), by 

only analysing through one angle and forgetting the ‘other-centric’ lens, very much 

policy-driven and event-driven.  

 

Conclusion on the securitised terrorist radical other  

 

This chapter captured the first part of the empirical analysis of this thesis and aimed 

at uncovering the process of securitisation in the French terrorism context which 

departs from what was originally developed by the Copenhagen School scholarship. 

Rather it looked at political discourse from a constructivist and post-structuralist 

approaches combined with a critical orientalist and decolonial approaches. Indeed, the 

thesis aims at providing a critique to the traditional securitisation framework taught by 

the Copenhagen School. Therefore, the analysis undertaken in this chapter falls within 

the scope of this critique so-called revised approach of CS by purposely analysing 

post-Charlie Hebdo attacks political discourse and identifying the evolving language 

in securitising the terrorist identity, as an essential element to sell counterterrorism 

powers. More than selling and legitimising counterterrorism powers, it uncovered an 

evolving continuum, not only on the framing of terrorism and therefore on securitisation 

framework within French context, but a colonial continuum and legacies by excavating 

political language, structure and powers originating from the French colonial period 

and (re)producing domination phenomenon in present (post)colonial, as a lineage 
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(Abbas, 2021) through the identity construction of the ‘other’ which ultimately 

represents the coloniality of being/non-being as expressed within this chapter.  

 

The first part of the analysis of post-Charlie Hebdo attacks political language was 

dedicated to examining political rhetoric underpinning discursive phenomena deeply 

interlinked with one another, demonstrated to be co-constitutive in depicting the 

terrorist enemy. That is, the terrorist identity is constructed and enabled due to 

narratives of dehumanisation (Jackson, 2005; Haslam, 2006), depersonalisation 

(Szakolczai et al., 2017; Martini 2021), depoliticisation (Tsoukala, 2008), irrational and 

barbarian rhetoric (Jackson, 2005; Tsoukala, 2008; Toros, 2016), and last 

demonisation (Jackson, 2005). Indeed, the literature tends to analyse them separately, 

nonetheless, one discursive phenomenon interlinked to another one (re)construct the 

terrorist ‘other’ identity, as a product of political language, a social construction which 

galvanised the differentiation between the French national ‘self’ identity and the 

terrorist identity of the ‘other’ leading to securitise the terrorist enemy. The 

securitisation of the terrorist enemy is encapsulated with the emergence of new labels 

in French political discourse such as ‘individus’, and ‘terrorists’ which strengthen the 

political construction of the enemy, the ‘other’. Resting upon the revised approach of 

the Copenhagen School, the process of securitisation began therefore not in the 

aftermath of a single performative speech act, or in the aftermath of the activation of 

emergency powers as CS would argue, but rather should be examined in an evolving 

process, and therefore the Charlie Hebdo attacks context and rhetoric emerging from 

it is of critical importance. That will also enable to contribute (not exclusively limited to 

securitised terrorist enemy) to the critique in the subsequent chapters, that is, to 

demonstrate the impossibility to desecuritise terrorism when such a depiction of the 

terrorist enemy is embedded in a whole historic-political-social context as well as 

uncovering colonial legacies. Indeed, the analysis of post-Charlie Hebdo attacks 

political language is of significance for the subsequent analysis of the political 

language post-V13 (Paris attacks), it informs the evolution of the framing of 

terrorism.    

 

On a second hand, to foster the demarcation between the ‘self’ and the ‘other’, 

purposely seeking legitimation of CT measures, the decision-makers emphasised on 

the othering process, drawing on a long orientalist tradition in constructing the 
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securitised terrorist enemy. For the second part of the analysis of political discourse in 

securitising the terrorist enemy, the analysis drew on an orientalist critical lens 

combined to a decolonial approach to widen the research spectrum of CTS and 

terrorism scholarship to move away from a state centric. It is particularly significant 

post-Charlie Hebdo attacks in which polarised collective identities are embedded in an 

orientalist construction (Khalid, 2017), entrenched in contemporary forms of 

imperialism and colonial structure, power and settings (Mignolo 2011; Quijano, 2007; 

Vergès, 2019; Codaccioni, 2015), which rest on a local and national context. The 

French case study is, indeed, significant, and relevant on that point. As captured within 

this second section, to emphasise the negation of the enemy ‘other’ and promote the 

superiority of the self-identity, political actors deployed a series of core terms to 

delineate the terrorist enemy, the ‘other’ through the narrative of ‘Islamic radical 

terrorism’. The process of othering embedded in political narratives post-Charlie 

Hebdo attacks furthers the creation of an external ‘other’, to preserve boundaries of 

internal versus external, and to define the limits of the in-group and out-group. Political 

actors through discourse played an important part of responsibility in building 

knowledge about Islam and Arabs, which further stigmatise Arabs and Islam, and 

increase Islamophobia (Abbas, 2021). As illustrated in the section, not only did it create 

a terrorist enemy through a creation of ‘suspect community’, but it also seriously 

impacted the French Muslim community and Islam due to Western hegemonic political 

rhetoric on ‘racial othering’. Racialised logics play a central role in (re)creating national 

identity both in WoT discourse and beyond it, in terms of external and internal 

Othering. The thesis demonstrated the same terminology used for the Algerians, 

Kanaks, people from the quartiers populaires in 2005 and last terrorists and the 

constructed ‘suspect community’ by decision-makers (Lambert, 2021). That will reach 

its paroxysm with the emergence, implementation, and activation of emergency 

powers post Paris attacks in November 2015 and the construction of the ‘enemy 

within’.  

 

The in-depth critical analysis of post-Charlie Hebdo attacks’ discourse served to 

purposely demonstrate the political and strategic interest in (re)constructing, 

(re)producing polarised collective identities. The chapter contributed to CTS and 

securitisation conceptual research framework as not only excavating a new case study 

to move away from the Anglo-Saxon focus of the terrorism scholarship, but it also 
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investigated the discursive (re)construction of polarised identities and political 

narratives through a decolonial approach and orientalist critical lens. Last, the analysis 

of post-Charlie Hebdo attacks discourse was significant, not merely for its construction 

of polarised collective identities, but as well as a postulate for the analysis of the 

securitisation process. Reflecting on the revised approach on securitisation theory, as 

outlined in chapter two, the analysis showcased that securitisation should not be 

thought to be a rupturing process between normal and panic politics due to one event, 

one speech act and emergency actions, but rather depends on and should be 

examined within an evolving context, whether political, historical, social, but as a 

continuum (Bourbeau, 2014; Vergès, 2019). Indeed, the analysis produced in this 

chapter regarding the construction of the terrorist identity will inform the securitising 

critique following on the subsequent chapters (4 and 5), will help the development on 

the impossibility to desecuritise and the normalisation of emergency powers partly due 

to the coloniality of power and structures. Therefore, the securitising language does 

not emerge in the aftermath of a so-called ‘performative speech act’ but rather needs 

to be examine within an intertextual set of texts and events, as well as within a context 

in which it is produced. The thesis demonstrated in this chapter that first language and 

political discursive construction should be explored within the context they are 

produced, not as an immediate and rupturing context but understood in its globality. 

Second, context is also a colonial context and rhetoric are also embedded in colonial 

modernity, reproducing and duplicating contemporary forms of identity construction 

through the otherness discourse. Third, race and colonialism studies should better be 

integrated in securitisation analysis, to underscore the evolving framing of securitised 

terrorist other and terrorism more broadly (Moffette and Vadasaria, 2016).  

 

The analysis produced here underlined the necessity to understand securitisation as 

a continuous development, where post-Charlie Hebdo attacks discourse enable the 

securitisation of the terrorist identity, as a preliminary step to securitising terrorism.  

 

 

 

 

 



 151 

 
 

Chapter 4: The label of ‘guerre contre le terrorisme’ in France: the 
securitisation of the unprecedented terrorist threat and its framing 

as an evolving continuum process  
  

 

Introduction  

 

Chapter four is oriented on an in-depth analysis of political discourse emerging in the 

aftermath of Paris attacks in November 2015. It has for purposes to analyse the 

framing of the threat depicted in French political discourse comprehending speeches, 

written statements or press statements. The chapter addresses the following question: 

how does the political actors (re)construct the threat of terrorism through a contextual, 

progressive, and securitising language? Therefore, the main objective is to examine 

how the threat of terrorism was depicted in November 2015 and how it evolved into 

what can be qualified as a continuum evolving process, a dynamic development or a 

so-called evolving securitisation process (Wilhelmsen, 2017; Abrahamsen, 2005, 

p.65; Balzacq, 2005) which led to a greater selling of the war on terror and its 

measures to the audience. It will conduct to investigate how decision-makers 

delineated the threat of terrorism and importantly how they securitised the security 

issue of terrorism to activate the emergency powers, going from normal politics to 

‘panic politics’ following a logic of exception (Bourbeau, 2014). Indeed, it represents 

one of the major shifts in discourse post-V13: the activation of the state of emergency 

by the French government, not activated post-Charlie Hebdo attacks, which will be 

progressively normalised within the everyday practice of security (i.e., analysed in 

chapter five). Consequently, it questions how the political elites and decision-makers 

framed counterterrorism policies and securitised the threat of terrorism in such a way 

that the audience approved, or did not protest against, the extension of the ‘état 

d’urgence’, the undertaking of a war on terror and its normalisation within ordinary law.  

 

Therefore, the purpose of this chapter is to examine the progressive evolution of the 

securitising language, as a strategic process to serve political interests, shaping a 

particular depiction of the threat of terrorism and its counter measures. The chapter 

will also draw on a criticism of the Copenhagen School views on Securitisation Theory 

(ST) to understand how the analysis fits within this wider body of literature on 
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securitisation theory: post-Copenhagen School (c.f., chapter two). Indeed, the 

empirical research on French counterterrorism political discourse demonstrates that 

the securitisation is not merely an illocutionary act, rather depends on a particular 

context and the acceptance of the legitimised measures by the audience through 

politics of fear so as to demonstrate the structural issues of ST. However, the analysis 

does not neglect the necessity of the speech act, understood in this research not as 

an individual item but rather an intertextual set of discourse, in which the threat is 

framed, identities constructed, emotion described, which contribute to a specific 

political interest: the selling of the war on terror (Jackson, 2005; Holland, 2016) in 

France.  

 

Critical discourse analysis of political discourse will enable to argue in this chapter that 

securitisation corresponds to a dynamic process in which the security issue of 

terrorism is firstly portrayed and seen as a risk, to a threat labelled as existential and 

unprecedented, argued to represent an evolving securitising language. It signifies 

subsequently that the context of terrorism helps the securitising actor to successfully 

securitised terrorism, through the axis of an evolving existential threat, and responses 

to this threat are formulated and rested upon the axis developed by Abrahamsen 

(2005) and presented below. Additionally, the chapter intends to contribute to the 

revised securitisation literature by stating and demonstrating that securitising an issue 

such as terrorism is not limited to the framing of an existential threat requiring 

emergency powers, as delineated by the Securitisation theory (Buzan et al., 1998; 

Floyd, 2016; Wilhelmsen, 2017). Looking at the French case study, those same 

emergency powers are normalised through the framing of the threat becoming 

permanent and contradicts what was developed by CS and/or overlooked by CS on 

the logic of routine (Bourbeau, 2014; c.f., chapter five). Consequently, this chapter will 

participate to this highly discussable ST, by demonstrating through an in-depth 

analysis of French political discourse that the securitisation of the threat of terrorism is 

also context-dependant and audience-centred (Balzacq, 2005; 2011; Bigo, 2000), as 

a co-constitutive process.  

 

To that end, the chapter is structured in two sections drawing on key structural 

challenges of the CS, rather than arguing their independence from one another, it will 

be argued and suggested that context and audience are co-constitutive in the evolving 
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securitisation of the terrorist threat. First, the analysis will develop and go beyond one 

of the traditional aspects of the securitisation process according to the Copenhagen 

School scholars the so-called ‘securitising move’ (Buzan et al., 1998; Floyd, 2016) to 

integrate context. The element of securitising move will be defined accordingly with 

the body of literature which conveyed a revision of the Copenhagen School ST moving 

beyond the idea of language and considering the context and audience (Balzacq, 

2005; 2011). It will help in identifying how progressively political actors (i.e., the 

securitising actors), developed their depiction and framing of the threat of terrorism as 

a security issue post-V13 through an evolving securitising language to shape and 

legitimise the counterterrorism measures. Shifting the discourse from a non-existential 

threat to an existential and unprecedented threat which corresponds to the ‘high 

points’ following the logic of exception, the analysis demonstrates this narrative to 

constitute one step of the evolving securitisation process and its necessity to be 

analysed within a broader context.  

 

Second, Balzacq (2005), Ciuta (2009), Floyd (2021), and others argued that the 

securitisation theory literature has neglected the role of the audience - that is who is 

the audience, what role, what is an audience, does the audience matters as such 

(Côté, 2016) - and the context - problematic of focusing on ‘language-heavy’ of the 

speech act - in the process of the securitisation of a security issue. However, through 

the analysis of the discourse in the aftermath of Charlie Hebdo attacks as previously 

examined, and the in-depth analysis of the discourses post-Paris attacks, the role of 

the audience is core to the legitimation of counterterrorism policies and their 

acceptance (Wilhelmsen, 2017; Jackson, 2006). This section explores the audience-

centred and context-dependant features facilitating a favourable environment for the 

strategic process that securitisation embodies, and in particular the undertaking of a 

war on terror. Lastly, it demonstrates that those features combined constitute the so-

called success of the securitisation move, they are co-constitutive elements which 

facilitate the dynamic process of securitisation (Wilhelmsen, 2017).  
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1. Securitisation move in the aftermath of Paris attacks (V13) in 

November 2015  

 

The research falls under the scope of this revised theory of securitisation. Rather than 

being limited to a speech act, and without undermining the role that discourse plays 

on the securitisation move, it demonstrates that it is compelling to highlight the role of 

the context and to consider (Balzacq, 2005; 2011; Ciuta, 2009) in which securitisation 

intervene in France. The context of terrorism since Charlie Hebdo attacks facilitated 

the acceptance of policies, the securitised terrorist other, and the activation of 

counterterrorism powers through the état d’urgence. Securitisation framework is 

argued, in this research, to be heavily resting upon a context, a progressive lineage, 

and last a colonial continuum. Therefore, it will draw upon the argument of the 

importance of securitisation being context-dependent (Balzacq, 2011; Bourbeau, 

2011; 2014; Vigneau, 2019; Ciuta, 2009; Bigo, 2002). That is, the analysis will 

demonstrate the importance of the role played by the dynamic process of framing the 

threat of terrorism, depicted by political actors and their use of a progressive 

securitised language alongside the evolution of the threat of terrorism’s framing, 

instead of being qualified as a sequential or temporal discontinuity process 

(Wilhelmsen, 2017).  

 

1.1. Terrorism securitised in November 2015: a dynamic development of the 

terrorist threat framing 

 

As a preamble, the focus for this chapter is on Paris attacks in November 2015: Paris 

attacks, or hereafter V13, is a series of coordinated Islamist terrorist attacks on Friday 

13th of November 2015 in Paris and Saint-Denis (France) in distinct locations and 

attacks corresponding to the deadliest attack in France after the Second World War. 

The attacks are as follow: two suicide bombings near the Stade de France; one 

shooting Rue Bichat and Alibert which correspond to terrace shootings in Le Carillon 

and le Petit Cambodge, shooting Rue Fontaine-au-Roi which corresponds to the 

terrace shotting in Casa Nostra and Café Bonne Bière, shooting Rue Charonne which 

corresponds to terrace shooting in La Belle Equipe, shooting Boulevard Voltaire which 

corresponds to terrace shooting in Comptoir Voltaire - those shootings correspond to 
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the ‘terrace and restaurants shootings’; Bataclan attack which corresponds to suicide 

bombing, mass shooting and hostage taking (for more details on the chronology of the 

attacks - c.f., Appendices 1 and 2, pp.xxxii-xxxvi). It was also demonstrated through 

the analysis in the previous chapter, that it is part of a context of terrorism in which 

Charlie Hebdo attacks, Paris attacks, and subsequent attacks belong to this same 

context of terrorism. While it argues for a broadened context of terrorism, it is 

significant to first and foremost analyse and explore what is the depiction made by 

political actors in the aftermath of V13 via the investigation of the unprecedented and 

exceptional framing.  

 

1.1.1. The French terrorist context as a feature for the securitisation move 
 

First and foremost, it convenes to (re)state what is the definition of securitisation, and 

what holds the concept of Securitisation Theory developed by the Copenhagen School 

(Buzan, et al., 1998), for that it is based on the ‘updated’ definition developed by Floyd 

(2021, p.81), which for this research, regroup the elements it engages with and 

analyses within this chapter on the revised approach to securitisation.  

 

Securitisation theory holds that security threats do not simply exist ‘out there’, but 
rather security is a highly political process with issues turned into security threats via 
a sequence of events usually involving a securitising actor, a securitising speech 
act/securitising move (...), the audience (which has to ‘accept’ the threat narrative 
contained in the securitising move), and the enacting of extraordinary measures (...) in 
order to deal with a (perceived [and existential, unprecedented]) threat. (my emphasis) 

 

By definition, and according to the traditional school of thought of securitisation - 

Copenhagen School, it is a process of shifting a security issue to an existential threat 

which requires the activation of emergency measures by the securitising actors (i.e., 

decision-makers) who have sufficient political authority, consequently shifting from 

normal politics to ‘panic politics’ (Buzan et al., 1998). In other words, securitisation is 

a process whereby security issues are depicted, understood, and approached as 

security threats to a particular referent object - essentially the nation state - in a speech 

act and accepted by an audience for the activation of extraordinary and exceptional 

measures (Waever 1995; Balzacq 2011; Buzan et al., 1998; McDonald, 2012, p.584). 

That is, decision-makers rhetorically construct a security issue that is existentially 

threatening the life of the nation and requires emergency powers (Buzan, 1997; 
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Waever, 1995) following a logic of exception (Bourbeau, 2014, p.187). Moreover, by 

legitimising this framing, the political actors move beyond the status quo, and are 

allowed to use and activate policies or to take special powers, such as the use of force 

or declaration of war, which would not be justified under normal circumstances (Buzan, 

1991; Buzan et al., 1998). At the essence of this concept, the body of literature 

demonstrated that the construction of a security issue highly depends on the language 

of the sovereign, the one who speaks about it - the securitising actor, which is 

consequently the one who has the power, the decision-makers (Agamben, 2005; 

Gross, 2003; Huysmans, 2002). In this sense, they developed the meaning of 

securitisation and its requirement for shifting a security issue to a securitised issue, 

where the speech act and the securitisation move leads to a successful securitisation. 

This security issue is developed within the so-called ‘speech act’, one of the necessary 

elements for a successful securitisation - according to CS - in which the existential 

characteristics of the issue are depicted, and where the legitimacy and justification are 

laid down. A speech act is, for the CS scholars, the very identification and articulation 

of words that depict a security threat (Waever, 1995, p.55). Consequently, the 

securitising actors will carefully select words, and as argued by CS scholars, a security 

problem will be demonstrated through the linguistic and discursive constructions 

(Dillon, 1996, p.47). This speech act is resumed as a hegemonic discourse and 

language of power, which then functional actors need to accept, and therefore the 

security issue will be elevated above the realm of normal politics (Fermor and Holland, 

2020). Waever (1995, pp.54-55) argues that “something is a security problem when 

the elites declare it to be so”, subsequently, it is a political choice, has political interest 

and a political decision to conceptualise an issue in that manner. This is the basic form 

of the theory of securitisation (Fermor and Holland, 2020) and it corresponds to one 

angle of the critique developed in this chapter.  

 

As mentioned, the analysis does not neglect the importance of the speech act in this 

chapter, however, the securitisation does not fully rely upon the hegemonic discourse 

and include important elements which need to be considered. That is, the analysis 

engages with a critique of the ‘language-heavy’ conceptualisation of the traditional 

securitisation framework by the CS and investigate the relationship between the 

progressive securitising language and emergency measures through a context-

centred perspective. It questions and critiques the theoretical challenges of the  
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‘language-heavy’ frameworks in the way they engage and understand the political 

landscape. Securitisation theorists focus on the performative nature of political 

language (McDonald, 2012), by omitting the context in which the discourse is 

produced. As demonstrated in chapter two, in this chapter and the subsequent one 

(chapter five: the extensions and normalisation of the exceptional based on a colonial 

continuum of counterterrorism powers), the narrowness of the securitisation 

framework needs (re)conceptualisation by engaging more deeply with the context 

which are conceptual, epistemological, and normative challenges of ST (Ciuta, 2009, 

p.303). Rather than considering the speech act as the only stage on the securitisation 

process (Roe, 2008; Salter, 2011), there is a need to reform the framework and the 

traditional approach to better encapsulate the evolving process that securitisation 

embodies. As demonstrated with the securitisation of the terrorist enemy, the call for 

an existential and unprecedented threat in the aftermath of an attack, and then framed 

as long-lasting. Securitisation should be studied as an evolving and dynamic process 

resting upon a colonial-continuum, lineage, a context.  

 

Moreover, discourse is core to the analysis as it engages with an in-depth critical 

discourse analysis, discourse suggests texts whether written or spoken by political 

actors, as a system of meaning-production constructing new realities (Foucault, 1975, 

pp.32-33; Ahmad, 2016; Zulaika and Douglas, 2008).9 Discourse is embedded in a 

contingency between historical, cultural, and political contexts and therefore is based 

on an intertextual set of texts. Therefore, the narrowness of the CS should be 

(re)conceptualised and reformed to understand it not as an objective reality, rather 

discourse is constructed, intersubjective, is context-dependent and is a strategic 

political process to construct meaning. Rather than seeing a speech act as a single 

item and focusing on the narrowness of speech act understanding and the CS 

orientation on the performativity effect of the speech act (McDonald, 2012), it is 

compelling to broaden the picture and include intertextual set of discourse emerging 

in the aftermath of Paris attacks as a whole, not a single event but rather as an entire 

context of terrorism.  

 

 
9 c.f., Introduction for an in-depth explanation of the understanding of discourse for this research. 
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The context and the audience facilitate the acceptance of emergency powers, at that 

time, the context justified the activation of the état d’urgence, not that in January 2015 

terrorism was not securitised, but did not necessitate the requirement and application 

of extraordinary means. Also, what is questionable is what is defined as emergency 

policies. For the purpose of this research, emergency measures are embodied as the 

‘état d’urgence’ activated in the French soil or what Bourbeau labelled ‘high point’ of 

the logic of exception (2014), but securitisation can also lead to the justification of the 

employment of force or war, which is been activated in the aftermath of Charlie Hebdo 

attacks with the creation of Opération Sentinelle, Chammal or Barkhane (c.f., 

Appendix 1, p.xxxii). Instead of exploring each statement as an individual item, 

securitisation should be analysed as a continuum and dynamic development. The 

Copenhagen School theory of securitisation can be summarised as a self-referential 

practice conveyed by an intertextual set of discourse of the sovereign (securitising 

actor) on the existence of an existential threat which threatened the life of the nation 

(referent object) and therefore empowered the securitising actors with a justification to 

take extraordinary measures (Balzacq, 2005).  

 

Therefore, the thesis demonstrates that the securitisation is not merely a speech act 

delineating and describing a security issue, rather, it creates framing and meaning of 

a new constructed reality, which help the legitimation of counterterrorism policies and 

therefore satisfy and fulfil political interests. Consequently, it is argued that the 

securitisation of the terrorist threat is a political tool to engage specific policies which 

will not be possible under normal circumstances (Aradau, 2004; Roe, 2012). The 

language of power facilitates the construction of this threat, but it is not constrained 

merely on a rhetorical construction made by the securitising actors, rather is subject 

to a particular context and the acceptance by the audience, both intertwined. The 

speech act as the mere requirements of securitisation according to the Copenhagen 

School is indeed of importance but not as a single item, rather as intertextual set of 

texts throughout which the threat of terrorism is delineated. Language is a tool for a 

securitisation move but also for the success of securitisation, co-constitutive with other 

elements: context and audience. The threat of terrorism is also constructed through 

the language, through a hegemonic discourse serving as a tool (Holland, 2013), 

however, not merely as the CS argued, it is a dynamic process which combine different 

elements (Hansen, 2006). The engagement with the construction of identities and 



 159 

 
 

significantly the securitisation of the terrorist radical other (i.e., us versus other 

narratives, c.f., chapter three), the exaggeration of the fear and emotion (Bigo, 2002, 

p.64; Van Rythoven, 2015) to justify and legitimise the counterterrorism strategy 

resting upon the emergency powers, and more surveillance inspired by Foucault and 

Bourdieu. Securitisation is not only a speech act made by the political actor, but has 

clear political implications, and an act alone cannot achieve those interests 

(Huysmans, 1998). Therefore, context, audience and political agency are crucial 

according to Balzacq (2005) and thus co-constitutive and intertwined elements to the 

success of the securitisation of terrorism.  

 

Applied to the case study, and to what was developed above, the threat of terrorism 

was portrayed as a landmark in January 2015, nonetheless, did not empower the 

securitising actors with emergency powers. As Floyd (2016) argued, the activation of 

extraordinary means is not an absolute necessity for the securitisation process. On 

that point, this is where this research departs from the argument of the Copenhagen 

School. The analysis is not restricted to the activation of emergency powers to call for 

a securitisation, rather it contributes to the post-Copenhagen School in taking the 

entire context of terrorism’s framing to analyse the securitisation process. It focuses 

on the relationship between progressive, evolving and dynamic securitising language 

and emergency measures embedded in a context (McDonald, 2012, p.580). It 

proposes to refocus the securitisation process analysis to a contextual approach, 

through which security is (re)constructed by political actors and the ways in which the 

framing of the terrorist threat serves to mobilise political responses to particular, 

constructed, securitised ‘threats’. 

 

1.1.2. Contextual perspective: a theoretical approach and critique of ST through the 

French case-study  

 

As previously noted, this research applies and falls into the body of literature which 

developed a revised argument on securitisation, seen as context-dependent and 

audience-centred. Indeed, the in-depth analysis of the French political discourse will 

demonstrate how the frames to depict the threat of terrorism are evolving through a 

securitising language. Those latter help nourishing the fear, danger, and emotion 

which derives from terrorism and consequently, assuring a better selling of 
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counterterrorism policies. Therefore, rather than seeing securitisation as an individual 

event (Wilhelmsen, 2017), this research will demonstrate that securitisation is a 

continuum and strategic development based on a particular context in France: the 

evolution of terrorism from 2015 to 2020 excavating a colonial legacy and survival of 

the discourse and measures (Lambert 2021; Vergès, 2017; 2019).  

 

The approach adopted for this analysis is to understand the securitisation of terrorism 

as a gradual process. Indeed, the evolution of terrorism in French political discourse 

demonstrates the understanding of a progressive and dynamic development, 

intersubjective, depending on a particular context of previous terrorist events. It 

signifies that the analysis will follow a different approach than the concept of 

securitisation resting upon an individual event leading to terrorism being elevated to a 

security issue as a logic of exception (Bourbeau, 2014). The reading of ST by CS 

underlines epistemological challenges, that refers to how CS reads empirical context 

in securitisation, which is argued for this research to be too limited, restricted to the 

‘exceptional’ moment and overlook different contexts, local political histories, socio-

political contexts (Ciuta, 2009). Indeed, CS speaks about ‘facilitating conditions’ as a 

way to contextualise, however, those same facilitating conditions are limited per se 

and under-developed with the ST framework. Therefore, adopting a contextual 

approach suggests a more focused securitisation approach empirically by overcoming 

the challenges of ST that obstructs it and looking at the construction of security and 

securitisation through discourses (Ciuta, 2009).  

 

It could be argued vis-a-vis Paris attacks to be the landmark, the rupture in temporal 

continuity, as a discontinuity in French terrorism history and therefore only applying 

the Copenhagen School theory and neglecting the context or the previous attacks 

such as Charlie Hebdo attacks. Nonetheless, it is argued in this research that terrorism 

being securitised is largely depending on a specific context, and not on a single event, 

the political discourse plays a significant role (Campbell, 1998; Hansen, 2006) but also 

the timescale in which terrorism occurred. Paris attacks might be seen as a landmark 

in French history of terrorism, due to the scale and the values terrorists targeted, but 

the threat is not new in itself, rather is occurring within a particular context of terrorism, 

since Charlie Hebdo attacks in January 2015 with securitising the terrorist ‘other’, or 

before that in March 2012 with the Merah case (c.f., quote Hollande, 2021, chapter 
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five, pp.219-220). After delineating securitisation being a dynamic development and 

gradual process, hence linked to that concept of the evolution from a risk to a security 

issue, the context is a key factor facilitating the language of power to move beyond the 

realm of normal politics (Fermor and Holland, 2020). In this case study in particular, 

the context at stake is the threat of terrorism from January 2015 to November 2015, 

those events conveyed a particular terrorism context. The latter will help 

demonstrating Balzacq’s approach (2005; 2011) when he argues securitisation to be 

context-dependant. The securitising actors cannot discursively construct a security 

issue whenever they decide to do so and simply through a speech or illocutionary act 

(Balzacq, 2005; 2011) as a logic of exception.  

 

That is, Bourbeau (2014, pp.187-188) differentiates the two approaches around the 

notions of logic of exception, CS, and the logic of routine, post-CS. The logic of 

exception comprehends the designation of a security issue as an existential threat 

which is securitised and through that process activates the exceptional measures seen 

as essential to counter the security issue, labelled the ‘high points’. On the contrary, 

the logic of routine postulates that securitisation is a collection of routinised, 

normalised practices of security, with no ‘high points’ per se. Largely inspired by 

Foucault and Bourdieu, the logic of routine is not about survival, urgency (Bigo, 2002) 

and emergency measures (Wilhelmsen, 2017) but rather embeds securitisation in 

routinised practices. The literature around securitisation framework is largely inspired 

by these two logics, Bourbeau notes that merging the two would be significant for 

Security Studies, rather than researching elements of each logic. For him, the logic of 

exception neglects the institutionalisation of security practices in empirical context and 

focus mainly on a binary logic: either it is securitised due to the exceptionality of the 

security issue, or it is not; while the logic of routine ignores and overlooks the 

exceptional criteria, the ‘high points’, that is, it follows a flat securitisation process 

where routine is key to practices. The thesis demonstrates the narrowness of the CS 

securitisation framework for not engaging with a contextual and empirical approach, 

while looking at the ‘exceptional’ criteria or so-called ‘high point’ by examining the 

exceptional powers and the political discourse around it, that is the logic of exception. 

However, the research is situated in a more post-CS literature by illustrating that 

despite the ‘high point’ embodied by the emergency powers activation, the 

unprecedented threat is (re)constructed and (re)produced in a context and started 
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before the so-called ‘high points’ corresponding to Paris attacks (V13) through the 

securitisation of the terrorist radical other post-Charlie Hebdo attacks. It combines both 

logics to underscore the evolving and gradual securitisation process.  

 

It also contributes to the literature depicting the contextual approach in narrow terms 

or thinking, rather the thesis comprehends contextual approach by looking at pre-V13 

with Charlie Hebdo attacks, post-V13 with the normalisation/routinisation of the 

exceptional following a logic of routine, as well as the colonial-continuum of 

counterterrorism powers therefore way prior to Charlie Hebdo attacks. Therefore, the 

contextual approach in exploring a revisited approach of the securitisation framework 

should be broadened, so as to comprehend an analysis of hegemonic, Eurocentric 

discourses and practices of security, significantly for the case of terrorism and 

counterterrorism research. As Ciuta (2009) acknowledges, ‘calls to contextualise are 

not new’ and therefore necessitates investigating the securitisation framework in a 

contextual approach, in a sense that security is differently conceptualised and 

practised in different contexts as ‘vernacular security’ (Bubandt, 2005). Additionally, 

the research differs from this dichotomy of logic of exception and logic of routine by 

examining the activation of the exceptional, the evolving and dynamic securitising 

language, the routinisation of securitisation and the colonial continuum. The context is 

core and central is facilitating the securitisation ‘success’ in this analysis (Balzacq, 

2011; Bourbeau, 2011, p.98; Vigneau, 2019). Reducing securitisation to a speech act 

is rather self-referential, illocutionary, and conventional (Austin, 1962, p.105) and 

underlines the structural issues of securitisation theory delineated by CS.  

 

If it is believed that securitisation is also relying on an audience, a mere speech act 

cannot persuade an audience of a threat which requires exceptional measures, for 

persuasion it requires more than hegemonic discourse, and this is where the context 

plays a significant role, as a ‘co-constitutive process’ (Wilhelmsen, 2017, p.168). The 

importance of the context is core to the analysis of the hegemonic discourse and the 

securitisation framework in which threats are constructed, referent and securitised 

objects are produced (c.f., chapter four, p.159), security measures are constructed 

(i.e., états d’urgence and the SILT bill, c.f., chapter five).  
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1.2. From Charlie Hebdo to Paris attacks in 2015: the construction of the threat 

of terrorism as the exceptional and unprecedented moment  

 

The exceptionality and urgency depicting the threat of terrorism post-Paris attacks is 

core to the understanding and (re)conceptualisation of securitisation process as a 

gradual and evolving process. Post-Paris attacks discourse is significant in 

constructing the exceptionality of the threat, while at the same time terrorism is 

embedded in a continuous cycle. For this section, the focus is on the construction of 

exceptionality: from a non-existential threat post-Charlie Hebdo attacks to an 

existential threat post-V13 attacks.  

 

1.2.1. From a non-existential threat to a securitised threat of terrorism 

 

To demonstrate the idea that the frame given to the threat of terrorism by decision-

makers is less a single event but more a gradual process, a table was designed to 

comprehend the threat of terrorism in France from January 2015 to March 2020 – 

corresponding to the end of study (c.f., Appendices 1 and 2). In particular for this 

section, the focus rests upon the depiction of the threat from post-Charlie Hebdo 

attacks to post-V13 depicted within the political narratives.  

 

Reflecting on the node ‘emergency’ for this section, it crossed half of the texts 

emanating from the securitising actors, 19 out of 47 sources in November 2015. From 

those 19 sources, the lexical field related to emergency is used, calling for the state of 

emergency to be activated, to act quickly due to the emergency of the situation, to face 

those exceptional circumstances and existential threat, to change the law related to 

the emergency powers (i.e., Law of 1955) and extend the 12 days to 3 months of ‘état 

d’urgence’. However, for the concerns of this section – post-Charlie Hebdo attacks to 

post-Paris attack’s timescale – the interpretation of the political discourse led to 

emphasise the concept of securitisation as a gradual process, following an axis 

(Abrahamsen, 2005) an evolution towards an existential threat and not as a single one 

event. This conveys the idea that existential threat calls for emergency action due to 

a context of terrorism. Following this approach, it means Paris attacks should not be 

taken as a single event, rather the whole context of terrorism should be considered 

and therefore it encompasses the Charlie Hebdo attacks and the attacks in between. 
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Indeed, the attacks in January 2015 did not lead to the activation of emergency powers 

but to the securitisation of the terrorist enemy as a first step toward the full 

securitisation process and was not depicted as existential. Whereas in November 

2015, terrorism was securitised, the threat was framed as existential and called for 

emergency action. In particular, France was targeted with a series of attacks in 2015 

such as in the satiric newspaper in January 2015 or the attack in the Thalys in August 

2015 or the ram raid in June 2015 (c.f., Appendices 1 and 2). Consequently, it 

illustrates how the securitisation process of terrorism was perceived by Laclau and 

Mouffe (1985) or Wilhelmsen (2017): as a gradual process. Instead of portraying Paris 

attacks as a landmark on the securitisation of terrorism following a logic of exception, 

the approach given by Abrahamsen seems more appropriate to understand how 

terrorism was elevated to a security issue within the French political discourse. 

Abrahamsen (2005) develops this idea of an axis and a gradual process, or a 

‘continuum’ leading to securitisation. The attacks created a particular context which 

helps going back from normal politics to exceptional powers, this is not a single event 

which legitimised these practices but rather the construction through political 

narratives and occurrence of many attacks creating a feeling of danger, risk and 

insecurity facilitating the concretisation of securitisation of terrorism.  

 

 
 

 
 

Table 4.1.2.1.a. Abrahamsen’s Axis threat-vulnerability-defence (2005) applied to the French case study  

 

However, to be able to elevate terrorism in November 2015 as a security issue, political 

actors had to justify, to rhetorically construct a difference between January and 

November, to demonstrate that there is a necessity to defeat terrorism by activating 

the emergency powers. This is when the hegemonic discourse justifies the exceptional 
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powers or the counterterrorism measures by calling upon the existential threat as a 

logic of exception, urgency, and survival. Looking deeply at post-Paris attacks 

discourse, the justification for the existential threat construction is due to the values 

targeted by the terrorists. Highlighted in political discourse post-V13, the French 

decision-makers emphasised the goal of the terrorists: the destruction and targeting 

the French values and the French way of life, not only the freedom of expression and 

freedom of the press as it was the case for Charlie Hebdo attacks (Taubira, 2015, 

no.39).  

 
 

French original version English translated version  
Desir, 2015, 
no.23 

‘Ce sont nos valeurs de liberté qui, une fois 
encore, sont visées.’ 

It is our freedom values which, once again, were 
targeted. 

Valls, 2015, no.26 ‘Notre pays, a ses valeurs ; s’en prendre à 
notre démocratie’ 

Our country, its values; to hurt our democracy 

Hollande, 2015, 
no.32 

‘C’est la France qui a été agressée le 13 
novembre dernier, la France dans ce qu’elle 
est, un pays que nous considérons comme 
unique au monde parce qu’il parle au monde. 
C’est la France qui a été attaquée pour ce 
qu’elle représente, pour ce qu’elle porte, sa 
culture, sa joie de vivre mais aussi ses valeurs, 
ses principes …’  

It is France who was targeted on the 13 th of 
November, France for what she is, a country that 
we consider unique in this world because it talks 
to the world. It is France who was targeted 
because of what she represents, what she 
carries, her culture, her joy of life, but also values 
and principles … 

Valls, Le Drian, 
2015, no.33 

‘… notre pays, a ce qu’il représente : sa 
jeunesse, sa diversité, ses lieux de vie et de 
culture, son art de vivre, ses principes 
universels qui parlent au cœur des peuples, 
sur tous les continents …’ 

… our country, what it represents: its youth, its 
diversity, its place of life and culture, its art de 
vivre, its universal principles which talk to the 
heart of everyone in all the continents … 

Cazeneuve, 2015, 
no.40 

‘… ils étaient le visage de la France.’  … they were the faces of France. 

Hollande, 2015, 
no.43  

‘… ces femmes, ces hommes, incarnaient le 
bonheur de vivre. C’est parce qu’ils étaient la 
vie qu’ils ont été tués. C’est parce qu’ils étaient 
la France qu’ils ont été abattus. C’est parce 
qu’ils étaient la liberté qu’ils ont été 
massacrés.’  

… these women, these men, embody joy of life. It 
is because they were alive that they have been 
killed. It is because they embody France that they 
were assassinated. It is because they represent 
freedom that they were slaughtered. 

 
‘… ces femmes, ces hommes, en ce vendredi 
13 novembre, étaient à Paris, une ville qui 
donne un manteau de lumière aux idées, une 
ville qui vibre le jour et qui brille la nuit. Ils 
étaient sur les terrasses des cafés, ces lieux 
de passage … incarnent l’esprit de Paris.’ 

… these women, these men, on Friday 13 th of 
November, were in Paris, a city which gives a ray 
of light, a city which vibrates during the day, and 
shines during the night. They were on the 
terraces, on those public areas … embody Paris’ 
spirit  

‘Ces femmes, ces hommes, étaient la 
jeunesse de France, la jeunesse d’un peuple 
libre, qui chérit la culture, la sienne, c'est-à-dire 
toutes les cultures.’ 

these women, these men, they were the French 
youth, youth from a free country, who cherish its 
culture, its own, which means all the culture 

 
‘Ceux qui sont tombés le 13 novembre étaient 
la France, toute la France.’  

those who fell on the 13th of November were 
France, the whole France 

Fabius, 2015, 
no.44  

‘… a ce qui fait notre pays, a ce qu’il 
représente, c’est à dire sa jeunesse, sa 
diversité, ses lieux de vie et de culture, son art 
de vivre, ses principes universels qui parlent 
au cœur des peuples sur tous les continents.’  

… what makes our country, what it represents, 
which means its youth, its diversity, its place of 
life and culture, its art de vivre, its universal 
principles which talks to people across 
continents. 
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Pellerin, 2015, 
no.22  

‘La culture, la jeunesse, le mode de vie 
français, l’essence finalement de ce qui fait 
notre Nation … qui a été mis en cause c’est le 
mode de vie, ce sont les valeurs, c’est la 
diversité, c’est le modèle français en réalité, le 
modèle français dans son histoire, dans tout 
ce qu’il a de patrimonial mais aussi dans son 
ouverture, dans sa capacité à intégrer la mixité 
sociale, la diversité des cultures et donc c’est 
ça qui est en cause aujourd’hui …’  

Culture, youth, French way of life, essence of 
what represents our Nation … what was 
questioned was the way of life, the values, the 
diversity, the French model, French model in its 
history, in its inheritance but also its open-
mindedness, and its capacity to be diverse, 
cultural diversity and this is what is under 
question nowadays … 

Hollande, 2015, 
no.117  

‘… contre la France, contre les valeurs que 
nous défendons partout dans le monde, contre 
ce que nous sommes : un pays libre qui parle 
à l’ensemble de la planète.’  

… against France, against its values that we 
defend everywhere in the world, against what we 
are: a free country which talks to everyone on this 
planet. 

Hollande, 2015, 
no.118 

‘… contre notre pays, contre ses valeurs, 
contre sa jeunesse, contre son mode de vie …’ 

… against our country, against our values, 
against its youth, against its way of life … 

Hollande, 2015, 
no.15 

‘… c’est le pays tout entier qui a été attaque, 
en raison de ce qu’il représente, des valeurs 
qu’il porte, du combat qu’il mène pour 
éradiquer le terrorisme, et tout simplement 
pour ce que nous sommes.’ 

… it is the country in its entirety who was under 
attack, its values that she carries, its fight that she 
caries to erase terrorism, and simply what we are 

 
‘C’est l’idée même de la France, ce qu’elle 
représente, ce qu’elle est au travers des 
générations successives, de la liberté qu’elle 
proclame, des droits universels qu’elle défend, 
voilà ce qui a été attaquée dans la nuit du 13 
novembre …’  

‘It is the idea of France itself, what she 
represents, what she is amongst generations, the 
freedom she proclaimed, universal rights that she 
defends, this is what was under attack on the 
night of November 13th… 

 
‘ … c’est la jeunesse qui était la cible, parce 
qu’elle représente la vitalité, la générosité, la 
liberté, tout simplement la vie.’ 

… young people were the target, because she 
represents the vitality, generosity, freedom, 
simply life 

Hollande, 2015, 
no.18 

‘… car ce que les tueurs voulaient atteindre, 
c’est l’idée même de la France, ses valeurs, sa 
jeunesse, sa vitalité, sa culture, son art de 
vivre. En visant des cafés, un lieu de 
spectacle, un stade, les terroristes jihadistes 
voulaient frapper une société, la nôtre, la vôtre, 
ou l’on peut se rencontrer, échanger, partager, 
rire, faire la fête …’ 

… because what the killers were targeting is the 
idea of France in itself, its values, youth, vitality, 
its culture, and its art de vivre. By targeting cafes, 
concert hall, a stadium, the terrorists wanted to 
attack our society, ours, yours, where we can 
meet, share, laugh, party … 

Valls, 2015, 
no.112 

‘Nous sommes attaqués parce que nous 
sommes la France’ 

we are under attack because we are France 

Valls, 2015, no.21 ‘… le terrorisme a frappé la France, non pas 
pour ce qu’elle fait en Irak, en Syrie ou au 
Sahel, mais pour ce qu’elle est.’ 

… terrorism targeted France, not because of what 
we do in Iraq, in Syria or in Sahel, but for what 
she represents. 

 

Table 4.1.2.1.b. The rhetorical construction and representation of the French way of life by decision makers to 
justify the counterterrorism measures  

 
One epistemological challenge of the ST identified by Ciuta (2009) is how CS reads 

the context, by engaging with a contextual approach in the analysis of the discourse, 

he argues that while it constructs a threat it also allows to identify and explore the 

construction of the referent object and securitised object. That is, it explores how to 

identify a referent object - the French nation, the French identity - and how it is depicted 

by political actors around the values targeted by the securitised terrorist other to 
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emphasise on the exceptional, urgency and survival notions as a new step towards 

the dynamic securitisation process.  

 

Amongst post-V13 French political discourse, the emphasis was put on the terrorist 

goal and target. Indeed, decision-makers stressed the values and way of life of French 

people by defining and developing what these two represent and this is what was 

under attack, questioned, and targeted in November 2015. This rhetorical construction 

leads to a few elements. First, this details to the audience what was under attack on 

the 13th of November, the way of life of French people and their art de vivre. In the 

aftermath of the attacks in Toulouse and Montauban in 2012, the necessity to call for 

unity and solidarity and to depict and call for a national self-identity did not imbue the 

political discourse and counterterrorism narratives. Post-Charlie Hebdo attacks mark 

a change in discourse, where national self-identity is constructed and (re)produced to 

demarcate the self from the other which led to the securitised terrorist radical other 

and (re)produced post-V13 discourse. Identities are constructed via political discourse, 

justified for a specific political interest as in legitimising policies (Jackson, 2005). Those 

constructions took various shapes, and the discourse post-CH and post-V13 attacks 

replicates post-9/11 discourse with the employment and delineation of victims and 

heroes. Political actors reiterated the construction of a national collective self-identity 

in various occasions in their political discourse as a way to emphasise the construction 

of the terrorist threat as targeting French values of freedom and liberty, no matter who 

you are and what professions you represent. Anderson (1963, p.6) defines “an 

imagined political community” as a shared identity, a prerequisite for nationhood. To 

strengthen unity and coherence between the members of this ‘imagined political 

community’, they must believe they belong to it, and this is constructed via the notion 

of difference, a series of identity-markers to demarcate the ‘self’ from the ‘other’ 

(Anderson, 1963; Jackson, 2005; c.f., chapter three, and the construction of the 

terrorist other). One identity marker is expressed through the narratives of victimhood, 

the French politicians employ the same narratives to (re)produce a collective identity, 

a shared identity and participate in building the War on Terror discourse.  

 

From the analysis of various declarations, it can be noted the emphasis put by political 

actors within their narratives on who the victims represent for a country such as 

France, the Republic, home of freedom and liberties, emphasis on what their job is, 
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while terrorists are either mentioned by their activity ‘terrorists’ or described with 

violence, cowardice, and barbarism. The depiction of we-ness and national self-

identity through the victimhood serves to affirm unity and a sense of collective identity: 

‘we’, ‘national’, ‘our’ to describe to an audience who were the victims and what it means 

for the Nation, for ‘us’, for the French community in its entirety. It serves to demarcate 

the self from the other. In as much as Americans were discursively constructed as 

heroic, the French discourse is subsequently following a similar path, discursively 

constructing the hero and the victims as an identity marker of a French national 

identity. It also participates in establishing clear boundary markers of identity, to 

demarcate the ‘we’ from the ‘them’. Following the same approach as the Bush’s 

administration in the aftermath of the 9/11 and the emergence of the war on terror 

discourse (Jackson, 2005), the French officials portrayed the victims as heroes against 

a coward enemy to emphasise and strengthen the emotion, horror, tragedy, 

exceptional, unprecedented which characterise the attacks. 

 

Those political discursive construction also leads to depict the terrorist threat as an 

‘existential threat’ and the lexical field of the existential threat. Consequently, the 

language of power is carefully selected to serve as a political tool (Jackson, 2005) to 

justify and legitimise measures, but also to depict the security issue of terrorism. 

Terrorism in November 2015 was depicted as threatening the life of the nation and 

therefore is an existential threat requiring emergency powers which corresponds to 

the ‘high points’ in the logic of exception (i.e., CS; Bourbeau, 2014) overlooked by the 

logic of routine. Through this approach on context and securitisation, the thesis 

demonstrates the necessity to examine the framing of the existential threat, following 

a revised approach of post-CS. 

 

1.2.2. The depiction of an existential threat  

 

The threat of terrorism in the aftermath of Paris attacks was depicted by the political 

arena as exceptional, unprecedented, constructing it as an existential threat to the 

French Nation/national self-identity, culminating to a ‘new’ political framing: the 

securitisation and activation of emergency powers. 
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Il résulte seulement du caractère exceptionnel de la menace à laquelle notre pays fait 
face et de la nécessité de prendre avec célérité des mesures rigoureuses pour nous 
en prémunir et pour protéger les Français. (Cazeneuve, 2015, no.27) 

 
It only results from the exceptional nature of the threat that our country is facing and 
from the need to quickly take rigorous measures to protect ourselves against it and 
to protect the French. (my translation, my emphasis) 

 
… la menace d'origine terroriste est sans conteste la plus sérieuse … C'est là une 
menace que nous devons prendre au sérieux. J'y insiste parce qu'elle est à la fois 
directe, inédite dans son intensité et durable dans les objectifs qu'elle poursuit. (Le 
Drian, 2015, no.35) 

 
… the terrorist threat is undoubtedly the most serious … This is a threat that we 
must take seriously. I insist on it because it is both direct, unprecedented in its 
intensity and lasting in the objectives it pursues. (my translation, my emphasis) 

  

Wolfendale (2018, p.81) notes, terrorism is regularly framed as existentially 

threatening and play a significant part in the legitimation process of the political, 

military, and legal responses to terrorism. As encapsulated in chapter two, CS scholars 

argue that existentiality necessarily calls for emergency action, therefore, beyond the 

routines and norms of everyday politics - that is, the logic of exception with ‘high points’ 

and survival (Bourbeau, 2014). Critical Terrorism Studies (CTS) saw the emergence 

of literature and debates around the narrative of existential threat, significantly based 

on the empirical studies of post-9/11 political discourse (Jackson and Pisoiu, 2018; 

Wolfendale, 2018; Lutz and Lutz, 2018; Mueller, 2006; Jackson et al., 2011; 

Michaelsen, 2012). The thesis does not contribute or engage with the legitimacy of 

existential threat narratives such as the cost of counterterrorism, and/or the level of 

threat that terrorism poses, and/ or exacerbates the scale of the threat rather it 

examines and questions the existential threat narrative as a way to demonstrate the 

(re)conceptualisation of the securitisation framework as gradual and evolving and how 

it underscores progress in securitisation language in the French context and not a 

discontinuity in political language. 

 

As Abrahamsen (2005) demonstrates, the conceptualisation of securitisation 

illustrates the hegemonic power, rather it is about placing measures above the realm 

of normal politics, above liberal democratic politics to justify the emergency action and 

exceptional powers. However, the emergency powers are not necessary in itself, as 

Floyd argued (2016) securitisation does not depend on the activation of exceptional 

powers to deal with a security issue. The existential threat narrative is intrinsically 
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linked to the notion of ‘success’ of the securitisation framework. CS argues for a 

successful securitisation when the existential threat calls for emergency powers and 

therefore provides a complete and successful securitisation of the threat only if 

emergency powers are implemented. In other words, it signifies differentiating 

securitisation from politicisation, that is it is a securitisation process because it consists 

of “existential threat, emergency action, and effects on inter-unit relations by breaking 

free of rules” (Floyd, 2016, p.678; Buzan et al., 1998, p.26; Williams, 2011, p.217; 

Waever, 2011, pp.469-470). Subsequently following CS thought would mean, if there 

is no existential threat depicted by the securitising actor, there is no call for emergency 

powers applications, and therefore there is no successful securitisation. Floyd (2016) 

proposes another framework which does not strictly relied on the activation and 

implementation of emergency powers to call for a success in securitising an existential 

threat. Indeed, she argues that the CS fails to consider the empirical reality of 

securitisation, corresponding to what is considered for this research to be gradual and 

context-dependant. She adds to her revision of securitisation theory that policy can 

also be non-exceptional forms, which fits with the argument that the securitisation 

framework is gradual and evolving. Sticking to CS definition of success would 

therefore signify that securitisation only happened post-Paris attacks, with the 

existential threat narrative calling for emergency action ignoring the context of 

terrorism and the securitised terrorist radical other from post-Charlie Hebdo attacks 

discourse. The notion of success by the CS coupled with their understanding of the 

existential threat narrative and call for emergency action is limited and needs to be 

revisited to encompass the empirical reality (Floyd, 2016).  

 

The notion of ‘successful’ securitisation is debatable on how to measure success (if 

possible), on what requirements the success of securitisation rests upon, and on the 

definition itself of success. For the thesis’ purpose, success should be understood as 

serving political interests and depends on a facilitating context which help the decision-

makers to securitise a security issue which is also facilitated by the existential threat 

narrative used by political actors. This favourable context will allow policy makers to 

go from normal politics to emergency powers through their progressive rhetorical 

constructions and language of power and that it is understood as such by the audience 

whom they do not disagree with the language (Fermor, Holland, 2020; Jackson, 2005; 

Hansen, 2006). The speech act has power to (re)create and (re)construct new realities 
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and not merely describing a security issue (Balzacq, 2005, p.177), realities being this 

new threat of terrorism. The rhetorical construction helps to identify a threat and qualify 

it as existential that the audience does not go against it, but also there is no room for 

disagreement if the discussions are restrained. Notwithstanding, writing security leads 

to the creation of new realities but is resting upon and facilitated due to a context and 

Balzacq emphasised on the intersubjectivity of the securitisation process (2005; 2011). 

CS overlooks the ‘high points’ in their logic of exception (Bourbeau, 2014).  

 

Therefore, the securitisation process started with Charlie Hebdo attacks, at that time 

not portrayed as an existential threat nor activating emergency powers, but still 

participate to conceptualise terrorism as a security issue in November 2015 through 

the securitisation of the terrorist identity. According to Wilhelmsen (2017) securitisation 

is not one utterance by one actor but is produced over time through multiple texts 

which represent something as an existential threat. Following a post-structuralist 

approach instead, through that axis, through the language construction by political 

actors, linguistic and material practices are intertwined and co-constitutive 

(Wilhelmsen, 2017). Consequently, securitisation is not only relying upon words of the 

political securitising actor, but also on a particular context, on words and on measures, 

which corresponds to what Ciuta (2009, p.317) identifies to be the threat construction. 

That is engaging with the context and (re)focusing on the context allow scholars to 

look at the various constructions securitisation engage with through political discourse. 

Because the rhetorical construction is based on the creation of identities, fear, 

emotion, threat, it will legitimise emergency action, justify the elevation of terrorism as 

a security issue which requires measures above liberal democratic politics 

(Abrahamsen, 2005, p.65) and participates to the threat construction.  

 

As reported in the table 4.1.2.2.a., the securitising actors emphasised and highlighted 

the exceptional and unprecedented character, the urgency of the situation because 

the ‘self’ is threatened by a ‘threatening other’ and facilitated the securitisation 

narratives and material practices of exceptional powers (Wilhelmsen, 2017).  

  
French original version  English translation version  

Valls, 2015, 
no.116 

‘… menace toute particulière …’  … a very specific threat … 
 

‘… nous allons sans doute vivre longtemps 
avec cette menace.’ 

… we will certainly be living with this threat for a 
long time. 
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‘… c’est un combat de longue durée.’  …it is a long-term fight. 

Desir, 2015, 
no.23 

‘… ampleur sans précédent …’ … unprecedented scale … 

Valls, 2015, no.26 ‘… la menace est sans précédent.' … this threat is unprecedented.  
‘… parce que la menace est là pour durer, 
nous donner tous les moyens d’agir 
efficacement sur le long terme …’ 

… because this threat is here to last, we need to 
give us the means to effectively act on the long-
term … 

Cazeneuve, 2015, 
no.27 

‘… du caractère exceptionnel de la menace 
…’ 

… exceptional character of the threat … 
 

‘… une situation d’une extrême gravité.’ … extreme seriousness of the situation.  
‘Jamais … notre pays n‘avait connu d’attaques 
terroristes d’une telle ampleur …’ 

Never … our country had faced such a scale of 
terrorist attacks …  

‘… situation de menace très élevée’ … a situation where the threat is very high 
Le Drian, 2015, 
no.35 

‘… la menace d’origine terroriste est sans 
conteste la plus sérieuse, la plus 
préoccupante …’ 

… the terrorist threat is indisputably the most 
serious and the most concerning … 

 
‘C’est la menace … est à la fois directe, 
inédite …’ 

This threat … is both imminent, and 
unprecedented …  

Cazeneuve, 2015, 
no.19 

‘… je sais quel est le niveau de la menace.’ … I know the level of the threat.’ 

Valls et al., 2015, 
no.11 

‘… pour répondre à une menace qui s’inscrit 
dans la durée …’ 

… to reply to a threat which is enrolled on a long-
term basis …  

‘ … menace terroriste est à un niveau sans 
précédent et s’inscrit dans la durée, …’ 

… terrorist threat is at an unprecedented level 
and enrolled in a long-term basis … 

Cazeneuve, 2015, 
no.113 

‘Alerte maximale’ maximum warning 

Pellerin, 2015, 
no.22 

‘… qu’il faut s’habituer aussi, …, à vivre avec 
cette menace en tête.’ 

… we need to get used to it, …, to live with a 
threat on our head. 

Cazeneuve, 2015, 
no.119 

‘… situation d’alerte maximale …’ … a situation with a maximum warning … 

Taubira, 2015, 
no.24 

‘Ce qu’il faut savoir, c’est que nous sommes 
face à une situation d’une menace particulière 
…’  

What we need to know, we are facing a situation 
of an exceptional threat … 

Valls, 2015, no.14 ‘Menace terroriste, en particulier à sa durée … 
ce serait un combat long, difficile …’ 

terrorist threat, in particular with its duration … 
will be a long fight, difficult … 

Valls, 2015, no.20 ‘… parce que la menace … reste très élevée. 
Elle n’a jamais été aussi élevée …’ 

… because the threat … stays at a very high 
level. It never has been that high …  

‘… l’urgence de la menace.’ … the urgency of the threat. 
Valls, 2015, 
no.112 

‘… nous allons vivre longtemps avec cette 
menace terroriste …’ 

… we will live for a long time with this terrorist 
threat …  

‘… la France est en alerte maximum’ … France is under a maximum warning 
 

Table 4.1.2.2.b. The description of the threat on the political discourse in November 2015  

 
The existential threat narrative on this specific case study is underlined by the 

discourse on who and what is under attack by the securitised radical terrorists other. 

Indeed, the table 4.1.2.1.c. (pp.165-166) stressed that the French values and freedom, 

the French way of life and art de vivre were questioned by terrorists with Paris attacks. 

By portraying terrorism as threatening the whole Nation and not only the freedom of 

expression and press as it was the case in January 2015, but it also facilitates the 

evolving construction of an existential threat and threatened the same public audience 

who fear terrorism and might accept some constraints on their freedom and liberties. 
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This is how the ‘état d’urgence’ and the War on Terror were able to function and be 

implemented in France. Consequently, securitisation is a gradual process which 

started in January 2015 and evolved to its next step in November 2015 with the 

narrative of existentiality and exceptionality threat, and manifested itself in material 

emergency practices (Wilhelmsen, 2017).  

 

The in-depth analysis of political discourse highlights the use of the word ‘threat’ 95 

times, and ‘threats’ 17 times out of 48 texts. Linked to these words, French officials 

depict the threat as ‘urgent’ 116 times as showcased in the word’s cloud (5.1.2.1.b. 

p.214), new and unprecedented; imminent and dangerous; ongoing and maximum; 

from the outside and the inside (c.f., Appendix 2). The exceptional character of the 

threat combined with the scale of the attack allow officials to speak about urgency, 

about the danger, peril, and legitimate activation of emergency powers as a temporal 

discontinuity. It legitimises the frames used within discourse, participating in 

exacerbating fear and emotion emanating after the attacks. Despite the threat qualified 

as exceptional under the Charlie Hebdo context, emergency powers were not 

activated, and the ‘landmark’ for those types of CT policies is Paris attacks, as a 

discursive resource for political actor to talk about ‘rupturing moment’ to divide the past 

and the present, before and post-V13, the same way Bush’s administration depicted 

the 9/11 (Jarvis, 2008; Jackson, 2005). Exceptionality is central to the traditional 

securitisation framework taught by CS but is argued here not to be the essential 

criterion to look at when exploring if a threat is being securitised.  

 

To elevate a security issue to a securitised threat the exceptional and unprecedented 

character is argued to be an essential component by the Copenhagen School. As 

delineated previously, it is argued not to be a necessary component to activate the 

securitisation move. Rather, the analysis of the French political discourse in the 

aftermath of Charlie Hebdo attacks and post-V13 strengthened the idea of the 

activation of the securitisation process, seen for this research as a continuum dynamic 

development, where Charlie Hebdo attacks are considered as the first stage and 

November 2015 as the second state of that dynamic process. Charlie Hebdo attacks 

participate to the securitisation of terrorism but did not lead French officials to activate 

the emergency powers at the time. However, the process of securitisation begins by 

constructing and securitising the terrorist identity. Additionally, emergency powers are 
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not an essential requirement for a threat to be constructed and securitised (c.f., chapter 

three, and the securitised terrorist identity; Wilhelmsen, 2017). In November 2015, the 

threat was exceptional and unprecedented, but the emphasis is rather put on the 

urgent character, on the level of the threat at that moment, on the newness of modus 

operandi (i.e., acts of war), the target (i.e., French art de vivre) and scale of the attacks. 

This is the discursive construction which legitimates the activation of the state of 

exception in France, not as a single event but rather a continuum process.  

 

Temporality is, therefore, a discursive resource for decision-makers. The context of 

terrorism since January 2015 increased fear among the population in France, this 

context also facilitates the elevation of the terrorist threat to a securitised threat, above 

the realm of ‘normal’ politics. Thus, it facilitates the implementation of measures, which 

could not be possible under ‘normal’ circumstances. The purpose for this section is 

not to challenge the fact that emergency powers were not necessary, but rather to 

contextualise its activation, the way it was framed. To that end, that leads to question 

the reasons for the framing of the threat as being new, unprecedented, and imminent.  

 

This idea of continuum depicted in this section to explain how terrorism can be 

elevated to a security issue will be further emphasised with the following terrorist 

attacks which occurred within the French soil and the extensions of the exceptional 

powers. Thus, this leads to the necessity to see the securitisation process as context-

dependent, in addition with the language of power, and this helps the legitimation of 

such measures to the audience. The emotion, the identities construction, the 

threatened ‘self’ by a threatening ‘other’, the fear, the existential threat; all those 

elements are necessary for a successful, contextualised, and gradual securitisation 

and are political tools to justify CT policies such as the ‘état d’urgence’ or the War on 

Terror (Jackson, 2005). The context of these attacks, the fear amongst the French 

population, the imminence of a potential attack, the level of Vigipirate increased, the 

securitised terrorist other and terrorism, all these aspects create a specific context that 

conduct decision-makers to design and emphasise on the necessity of the activation 

of emergency powers. Securitisation is not self-referential but rather depends on a 

particular context (Stritzel, 2007), but not only, meaning the audience plays a 

significant role (Roe, 2012, p.253; Floyd, 2021). Indeed, to the extent of terrorist threat, 

the selling of counterterrorism policies is subject to the acceptance of the audience, 
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according to CS original development of securitisation theory. Stressing the 

importance of the audience is significant, political actors pictured the threat within the 

discourse, construct through speech what is security, and how they justified and 

legitimised the securitisation of the terrorist threat: a political manoeuvre.  

 

2. The successful securitisation of the terrorist threat post-Paris 

attacks 2015   

 

As captured in the previous section, the revised securitisation theory emphasised the 

central role of the context which facilitates the securitisation move (Balzacq, 2005; 

Wilhelmsen, 2017). In addition, securitisation is not only resting upon a particular 

context and a speech act but is also contingent upon the acceptance of the audience, 

an audience who needs to be persuaded of the measures taken by political actors 

(Balzacq, 2005, p.172), through legitimation, stressed with the language of emotion 

within rhetorical narratives of security (Van Rythoven, 2015). Indeed, through the 

analysis of the discourse post-Charlie Hebdo attacks previously examined, and the in-

depth analysis of the discourses emerging from post-V13, the role of the audience is 

theoretically framed as crucial for the legitimation of counterterrorism policies and its 

acceptance, both by CS and post-CS. This section aims to analyse the audience-

centred which helped to provide a favourable environment for the strategic process 

that securitisation embodies and in particular in regards of terrorism security issue and 

the undertaking of a war on terror: the legitimation is endogenous to the securitisation 

process (Olesker, 2018). More deeply, it demonstrates that the constructed context 

and political rhetoric not only legitimise policies but influence the audience’s perception 

of threat, and in Western hegemonic, liberal democracy powers such as France, the 

place for disagreement towards counterterrorism policies does not seem to exist 

and/or largely silenced by the strong support from audience on those policies.   

 

2.1. The theories around the concept of a successful securitisation process 

being audience-centred  

 

Throughout the first section of this study, it was demonstrated the necessity to re-

centre the securitisation analysis to the context which plays a role for the success of 
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the securitisation move. Indeed, the studies on securitisation should not be limited to 

the discourse of political leaders, who are considered, as Wilhelmsen (2017, p.178) 

argued, the “presumably dominant voices in the construction of security”. Instead of 

restricting the study of securitisation to the speech act, there is also a necessity to 

shed light on who composes the audience and what role plays by the audience on the 

acceptance of the politics of emergency to defeat terrorism.  

 

The emphasis on the necessity to refocus the audience to the securitisation process, 

while CS does not develop significantly who the audience is and what role they have 

in their so-called acceptance of policies, is widely debated, and researched in 

securitisation studies. The CS scholars, such as Buzan and Waever (2003) argued 

that “the audience is an essential aspect of shared security meanings and the 

application of security politics”, Buzan adds (1997, pp.5-28) the important aspect of 

acceptance of the representation of an issue by the audience for the success of 

securitisation, make the audience central, fundamental and essential aspect of 

securitisation acceptance, however it also excavates confusions, under-

developments, critiques and debates within the literature. The thesis demonstrates 

that there exists a discursive relationship between the securitising actor and the 

audience, for that the approach followed within this chapter merges the externalist 

approach developed by Balzacq (2005) and the post-structuralist approach detailed 

by Wilhelmsen (2017). Côté’s work (2016) encapsulates the debate around the notion 

of audience in which he summarises that the audience is for some scholars under-

developed (Williams, 2011, p.212), the idea of acceptance largely under-determined 

(Salter, 2008, p.324), confusion on who and what does the audience (Salter, 2008; 

Williams, 2011; Léonard and Kaunert, 2011; Vaughan, 2009), the negation of the 

audience by CS (Balzacq, 2005), the concept (Floyd, 2010). Côté (2016, pp.543-544) 

argues in his work that the audience has power, in comparison to what the CS 

developed. While it does not disagree with the problematic notion of audience, the 

thesis nuances his development, based on empirical analysis of the French case of 

terrorism, it illustrates that the audience, as the addressee of speech act and as the 

referent object, does not have much room to approve and/or disapprove the policies.  

 

It was demonstrated above the importance of the context which facilitates the 

construction of counterterrorism narratives by political leaders, a context which is also 
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reproduced within the discourse and emphasised with the role of emotion, collective 

fears, and danger resonating in people’s experience of insecurity (Van Rythoven, 

2015; Wilhelmsen, 2017; Fermor and Holland, 2020). Following this conceptual 

analysis, and in particular Balzacq’s (2005; 2011; 2015) argument demonstrating that 

a pragmatic approach more effectively integrates not only the context but also the 

audience. Additionally, the relationship between securitising actors and the audience 

is a discursive approach resting upon legitimation in the securitisation framework 

(notion of legitimation will be detailed in the following subsection).  

 

According to Balzacq, the internalist approach – meaning the CS theory, is limited to 

the extent that to connecting security utterances the context is a central and necessary 

feature and this same context will impact the audience’s perception of the security 

threat. Consequently, to resonate within the audience’s experience an external context 

must be detailed within discourse (Grace, 1987, pp.48-49). It thus outlines the 

connection between the audience, the discourse, and the context in the success of 

securitisation and consequently securitisation is contingent upon a perceptive 

environment (Balzacq, 2005, p.182). In the previous section, the context was 

demonstrated to play a significant role in securitisation, the post-CH and post-V13’s 

context give power to the political leaders to construct terrorism as an existential threat 

threatening the referent object. In the French context, the referent object is the Nation 

as a whole, and the Nation is defined within discourse as being the French audience. 

There is a merging of the audience and the referent object, both are constructed as 

the addressee - audience - of the speech act, the utterance of security, as well as the 

one threatened - referent object - of this constructed threat. This will be further detailed 

below, but decision-makers emphasised on the character of the attack as targeting the 

French values, the French way of life (table 4.2.1.a., pp.180-181), the essence of being 

a French (native) citizen, who are also the audience necessary to accept the 

securitisation of the terrorist threat and the employment of specific counterterrorism 

policies. Therefore, the audience needs to be convinced, words need to resonate, and 

they need to look around to identify the constructed threat of terrorism. This is exactly 

what needs to be understood when Balzacq (2005) and Sapir (1934, p.292) posit that 

security narratives are:  
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[M]arks intended to recall or direct the attention of the audience to some person 
[terrorist identity construction], object, idea [terrorism and the goal to target French way 
of life and values], event or projected activity [imminent attack, Vigipirate framework 
or surenchère]. (my emphasis) 

 

The central variable for a successful securitisation is therefore resting upon the 

influence of the securitising actor, the context and the persuasion and consumption of 

counterterrorism narratives by a specific audience (Balzacq, 2004). The post-

structuralist approach strengthens and demonstrates this idea which is compelling for 

the securitisation success. As Balzacq (2005, p.182) concludes, security utterances 

belong to a frame which is composed of textual meaning and cultural meaning creating 

a semantic repertoire of security. He demonstrates that these two combined helps to 

understand the meanings given to security, textual meaning corresponding to the 

knowledge of the concept acquired through language, either written or spoken, and 

the cultural meaning corresponds to the knowledge previously gained through past 

interactions and situations. Therefore, in the case of the French discourse, the context 

played with Charlie Hebdo attacks or even Merah case (March 2012) facilitate the 

building of frames and cultural meaning, the audience understands the security 

utterance because of their past experience but also within the discourse reproducing 

rhetoric constructions in November 2015. For instance, within the texts the threat is 

explained, constructed with linguistic figures as well as the construction of identities 

which consequently resonate within the audience’s minds.  

 

This idea of identity construction was portrayed within the post-structuralist approach 

detailed by Wilhelmsen (2017) based on an intersubjective process of securitisation. 

To understand how counterterrorism policies were accepted by the audience, there is 

a necessity to examine the construction made by political leaders, and in particular the 

identity construction. The poststructuralist scholars, or whom can be labelled as the 

second generation of the ST, shed light on this process of identity production 

emphasising the idea that the audience and the referent object identification led to the 

construction of an existential threat through the discourse, and this same existential 

threat is above the threatened referent object. Consequently, it leads to a process of 

identity construction. The very identification of an existential threat goes as well 

through the labelling of a referent object, the referent object is threatened in such a 

way that it is unfamiliar with the past. Indeed, those who are said to be targeted and 
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threatened will necessarily be described as well (Wilhelmsen, 2017) and it is an 

important insight conceptualised by the post-structuralists scholars. Derrida (1981) 

demonstrates that throughout securitisation attempts the juxtaposition between the 

threat and the threatened is not neutral, consequently is a political tool and serve 

political interest in terms of power, because one element – the referent object – will be 

valued over its opposite, meaning the threatening who is embodied by the construction 

of a securitised terrorist identity for this specific case study. Therefore, it leads to the 

dichotomy previously analysed in chapter three, the us versus them, the French (both 

audience and referent object) versus the threatening and securitised terrorist other. 

Securitisation and the measures (war, emergency powers, etc.) participates in what 

Wilhelmsen (2017) argued to be: a key engine in the production of national identity.  

 

The production of a national identity is portrayed within French political discourse firstly 

by depicting the characteristics of the referent object. The political leaders emphasised 

the description of this referent object by delineating its features, this same referent 

object leads to the construction of a French identity. Indeed, throughout discourses, 

the referent object is linked to the French identity, its values, principles, and way of life 

(c.f., table 4.2.1.b., pp.180-181). Moreover, the discourse highlighted some linguistic 

figures which demonstrate the intersubjectivity of the securitisation process detailed 

by the post-structuralist scholars, meaning the fact that the referent object identity is 

the audience’s identity as well. Indeed, the political decision-makers emphasised the 

use of possessive pronouns such as ‘ours’, ‘yours’, ‘its’, ‘her’. The use of possessive 

pronouns facilitates the language on terrorism, to persuade the audience 

understanding of how threatening terrorism is, portrayed as a collective society, each 

one of them is at risk of being killed and easy understood by the audience which such 

figures of speech. The French Nation was targeted, underlined in table 4.2.1.c., French 

citizens who are also the audience to be persuaded and to consume the 

counterterrorism narratives.  
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French original version   English translated version  

Valls, 2015, 
no.116 

‘C’est d’ailleurs l’objectif des attentats de 
vendredi, s’attaquer à notre jeunesse, à la 
culture, à ce Paris qui aime la fête, qui est vivant’ 

it is the purpose of the attacks on Friday, attack to our 
youth, to the culture, to this Paris who loves partying, 
who is alive  

‘Les compatriotes qui ont été tués dans ces 
attentats finalement vivaient une vie tout à fait 
normale, des actes de la vie normale, de la vie 
courante’ 

the compatriots who we were killed in these attacks 
were living a totally normal life, acts from normal life, 
from daily-life 

Desir, 2015, 
no.23 

‘Ce sont nos valeurs de liberté, qui une fois 
encore, sont visées’ 

it is our values of freedom, once again, which were 
targeted  

‘Nous sommes frappés ensemble’ We are attacked together 
Valls, 2015, 
no.26 

‘Notre pays, à ses valeurs’ our country, its values 

Hollande, 2015, 
no.32 

‘C’est la France qui a été agressée le 13 
novembre dernier, la France dans ce qu’elle est 
… C’est la France qui a été attaquée pour ce 
qu’elle représente, pour ce qu’elle porte, sa 
culture, sa joie de vivre mais aussi ses valeurs, 
ses principes …’  

It is France who was under attack the last 13 th of 
November, France from what she is … It is France 
who was under attack because of what she 
represents, for what she carried, to her culture, her joy 
of life but also her values and principles … 

Valls, Le Drian, 
2015, no.33 

‘Notre pays, à ce qu’il présente …’ our country, to what it demonstrates … 

Cazeneuve, 
2015, no.40 

‘Ils étaient le visage de la France’ they were the France’s face 

Hollande, 2015, 
no.43 

‘C’est parce qu’ils étaient la vie qu’ils ont été tués. 
C’est parce qu’ils étaient la France qu’ils ont été 
abattus. C’est parce qu’ils étaient la liberté qu’ils 
ont été massacrés.’ 

It is because they were representing life that they were 
killed. It is because they were representing France that 
they were manslaughterers. It is because they were 
representing freedom that they were massacred.  

‘La France n’est l’ennemie d’aucun peuple’ France is no one’s enemy  
‘Ces femmes, ces hommes, étaient la jeunesse 
de France’ 

These women, these men, they were France’s youth 
 

‘Ceux qui sont tombés le 13 novembre étaient la 
France, toute la France’ 

Those who fell on the 13th of November were France, 
France as a whole  

‘Ceux qui sont tombés, le 13 novembre, 
incarnaient nos valeurs’ 

Those who fell, on the 13th of November, embodied 
our values 

Fabius, 2015, 
no.44 

‘A ce qui fait notre pays, ce qu’il représente, c’est 
à dire sa jeunesse, sa diversité, ses lieux de vie 
et de culture, son art de vivre, ses principes 
universels qui parlent au cœur des peuples sur 
tous les continents’ 

to what makes our country, what it carries, which 
means youth, diversity, places of life and culture, its 
art de vivre, its universal principles which speak to the 
heart of everyone in all the continents 

Pellerin, 2015, 
no.22 

‘La culture, la jeunesse, le mode de vie français, 
l’essence finalement de ce qui fait notre Nation’ 

Culture, youth, French way of life, the essence of what 
makes our Nation  

‘ Qui a été mis en cause c’est le mode de vie’ what was under attacked was the way of life  
‘Mode de vie, ce sont les valeurs, c’est la 
diversité, c’est le modèle français en réalité, le 
modèle français dans son histoire, dans tout ce 
qu’il a de patrimonial mais aussi dans son 
ouverture, dans sa capacité à intégrer la mixité 
sociale, la diversité des cultures et donc c’est ça 
qui est en cause’ 

‘way of life, it is the values, it is the diversity, the 
French model in reality, the French model in its history, 
in its inheritance but also in its open minding, and its 
capacity to integrate social diversity, cultural diversity 
and it was this that was questioned 

Hollande, 2015, 
no.117 

‘Contre la France, contre les valeurs que nous 
défendons partout dans le monde, contre ce que 
nous sommes’ 

against France, against our values that we defend 
everywhere in the world, against who we are 

Hollande, 2015, 
no.118 

‘Contre notre pays, contre ses valeurs, contre sa 
jeunesse, contre son mode de vie’ 

against our country, against our values, against our 
youth, against its way of life 

Hollande, 2015, 
no.15 

‘C’est le pays tout entier qui a été attaqué, en 
raison de ce qu’il représente, des valeurs qu’il 
porte, du combat qu’il mène pour éradiquer le 
terrorisme, et tout simplement pour ce que nous 
sommes’ 

it is the country as a whole who was under attack, 
because of what it carries, to the fight it carries to 
defeat terrorism, and simply for who we are 
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‘C’est l’idée même de la France’ it is the idea of France  
‘Vise le peuple français dans sa diversité, sans 
considération d’origine, de parcours, de couleur 
ou de religion.’ 

targeting the French Nation in its diversity, without 
consideration of origin, path, colour or religion 

Hollande, 2015, 
no.18 

‘Car ce que les tueurs voulaient atteindre, 
c’est l’idée même de la France, ses valeurs, sa 
jeunesse, sa vitalité, sa culture, son art de vivre 
… les terroristes jihadistes voulaient frapper une 
société, la nôtre, la vôtre, ou l’on peut se 
rencontrer, échanger, partager, rire, faire la fête.’ 

Because this is what the terrorists wanted to target, it 
is the France’s idea, its values, its youth, its vitality, its 
culture, its art de vivre … the jihadist terrorists wanted 
to hit our society, ours, yours, where we can meet, 
share, laugh and party. 

Valls, 2015, 
no.112 

‘Nous sommes attaqués parce que nous sommes 
la France’ 

we are under attack because we are France 

Valls, 2015, 
no.21 

‘Le terrorisme a frappé la France, non pas pour 
ce qu’elle fait en Irak, en Syrie, ou au Sahel, mais 
pour ce qu’elle est.’ 

terrorism hit France, not because of what we do in 
Iraq, in Syria or in Sahel, but because of who she is. 

 

Table 4.2.1.d. The referent object identity within French discourse in November 2015  

 

The referent object identity, in this case study the whole Nation, is therefore linked to 

the French identity production. The (re)interpretation of the audience concept by 

Wilhelmsen (2017) and post-structuralist scholars emphasised this aspect by 

demonstrating the need to study how referent object identity is produced through 

securitisation and how the audience contributes to this intersubjective process. 

Furthermore, the purpose and political interest to build the referent object identity and 

the national identity is a way to legitimise policies. Consequently, it reiterates what 

Jackson (2006, p.16) demonstrates, that is, the link between identity and policies is 

one of legitimation (developed in the subsequent subsection). Indeed, the acceptance 

by the audience of the securitising attempt signifies the agreement on an issue as an 

existential threat, the issue has gained enough resonance and persuasion within the 

audience to accept and agree on the legitimacy of the policies to be undertaken. 

Hence, the success of the securitisation depends on the juxtaposition of the context, 

the securitising attempt and audience acceptance (Wilhelmsen, 2017). Nonetheless, 

the simple construction of the national identity is not enough in order to legitimate 

action undertaken by the political actors, it needs the rhetoric construction of the 

‘threatening other’ as captured in chapter three. The ‘self’ cannot be significant without 

the construction of its opposite ‘other’.  

 

The thesis proposes to nuance the power given to the audience according to Côté 

(2016). Rather, while the audience/addressee matters for the construction of the threat 

and the consumption of the policies, it is argued in this research that it is more a 
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question of political interest to shape the threat in such a way that the reception of the 

discourse is largely absorbed by the audience. That corresponds to the securitising 

actor-audience discursive relationship stated at the start of this section. There is little 

room for audience acceptance when the audience is also at the same time the referent 

object. While being a liberal democratic state, France activates the fast-track 

procedure to activate the ‘état d’urgence’ despite the political narratives targeted at 

convincing the audience, and therefore lead to a reduction of debate in parliament or 

space for deliberation legitimised by political actors as the necessity to act quickly. As 

mentioned previously, the democratic debate is reduced but if the discourse is 

constructed in such a way that it is difficult to go against it, the room for alternative 

narratives is little and/or excluded (Jackson, 2005, p.161), and subsequently, it will be 

easily accepted by the audience/addressee of the security utterances. Empirically, the 

discursive relationship between the securitising actor and the French 

audience/referent object served to support or resonate within the audience’s mind, Ifop 

(2016; 2017) conducted a few surveys highlighting the support on the survival of the 

‘état d’urgence’ post-Paris attacks rather than putting an end to it.  

 
(...) the French remain, since its establishment, extremely attached to the state of 
emergency (Ifop, 2017, my translation).  

 

The democratic debate when a securitisation process is ongoing seems rather limited 

and constrained due to the time allowed for deliberation or debates. For instance, 

French politicians engaged with the activation of emergency powers in a record-time, 

i.e., few hours post-V13, and applied for the different prorogations (c.f., Appendix 1, 

p.xxxii) in which they engaged with a fast-track procedure. Within political discourse 

itself, the idea to rule the measures related to the state of emergency in a very short 

time was amplified. For instance, at multiple time Valls (2015, no.12) urged the 

necessity to act quickly: 

 
Il faut aller vite, pour répondre à l'attente et à l'exigence des Français. Il faut aller vite, 
parce que les Français, … Il faut aller vite, …, attendant une riposte à la hauteur de 
l'attaque que nous avons subie. (Valls, 2015, no.12)  

 
We need to go fast, to answer the French demands. We need to go fast because the 
French ... We need to go fast …, are waiting for an answer which is at the same level 
of the attack that we encountered. (my translation) 
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Moreover, in French law, the fast-track procedure is a hold sway in the French 

Constitution Article 45 Alinea 2 and reduces the parliamentary debate and discussion 

for the bill of law, only one reading will be done on each chamber of the Parliament, 

composed of the Senate and the National Assembly. This engages with what Aradau 

(2004) detailed in her concept of the fast-tracking decision-making, she used the UK 

to explain her understanding of this concept. However, France is being a modern 

illustrative example of this fast-tracking decision-making, where silence and speed 

(Roe, 2012, p.252) characterised the securitisation process and therefore suspend 

democratic debate, public interference upon authoritative measures as such as the 

emergency powers activated in France, over a period of 2 years. 

 

To summarise, theoretically, the notion of ‘audience acceptance’ is significantly 

debated, criticised, and disputed within the CS itself as well as post-CS theory. While 

CT policies need to be legitimised, the ‘audience acceptance’ per se is argued in this 

chapter not to be a way for the audience to express disagreement, deliberate on the 

CT policies before their implementation, but it is rather a discursive relationship 

between the securitising actor (i.e., political actor) and the audience, who is both the 

referent object and the addressee of that security utterance. That is, while deliberation 

and debate are limited in the French context through the fast-track procedure, the 

construction and framing of the existential terrorist threat serves a political interest: 

legitimation of the measures, consumption and selling of the measures to the 

audience, as a political manoeuvre. In other words, it needs to resonate within the 

audience’s experience of insecurity/security (Burke, 1955, p.55), more than a clear 

exercise of political deliberation where they could express their disagreement.  

 

2.2. The selling of counterterrorism policies: legitimation and emotion 

narratives  

 

The selling of counterterrorism is intrinsic to the legitimation of the measures 

embedded in political narratives. Analysing the ST through the eye of the CS, the 

question of legitimacy is central in the securitisation process to be successful, as it 

provides the securitisation actor with the legitimacy to go above normal politics (Buzan 

et al., 1998, p.25) as well as it gives legitimacy to the measures and action taken by 

the securitising actors. As noted above, the relationship between the securitising actor 
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and the audience is discursive, therefore, the power of discourse to success in its 

discursive project is to legitimise the CT and narratives, though as noted by Jackson 

(2005, p.159) it is complex to measure. Olesker (2018) engages with a conceptual 

analysis of legitimation which he qualifies as endogenous to the securitisation process 

and the lack of appropriate analysis of the concept of legitimation per se. He notes 

that, and as captured in the previous sentence, securitisation therefore requires 

legitimacy of the framing to succeed in its securitising move and embody the 

securitising actor with legitimacy to act and implement measures and actions. In 

addition to the endogenous and important character of the legitimation in the 

securitisation process as an illustration of the discursive relationship between the 

securitising actor and the audience/referent object, legitimation is also dependent on 

the context the same way securitisation is context-dependent and therefore is socially 

constructed (Suchman, 1995, p.574). Legitimation and audience’s acceptance are, 

subsequently, inter-related, and participates in measuring the success of a discourse, 

that is, the significant support received from the audience/referent object to the political 

actors to act, to implement policies and measures, as Jackson (2005, p.161) and 

Balzacq (2015, p.3) both argue, without potential for support in alternative narratives 

and approaches, either silenced or marginalised, or opposition. As Burke highlights 

(1955), the sovereign, the securitising actor or the one who speaks about power needs 

to correlate her/his discourse in accordance with the audience’s experience of 

insecurity, for instance in the aftermath of a terrorist attack. Emotion narrative, 

ultimately, serves in (re)producing a national ‘Self’, but it needs to investigate how 

emotional narratives are depicted and used in the WoT discourse post-V13 attacks, if 

not strictly limited to collective fear and danger, and how the construction of national 

self-identity is facilitated through discourse. Discursive constructions need to resonate 

within the audience’s experience, convince the audience, and will serve as a political 

tool to securitise and sell policies.  

 

Emanating from the empirical analysis of the political discourse, the node of ‘emotion’ 

is quite significant and facilitated the design of a table (c.f., table 4.2.2.2.a., pp.186-

187) to register the words and sentences used to express emotion, collective fears 

and describe a context which helps the securitising actors to justify the elevation of 

this security issue above the realm of democratic politics. Thus, securitisation being 

context-dependent signifies considering a specific context to elevate a security issue 
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– such as terrorism – and this particular context provides grounds for securitisation. 

For instance, the context of terrorism in 2015 in France allows securitising actors to 

speak about securitising terrorism and engaging with exceptional powers in order to 

counter the framed existential threat. Moreover, the context is highlighted within the 

speech act when the decision-makers refer to the emotion, fear and danger relating to 

this threat. Too little attention has been paid to the role played by emotion to foster 

securitisation, and particularly to how the speech act expresses the ‘context’ and put 

into words to persuade the audience of the necessity of exceptional powers and WoT 

in the French context. Van Rythoven (2015) largely commented that this aspect was 

omitted by most of the scholars and more attention should be given to the role of 

emotion (Wilhelmsen, 2017; Fermor and Holland, 2020). Above-mentioned, the events 

of Charlie Hebdo attacks coupled with the Paris attacks in November 2015 

engendered a context constructing collective fears amongst French citizens, as a 

gradual and evolving process with occurrences of terrorist acts, the latter targeting 

French values and their way of life fostered and facilitated grounds for securitisation 

and legitimation (Van Rythoven, 2015). Consequently, the language of power is relying 

on this specific context expressed through the description of fears, emotions, and 

danger (Wilhelmsen, 2017). Indeed, decision-makers convey emotional narratives to 

justify and legitimise the elevation of terrorism as a security issue. Because the whole 

nation is threatened by a threatening other, because of the emotion emanating from 

such terrorist attacks targeting the French art de vivre, because the simple fact of being 

French means to be targeted by terrorists in terraces, concert hall and a stadium, all 

those rhetoric examples are embedded in French culture, described and the emphasis 

on the emotion is put by decision-makers.  

 

Theoretically, Van Rythoven (2015) and others (Fermor and Holland, 2020) reiterated 

the need to theorise the role that emotions play in the success of securitisation. 

However, Van Rythoven’s (2015) theory is slightly different from the IR and 

constructivist scholars to the extent that he proposes the reconstruction of 

securitisation in which emotion would serve as “the locus of an audience’s judgement 

for the practice of securitisation” (2015, p.458). Instead, constructivists and IR scholars 

would simply describe the role of emotion as helping and fostering the securitisation 

move (Crawford, 2000, p.130; Ross, 2006, p.212). To the extent of this research, the 

role of emotion facilitates the securitisation move, as constructivists emphasised, the 
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decision-makers have legitimate grounds due to the scale, target and emotion of the 

attacks justifying the measures. The context is significant, not as a single event again, 

but rather comprehended as gradual. For instance, the context of Charlie Hebdo 

attacks in January 2015 and the political narratives framed the emotion or so-called 

‘Esprit du 11 Janvier’, the emotion was depicted within discourse to accentuate the 

framing of the threat as an evolving and continuum process. In November, the War on 

Terror and the ‘état d’urgence’ embodied the countermeasures the politicians decided 

to implement. Hence, the role of emotion, the so-called “shared sadness, anger and 

disgust” (Fermor and Holland, 2020, p.63), was necessary for an audience to be 

persuaded and convinced of the necessity of the counterterrorism strategy. 

 
 

French original version  English translated version  
Valls, 2015, 
no.26 

‘Face au risque d’une surenchère de la terreur’ ; 
‘pas alimenter la peur’ ; ‘ils ont tué sans pitié’ 

facing the risk of outdo of terror’; ‘don’t tease the 
fear’; ‘they killed without remorse 

Valls, 2015, 
no.116 

‘Drame’ ; ‘le massacre’ tragedy; slaughter 

Hollande, 
2015, no.32 

‘Macabre, horrible’ macabre, horrible 

Cazeneuve, 
2015, no.19 

‘Très grande émotion nationale’ ; ‘évènements de 
vendredi l’ont montré, comme les événements 
tragiques’ 

very strong national emotion: Friday’s events 
demonstrated it, tragic events 

Valls et al., 
2015, no.11 

‘Abominable’ abominable 

Cazeneuve, 
2015, no.40 

‘Attentats qui ont frappé notre pays ont atteint un 
nouveau degré dans l’abjection’ ; le pays est 
blessé, le pays a du chagrin et il est en colère’ 

the attacks which targeted our country have 
reached a new degree of horror’; ‘the country is 
hurt; the country is grieving and is angry 

Vallaud-
Belkacem, 
2015, no.42 

‘Si nous sommes, depuis ce 13 novembre, 
bouleversés, atteints et émus, ne laissons pas ce 
déluge de haine et de violence obscurcir nos 
esprits.’ ; ‘nous la puisons dans le sanglot qui 
monte en chacune et en chacun d’entre nous.’ ; 
‘colère’ 

if we are, since this 13th of November, devastated, 
touched and sad, don’t let torrent of hatred and 
violence darken our minds; we are drawing without 
our tears which are here within every one of us; 
anger 

Hollande, 
2015, no.43 

‘Vendredi 13 novembre, ce jour que nous 
n’oublierons jamais, la France a été frappée 
lâchement’ ; ‘la Nation toute entière, ses forces 
vives, pleurent les victimes. 130 noms, 130 vies 
arrachées, 130 destins fauchés, 130 rires que 
l’on n’entendra plus, 130 voix qui a jamais se sont 
tués.’ ; ‘En cet instant si grave et si douloureux, 
ou la Nation fait corps avec elle-même, j’adresse 
en son nom notre compassion, notre affection, 
notre sollicitude, aux familles et aux proches 
réunis ici, dans ce même malheur’ ; ‘tant de 
blessés marqués à jamais, marqués dans leur 
chair, traumatisés au plus profond d’eux-
mêmes’ ; ‘pour apaiser les douleurs’ ; ‘ne 
céderons ni à la peur, ni à la haine. Et si la colère 
nous saisit, nous la mettons au service’ ; ‘car la 
France garde intacte, malgré le drame, malgré le 
sang versé, ses principes d’espérance et de 

Friday 13th of November, that day we will never 
forget it, France was cowardly attacked; ‘the entire 
Nation, its strength, is crying its victims. 130 
names, 130 lives taken away, 130 destinies taken 
away, 130 laughs that we will never heard again, 
130 voices muted for the end of time.; At this 
serious time and painful, where the Nation is 
together, I want to express my compassion, our 
affection, our concern, to the families, to the close 
ones together within this tragedy; so many 
wounded, hurt forever, hurt in their flesh, 
traumatised; to calm down the pain; don’t give in to 
the fear, to hatred. And if anger grasps us, use it; 
Because France is keeping, despite the tragedy, 
despite the blood, its principles of hope and 
tolerance; We all have been moved; despite the 
tears 
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tolérance.’ ; ‘ L’épreuve nous a tous meurtris’ ; 
‘malgré les larmes’ 

Fabius, 2015, 
no.44 

‘Les attentats de Paris ont été un choc pour 
l’Europe entière’ ; ‘ la France pleure ses morts’ 

‘Paris attacks were a shock for Europe; France is 
crying over the dead 

Cazeneuve, 
2015, no.113 

‘Auprès de nos compatriotes si durement touchés 
dans leur chair et dans leur cœur. C’est aussi 
grâce à eux que la France est et restera debout.’ 

next to our citizens moves within their flesh and 
hearts. It is also thanks to them that France will 
stand up 

Pellerin, 2015, 
no.22 

‘Malgré le chagrin qui est encore là, la douleur qui 
est encore présente’ 

despite grief which is still here, the pain which is 
still here 

Valls, 2015, 
no.12 

‘La colère, les angoisses, les peurs’ anger, anxiety, fear 

CM, 2015, 
no.111 

‘Deuil national’ national period of mourning 

Hollande, 
2015, no.115 

‘Il y a de nombreux blessés, des blessés graves, 
des blessés choqués, choqués par ce qu’ils ont 
vu’, ‘choses atroces’, ‘émotion infinie’ ; ‘drame et 
de cette tragédie’ 

there are many wounded, serious wounded, 
wounded who are shocked, shocked because of 
what they saw; horrible things; endless emotion; a 
disaster and this tragedy 

Hollande, 
2015, no.117 

‘Le chagrin, la détresse, le pays est dans la 
peine’ ; ‘Dans cette période si douloureuse, si 
grave, si décisive’ ; ‘la France est forte et même 
si elle peut être blessée elle se lève toujours et 
rien ne pourra l’atteindre même si le chagrin nous 
assaille’ 

the grief, distress, the country is in pain; Within this 
painful period, serious and so decisive; France is 
strong and even if she is wounded, she always 
stands up and nothing can damage this, even if we 
are grieving 

Hollande, 
2015, no.118 

‘Deuil’ ; ‘innocents qui sont morts fauchés’, ‘peine 
la plus inconsolable’ ; ‘qui ont été touchés, 
blessés, traumatisés par cette terrible attaque’ 

mourning: innocents killed; the most inconsolable 
pain; who are moved, wounded, traumatised by 
this terrible attack 

Cazeneuve, 
2015, no.119 

‘Attaques abjectes qui ont ensanglanté’ despicable attacks which caused bloodshed 

Hollande, 
2015, no.15 

‘Ville martyre, mais ville lumière’ ; ‘chagrin’ ; 
‘attentats ont ensanglanté’ ; ‘l’émotion est 
immense. La colère l’est tout autant. Chacune, 
chacun d’entre nous éprouve un sentiment 
intense de compassion pour les victimes des 
attentats, et en même temps, une 
exigence d’action pour voir mis hors d’état de 
nuire les auteurs et les commanditaires de ces 
crimes’ ; ‘dès la nuit du drame, de la tragédie’ 

martyrdom city, but city of lights; grief; attacks 
causing bloodshed; the emotion is huge. The anger 
is at the same level. Every one of us is sharing a 
feeling of compassion for the victims of these 
attacks, at the same time, ask to act to put away 
those authors and backers of those crimes; since 
that tragic night, tragedy 

Cazeneuve, 
2015, no.17 

‘Attentats terribles qui ont frappé Paris le 13 
novembre’ 

terrible attacks which hit Paris on the 13th of 
November 

Hollande, 
2015, no.18 

‘Lâche et abject attentat qui a eu lieu dans mon 
pays vendredi soir’ ; ‘face à la terreur, nous 
voulons marquer notre attachement 
indestructible à la liberté et au dialogue des 
cultures’ ; ‘après l’émotion et le deuil’ ; ‘elle qui a 
été meurtrie, blessée’ 

coward and despicable attack which occurred 
within my country on Friday night; in front of the 
terror, we want to show our indestructible link with 
freedom, and the cultural dialogue; after the 
emotion and the mourning; her, who was hurt, 
wounded 

Valls, 2015, 
no.20 

‘Dans des conditions d’une violence incroyable’ within unbelievable conditions of violence 

Valls, 2015, 
no.112 

‘La France est en deuil, j’ai envie de dire 
d’ailleurs, le monde est en deuil.’ ; ‘après ces 
jours terribles’ 

France is mourning, I want to say, the world is 
mourning’; ‘after those horrible days 

Valls, 2015, 
no.21 

‘Des mises à mort à l’arme automatique et avec 
une bombe. Enfin, dans la salle de concert du 
Bataclan : un massacre’ ; ‘balayées, sans 
aucune pitié’ ; ‘souffrent dans leur chair’ ; 
‘imagination macabre’ 

killing people with automatic weapons and a bomb. 
Last, within the concert hall Bataclan: a massacre.; 
sweep away, without remorse; suffering within their 
flesh; macabre minds 

 
Table 4.2.2.2.b. The narrative of emotion in French political discourse in November 2015  
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By using such language, the politicians described the threat of terrorism with a 

language that facilitates the understanding of what is this security issue for the 

audience. As constructivist scholars would argue, emotions are more salient in times 

of urgency, and this case study emphasised this idea (Crawford, 2000, p.130; Ross, 

2006; p.212). The use of emotions in security rhetoric narratives legitimise the 

depiction of a threat, in times of urgency, creating collective fears and grief, a security 

issue that the Nation (referent object and addressee of the speech act in this case-

study) needs to fear and thus requiring counterterrorism policies and selling those 

policies which might not be accepted under normal circumstances. The use of emotion 

also serves to some extent political interest, and therefore plays a central role to the 

construction of security (Ross, 2006). This is what argued Van Rythoven (2015) 

portraying emotions and fears as crucial features of security politics which are not 

simply linguistic figures in a discourse, but play a role and construct realities, and are 

an integral part of the dynamics of a securitisation move.  

 

From the analysis of the French political discourse, emotional narratives also serve 

the (re)production of polarised identities and in particular a national self-identity, a ‘we’. 

To create a common and collective experience of suffering, political actors change 

their ordinary discourse by replacing the everyday discourse in peacetime to powerful 

wording of emotions shared by the ‘us’ inflicted by the ‘them’ (Jackson, 2005) to 

purposely accentuate the collective fear induced by the attacks and therefore 

impacting the future. The emphasis on danger and therefore on the collective fear 

emanating from the ‘attentat’ creates security politics of fear (Mueller and Stewart, 

2021) amplified by political actors. Reflecting on Campbell’s argument (1992, p.55), 

identities are crucial components for security policies, it will be argued that the 

construction of danger participates in the construction of the threat of terrorism and at 

the elevation of terrorism as a securitised issue. Campbell (1998) adds that danger 

goes above a notion of boundary of time and space, it enforces the feeling of fear and 

danger that the targeted community is threatened by a ‘suspect community’ (c.f., 

chapter three). Consequently, it helps construct a sense of ‘we-ness’ and ‘we’ is 

intrinsic to the understanding of what ‘we’ fear (Campbell, 1998, pp.73-91). Danger is 

not an external condition, it helps constitute a national self-identity, because ‘we’ 

express fear with terrorism, highly influenced by national security politics and WoT 

discourse. Mueller and Stewart (2021) identifies the politics of fear and danger has a 
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political manoeuvre to serve the overreaction and employ excess CT measures. 

Wilhelmsen discusses the danger component of security politics and securitising 

move, she argues that the construction and representation of the threat is in a different 

scale depending on the “degrees of danger and otherness attached to them” (2017, 

p.179). That is, she connects identities and danger representations by strengthening 

on the Otherness, otherness implies we-ness, because differentiation cannot exclude 

the juxtaposed Other, difference is a prerequisite for identity (Campbell, 1998), and 

danger therefore helps the identity construction. Otherness post-V13 is expressed 

from the depiction of the ‘enemy within’ – the homegrown terrorist – strengthening the 

discourse on fear, danger, and emotion. The securitising actor deconstructs attacks 

by employing the horror/fear semantic field with the aim of detailing to the French 

audience the character of the attack, attacks which are labelled as exceptional and 

existential, to entail the gravity and the horror that these attacks provoked within the 

state. Those rhetorical constructions strengthening on the emotion and fear participate 

in diffusing and exacerbate (Mueller and Stewart, 2021) fear within the Nation with the 

purpose of convincing the audience’s understanding and importance of the attacks 

and, subsequently, legitimising the countermeasures.  

 

However, the analysis requires to go further as discourse is not only limited to 

emotional narratives through the depiction of a collective fear seeking to produce a 

‘we’ but also engage with the purpose to create a “shared experience of 

suffering”. Fermor and Holland (2020, p.63) emphasise the importance of specific 

emotional narratives, particularly “the appeal to the audience's shared sadness, anger, 

and disgust” as pivotal for the securitisation success and/or failure which the analysis 

extends to the argument of identities construction. The narrative of emotion (Balzacq, 

2005), horror (Huysmans, 1998) and fear (Hansen, 2006; Abrahamsen, 2005; Aradau, 

2004) in political discourse plays a significant role in the securitisation of the threat of 

terrorism as a security issue and its success (Van Rythoven, 2015) but success is not 

strictly limited to these types of emotional narratives. The shared experience of 

suffering is significant in building the emotional narratives and reception by the 

audience. Emotional narratives do not only serve and help the securitisation process 

but also the construction of polarised identities and, as mentioned, the construction of 

a national self-identity. Indeed, the emotion is depicted as something that the French 

all experienced and shared, not individually but collectively. The French political actors 
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emphasise on the ordeal of the terrorist acts, on the values targeted, and how the ‘we’, 

‘the Nation’, the ‘Republic’ is being the threat of terrorist attacks to build a collective 

sense of suffering in the emotional narratives, adding to the ‘collective fear’ it becomes 

the ‘collective suffering’. The empirical research proposes to differ the collective fear 

concept and the ‘common shared experience of suffering’ as expressed differently in 

political discourse. Moreover, they add an emphasis on how France is wounded by 

these attacks, not only the victims are injured, wounded or mourning, but France, using 

pronouns such as ‘we’, ‘our’, ‘us’ to amplify this aspect on shared emotional narratives. 

The appeal to powerful emotions, the so-called “shared sadness, anger and disgust” 

(Fermor and Holland, 2020, p.63) was necessary for an audience to be persuaded and 

convinced of the necessity of the CT strategy. The role of emotion playing a central 

part in the construction of identities is neglected in terrorism research. The analysis of 

post-Charlie Hebdo attacks combined with post-V13 attacks contributes to this aspect 

and necessity to theorise the role played by emotions not necessarily limited to the 

securitising process and move (Van Rythoven, 2015) but as well as the identity 

(re)production. 

 

As Jackson (2005) argues, political actors have a political interest in demonstrating 

that terrorism is an existential threat to legitimise measures. To extend his argument, 

those narrative constructions, as in polarised identities, emotions, danger, existential 

threat, and ‘attentat’, constitute a political interest, deliberately (re)created and 

(re)produced to satisfy a political discursive strategy on the threat construction of 

terrorism as well as legitimising the counterterrorism measures. Therefore, it helps 

decision-makers to construct and identify a clear national self-identity strengthened by 

the language of emotion and danger, and not strictly limited to the existential threat 

narrative, argues Jackson (2005). If a threat targets ‘our’ nationality and way of life 

then the delineation of emotion, of wording such as ‘attentat’, helps spread fear and 

construct this national self-identity experiencing a collective ‘sadness’. Political actors 

do not need or do not have any political interest outside a threatened environment to 

legitimise policies as in counterterrorism policies implementation that curtail civil 

liberties and freedoms. Therefore, the appeal to identities has also a political interest, 

security politics cannot be built without the appeal to identities (Campbell, 1998), 

representing a facilitator in building security politics. Stretching this argument to 

terrorism field, identities help the threat construction by political actors, facilitated and 
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strengthened with the appeal to emotional narratives representing the danger, 

‘attentat’, shared sadness, and call for unity. Wording of ‘attentat’ and the idea of 

danger (Raflik, 2019) in addition to the emphasis and description of the shared emotion 

(Van Rythoven, 2015; Wilhelmsen, 2017) are considered as facilitators to enable 

political actors to (re)create, (re)produce and (re)construct a national Self threatened 

by a terrorist ‘other’. 

 

To conclude, drawing on a specific context and emotion rhetorical narratives of 

security, the goal is to persuade and manipulate the audience of the existential threat 

and therefore on the legitimation of the measures taken and sought to be implemented 

to defeat terrorism. Thus, the approach given by the Copenhagen School is neglecting 

the context which is argued in this research to be compelling for the success of 

securitisation. As Balzacq (2005) proposes, there is a need to revise the initial 

approach by integrating security into the political discourse relying on a specific 

context which will impact the audience. Indeed, it was demonstrated that there exists 

a discursive relationship between the securitising actor and the audience, which also 

embodies the referent object in the French case study. The mere speech act is not 

effective to persuade the audience of an existential threat, securitisation is a dynamic 

and gradual process which rests upon a particular context. Throughout table 4.2.2.2.c. 

(pp.186-187) it can be observed a tendency from the decision-makers to relate on the 

fear and emotion to construct identities, in particular the French identity (e.g., Fabius, 

2015, no.44; Hollande, 2015, no.43; Cazeneuve, 2015, no.19). This resort to the 

construction of identities supports the selling of counterterrorism policies, by 

rhetorically constructing a French identity within the discourse against a threatening 

other, i.e., the terrorists (c.f., chapter three) as imbricated into the politics of fear and 

danger (Mueller and Stewart, 2021).  

 

Conclusion on the unprecedented threat calling for securitisation  

 

The chapter had for main objective to examine how the threat of terrorism was framed 

in November 2015 post-Paris attacks, and how it evolved into what is qualified as a 

continuum, evolving, gradual, and dynamic development in this research. Through an 

in-depth critical discourse analysis, it was demonstrated that there exists within French 
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political discourse a progressive evolution of the securitising language: from a non-

existential threat to existential threat framing post-V13. It enshrines the chapter in a 

critique of the Copenhagen School theory on the securitisation framework (Buzan et 

al., 1998) which failed to broaden the securitisation process within a particular context 

(Balzacq, 2005; 2011), embedding their approach in a language-heavy approach 

(McDonald, 2012), merely resting upon a logic of exception (Bourbeau, 2014). It 

underlined the structural and epistemological challenges of ST by engaging with a 

post-Copenhagen School.  

 

In a first section, it was demonstrated the context-dependence of the securitisation 

framework, as a co-constitutive element with audience. While it did not neglect the role 

of discourse and ‘speech act’, it broadened the analysis to better integrate the context, 

as an evolving and continuous process, that is following a contextual approach. 

Instead of only limiting the analysis to the ‘terrorist event’ and/or ‘high points’ 

(Bourbeau, 2014) to a single illocutionary speech act following a logic of exception, it 

was demonstrated that securitisation should be investigated as a gradual process 

within which the threat shifted from non-existential to existential pre/post-V13 within a 

broader context, and an intertextual set of discourses corresponding to a logic of 

exception as it was examined the moment where political actors framed the threat as 

unprecedented and existential calling upon the activation of emergency powers. 

Securitisation is not one utterance by one actor but is produced over time through 

multiple texts which represent something as an existential threat: from a securitised 

terrorist other from the outside to the inside. Additionally, the emergency powers are 

made an essential element of the CS theory on securitisation to respond to the 

existential threat, as a success measurement. However, it was demonstrated that it is 

rather combined with a logic of routine, a dynamic development – in particular in the 

subsequent chapter – which significantly rest upon a context pre-V13 and post-V13, 

to examine the progressive securitising language by starting with the securitised 

terrorist other (c.f., chapter three). Following Floyd (2016)’s work, emergency powers 

are not an essential criterion for the success of existential threat, rather in the French 

case study are based in a colonial legacy as a survival, and therefore necessitate to 

be explored from an issue-specific and a context rather than as a general measure for 

the call of successful securitisation process. As mentioned, this approach is not 

intending to undermine the work made by the Copenhagen School but is a 
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(re)conceptualisation to broaden the understanding and research of the securitisation 

framework argued to be narrow (Ciuta, 2009), Eurocentric, and westernised (Bilgin, 

2010; 2011; Howell and Richter-Montpetit, 2019) and to contribute to post-

Copenhagen approach.  

 

In a second section, it investigated the criterion of ‘audience’ in the French context. By 

merging the externalist approach developed by Balzacq (2005) and the post-

structuralist approach developed by Wilhelmsen (2017), it demonstrated that there 

exists, first and foremost, a discursive relationship between the securitising actors (i.e., 

political actor) and the audience. As captured, it did not neglect the role of the so-

called ‘speech act’, rather the analysis broadened this concept to include an 

intertextual set of discourses, taken into their context to encapsulate the political 

narratives emerging (Roe, 2008; Salter, 2011). Through the analysis of discourse, the 

thesis also defined who composes the audience, by adding that the audience needs 

to be analysed within the context in which discourse is produced. For the French case 

study, the audience is a combination of both the addressee of the speech act and/or 

the utterances of security and the referent object threatened by terrorism. 

Subsequently, when discussing the legitimation of the securitisation framework, those 

elements enable the argument that 1) the securitising actor and the audience are 

linked through a discursive relationship because 2) through discourse and political 

narratives the securitising actor will attempt to legitimise the measures, the framing of 

existential threat, and legitimise its power to act (Jackson, 2005). Indeed, following a 

contextual approach allows to investigate how endogenous legitimation is to the 

securitisation framework (Olesker, 2018), not necessarily as a democratic exercise 

with deliberation and debate, but as a way to sell counterterrorism policies, and/or 

silenced and/or marginalised additional alternatives. For that, discourse is core, 

political actors sell policies and actions through various narratives, as the ‘existential 

threat’ narratives, but also for the consumption and reception of CT measures, they 

construct the discourse around emotional narratives and shared identity/suffering (Van 

Rythoven, 2015; Fermor and Holland, 2020). To facilitate the consumption of 

securitising language, the binary construction between self and other was used and 

constructed throughout French political discourse. Political actors stressed the 

national identity and constructed it in opposition with a radical other (c.f., chapter 
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three). All those aspects facilitate progressive securitisation and therefore led to the 

consumption, acceptance and selling of counterterrorism policies.  
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Chapter 5: The framing of the terrorist threat post-Paris attacks: 
from a 3-month application of exceptional powers to its 

normalisation 
 

___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Introduction  

 

The aim of this chapter is to draw on the crystallisation of emergency powers and 

normalisation of the state of exception widening the scope of the axis of risk, threat, 

and vulnerability. It, therefore, strengthens the French case study’s analysis on the 

securitisation process of the terrorist threat to contribute to the post-Copenhagen 

approach and more broadly to Terrorism Studies scholarship in a second order of 

critique, that is, on the impossibility to desecuritise from a decolonial perspective. The 

chapter showcases the analysis undertaken on the delineating and the framing of the 

threat of terrorism in the aftermath of November 2015 to the enactment of the bill 

Strengthening Homeland Security and the fight against Terrorism (SILT bill)10 in 

October 2017. That is, it examines the evolving frames delineating the threat of 

terrorism as a permanent issue, shifting the narratives from exceptional and 

unprecedented threat of terrorism to a routinisation of exceptional powers and 

securitisation of the everyday life in France. The chapter seeks to demonstrate how 

continuity, and in particular colonial and temporal continuities, undermines the notion 

of exceptionality of traditional ST taught by the Copenhagen School.   

 

As detailed in the preceding chapter, the state of exception was declared by the former 

President Hollande and implemented in France on the night of the 13th-14th of 

November 2015 following the Paris attacks. On the 20th of November, the Parliament, 

via the ‘fast-tracked legislation procedure’,11 enacted and amended the Law of 1955 

on the state of exception and exceptional powers, extending the original 12 days of 

application to a 3-month state of exception. In the previous chapters, it was discussed 

how, through hegemonic discourse, the decision-makers securitised the threat of 

terrorism, that is, through the language of exceptional and unprecedented threat of 

terrorism (c.f., chapter four) and the securitisation of the terrorist radical other (c.f., 

 
10 SILT: Loi renforçant la Sécurité Intérieure et la Lutte contre le Terrorisme.   
11 From the French translation ‘procédure accélérée’. 
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chapter three). It challenged the securitisation framework taught by the Copenhagen 

School by demonstrating that securitisation framework, in the French context, does 

not only rests upon an illocutionary and performative speech act and one single event 

which would lead to securitisation. The securitisation of the terrorist issue is 

demonstrated to be a co-constitutive process embedded in a specific context, on the 

selling of powers via the language of power and on the audience for acceptance and 

legitimation - as a continuum and evolving process. On the emergency powers 

component, the analysis of French case study demonstrates that the implementation 

of emergency powers is not a sine qua non condition for a successful securitisation of 

a security threat, whereas it depends on a terrorist context taken as a whole, which 

justified the analysis of the discourse post-CH, post-V13 and the following attacks until 

October 2017.  

 

The analysis of securitisation of the terrorist threat in the French context is deepened 

in this chapter due to the nature of the case study and the frames given by the political 

discourse. Indeed, instead of a desecuritisation - processes in which decision-makers 

would downgrade or cease to treat something as an existential threat to a valued 

referent object and reduce or stops calling for exceptional measures to deal with the 

threat (Buzan and Waever, 2003, cited in Coskun, 2008, p.405) - the French political 

discourse on CT measures and threat of terrorism framing engage with a process 

labelled the ‘normalisation of the exception’ in this thesis. It is intrinsically linked to the 

concepts of urgency, temporality and emergency being undermined by the 

routinisation of the exceptional powers and constructed by the political actors. Hence, 

this chapter will engage with the routinisation of emergency powers, and the concept 

of urgency versus normalcy, that is, the production and construction of times. It has 

for purpose to challenge the concept of desecuritisation intrinsically linked to the 

definition made by the Copenhagen School which perceives a successful 

securitisation only related to the activation of emergency and exceptional powers and 

seeks to desecuritise the issue in a strictly limited time. Moreover, not only does the 

emergency powers uncovers an ongoing application, a routinisation and a 

normalisation of exceptional powers, but also excavate a colonial legacy on its 

application which strengthens the argument of ‘continuum’ and evolving process rather 

than a ‘single moment’ perceived as a ‘rupturing moment’ between the past and 

present and ‘single performative speech act’ (Vergès, 2019; Lambert, 2021). The 
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colonial continuum demonstrated with the application of emergency powers will 

strengthen the argument underpinned in this chapter, that is, the impossibility to 

desecuritise. There is a need to decolonise the securitisation process and framework, 

and the analysis of counterterrorism measures, looking at the French case study. As 

Barkawi (2016) notes, the decolonial approach suggests critiquing the ways in which 

Eurocentric ideas and historiographies have informed social and political thought 

categories, which the thesis argues to be deeply embedded in the securitisation 

process as a Western and Eurocentric concept.  

 

The chapter is structured in two sections: one dedicated to the analysis of the political 

discourse and the framing of the terrorist threat as a continuum process in November 

2015. It will delve into the analysis of the justification made by decision-makers to 

activate the state of emergency in the first place, how those measures were delineated 

and justified resting upon the emergency paradigm and the construction of time. Based 

on critical discourse analysis, it underpins engaging with the debate around the notion 

of ‘temporality’. Indeed, first framed as an exceptional and unprecedented threat 

requiring the activation of emergency powers, portrayed as a radical discontinuity 

between the past and the present, the very nature of terrorism calls for different 

measures than temporal and exceptional powers, the threat is not deemed to 

disappear (Hollande, 2015, no.118). Hence, the first section will engage with the notion 

of temporal versus atemporal; exceptional versus a long war on terror, portrayed in 

the top-down discourse analysis. The temporal space matters when discussing the 

application of emergency powers in the French context of the ‘état d’urgence’. The 

second section will draw on the analysis of the extensions of the emergency powers 

after the 3-month application period justified in November 2015. It leads to questioning 

the emergency paradigm, the delineation and framing of the terrorist threat by the 

French officials into a long phenomenon which required the extensions of temporary 

measures so-called ‘état d’urgence’ to atemporal counterterrorism policy. The analysis 

of the depiction of the terrorist threat will engage within a macro-debate between 

desecuritisation and routinisation of the exceptional powers. The analysis will suggest 

that the return to the status quo or normal politics and democratic realm is not possible 

with a long-term phenomenon such as the threat of terrorism. Desecuritisation will be 

investigated in the second part of this chapter in relation to the depiction of the threat 

of terrorism in French political discourse, taking into consideration the extensions of 
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emergency powers and the context in which it occurs argued to represent a continuum, 

a lineage, a colonial legacy. The very evolving nature of terrorism suggests the 

impossibility to desecuritise the threat of terrorism and questions the emergency 

paradigm, as decision-makers tend to amend exceptional powers to atemporal 

exceptional measures which renders the emergency paradigm obsolete and is 

significant to engage with the notion of temporality when dealing with and constructing 

terrorism in political rhetoric. Therefore, the chapter is dedicated to the analysis of the 

evolution of the delineation of the terrorist threat from unprecedented to an ongoing 

and permanent; from an exception to normalised exceptions.12 

 

1. The French hegemonic discourse on terrorism: the construction 

of an exceptional and securitised threat  

 

In trying to demonstrate the impossibility to desecuritise the threat of terrorism due to 

its evolving framing by political actors, and its normalisation, it signifies engaging with 

and deconstructing the discursive notion of ‘temporality’ and ‘urgency’ in a first 

instance. By thus uncovering the origins of emergency powers and exposing the 

(re)emergence of colonial legacy, it suggests the coloniality of counterterrorism 

powers which needs to be investigated from a decolonial perspective, rather lacking 

in the securitisation debate. The aim is to understand and examine the political 

discourse which constructs the threat of terrorism, and more specifically this section 

aims at investigating the notion of temporality to legitimise the emergency powers. 

That is, it suggests examining the political rhetorical constructions of the ‘rupturing 

moment’ which would frame Paris attacks as the securitising moment (which the thesis 

nuances), it also signifies examining the ‘temporal linearity’ with the colonial legacy 

embedded in the fight against terrorism in France through the extensions of 

emergency powers, and lastly the normalisation of the exceptional as ‘timelessness’ 

as the expression of coloniality. The French case study is significant when engaging 

with the nexus of urgency and temporality; long-lasting, and continuum. The objective 

is to analyse the evolution of the delineation of the securitised threat of terrorism which 

 
12 Exceptions in plural really matters for this analysis, as the analysis of the French case study uncovers 
the various declarations of emergency powers in the aftermath of Paris attacks in November 2015, from 
one exception - that is Paris attacks - to exceptions - that is the following attacks post-Paris attacks, up 
until October 2017.  
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necessitates the activation of the state of emergency according to the executive and 

legislative powers to its normalisation. To that end, this section is limited to the analysis 

of the framing in November 2015 and the following 3-month application of emergency 

powers to engage with the emergency powers origins, the discursive construction of 

temporality and its various shapes, the continuum and the importance of political 

language and context.  

 

1.1. The emergency paradigm: an overview of the historical application of 

emergency powers and the notion of temporality 

 

The exceptional powers are deeply embedded in French political culture, exhibiting a 

colonial history or ‘continuum colonial’ through its contemporary usage:  

 

… this heavy phenomenon by its long duration and its relentless contemporary 
persistence lies … in the imposition of the state of emergency wherever it was and 
remains a tool of repression of state power. (Guenif-Souilamas, in Lambert, 2021, p.19, 
my translation) 

 

1.1.1. The colonial origins of emergency powers  

 

The state of exception takes its origins in the French Revolution when revolutionaries 

suspended the Constitution in face of great danger, or at least underlined the 

possibility to do so (Agamben, 2005, p.2). Codaccioni (2015) explains that within this 

context of exception, governments tend to monopolise the powers on the name of 

state’ self-defence and public order to implement exceptional measures to eradicate 

those threats which target the Nation, the Republic, the State.  

 

The exception, in law, belongs to French republican history and in France there is a 
great tradition to resort to exceptional justice. (Codaccioni, 2015, p.7, my translation)  

 

Not only does the state of exception originate from the French Revolution, but the 

emergency powers as applied post-Paris attacks originated from the Algerian War 

within the Law of 1955 no.55-385.13 As captured in chapter three, the post-Charlie 

Hebdo attacks’ political discourse underlined the construction of the ‘terrorist radical 

other’ by decision-makers, from an orientalist perspective, demarcating the ‘us’ from 

 
13 Law no.55-385, 3rd of April 1955 relating to the emergency powers or so called ‘état d’urgence’ 
https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/jorf/id/JORFTEXT000000695350  

https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/jorf/id/JORFTEXT000000695350
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the ‘them’ which impact the French Muslims. It only focused on the constructed and 

securitised identity of the terrorist other and critiqued this framing from a decolonial 

and critical orientalist perspective. Moreover, not only does the discourse on terrorism 

constructs an external terrorist other, but also excavate a colonial matrix of power and 

structures of counterterrorism strategy. The thesis argues that and resting upon 

Quijano’s work (2000; 2007), race is significant when reflecting on the application of 

emergency powers in France.14 The hypothesis underlines for this chapter seeks to 

demonstrate the colonial legacy of the national French counterterrorism measures 

embodied by emergency powers, the impact it has on a desecuritised approach, or 

lack thereof, and what is labelled by Quijano (2000) coloniality of power. Hence, the 

securitisation process needs to be examined from a decolonial perspective, not 

analysed as a ‘top priority’ in the discipline. Nonetheless, the research does not 

undermine nor neglect the literature which undertook decolonising work on the 

securitisation framework, in mentioning and criticising its western origins (Wilkinson, 

2007; Bilgin, 2010; 2011; Howell and Ritcher-Montpetit, 2019), but the in-depth 

analysis of colonial legacy is, somehow, missing or not dominant. It also represents 

the originality and the contribution of the French case, as the link between colonial 

legacy and the contemporary usage of emergency powers under the state of exception 

is underlined through this analysis. 

 

Before delving into the analysis of political discourse on emergency powers, the 

understanding of colonial continuum and colonial legacy require some explanation. It 

suggests an historical continuity between the colonial period (colonisation) and the 

following one (Lambert, 2021, p.42), referring to a period and a movement. The 

distinction between colonisation and colonialism/coloniality is essential (Ekeh, 1983) 

and the latter is explained as a movement, a process that perpetuates in the social 

structures, powers and social formations emanating from colonisation. Colonisation is 

defined as a moment, a period (Vergès, 2019, pp.27-28). A concrete example is the 

emergency powers or so-called ‘état d’urgence’ as a ‘survival’ from the French colonial 

empire (Vergès, 2019, p.18). Therefore, the notion of time is significant when 

 
14 To go further on the radicalised, securitised terrorist other identity construction and combine to what 
I demonstrate in chapter three, I dedicate a book chapter on the terrorist identity analysed through a 
decolonial lens within a French context, I underscore through this book chapter how race is significant 
in the framing of the terrorist other – coloniality of structures, language, and powers – forthcoming.  
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examining the political discourse, as well as the application of exceptional powers, 

justified by the political actors to be implemented in a strictly limited timeframe, which, 

in reality, is extended, duplicated, reproduced, sustained, and embedded in an 

historical colonial lineage and continuum. As Mignolo (2011) underscores, coloniality 

and modernity are interlinked. While the purpose here is not to go into depth on the 

application of emergency measures, that is, each measures undertaken such as 

surveillance, house arrests, etc.,15 the thesis seeks to illustrate the continuum of the 

colonial matrix, the coloniality of power and structure, but not only in terms of the state 

of emergency. That is, it also investigates its continuity of application, the interpretation 

and usage of wording ‘exceptional’, ‘temporal’ to extensions, the evolution of the 

framing of the threat, normalised and therefore underpins an impossibility to 

desecuritise. Indeed, the analysis of emergency powers for the case of terrorism will 

underscore that the ‘état d’urgence’ sheds light on colonial or colonial-inspired 

governance process which are still continuously used, what is labelled here a colonial 

legacy and contemporary form of colonialism.  

  

The Law of 1955 was created within the context of the Algerian War, following a series 

of terrorist attacks by the Front de Libération Nationale Algérien in November 1954 

and gave birth to what is called: ‘le régime d’état d’urgence’ – regime of the state of 

emergency. The Algerian War and context constitute the matrix of usage of 

exceptional powers, as the key point (Codaccioni, 2015, pp.14-15). The law of 1955 

found its explanation on giving a legal framework to measures used by the police and 

the military powers at that time without invoking the ‘état de siège’ - article 7 of the 

Constitution of 1946 - as it will attribute all the powers to the military and would have 

suggested a declaration of war, which was never an option for the French state at that 

time as Algeria was colonised by the French, and therefore part of the French territory 

as a French département (Lambert, 2021, p.72). Empirically, and reflecting upon 

historical settings of those emergency powers, French decision-makers declared the 

state of emergency for four examples culminating to eight declarations of emergency 

powers, since the promulgation of the Law of 1955. That is, activated 3 times during 

 
15 It is also very much context-dependent, the state of emergency can take various forms, last for a 

different amount of time, and be applied differently. Types of measures applied are house raids, house 
arrests, internal camps, curfew, surveillance, searches, Sentinelle forces, prison, filing, etc. For further 
depth, please refer to Lambert’s book (2021). For instance, the longest application of the state of 
emergency was during the War in Algeria (769 days) and the threat of terrorism post-V13 (717 days).  
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the Algerian War context and its creation (1955 in Algeria;16 then in France Metropole 

in 1958;17 and 1961-196218), during the revolt against colonial powers in France’s 

Outre Mer territory, that is Kanaky also known as Nouvelle Calédonie (1985)19, Wallis 

and Futuna (1986)20, and the Polynesian archipelago and the Iles du Vent a Ma’ohi 

Nui (1987)21, during the riots in the French quartiers populaires (2005-2006)22, last for 

the case of Islamic terrorism post-V13 (2015-2017). There exists a pattern in the 

application of emergency powers, essentially, it targets a racialised other (whether 

external or internal, from outside or inside), to tackle a disorder among the Nation 

which occurs within the territory, where territory needs to be understood as a physical 

‘space’ (Lambert, 2021). Nonetheless, over the various applications, there is 

subsequently a reproduction and sustainability of colonial powers, language, and 

structures of the emergency powers. Not only does the emergency powers excavate 

coloniality of powers and structures, but the temporal ‘space’ constructed by political 

actors is also a (re)production and survival from the past, there exists a pattern in the 

French application of emergency and exceptional powers or the so-called ‘état 

d’urgence’.  

 

The state of exception has been applied in various historical colonial contexts, in which 

the Algerian War is the pioneer and starting example, and is entrenched to ordinary 

law today (c.f., SILT bill 2017). Indeed, some cycles of emergency powers, on their 

radical approach towards the constructed enemy and their length, participate therefore 

to the routinisation, normalisation, and survival of the state of exception or at least 

measures of this same state of exception underlined Codaccioni on her analysis of the 

juridical system around the question of emergency powers (2015). Therefore, it 

illustrates the coloniality of a legal measure (Lambert, 2021, p.136), it excavates the 

inheritance of these measures from the colonial period and decolonisation, replicated 

in the post-colonial era, which needs to be examined from a decolonial approach, that 

is deconstructing the coloniality of power and structures (Vergès, 2017, p.26). While it 

 
16 On the 31st of March 1955 - for a period of 6 months on certain part of Algeria.  
17 On the 16th of May 1958 - for a period of 3 months in French metropolitan area. 
18 On the 22nd of April 1961 to the 31st of May 1963 - for a period of 769 days. 
19 On the 12th of January 1985 to the 30th of June 1985.  
20 On the 29th of October 1986.  
21 On the to the 24th of October 1987 to the 5th of November 1987.  
22 On the 8th of November 2005 to the 4th of January 2006.  
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is significant for terrorism studies literature to indicate how CT powers are embedded 

in colonial survival, by western and hegemonic states, the analysis of the état 

d’urgence and its colonial settings is left under-explored and/or ignored.  

 

While the traditional securitisation framework taught by the Copenhagen School was 

argued by Howell and Ritcher-Montpetit (2019) to be fundamentally racist and integral 

to securitisation theory and methodology, and/or by Amin-Khan (2012) and Ibrahim 

(2005) that it is of significance to include race into the securitisation framework, and/or 

as previously mentioned, Bilgin (2010; 2011) and Wilkinson (2007) and their emphasis 

to overcome the Eurocentrism of securitisation theory, the thesis participates to this 

call. Indeed, the research underscores the ignorance of colonial underpinnings and 

coloniality of powers, language and structures in securitisation and desecuritisation 

processes through the normalisation within the context of French counterterrorism. 

That speaks to what Howell and Ritcher-Montpetit (2019) stress when arguing that we 

are either ignoring colonial underpinnings or overlooking the colonial relationalities and 

the space outside Europe. Reflecting on their argument and on the securitisation 

theory within the context of terrorism and French response, the traditional approach to 

securitisation calls for a return to normal politics, to the norm when a threat does not 

appear to be a security issue and/or securitised issue. However, this also 

demonstrates how colonial realities are ignored and overlooked, while ‘normal’ politics 

was happening in the metropoles,23 in the colonies it was often emergency or 

exceptional powers that were used. Subsequently, the normal of the colonies is the 

exceptional of the metropoles. The exceptional was the normal in colonial contexts. 

Moreover, Howell and Ritcher-Montpetit (2019) criticised this notion of normal politics, 

as a symbol of whiteness. Indeed, it leads to question what if the norms reproduce the 

colonial settings such as the SILT bill which include the emergency powers within the 

ordinary.  

 

The same way it investigated the response, the space reproducing colonial settings24 

with the state of emergency targeting the Muslim communities in specific space 

 
23 Metropole = France – State considered in relation to its colonies, to its external territories (Larousse, 
definition).  
24 Lambert (2021, p.237) refers to Malika Mansouri (2013, p.16) who through her work identified that 
the numbers attributed to some ‘départements’ in France (91 Essonne, 92 Hauts-de-Seine and 93 
Seine-Saint Denis) in 1964 correspond to the number given to three colonised ‘départements’ in Algeria: 
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(quartiers populaires, suburbs of Paris), the enemy construction by political actors 

participate to this: when the threat is depicted to emerge from the inside and from the 

outside it blurs the notion of boundary, the same way homegrown terrorists are 

depicted, it reflects on the political depiction of the natives, the Algerians, the anti-

colonial protestors within colonialism.  

 

1.1.2. The temporality of the exceptional  

 

The understanding of the state of exception, theoretically, draws on the approach 

developed by Foucault. Foucault interpreted the exception in a very different way from 

the traditional juridical-political interpretation of the exception. According to Foucault, 

the exception is not the suspension of the law or the brutal affirmation of the 

sovereignty and/or sovereign power (Goupy, 2017), rather all the exceptional law, 

emergency powers, norms and legislations express a ‘pacte de sécurité’ to control and 

regulate people. For Foucault, ‘les dispositifs de sécurité’ - that can be translated as 

‘security measures’ or ‘security package’ - became the dominant mechanism of 

government. The security package is a set of norms, means, laws, emergency powers 

to control the securitised bodies, as well as the ‘suspect community’, as encapsulated 

in chapter three, and labelled as biopolitics (Foucault, 1978; Vergès, 2017). Relying 

on Foucault’s approach found its explanation on his understanding of exceptions. It 

uncovers the meaning of exceptional powers as a ‘package’, as a way of governance, 

it also uncovers their application by looking at past applications to underline 

similarities, and its extension towards its normalisation with the case of terrorism. It 

also excavates and relates to previous applications of emergency powers in previous 

contexts developed above. Exception or état d’urgence should therefore not be 

understood as an exception of space and time (Lambert, 2021, p.72), but rather 

underpin and suggest a continuity, a continuum and an evolving process.  

 

In practice of contemporary politics, it is translated and constitutes what is labelled in 

the literature as the emergency paradigm. As Neal suggested (2020, p.87), 

exceptionalism is not always clear in its meaning. For this section, exceptionalism is 

 
Algérois (91), Oranais (92) and Constantinois (93) which testified of the urban segregation and the 
colonial space duplicated in France nowadays.  



 205 

 
 

understood by political actors and decision-makers as the implementation of 

emergency measures because there exists a situation that requires their activation, 

which therefore legitimise measures that would not be otherwise accepted due to the 

urgency of the situation. Additionally, due to a particular threat and urgency, there is 

an authorisation within the law to temporarily deviate from constitutional norms, going 

beyond the realm of ‘normal’ politics, because the circumstances require it (Manin, 

2004). The state of exception is activated and rests upon three elements for Manin 

(2004): deviates from higher norms, depends on special conditions and is subject to a 

temporal limitation. Indeed, like all exceptional measures, to be legitimised and 

justified, those policies need to be constrained to a temporal limitation and strictly 

limited to ‘necessary’ due to the imminent peril, the threat to the public order and the 

life of the Nation (Codaccioni, 2015). The emergency paradigm, and consequently the 

dichotomy ‘normalcy versus emergency’ rely heavily on the temporal limitation and is 

fundamental to its legitimacy.  

 

The analysis of the French case application of emergency powers will help to underline 

this temporal limitation, and an in-depth focus will be dedicated to it in the subsequent 

section. At the first glance, the French case study seems to respect those very strict 

demarcation lines from normalcy to emergency time within the law itself where the 

beginning and end of emergency powers are clearly stated. For instance, the law 

allows emergency powers for 3 months, from November 2015 to February 2016. What 

is problematic in this study is its extensions, its routinisation through political discourse 

and practice. Moreover, as noted by Manin (2004) those conditions of necessity and 

temporal limitation do not seem likely to be met with present day of terrorism, 

considered as an evolving phenomenon of terrorism. Rather, it highlights a 

routinisation of its application: despite the end of the exceptional powers, some 

measures have been introduced within ordinary law, within the status quo, and in 

normal politics (Codaccioni, 2015). It also questions, as noted by Codaccioni, the 

routinisation of some exceptional measures and their survival in a context of extended 

criminalisation and securitisation of ‘terrorists’ and would suggest that counterterrorism 

is a permanent state of exception as Agamben argued (Codaccioni, 2015, p.16): the 

securitisation of the everyday life? Hence, the length of application of exceptional 

powers and/or progressive normalisation question the notions of urgency and 

temporality. Several criticisms exist on the concept and application of the state of 
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exception in practice. There exist a few reasons for the negative perception of the 

implementation of exceptional powers, among them it can be cited: the potential 

curtailment of freedom and civil liberties (Human Rights Watch); the accumulation of 

powers in the hands of the executive (Beaud, 2018); leads towards more surveillance 

(Codaccioni, 2017); and its drifts but what is argued in this research is the problematic 

application of emergency powers without questioning its coloniality and the 

reproduction of colonial settings. What uncovered empirical analysis in chapter three 

with the constructed and securitised terrorist identity is its anchoring in colonial legacy 

and reflects the coloniality of being/non-being (Maldonado-Torres, 2007) which cannot 

be neglected when analysing the framing of terrorism by decision-makers and enables 

to widen the spectrum of terrorism studies and CTS by focusing on another angle 

rather than the state hegemonic of counterterrorism powers.  

 

Additionally, the application of états d’urgence questions the notion of ‘temporality’ 

both on the length of its application and on the continuum produced through political 

discourse to deal with terrorism. Indeed, as a reminder, the first état d’urgence 

activated and creating the Law of 1955 was to deal with terrorism in Algeria, the FLN 

group, was reactivated 3 times, which the last time extended its applications to 769 

days. Reflecting on the state of emergency applied to terrorism in 2015, it was used 

for a period of 23 months (the extensions will be analysed in the following section), 

there exists similarities and continuities on the length of its use and application. Going 

back to a Foucauldian approach on state of exception, that is, the use of the state of 

exception is not perceived as an expression and/or reaffirmation of sovereignty or 

power, but as a governmental technique to control the people. Therefore, this ‘pacte 

de sécurité’ (Foucault, 1975) been generated in the French case study through various 

applications of the état d’urgence, as a way to control the population, as a way to 

legitimise counterterrorism measures and therefore underline a colonial legacy of the 

‘pacte de sécurité’. Ultimately, it requires to investigate the evolving frames given to 

terrorism threat to understand the continuum and the constructed ‘temporality’.  

 

Before delving into the application of temporality within the French political discourse, 

Jarvis identifies and delineates three temporal shapes (2008; c.f., chapter one; c.f., 

chapter four) which are used and interpreted it in accordance with the French case 

study: discontinuity, linearity and timelessness. That is, the historical applications of 
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emergency powers, within the colonial era, underscore the continuity argued 

throughout this thesis. Therefore, understanding the emergency and exceptional 

powers to be strictly limited in time because the law states it, because the securitisation 

theory scholars developed it as such (Manin, 2004 for instance) is not adapted to the 

realities of its application. It is argued in this research that the terms ‘urgency’, 

‘emergency’ and ‘unprecedented’ define the exceptional and should have for purpose 

to last, but rather to be strictly limited in time, and should be understood in opposition 

to ‘permanency’, ‘normalcy’, ‘continuity’ underlined a nexus, a dichotomy of 

constructed temporalities.  

 

[L]a France est en guerre. Les actes commis vendredi soir à Paris et près du Stade de 
France sont des actes de guerre. (…). Dans cette guerre, qui a commencé il y a déjà 
plusieurs années, nous avons bien conscience les uns et les autres qu’il faudra du 
temps et que la patience est aussi exigeante que la dureté avec laquelle nous devons 
combattre. (…) Face aux actes de guerre qui ont été commis sur notre sol (…) Nous 
devons donc nous défendre, à la fois dans l’urgence et dans la durée. (…) Mais nous 
devons aller au-delà de l’urgence. (Hollande, 2015, no.118) 

 
[F]rance is at war. The acts committed Friday evening in Paris and near the Stade de 
France are acts of war. (…). In this war, which began several years ago, we are all well 
aware that it will take time and that patience is as demanding as the hardness with 
which we must fight (…). Face with the acts of war that have been committed on our 
soil (…) We must therefore defend ourselves, both urgently and over time. (…) But we 
must go beyond the emergency. (my translation and my emphasis) 
 
(…) Et pourtant nous sommes en guerre. Mais cette guerre d’un autre type, face à un 
adversaire nouveau, appelle un régime constitutionnel permettant de gérer l’état de 
crise. (…) Car nous allons prolonger, vous allez proroger l’état d’urgence au-delà de 
douze jours – pour trois mois – mais après l’état d’urgence, nous devrons être 
pleinement dans un État de droit pour lutter contre le terrorisme. Puisque la menace 
va peser durablement et que la lutte contre Daech va nous mobiliser encore longtemps 
sur le front extérieur comme sur le terrain intérieur, (…). (Hollande, 2015, no.118) 
 

(…) And yet we are at war. But this war of another type, facing a new adversary, calls 
for a constitutional regime to manage the state of crisis. (…) Because we are going to 
extend, you are going to extend the state of emergency beyond twelve days [original 
time limit of the emergency powers in Law on 1955] – for three months – but after the 
state of emergency, we will have to be fully in a state of law to fight against terrorism. 
Since the threat will weight lastingly and the fight against Daesh will mobilise us for a 
long time to come on the external front as well as on the internal terrain (…). (my 
translation and my emphasis).  

 

Empirically, from Hollande’ speech in front of the Congress on the 16th of November 

2015 (no.118), while underlining the emergency and the unprecedented character of 

the threat, he also assimilated to something that needs to be tackled, and that is 

deemed to last in the long-term. The very notion of exceptionality, discontinuity, 
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unprecedented is undermined by the association with the linear temporality and 

continuity. The confusion within political discourse underlines also a political interest, 

and a colonial continuity where there is no such ‘break with the normal’.  

 

1.2. The delineation of the threat of terrorism in November 2015 as an exception  

 

As a premise, an exceptional threat calls for the activation of exceptional measures, 

one exception in singular, and therefore is not deemed to last. Hence, the term 

‘exception’ is used in singular. It will lead to questioning the extension of this 

exceptional situation to exceptional situations, in plural. Political actors justify the 

activation of the state of exception due to the ‘exceptional situation and unprecedented 

threat’ not as various exceptions. What is under analysis in this section is consequently 

the activation of the état d’urgence in November 2015 - from an exception - to its 

multiple extensions until October 2017 - to exceptions. It justifies the in-depth analysis 

of how the emergency powers were activated, justified, and legitimised within the 

political discourse in accordance with the emergency paradigm and concept of 

temporality and urgency. In other words, this section examines the frames and how 

elites constructed the terrorist threat in political discourse for audience’s 

comprehension and understanding of terrorism which underpins a nexus between 

unprecedented, temporal versus long and global threat. It, therefore, suggests 

engaging with the constructed notion of temporality and the emergency paradigm. 

 

1.2.1. Framing the terrorist threat as a ‘radical and temporal discontinuity’  
 

To understand how the French officials normalised the state of exception, it is 

necessary to examine how they activated the state of emergency in the first place. In 

other words, how did they activate it, justify it, depict the threat, and delineate the CT 

measures to sell them to the audience. The focus previously put on the different 

discursive political constructions helped furthering the depiction of the threat such as 

dichotomy’s construction of identity, the radical other’s construction, and 

dehumanisation of terrorists (c.f., chapter three); the unprecedented and exceptional 

narrative, and the emotion eluding the discourse (c.f., chapter four). To deepen the 

analysis of the discursive constructions, the purpose is to examine the frames given 
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to the threat of terrorism to legitimise the emergency and exceptional powers, and 

looking specifically at the temporality framing (c.f., table 5.1.2.1.a., p.211).  

 

Referring to the notion on framing developed in chapter one,25 and applied to this 

analysis: frames and framing are defined as ‘a characteristic of a communication 

content’ (Woods, 2007; 2011) and for the purpose of this study framing is not reduced 

to media coverage and/or speech act only. As highlighted above, in the process of 

framing a threat, the role of political discourse cannot be neglected. Instead of 

following the Copenhagen School and their strict limitation to a speech act, discourse 

is understood as Foucault delineated it: the wider ‘dispositif’ of norms, power 

structures and laws (1975). Combined with this understanding, Stritzel (2007, p.371) 

criticised the CS’ ‘textual focus’ arguing that meaning of a threat for instance is not 

made in isolation but in dynamic social and linguistic contexts (Neal, 2020, p.120). 

Reflecting also on a decolonial approach, the context needs to be understood in 

broader terms to include the historical frames. Furthermore, the analysis will provide 

elements on how the frames are progressively evolving from depicting the issue as a 

temporary threat to a long-lasting phenomenon which requires an extension of the 

exceptional, entailing new framing and the deconstruction and questioning of the 

discursive notion of ‘temporality’ at the heart of the justification of emergency and 

exceptional powers, as a political tool.  

 

To begin, to activate emergency powers, the political actors seek to construct the 

threat as exceptional, urgent, and unprecedented (c.f., chapter four). The justification 

of declaring a state of exception resides in ‘imminent peril’, ‘serious breaches of public 

order’ originally lasts for 12 days and can only be prolonged by the enactment of a 

new law. Before delving into the deconstruction of the notion of temporality by the 

decision-makers through the extensions of application of emergency powers, an in-

depth analysis of the ‘imminent’ and ‘temporal’ characters of the threat needs to be 

undertaken, to engage with the constructed notion of temporality.  

 

 
25 c.f., chapter 1 and Entman (1993, p.52) defined the concept of framing as: “to select some aspects 

of a perceived reality and make them more salient in a communicating text, in such a way as to promote 
a particular problem definition, causal interpretation, moral evaluation and/or treatment 
recommendation for the item described”. 
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Far from Schmitt’s approach, and despite the political discourse depicting the threat 

as ‘unprecedented’, it is argued that there exists political interests in framing as such 

the terrorist threat as ‘new’, ‘imminent’, ‘emergent’, ‘urgent’ and ‘unprecedented’ (c.f., 

table 5.1.2.1.b., p.211) post-V13. Firstly, it is necessary to examine the preliminary 

depiction of the threat of terrorism in the aftermath of Paris attacks to activate the Law 

of 1955. This law encompasses the emergency powers but also reflects the law being 

amended in the following days to mirror with the terrorism’s context in France. The 

purpose here is not to criticise or challenge (Foucault, 1988, pp.154-155) the activation 

of the emergency powers or to minimise the scale of the attack, but rather to 

contextualise how it challenges the concept of emergency paradigm, how exception 

becomes the new normal, and on a second order of critique on the securitisation 

framework how it outlines an impossibility to desecuritise.  

 

From a decolonial perspective, the construction of the frame of the terrorist threat 

uncovers a link between the various activation of the ‘état d’urgence’ the same way 

they securitised the ‘other’, constructed the ‘enemy’ as captured in chapter three, the 

threat framing also underpins a juxtaposition: the historical precedence of the state of 

exception and the notion of terrorism per se in the context of Paris attacks. It will help 

underlining the lineage, the continuum of its applications, and deconstruct the 

temporality discursive resource and usage of such exceptional powers.



 211 

 
 

 

 
Table 5.1.2.1.c. Depiction of the terrorist threat in French political discourse from January 2015 to July 2017 in accordance with each extension of emergency powers  
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Following the night of the 13th of November 2015, the state of emergency (SoE) was 

activated for a duration of 12 days in accordance with the law. However, on 20th of 

November 2015, the Parliament decided to prolong this state of emergency for a 

duration of 3 months, based on amending the law as advocated in article 2 of the Law 

of 1955. The justification given to that extension of the original legislation from 12 days 

to 3 months was to modernise and adapt to a ‘threat of an unprecedented level’ (Sénat, 

2015). The notion of ‘temporal’ is already interpreted and deconstructed through 

political discourse, to extend the application of exceptional powers to an 

‘unprecedented’ threat. Reflecting on the justification of activation of exceptional 

powers, it suggests decision-makers referred to Schmitt and his theory around the 

concept of state of exception. That is, he advocated that a crisis could arise 

unexpectedly and lead to extreme emergency as threatening the state and its 

constitution, hence, justifies the suspension of law and the implementation of extra-

legal emergency powers (Schmitt, 2005; de Wilde, 2018).  

 

As underlined by de Wilde (2018, p.109), there is a tendency to rely on unprecedented 

emergency responses to deal with an ‘unprecedented’ crisis in contemporary politics 

as depicted as unique, unforeseen, without historical precedent. However, this 

‘unprecedented’ character is easily criticisable, as the scale of the attacks might be 

new and unprecedented - in comparison to Charlie Hebdo attacks for instance, but the 

threat of terrorism has long been present and imminent. Threat is not new, and 

empirically it is demonstrated by the previous Charlie Hebdo attacks in January 2015, 

as well as the French military presence in the Sahel region (2013, Opération 

Barkhane) and in Syria (September 2014, Opération Chammal), though the means 

and the scale of the attack might differ. Significantly, Hollande underlined the 

knowledge on the threat of terrorism during his hearing in the Paris attacks trial in 

November 2021,26 where he replied to a question from lawyers on the civilian side 

regarding the character of the threat being very embedded in French society since 

summer 2014, ‘known’ and on the obsolete character of the surveillance techniques, 

which he replied:  

 

 
26 The trial notes and quotes used here are taken during my fieldwork at the Paris attacks trial in 

November 2021.The quotes used might not be complete as I was not allowed to record anything, only 
writing.  
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... On a eu des attentats de 1995 à 2012… en 2014, nous nous sommes rendu compte 
de la menace…  
 
... we have terrorist attacks from 1995 to 2012… in 2014, we realised the threat … 

 

Additionally, he also stated: 

 

… la vieille, ou même l'avant-veille je n’ai pas eu d’alerte particulière, pas plus que ce 
que je recevais quotidiennement.  
 
… even the day before, or two days before I did not receive any particular warning, not 
more than what I used to receive every day. (my translation) 

 

He also was asked to reflect on the level of the threat of terrorism by one of the lawyers, 

which he replied:  

 

La menace est bien antérieure … nous avions connaissance d’une cellule en Syrie 
pour faire des attentats en Europe … 'Notamment les sales français' des mi-214... 
chaque jour nous étions sous la menace, la menace était là … nous ne sav ions pas 
où, quand, comment ils allaient nous frapper.  
 
The threat was prior to that… we knew there was a cell in Syria created to perpetrate 
terrorist attacks in Europe … ‘Particularly on those dirty French’ since mid-2014… 
every single day we were under threat, the threat was here … we did not know where, 
when and now they were going to hit us. (my translation) 

 

Those empirics question the notions of temporal discontinuity and ‘rupturing moment’ 

embedded in political discourse in the aftermath of V13 ultimately questioning the logic 

of exception followed by CS scholars and capture the constructed discursive use of 

time for political actors to legitimise measures: on one side it is unprecedented threat, 

on the other side it is a threat known for a long time, which aims to last.  
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Table 5.1.2.1.d. Recurrence of words in French political discourse post-V13  

 

Menace threat loi Avril 1955 law April 1955 

Terroriste terrorist adaptées adapted  

S’inscrire long lasting exceptionnelle exceptional 

L’état state nouvelles new 

Durée duration / period permanentes permanent 

Longtemps  for a long time Daech Daech 

Urgence urgency / emergency durablement durably  

 

Table 5.1.2.1.e. Translation of key terms represented in the table 5.1.2.1.b.  

 
Drawing on this table, the notion of temporality is central in political discursive 

constructions in the aftermath of the attacks, to both theoretically and empirically 

construct the threat and its measures, and results in what Fisher (2013) developed as 

a ‘plateaued of timeless exception’. The état d’urgence serving as a temporary 

measure and as a reaction to Paris attacks is although affiliated to timeless rhetorical 

constructions, long-lasting and enduring threat. Drawing on the word cloud 

representing the most frequent terminologies, the nexus temporality/long-lasting is 

significantly underpinned in the discourse: 'durée'; ‘partout’; ‘permanente’; 

‘durablement’; ‘prolongation’; ‘longtemps’; versus ‘l’urgence’; ‘situation d’urgence’; 
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‘nouvelles’; 'particulière'; ‘exceptionnelle’; ‘particularisme’.27 Therefore, 

counterterrorism strategy should be thought of as atemporal, which is the case for the 

CT arsenal and political discourse on counterterrorism in France, and would enable to 

look beyond the exception, the event or the emergency as suggested by Fisher (2013).  

 

Looking specifically at the French case, and despite the political discourse legitimising 

the measure as ‘temporary’, the CT informs us on atemporal measures, and rather as 

a lineage, a continuum as the thesis demonstrates. It is not a ‘temporal’ measure 

implemented at a moment ‘m’, but rather something which has anchorage in the past, 

which has a legacy and linearity on its application, and needs to also be analysed from 

a decolonial perspective and through a contextualised securitisation process. 

Engaging with the notion of ‘time’ and ‘temporal’ is essential to understand the 

evolution of framing, as a discursive resource (Jarvis, 2008, p.254; Jarvis, 2021). 

Temporality is a significant rhetorical construction used by decision-makers, as a 

resource and a political tool. It also explains engaging with what Jarvis (2008, p.246) 

identified as three temporal shapes: temporal discontinuity, temporal linearity, and 

timelessness. Those distinct temporal shapes are embedded within discourse on 

terrorism and specific writings are productive of justification and legitimisation of the 

measures. Those temporal shapes are essential to understand the argument 

suggested in this section, on one’s hand on the critique of the securitisation process 

only focusing on the so-called ‘rupturing moment’, and not on the evolving process of 

securitisation, the evolving frames of terrorism and on a second hand on the continuum 

embedded in the emergency powers application in the French context. Additionally, 

looking at the words cloud (p.214), it underlines the nexus exceptionality, temporality 

versus the long-lasting, continuum and linearity when constructing the terrorist threat. 

It is significant for the application of emergency powers, and to demonstrate the 

impossibility to desecuritise, because it informs a coloniality of power and structure, 

and the linearity and continuum of its application.  

 

Looking at the temporal discontinuity, underlined in French discourse with the notions 

of ‘emergency’ and ‘unprecedented’, it is considered as the ‘exceptional break with the 

 
27 My translation in order: ‘length’; ‘everywhere’; ‘permanent’; ‘enduring’; ‘extension’; 'long-lasting’ 
versus ‘urgency’; ‘situation of emergency’; ‘new’; ‘particular’; ‘exceptional’; and ‘particularism’.  
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normal’ and corresponds to the framing of the existential threat justifying the 

emergency powers the so-called ‘état d’urgence’ in the aftermath of Paris attacks. It 

corresponds to what is usually depicted as the ‘rupturing moment’, a discursive 

construction embedded in the post-9/11 discourse. Though, this notion of ‘rupturing 

moment’ is subject to debate and embedded into the critique on the CS theory. Rather 

than a rupturing moment, the V13-attacks and the threat should be taken into its 

linearity, in particular, looking at the specific context of terrorism in France, V13 can 

be considered as a unique moment in terms of the modus operandi and the scale of 

the attack; but the threat of terrorism is not ‘unprecedented’ and new. Therefore, it 

convenes to engage with the second temporal shape developed by Jarvis (2008, 

p.250), that is the temporal linearity, which is the one the critique on the securitisation 

framework being limited in time is built. That is what the thesis argues to be resting 

upon a continuum, as well as being a strategic process for political actors to engage 

in such depiction, as it anchors the threat into a sort of linearity, long-lasting timeframe 

to allow extensions, and feeling of insecurity to legitimise the securitisation for a longer 

period of time, and justify also the first extension from 12 days to 3-months (Loi 

no.2015-1501 20th November 2015).28 Temporal linearity is understood as narrative 

linear continuity which corresponds to the argued securitisation as a continuum 

evolving process, where Paris attacks fits in a linearity of terrorist attacks and terrorist 

context. Rather than portraying Paris attacks as a ‘event sui generis’ it is portrayed as 

the latest event of the evolving and increasing terrorist violence. Moreover, looking at 

the over-extension of the application of state of emergency (i.e., six extensions 

detailed in the subsequent section), the narrative of temporal linearity as argued by 

Jarvis (2008) rendered the response and the counterterrorism powers necessary and 

helped the justification of the extensions of the supposedly ‘temporary’ exceptional 

powers.  

 

Last, the notion of timelessness is identifiable in the repeated attempt of six activations 

of the emergency powers combined with the normalisation of counterterrorism powers 

within ordinary law in October 2017 as enduring and perpetual measures making the 

terrorist threat permanent and suggesting atemporal policy (Fisher, 2013). This notion 

 
28 On the 20th of November 2015, the law no.2015-1511 extended the application of emergency power 

from 12 days, as originally set up in the Law 1955, to 3 months.  
https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/loda/id/JORFTEXT000031500831/  

https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/loda/id/JORFTEXT000031500831/
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of ‘timelessness’ shape will be discussed in section 2 to support the argument of the 

impossibility to desecuritise, of interest here is the first two: temporal discontinuity and 

temporal linearity around the application of emergency powers in the French context. 

Depicted in the tables below, the notion of temporality is questionable. In the first 

instance, the threat of terrorism is depicted as existential, imminent, and 

unprecedented requiring exceptional and temporary measures underpinning what 

developed Jarvis (2008) and the notion of temporal discontinuity (c.f., table 4.2.2.2.d., 

pp.186-187). Though, in the same timeframe of November 2015, political discourse 

also portrayed and delineated the threat as long-lasting, infused, and permanent, 

requiring temporary and exceptional powers - as referring to a temporal linearity. 

Therefore, the threat is framed both as an existential threat, long-lasting and infused 

change from temporary measures to ‘atemporal policy’. The articulations of time and 

production of time through discourse is useful to influence and sell measures to the 

audience (Fisher, 2013) and is a discursive resource and tool, Fisher also notes that 

it is also an empirical question and temporality influences the trajectory of 

counterterrorism response. As Fisher (2013) argues, time is often under-explored, 

however is significant in counterterrorism law making and is of significance in the 

French case study and needs to be considered when analysing political discourse to 

contribute to analytical and normative security paradigms (Jarvis, 2008).   

 

Reflecting on the depiction of the exceptional and unprecedented threat, as captured 

in chapter four, it underscores a political and strategical interest for political actors, but 

also underlines the flexible notion of exceptionality. While it is an essential criterion for 

the activation of the emergency powers, both legally and theoretically if following the 

traditional approach on securitisation theory, it rather underlines a flexible criterion for 

political actors to construct temporalities around the notion of exceptionality. The 

exceptionality engages with emotional narratives and allows the actor the construct 

the threat, both in the short term and in the long term. Frames are carefully selected 

by decision-makers, to purposely influence the audience of the necessity to counter 

the threat, but also to construct what is the perceived threat. The goal is to serve 

political interest in the selling of counterterrorism policies and therefore limit the margin 

of appreciation and interpretation of terrorist’s threat left to the audience. The framing 

shapes perception of a threat (Haider et al., 2006), and that influence started from the 
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securitisation process in January 2015. To summarise and using the definition given 

by Papacharissi et al., (2008); framing in political discourse can be understood as:  

 

… applying frames to a crisis situation such as a terrorist attack may service a strategy 
[political interest to sell CT policies] with which to identify main causes [targeting 
French values, destroying the French art de vivre] and responsible agents [terrorists, 
monsters, individuals, criminals], make moral judgments [dehumanization, radical 
others, monsters] and finally suggest policy responses [state of emergency and war 
on terror] to the event [Paris attacks]. (Papacharissi et al. 2008, my emphasis).  

 

Decision-makers within their constructed discourse on terrorism, on terrorist identity, 

and counterterrorism provide an interpretation of those events, they formulated 

understandings and thus constitutes a socio-political reality (Hodges and Nilep, 2007, 

p.2). Language is used to create meanings; as Jackson et al., (2011, p.35) developed 

terrorism is a ‘social fact rather than a brute fact’ constructed via language and 

therefore terrorism becomes what it is through the words of decision-makers who 

frame, manoeuvre, and construct the meanings following a political agenda.  

 
The practice of CT is predicated on and determined by the language of CT … [and] 
the language of the war on terrorism … is a carefully constructed discourse. (Jackson, 
2005a, p.8 cited in Holland, 2016, p.206).  

 

1.2.2. An exceptional threat calling for a long war on terror  
 

Referring to the table 5.1.2.1.f., (p.211), various frames construct the threat of 

terrorism within political discourse, not only the threat comes from the outside dealt 

with measures outside the French borders as implemented post-Charlie Hebdo 

attacks with the engagement into a WoT and the intensification of military operations 

in Syria and the Sahel but is also depicted coming from both inside and outside. That 

is, in the aftermath of Paris attacks (V13) measures are implemented within the French 

borders, military powers are deployed within the territory (i.e., intensification of 

Opération Sentinelle),29 the state of emergency is declared within the French borders, 

and the military powers are therefore not limited to outside the borders (i.e., Opération 

Chammal - in Syria and Iraq; and Serval which became Barkhane - in the Sahel 

region).  

 
29 French military operation with 10,000 soldiers and 4,700 police and gendarmes deployed since the 

aftermath of Charlie Hebdo attacks in January 2015. It was reinforced in the aftermath of Paris attack 
in November 2015 and is part of a state of emergency in France due to continued terror threats and 
attacks until the state of emergency ended on 1 November 2017 with the promulgation of the SILT bill.  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/States_of_emergency_in_France
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Nous sommes en guerre. Pas une guerre à laquelle l'Histoire nous a tragiquement 
habitués. Non, une guerre nouvelle, extérieure et intérieure, où la terreur est le premier 
but et la première arme. (Valls, 2015, no.21).  
 
We are at war. Not a war that history has tragically accustomed us to. No, a new war, 
external and internal, where terror is the first goal and the first weapon. (my 
translation, my emphasis) 

 

However, as captured in chapter four and in the preceding subsection, the threat of 

terrorist post-V13 is depicted as ‘unprecedented’ and ‘exceptional’, additionally, the 

discursive construction of the war on terror is carefully constructed by political actors, 

declaring that ‘we are at war against terrorism’, ‘Daesh is waging a war against 

France’. However, CT measures taken by the French decision-makers to fight those 

terrorist acts is the implementation of exceptional powers via the ‘état d’urgence’ and 

serve a particular political interest. Declaring a ‘war’ as such, that is read by its legal 

definition, within the French borders would exacerbate the fear of terrorism from 

members of the public (Lambert, 2021, p.72)30 and suspicion on the reduction of civil 

liberties. Whereas a declaration of a state of emergency is a way to disguise and 

legitimise the presence of military powers and measures via the discursive 

construction of the threat, the exceptionality, the unprecedented character of the 

threat, the horror. Despite the measures being limited to a state of emergency, what 

is significant in French political discourse post-V13 is the declaration of a war on 

terrorism, more specifically a war that has been declared to France by Daesh, and a 

war on terrorism undertaken by France on the outside through the increase of military 

operations and on the inside through the state of emergency, they demarcate the 

frontiers and borders.  

 

Of significance and reflecting on previous application of the emergency powers and 

so-called ‘état d’urgence’ in a different context (i.e., Algerian War, New Caledonia, and 

riots in quartiers populaires) the employment of a ‘war’ in France is not as common as 

in comparison to the US war on terror discourse in the aftermath of the 9/11 for 

instance. For instance, the most significant example is the Algerian War, political 

 
30 The state of emergency or so-called ‘état d’urgence’ is a creation of the Algerian War, to avoid using 

the ‘état de siege’ power, giving absolute power to the Government, and therefore that would have led 
to declaring a war in Algeria, in part of the French territory at that time, which was not even an option 
for the French government as Algeria was constituting ‘la colonie de peuplement’ and completely 
integrated to the French territory.  
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actors did not frame it as a war on terrorism, even though they framed the threat as 

threat of terrorism perpetrated by the FLN, rather they implemented and created the 

so-called emergency powers in the law of 1955. The emergency powers were a way 

to not declare a war within a French colony, a French territory. Reflecting on post-V13, 

there are some similarities: the declaration of emergency powers in response to a 

threat of terrorism, within the French borders. It underlines the colonial continuum 

legacy of emergency powers on its application and its framing and legitimises looking 

at emergency powers discourse by political actors from a decolonial perspective. To 

move away from the historicity of the emergency powers’ application, the response to 

terrorism by French decision-makers had to fit with the new reality of the threat of 

terrorism. To that end, the political discourse framed this threat as a war and 

unprecedented threat to justify to the public the emergency powers due to the context 

of a war declared to France:  

 
Nous sommes dans la guerre, une guerre contre un terrorisme qui lui a décidé de nous 
mener la guerre. (Hollande, 2015, no.15) 
 
We are at war, a war against terrorism which has decided to wage a war on us (my 
translation) 

 

More broadly, the war lexicon and narrative construction around the concept of ‘war 

on terrorism’ is increasingly used in media, speeches, and every communication tools 

post-Paris attacks. Indeed, Fragnon (2019, p.142) in his study on the war lexicon in 

France underlines the usage of ‘war’: in twenty-nine speeches in 2015 in comparison 

to three political speeches in 2014, two in 2012; and ‘we are at war’ in twenty-one 

times in 2015/2016 in comparison to one time in 2014, which he qualifies as a 

‘discursive rupture’ or ‘semantic rupture’ (p.131; p.142).31 Whereas in January 2015, 

post-Charlie Hebdo, this war on terrorism was never explicitly mentioned as such, 

post-V13 mark a ‘turning point’ but rather than a ‘discursive rupture’ as argued by 

Fragnon (2019), it is rather part of an evolving framing of the threat of terrorism taking 

the shape of a temporal linearity with reference to Jarvis’ work on temporal shapes 

(2008).  

 
31 My findings are different because not based upon the same political speeches, he engaged with the 

war lexicon in the President's discourse and Prime Minister’s speeches, whilst I include all political 
arena in the analysis of political discourse.  



 221 

 
 

The war on terrorism before those events was mainly perpetrated and declared 

outside French borders with two military operations (i.e., Chammal and Barkhane), 

and essentially differs from the securitisation concept (Floyd, 2022, p.249). However, 

in November 2015, post-V13, political actors construct the threat of terrorism as a war 

that needs to be fought within the country (i.e., Opération Sentinelle strengthened), 

inside borders, as opposed to January 2015 where the war was engaged outside the 

country, the enemy was outside. Noteworthy, Hollande, in front of the Parliament 

reunited in Congress, employed the word ‘war’ sixteen times in one speech (2015, 

no.118). Though, emphasising on a war declared to France by terrorists help to frame 

the level of the threat of terrorism to its highest level, to strengthen the identity of the 

securitised and constructed terrorist enemy, to legitimise the frames to members of 

the public, and therefore shape how citizens think about terrorism to influence their 

opinion (Stone, 1988), as part of a communication policy (Fragnon, 2019). To that end, 

it facilitates selling counterterrorism policies and in particular the emergency powers, 

for a longer period extending the exceptional and temporal character and underpins 

therefore the evolving securitisation process argued within this chapter.  

 

The fact that political actors use the ‘war on terror’ terminology and discursive 

constructions also underlines the specificity of the war on terror, distanced from to its 

legal definition but rather as a way to activate the emergency powers. Indeed, the war 

within the territory is fought with the activation of emergency powers and military 

powers because the enemy declared a ‘war on us’ and therefore it requires action, this 

is how they framed the necessity to activate emergency measures: “We are under a 

state of war, in a state of emergency” (Hollande, 2015, no.118). The political discourse 

and in particular the quote aforementioned by Hollande underpin, and summarise, an 

evolving framing which combines ‘war’ and ‘exceptional powers’ in the same 

discursive construction. The framing reflects Neal’s (2020, p.274) thought when he 

demonstrates that the concept of state of exception crystallised the security logics 

behind the so-called ‘war on terror’. Hollande was asked to adjudicate on the 

vocabulary of ‘war’ by one of the lawyers during the Paris attack trial in November 

2021. The question is significant for the argument developed in this section as it 

questions the vocabulary of ‘act of war’ to describe the attacks while in the trial they 

are judging ‘terrorist acts’, they asked Hollande to develop the reasons why this 

vocabulary of war is chosen by the political spectrum, to which he replied:  
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... attentats nous en avons déjà eu, mais là on est devant une opération programmée 
de longue date, fin d’année 2014 … organisation qui occupait un territoire et une 
structure hiérarchique … qualifier d’acte de guerre comme je le fais, de porter la 
guerre, de faire la guerre, préparée comme une action de commando de guerre ... qui 
nous faisaient directement la guerre… (Hollande, 2021)32 
 
… [terrorist] attacks we have already had, but here we are faced with a long-planned 
operation, at the end of 2014 … an organisation which occupied a territory and a 
hierarchical structure … qualify as an act of war as I do, to wage war, to do a war, 
prepared as a war’s commando action … who were directly waging war on us … (my 
translation) 

 

The table below captures the analysis of the French political discourse employing the 

lexical field of war: the terminology of ‘war’ has been used 139 times in the aftermath 

of Paris attacks’ discourse, that is only in November 2015. The table is divided into 

two columns: on one hand an emphasis on the war declared to France by the terrorist 

army, enemy, Daesh; and on a second hand, an emphasis on war on terrorism waged 

by France to fight terrorism and the terrorists outside and inside French borders.  

 

 Acts of war against France  WoT as a CT measures Translation 

Valls, 2015, no.116 Subir un acte de guerre  Undergo an act of war 

  Nous sommes en guerre We are at war 

  Gagner cette guerre contre le 

terrorisme 

Win war against terrorism 

 Il y a une guerre qui nous 

est menée 

 There is a war waged against 

us 

  Gagner la guerre Win the war 

  Nous sommes en guerre contre 

un ennemi 

We are at war against an 

enemy 

 Notamment des armes de 

guerre 

 Notably weapons of war 

 Des opérations de guerre  war operations 

Desir, 2015, no.23  Cette guerre sera longue et 

difficile 

this war will be long and 

difficult 

Valls, 2015, no.26  La guerre a changé de forme war has changed form 

  Notre société mènera cette 

guerre 

our society will wage this war 

 Armes de guerre  weapons of war 

 Quand la guerre est la  when war is here 

Cazeneuve, 2015, no.27 Véritables actes de guerre  truly acts of war 

  Nous sommes résolus à mener 

la guerre contre le terrorisme 

we are determined to wage a 

war against terrorism 

 11 armes de guerre  11 weapons of war 

Hollande, 2015, no.32 Des actes de guerre  acts of war 

 
32 supra notes 27.  
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Valls, Le Drian, 2015, 

no.33 

 France mène et mènera une 

guerre implacable 

France wages and will wage a 

relentless war 

  Nous gagnerons cette guerre 

contre la barbarie 

we will win this war against 

barbary 

  Gagner cette guerre to win this war 

 Armes de guerre  weapons of war 

  Au cœur de cette guerre contre 

Daech 

at heart of this war against 

Daesh  

  Nous sommes en guerre et 

nous en sommes qu’au début 

We are at war and we are only 

at the beginning 

  Cette guerre sera longue this war is going to be long 

  Faire la guerre contre Daech To be at war against Daesh 

  Mener la guerre contre Daech wage war against Daesh 

  Nous sommes bien en guerre we are at war 

Valls, 2015, no.34  Nous sommes dans une guerre We are at war 

Cazeneuve, 2015, no.19  Face à la situation de guerre à 

laquelle nous sommes 

confrontés 

we are confronted with a war’ 

situation 

 Qui ont déclaré la guerre à 

notre pays 

 they declared war against our 

country 

Valls, et al., 2015, no.11 Face à ces actes de guerre  facing those acts of war 

 Armes de guerre  weapons of war 

Cazeneuve, 2015, no.37 Armes de guerre  weapons of war 

Hollande, 2015, no.43 Dans un acte de guerre 

organisé de loin et 

froidement 

 act of war organised far away 

and coldly 

Fabius, 2015, no.44  France mène et mènera une 

guerre implacable 

France wages and will wage a 

relentless war 

  Cette guerre contre la barbarie war against barbary 

  Gagner cette guerre to win this war 

 Armes de guerre  weapons of war 

  Au cœur de cette guerre contre 

Daech 

at heart against this war 

against Daesh 

  Fardeau de la guerre burden of war 

  Nous sommes en guerre we are at war 

  Faire la guerre contre Daech To be at war against Daesh 

Cazeneuve, 2015, no.113 À un acte de guerre 

terroriste planifié depuis 

l'extérieur 

 a terrorist act of war planned 

from the outside 

Valls, 2015, no.12 L’action contre le terrorisme 

de guerre se mène 

L’action contre le terrorisme 

de guerre se mène 

action against terrorism acts 

of war will be carried out 

Hollande, 2015, no.117 Ce qui s’est produit hier (...) 

est un acte de guerre et face 

à la guerre le pays doit 

prendre les mesures 

appropriées 

 What happened yesterday 

(…) is an act of war and facing 

war the country therefore 

needs to take appropriate 

measures 

 C’est un acte de guerre qui 

a été commis par 

 it is an act of war that has 

been committed 

 C’est un acte de guerre qui 

a été préparé et organisé 

 it is an act of war that has 

been prepared and organised 

Hollande, 2015, no.118  La France est en guerre France is at war 
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 Les actes commis vendredi 

soir en France, sont des 

actes de guerre 

 Acts committed last Friday in 

France are acts of war 

  Nous sommes dans une guerre 

contre le terrorisme djihadiste 

we are at war against jihadi 

terrorism 

 Les actes de guerre de 

vendredi 

 acts of war on Friday 

 Face aux actes de guerre 

qui ont été commis 

 acts of war committed 

 Les actes de guerre du 13 

novembre 

 acts of war on the 13th of 

November 

 Contre le terrorisme de 

guerre 

 against this terrorism of war 

 Péril imminent résultant 

d’une guerre étrangère 

 imminent peril emanating 

from a war on the outside 

  Pourtant nous sommes en 

guerre 

Though, we are at war 

  Cette guerre d’un autre type this war from another type 

  Nous sommes en guerre we are at war 

  La République nous voulons 

l’investir de toute la force 

nécessaire qu’appelle ce 

contexte nouveau de guerre, 

pour lui permettre d’éradiquer 

dans le respect de nos valeurs 

le terrorisme 

The Republic, we want to give 

it the necessary strength that 

this new war context calls for, 

to allow it to eradicate 

terrorism whilst respecting 

our values 

Cazeneuve, 2015, no.119  Nous menons la guerre contre 

les terroristes à l'intérieur 

we are waging war against 

terrorists inside the country 

 Armes de guerre  weapons of war 

 Nous a déclaré la guerre  declared war to us 

Valls, 2015, no.14  Dans un contexte de guerre 

contre le terrorisme 

in a context of war against 

terrorism 

Hollande, 2015, no.15 Nous sommes dans la 

guerre, une guerre contre 

un terrorisme qui lui a 

décidé de nous mener la 

guerre 

Nous sommes dans la guerre, 

une guerre contre un terrorisme 

qui lui a décidé de nous mener 

la guerre 

we are at war, a war against 

terrorism which has decided 

to wage war against us too 

  Je vais pouvoir compter sur 

l’union de toutes les forces de 

la Nation, pour que dans cette 

guerre, oui cette guerre, vive la 

République et vive la France ! 

I will be able to count on 

Nation’s forces all together, 

so that in this war, yes, this 

war, long live to the Republic 

and long live to France! 

Valls, 2015, no.20  Contre le terrorisme dans cette 

guerre impitoyable que nous lui 

livrons 

against terrorism, in this 

relentless war that we are 

waging against it 

  Nous sommes engagés dans 

une guerre 

we are engaged in a war 

 Il nous a déclaré la guerre : 

c’est Daech 

 they declared a war against 

us: it is Daesh 

Valls, 2015, no.112  Nous sommes en guerre face 

au terrorisme 

we are at war against 

terrorism 
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 Face à la guerre contre le 

terrorisme, face à la guerre 

que nous mène le 

terrorisme 

Face à la guerre contre le 

terrorisme, face à la guerre 

que nous mène le terrorisme 

in the face of the war against 

terrorism, in the face of the 

war waged by terrorists 

  Daech ne peut pas gagner 

cette guerre contre nous 

Daesh cannot win this war 

against us 

  Cet état de guerre, cette 

nouvelle guerre 

This state of war, this new war  

  Cette guerre contre Daech, j’ai 

dit que c’est une guerre qui va 

être longue 

This war against Daesh, I said 

this is going to be a long war  

  On est en état de guerre, en 

état d’urgence 

We are under a state of war, 

in a state of emergency  

  La France est en guerre France is at war 

  Face à la guerre, face au 

terrorisme 

in front of a war, in front of 

terrorism 

Valls, 2015, no.21  Nous sommes en guerre We are at war 

  Une guerre nouvelle, extérieure 

et intérieure 

a new war, inside and outside 

 Cette guerre nouvelle reste 

planifiée, mené par une 

armée 

 this new war is planned, 

waged by an army 

 Guerre nouvelle  new war 

 Armes de guerre  weapons of war 

 

Table 5.1.2.2.a. Writing on the War on Terror in French political discourse post-V13  

 

Describing the threat of terrorism as a war, a new war waged on France underlines a 

new characteristic of the terrorist threat that needs extra measures, not necessary 

under Charlie Hebdo attacks, as the threat evolved (Valls, 2015, no.21). Demonstrated 

in this thesis, the evolution of the framing of the threat of terrorism should not be 

considered and discussed as a ‘rupturing moment’ or ‘event sui generis’ as captured 

in the Copenhagen School framework and as underlined previously, rather the framing 

inform a linearity, and a continuous developing framing of the threat, a long war and 

threat of terrorism (Valls, 2015, no.112). The war was previously outside and in 

November 2015 has evolved to an enemy coming both from the inside and the outside, 

therefore requiring measures within the borders.  

 
Mais ce sont des citoyens français, ont grandi dans la terre des droits de l’Homme, ce 
sont des citoyens français qui frappent d’autres concitoyens … ce n’est pas un 
phénomène nouveau qui ignore son appartenance à la nation et frappe ces 
concitoyens … commettant l'irréparable et la barbarie... (Hollande, 2021)33 
 

 
33 supra note 27.   
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But they are French citizens, they grew up in the land of human rights, they are French 
citizens who hit other fellow citizens… it is not a new phenomenon that ignores one's 
belonging to the nation and hits these fellow citizens … committing irreparable and 
barbarism… (my translation).  

 
Les actes commis vendredi soir à Paris et près du Stade de France, sont des actes de 
guerre … Les actes de guerre de vendredi ont été décidés, planifiés et préparés en 
Syrie ; ils ont été organisés en Belgique, et perpétrés sur notre sol des complicités 
françaises. (Hollande, 2015, no.118) 
 
The acts committed in Paris and near the Stade de France on Friday evening are acts 
of war ... Friday’s acts of war were decided upon, planned, and prepared in Syria; they 
were organised in Belgium, carried out on our soil with French complicity. (my 
translation)  

 

Moreover, it should be argued that it is not a completely new threat of terrorism, a 

radical discontinuity, but a threat that is progressively securitised and that has evolved 

which legitimise new measures due to the new war character and framing: war on 

terrorism inside the territory via state of exception. To that end, the war on terrorism 

frame given to the terrorist threat entails counter measures and is linked to emergency 

powers. The declaration of war through the discourse on terrorism by portraying and 

framing a new war, presenting the attacks as ‘an act of war’ is what is labelled by 

Jarvis (2008) as a “performative declaration of war” while developing his argument on 

the 9/11 War on Terror. The writing on war on terrorism through discourses serves to 

legitimate the French response with unprecedented measures: state of exception 

within the French borders requiring military powers. Exceptional measures which are 

limited in time, dealing with the unprecedented threat targeting the Nation and the 

public order. Those powers are, in principle, strictly limited in time and in the 

‘necessary and required due to the circumstances’ component. Nonetheless, going 

back to the definition of war, and framing of the war on terrorism that is being made 

through French political discourse, the war is assimilated to a long-phenomenon, long-

term due to the level of threat: 

 

... nous sommes en guerre et nous en sommes qu’au début … (Valls, 2015, no.33)  
 
… We are at war, and we are only at the beginning … (my translation, my emphasis) 
 
... cette guerre contre Daech, j’ai dit que c’est une guerre qui va être longue … (Valls, 
2015, no.112) 
  
… this war against Daesh, I said this is going to be a long war … (my translation, my 
emphasis) 
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The war on terrorism political rhetoric questions the temporality of the measures. 

Temporality is an essential and legal requirement for the emergency powers to be 

activated in the first place and legitimised as moving away from the realm of normal 

politics, it needs to be limited in time. Those exceptional powers are limited in time to 

a 3-months application.  

 

Despite the temporality of application of emergency powers, reflecting on a declaration 

of a war on terror is significant. Indeed, the war on terror was declared since 2013/2014 

with the military operations by French soldiers in Syria, and in the Sahel region (Serval, 

Epervier, Chammal and Barkhane), it therefore suggests a long measure since it 

culminated to 2 years of military operations. As of today, in 2022, the Barkhane 

Opération ended in February 2022 (Parly and Le Drian, 2022), therefore a long war 

on terror of 8 years. Hence, engaging with terminology of war, and declaration of war 

in the aftermath of V13, combined with the notion of ‘exceptional’ and ‘emergency’ 

powers contradicts the very nature of emergency powers, or so-called ‘état d’urgence’. 

More broadly, and of significance is the example of the 9/11 and the 20 years of War 

on Terror that follows, the contradiction in discourse in depicting the unprecedented 

character and the long-term phenomenon that terrorism embodied, both in the 

aftermath of 9/11 but is also significant in the French discourse (Le Drian, 2015, no.33; 

Valls, 2015, no.112). While political actors called for an unprecedented, exceptional, 

urgent threat requiring emergency powers, they also implement a war on terrorism, 

which is rather long-lasting. Furthermore, reflecting on previous applications of 

emergency powers, the length of its application is significant in every case, during the 

Algerian War, where the emergency powers were activated, in a context where 

political actors did not want to call it as a ‘war’, and the last extension of exceptional 

powers lasted for 769 days, showcasing similarities with the context of terrorism post-

V13. Therefore, instead of arguing it as a temporal discontinuity or a discursive rupture 

(Fragnon, 2019), emergency powers excavate a colonial legacy on their application, 

length, and their structure.  

 

Therefore, it questions the thinking behind the activation of emergency powers in 

France, rather than being temporary, their extension, routinisation and length will 

undermine the emergency versus normalcy paradigm. The temporal component of the 

emergency powers is being modified, interpreted, and constructed by political actors 
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to fit with the reality and to modernise the law, from a 12-day to 3-month application. 

In addition to this temporary aspect being amended, the declaration of a war on 

terrorism depicting terrorism as a long phenomenon and threat fought with temporary 

measures is questionable, and therefore highlights a political interest to sell 

counterterrorism and shape public acceptance. They constructed temporality through 

discourse, as a tool and a resource, and the temporality discursive construction is at 

the heart of the application and extensions of emergency powers in the French case, 

not as a radical discontinuity but rather as a linearity, a continuous and evolving 

application. Noteworthy, it questions the signification of using and framing the threat 

as a long-term phenomenon calling for a war on terror due to the unprecedented and 

exceptional character of the threat, while implementing the state of emergency for 3 

months as a counterterrorism response. It questions, therefore, the ‘emergency 

paradigm’ required by the necessity of the danger, grave and imminent threat.  

 

Following the idea developed by Payé (2004) the French political discourse and 

counterterrorism approach and framing is paradoxical and problematic: 

counterterrorism policies are justified by the urgency of the threat but imbued in a long 

war on terror which led to a permanent state of exception (or exceptions), as atemporal 

counterterrorism response. Subsequently, it undermines the traditional exceptionality 

narratives and criterion of the traditional securitisation theory by the Copenhagen 

School.  

 

2. Normalisation of the exceptional: from an exception in November 

2015 to exceptions 

 

Manin (2004, p.25) defines the emergency paradigm as “Emergency institutions 

[which] restrict departures from norms in two ways, first by limiting the time during 

which such departures may occur, and second by requiring special confirmation that 

they are necessary given the circumstances'' which encompasses the selected 

understanding of emergency paradigm for this research. Indeed, emergency 

institutions underpins the activation of exceptional powers, and within the French 

context, are embodied by the enactment of the état d’urgence in November 2015 in 

the aftermath of Paris attacks. To tackle the securitised issue of terrorism, emergency 
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powers were activated for a limited 3-months application because the threat was 

delineated as exceptional and urgent. The enactment of emergency powers and the 

exceptional power to counterterrorism leads to challenge the emergency paradigm, 

through the various extensions of the state of exception by political actors as well as 

through a constructed temporality and threat framing: from exception to exceptions. 

The plural tense of terminology of ‘exception’ matters for this section.  

 

As captured in the previous section, temporality construction by political actors plays 

a significant role in the depiction of the threat of terrorism and the legitimation of 

exceptional powers. While the threat is unprecedented and requires exceptional 

powers, it is also constructed as enduring, long-lasting, evolving to a long 

phenomenon. It represents what will be delineated as the dichotomy ‘emergency 

versus normalcy paradigm’, which argued here to be intrinsically linked to the framing 

of the terrorist threat and counterterrorism policies by the French decision-makers. 

The in-depth analysis of the continuum, progressive and evolving process of 

securitisation of the threat of terrorism going beyond ‘normal’ politics is an illustration 

of the application of emergency paradigm in November 2015. Under analysis in this 

section is the concepts of desecuritisation and normalisation, the nexus between 

desecuritisation-normalisation, which means delving into the analysis of the 

extensions of emergency powers and what was argued obsolescence of the 

emergency paradigm to deal with the response given to terrorism (Manin, 2004).  

 

Rather than progressively desecuritising the threat of terrorism, as it was progressively 

securitised following a continuum, terrorism is progressively normalised leading to the 

securitisation of the everyday life, where emergency and exceptional powers represent 

a new norm. Hence, the thesis unpacks the notion of desecuritisation and theorises 

on the impossibility to desecuritise the threat of terrorism from a decolonial 

perspective.  

 

2.1. Emergency paradigm questioned with the six extensions of SoE in the 

French context  

 

Emergency powers are constrained in their activation by two essential components: a 

temporal limitation to depart from constitutional norms and laws, and circumstances 
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requiring emergency powers necessary due to the grave danger and imminent peril. 

Though, those same components and essential elements are subject to critique, in 

their very nature are both subject to interpretation and are imprecise in nature. Instead 

of being temporal in their application, the analysis demonstrates that it rests upon a 

colonial lineage, legacy, and continuum.  

 

In chapter three, it was demonstrated through the construction of the securitised 

terrorist identity that securitisation framework is a continuous-development process, in 

chapter four, the empirical analysis indicated that context should be taken into 

consideration in the securitisation framework to expose the gradual securitisation 

process, additionally this section aims at reflecting on the threat framing underpinning 

a never-ending extension of emergency powers in response to terrorism in a French 

context, which also excavate historical settings under-explored when analysing French 

counterterrorism powers. Underlined in the previous section, emergency powers were 

activated, and its necessity was justified by political actors due to the imminent peril, 

the danger for public order and the life of the Nation. Those emergency powers were 

also enacted to be limited to a 3-month application, fulfilling the constructed ‘temporal 

limitation’ component. Nonetheless, the purpose of this section is to argue that those 

necessary and temporal elements, particularly the latter one, are imprecise, politically 

constructed notions when fighting and delineating terrorism as a long threat ‘deemed 

to last’ (Hollande, 2015, no.118). Indeed, defining the temporal limitation is in the 

hands of political actors, at the appreciation and interpretation of decision-makers to 

fix the duration, prolongation, and the necessary character to justify those powers. 

This section develops the idea that the emergency paradigm might be obsolete and/or 

‘the wrong paradigm’ (Manin, 2004, p.1) for responding to a politically depicted and 

constructed long-term phenomenon of terrorism.  

 

As captured in the previous section with regards to the temporal discontinuity versus 

the temporal linearity, the production and construction of time within political discourse 

on counterterrorism law making is significant. Fisher (2013) argues that the narratives 

of ‘time’ play a stabilising role in political discourse in particular within the framing of 

exceptional security practice, and this is infused within the French political discourse. 

Rather than temporal response to terrorism, the French application of emergency 

powers suggest first a progressive temporal linearity, as discussed in section 1, as 
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well as atemporal response finding its illustration in the extension of state of exception, 

following a temporal linearity rather than a temporal discontinuity. This is intrinsically 

linked to the coloniality and colonial legacy of emergency applications by French 

political actors, as well as a continuum and evolving framework, which needs to be 

further examined here and deconstruct the systemic level of structures of powers 

(Adamson, 2020). Rather than drawing on problem-solving perspective which is 

limited to causal explanation of how dynamics of coloniality plays out, the thesis 

engages with a critical approach and seek to understand how CT policies are 

embedded in a colonial legacy, systemic-level terms and how the temporality of 

measures are constructed to deconstruct the idea of desecuritisation of terrorism, 

demonstrated to be impossible in the context of terrorism.  

 

With regards to the empirics of this case study, the temporal limitation of exceptional 

practices evolved, was amended on its duration via the various activation of 

emergency powers - 6 in total which led to 23 months of emergency powers. It led to 

questioning the meaning of ‘temporal policy’ and if exceptional powers and so-called 

‘emergency paradigm’ to deal with a global long-term phenomenon that terrorist 

represents is appropriate. Considered the extension of emergency powers it can also 

question the return to normalcy or the status-quo ex ante. Rather than demonstrating 

the return to status-quo ex ante, the empirical evidence will demonstrate that it 

constructs a new norm, where emergency powers become the new norm in 

securitising the everyday life largely embedded in a colonial legacy and a continuum 

of colonial power and structure, the norm was the exceptional in colonial territories for 

instance as a way to permanently securitised space, time and people. It therefore 

undermines the goal of CS to desecuritise as the conceptual twin of securitisation. 

Reflecting on the example introduced by Fisher (2013):  

 
x event demands immediate response, y possible future catastrophe poses 
unacceptable risk, z terrorist is an even-present yet ever-changing other.  

 

Applied to the French case study, this will result in: x being Paris attacks demanding 

an immediate response by the decision-makers resulting in the activation of the état 

d’urgence; y represents the framed ‘imminent terrorist attacks’ constructed within the 

French political discourse leading to the extension of the application of emergency 

powers, z entails the terrorist identity. That is, reflecting on French case study, an ever-
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changing ‘other’ depicted as a criminal and an enemy coming from the outside in 

January 2015 (c.f., chapter three) to a terrorist enemy coming from the 

inside/homegrown terrorists and the outside in November 2015 as a multifaceted 

terrorist threat, depicted as a soldier, barbarous and a monster. Terrorist depiction 

evolved in July 2016 to a dichotomy between very organised terrorist groups going to 

the jihad versus lone wolf less organised with no jihad, combined to the ever-evolving 

threat of terrorism. It evolved in July 2016 into a dichotomy between very organised 

terrorist groups going to the jihad versus lone wolf less organised with no jihad. It 

represents what is labelled within this research the very structure of the normalisation 

of exceptional powers, z and x justify that y is being over-extended and normalised, 

leading to atemporal policy and the counterterrorism measures being structured as the 

new normal benchmark: the exception becomes the norm the same way the 

exceptional was the norm in colonial territories. The analysis entails and develops the 

‘y’ element, on how the threat of terrorism evolved into the political discourse to turn 

into a permanent threat requiring atemporal emergency and exceptional powers.  

 

The change in the architecture of ‘time’ in the French political discourse on 

counterterrorism is significant, it shifted from a position of temporary response through 

limited 3-months application, to atemporal policy. When Paris attacks was qualified as 

a radical discontinuity, a radical departure from old time by political actors, the 

response given to that depicted threat rather is incorporated within a temporal linearity 

through the extensions of emergency powers applications in the following months and 

years after November 2015 (c.f., Appendix 2, pp.xxxv-xxxvi). Indeed, as Jarvis (2008) 

suggested with this temporal shape of ‘temporal linearity’ reflecting upon the case 

study of the 9/11, it is portrayed as a moment of progression, the continuing terrorist 

threat as an evolutionary development from the past. However, the frames given to 

the terrorist threat as permanent, long-lasting, evolving, and multi-faceted coupled with 

the re-activation of emergency powers best described what should be understood as 

the timelessness temporal shape. The analysis of the delineation of the terrorist threat 

in this section exposes the development and evolution of the rhetorical framing given 

to the threat of terrorism in the following months and years in the aftermath of 

November 2015, when the officials judged necessary to (re)activate the emergency 

powers. It goes jointly with Fisher’s argument, the new normal, the ever-changing 

terrorist other and modus operandi, temporal versus atemporal response.  
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Empirically and delving into evidence led from the French case study and their 

application of emergency powers (c.f., table 5.2.1.a., p.238): in February 2016, the 

application of emergency powers was extended to May 2016 with a threat delineated 

as present, but emergency powers softened; however, there were debates to enshrine 

the emergency powers into the Constitution. In July 2016, before the attacks in Nice, 

the threat is depicted as continuous, ongoing, long-term, permanent, imminent, 

maximum level, in the aftermath of Nice attacks in July 2016: the threat is depicted as 

targeting the whole territory, while in previous attacks the political discourse framed 

terrorism to target Paris, and the French republican values, the discourse suggests an 

emphasis on the threat being broadened to the whole territory, global. In December 

2016, the threat was depicted as persistent, lasting, multifaceted to lead to another 

extension of state of emergency for the longest time - 9 months. Lastly, in July 2017, 

the political actors depict the threat as ongoing, daily, permanent, normalising the 

securitised threat as a way to securitise the everyday life; also, the threat is still 

depicted as imminent due to new modus operandi (i.e., lone wolf) by constructing the 

terrorist enemy as quickly radicalised; transnational and multifaceted, high scale 

terrorism, evolving, endogenous, diffused, and different (c.f., table 5.2.1.b., p.238).  

 

It is noticeable that through the various extensions of the état d’urgence, the framing 

of the threat is evolving and is delineated as permanent, being the new normal as a 

constructed new status quo but still requesting the activation of SoE. More specifically, 

drawing on and delving into the analysis of the political discourse post-V13, political 

discourse discursively generates a dichotomy between terrorism portrayed as a long-

term phenomenon dealt with emergency and temporary powers. The temporal and 

atemporal are associated within the same sentences: 

 
... nous devons donc nous défendre dans l’urgence et dans la durée … (Hollande, 
2015, no.118) 
 
… we must therefore defend ourselves urgently and over time … (my translation, my 
emphasis) 

 
Le terrorisme - et nous le disons depuis longtemps - est une menace qui pèse 
lourdement sur la France, et qui pèsera encore longtemps … La France ne cédera pas 
à la menace terroriste. Nous avons changé d’époque ; la France va devoir vivre avec 
le terrorisme… Nous faisons face à une guerre que le terrorisme nous livre … un projet 
de loi permettant la prorogation de l'état d’urgence pour une durée de trois mois 
supplémentaires. (Valls, 2016, no.49) 
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Terrorism - and we said it for a long time - is a threat that which weighs heavily on 
France and will for a long time … France will not give in to the terrorist threat. We 
changed times; France will have to live with terrorism … We are facing a war that 
terrorism is waging on us … this bill will allow the extension of the state of emergency 
for a period of 3 additional months. (my translation, my emphasis) 

 
Cette nouvelle prolongation de l'état d’urgence ... est absolument indispensable … à 
l'esprit la réalité du contexte que nous traversons : celui d’une menace terroriste qui 
persiste à un niveau particulièrement élevé. (Cazeneuve, 2016, no.173) 
 
This new extension of the state of emergency … is absolutely essential … to keep in 
mind the reality of the context that we are going through: that of a terrorist threat which 
persists at a particularly high level. (my translation, my emphasis) 

 
La menace demeure donc très élevée, je le constate tous les jours … Pour cette raison 
… pas d’autres choix que de proposer … la prorogation de l'état d’urgence. (Collomb, 
2017, no.174) 
 
The threat therefore remains very high, I see it every day … For this reason,… [there 
is] no other choice than to propose.... the extension of the state of emergency. (my 
translation, my emphasis) 

 

Those quotes extracted from French political discourse underlines a conflicting 

temporal construction, not only does they suggest the urgency to respond, but they 

also emphasised on the persistence of the threat, embedded in everyday life. While 

on the right aftermath of Paris attacks the discourse suggests a break with the normal, 

a discontinuity in the aftermath of V13, after the 3-month application it rather suggests 

a temporal linearity - the extensions of the exceptions suggest a timelessness 

temporal shape (Jarvis, 2008). The notion of timelessness is identifiable in the 

repeated attempt of six activations of the emergency powers as well as the 

normalisation of counterterrorism powers as enduring and perpetual measures making 

the terrorist threat permanent and suggesting atemporal policy (Fisher, 2013). 

Reflecting on table 5.2.1.c. (p.238) the extensions of emergency powers over the 

course of two years resulted in changing the frames of the terrorist threat within the 

discourse.  

 

Indeed, instead of delineating it as a new phenomenon, the threat is qualified in July 

2016 as continuous, ongoing, long-term, permanent, maximum level, targeting the 

whole territory; in December 2016 qualified as persistent, long lasting, and 

multifaceted or in July 2017 as ongoing, daily, permanent, imminent due to the new 

modus operandi and the quickly radicalised terrorists, transnational and multifaceted, 

big, evolving, endogenous, and diffused. Instead of a temporal discontinuity as 
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discussed in section 1 ‘breaking with the normal’, the threat is enshrined in a temporal 

linearity (based on Jarvis’ work, 2008,) dealt with exceptional powers for something 

not being as exceptional anymore, it is embedded in everyday life. To justify the 

extensions of emergency powers a great emphasis has been put on the construction 

of the threat as being endogenous, in contrast with January 2015 and November 2015 

as being exogenous. Indeed, the threat is embedded within the country itself, terrorists 

do not go to jihad anymore, but quickly radicalised in prison, at home using internet 

propaganda tools, and therefore changed the dynamics of counterterrorism measures 

amplifying racial politics and the construction of the ‘other’ from the inside, the same 

way French political actors did in Algeria or in New Caledonia. The threat of terrorism 

is constructed as a new normal, as a timeless constant within requiring emergency 

powers within borders. The architecture and construction of temporality suggest that 

the everydayness of the securitised threat of terrorism underline the subsequent 

critique proposed in the following section. The impossibility to desecuritise when 

practice of securitising the everyday questions the state of exception as being the new 

normal or as suggested by Salter (2008, p.246) “the exceptional as mundane” where 

CT strategy and response is an ever-present colonial tool.  

 

From the very nature of this discursive construction of the terrorist threat, the 

emergency paradigm might be the wrong paradigm to be used to cease terrorism. 

Indeed, a state of emergency is only justifiable because the circumstances require its 

activation and in a limited form. Departing from constitutional norms needs to be 

constrained to a temporal limitation (Manin, 2004). As underlined by Feinberg (2018) 

for emergency powers to be legitimate and justifiable, it necessitates strict boundaries, 

and those boundaries are necessary due to the urgent threat, the security of the Nation 

being targeted and the protection of the public order. Nonetheless, those same 

boundaries are first and foremost set up by the decision-makers, the temporary 

limitation is also enacted by the elected representatives and therefore possess a large 

margin of appreciation of those temporal and necessary components. From the very 

beginning of the enactment of emergency powers within the law, the decision-makers 

decided to extend its application from 12 days to 3 months, to fit with the context of 

terrorism, extending the temporal limitation underlining their margin of interpretation. 

Additionally, this component of temporality is vague and imprecise in nature, more 

specifically in the understanding of the “strict boundaries of a temporal limitation”. This 
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same constructed temporal limitation departing from constitutional norms is 

problematic per se due to the delineation made by decision-makers of the threat of 

terrorism within political discourse. Whether it was in November 2015 for the French 

case study or back in 9/11, the threat was depicted as a long-lasting phenomenon, 

which required decision-makers ‘emergency and exceptional policies’. This questions 

the notion of temporality and ‘exceptionality’. Moreover, if the analysis focus on the 

frame given to the terrorist threat in France, it is perceived as an act of war, a war 

waged by terrorists and a war on terrorism. The concept of war entails rather the 

opposite of something being ‘temporal’ and/or ‘limited in time’. There are several 

issues with the creation of exceptional regimes to deal with terrorism, especially if 

those exceptional regimes become permanent, denaturing the very nature of the 

‘temporal limitation’. The War on Terror effectively institutionalised a permanent state 

of exception (Van Munster, 2004, p.148) and not only.  

 

Empirically, there exists periodical assessment and in the French context, the 

permanency of the SoE is due to the enactment of new law every time the SoE expires, 

to extend it. Therefore, that led to a multiple use of emergency paradigms to respect 

the timeframe entrenches in the law. Timeframe has been subject to parliamentary 

debate where after new extensions some questioned the thinking behind the 

extensions turning into a permanent SoE. When this threat becomes a recurrent 

occurrence, or framed as a long-lasting phenomenon, the relevance is questionable, 

as well as the thinking behind the limited length of application of those policies.  

 
... Parce que la menace est là pour durer, nous donner tous les moyens d’agir 
efficacement sur le long terme (Valls, 2015, no.26) 
 
... Because the threat is here to last, we need to give ourselves the means to 
effectively act on the long run … (my translation, my emphasis) 
 
Enfin puisque la menace va durablement peser et que la lutte contre Daech va nous 
mobiliser encore longtemps sur le front extérieur comme sur le terrain intérieur … 
(Hollande, 2015, no.118)  
 
Finally, since the threat will weigh on us permanently and the fight against Daesh will 
mobilise us for a long time on the external front as well as on the internal ground … 
(my translation, my emphasis) 

 

Thus, temporal limitation is imprecise in nature and manipulated by elected 

representatives around the law and the necessary circumstances that requires it. 
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Finally, if the focus is on the delineation of terrorism, in November 2015, decision-

makers qualified and framed in some discourses as a long phenomenon fitting with 

the literature (Heyman, 2004; Cronin, 2009). It conflicts with the very basic structure 

and nature of the emergency paradigm as noted by Manin (2004, p.27): 

 

... French experience suggests … [emergency powers] work reasonably well if clear 
and vivid lines demarcate the beginning and the end of the emergency circumstances. 
Neither of these conditions seem likely to be met by present day terrorism. 

 

Therefore, the problematic is to conceptualise terrorism as an emergency (Posner, 

2006). The argument developed in this chapter is rather to portray terrorism as a 

global, long-term threat which should not be considered as exceptional, but rather as 

a phenomenon enshrined in today’ society, as continuum and lineage, which needs to 

be countered and tackled with effective means and legitimate tools instead of using 

exceptional measures. There is a tendency to over-relying on exceptional powers 

when the threat appears, reflecting on the decision-makers’ discourse, as not 

something new, but a phenomenon that evolves through the context, changes over 

the years through its modus operandi and its actors, financing, target, etc. It is a 

security issue indeed, a long lasting one, a long phenomenon which eventually 

changes modus operandi and targets, that is long-lasting but not an ‘emergency’ per 

se, and still framed as such in political discourse. Emergency paradigm might be not 

the wrong paradigm but is inappropriate for the threat of terrorism. Though, it is used 

by decision-makers, shifted, modified, and manipulated towards a permanent state of 

emergency through the discursive construction of the WoT. State of emergency 

measure that has been conceived as a legal answer to a temporary threat in France 

becomes permanent. The very nature of the state of exception is thus modified 

(Guérin-Bargues, 2018). As Feinberg (2018) underlined emergency policies tend to 

settle in the long run and become the new normal. This is what the French case study 

illustrates with its extension of emergency powers under analysis combining the 

empirical analysis to the theoretical development just made. The temporary element 

was interpreted and extended in the name of counterterrorism and preventing other 

attacks from occurring. Thus, it resulted in six extensions of state of emergency, 

cumulating to nearly two years of exceptional powers. 
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Table 5.2.1.d. The 6 extensions of SoE - towards a permanent ‘état d’urgence’  
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Consequently, the extension of exceptional powers suggests a ‘new normal’, a 

timelessness application of emergency powers as developed by Jarvis (2008, p.254), 

he defines timelessness as “sits[ing] (...) with the (...) constructions of discontinuity and 

linearity (...) as a site of recurrence and sameness in their writing of this war”. It 

significantly defines the period of re-activation of emergency powers which underpins 

consequently a normalised exceptional period, lasting in time, in its application. The 

extensions also suggest a difficulty to end emergency powers, to desecuritise per se, 

which derives into permanent application of exceptional powers and was emphasised 

by the introduction of the SILT bill in 2017 as well as its enshrinement and amendment 

in April 2021. In reality, the dispositions of the exceptional powers are introduced and 

enshrined into a new normal, into ordinary law instead of a real return to normalcy as 

Copenhagen School developed in their theory, there is no seizure of emergency 

powers application in France, it has evolved and amended.  

 

As questioned by Codaccioni (2015, p.16), the durability of exceptional measures in 

the context of a long terrorist phenomenon and the over-criminalisation of the terrorist 

does question the permanency of CT powers as a permanent state of exception. While 

the thesis does not intend to delve into an in-depth analysis of the French judiciary 

system, it highlights a tendency in the French context to normalise the exceptional. It 

is significantly demonstrated by Codaccioni with the analysis of the Cour de sûreté de 

l’État.34 She underlines the tendency to generalise the exceptional in the French 

criminal law in relation to terrorism through political mechanisms to legitimise state’ 

interest and the implementation of derogatory regimes outside ‘emergency’ period to 

increase powers of intelligence services and the police (2015, p.294; p.298). It 

embodies another illustration of how the exceptional can, progressively, be 

incorporated to criminal law, that is an illustration of a transformation of an exceptional 

justice of exception into a permanent exceptional justice of the exception. In the 

context of terrorism, the very nature of the threat suggests that ending the exceptional 

and emergency powers is rather difficult and there is a significant tendency to 

normalise the powers and response to terrorism into the permanence of the 

 
34 Cour de Sûreté de l’État : created in 1963 at the end of the Algerian war to judge OAS - Secret Armed 

Organisation which is a far-right paramilitary organisation carrying out terrorist attacks against the 
independence of Algeria - illustrating the exceptional judiciary system in France in relation with 
terrorism. Abolished in 1991. 
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exceptional, as a never-ending exceptional temporal. Most significantly, those 

exceptional powers - whether it is the Cour de sûreté de l’État or the emergency 

powers - both emerged in the context of the Algerian war which is rather left under-

explored when investigating the threat of terrorism and counterterrorism in a French 

context. Both indicate a silencing, or minimising (English, 2009) of French history on 

counterterrorism, while it should rather excavate a coloniality of the structures and 

powers. As suggested by Fisher (2013, p.52), political actors, paradoxically, silence 

history but instead put a greater emphasis on articulating selected events to legitimise 

measures. To overcome the under-explored historicity of emergency powers in 

relation to terrorism, the context of terrorism should be examined in its entirety, to 

better understand the progressive securitisation of terrorism firstly, and to secondly 

explain the impossibility to desecuritise the threat of terrorism.  

 

To conclude, not only does this so-called ‘plateaued state of atemporality’ (Fisher, 

2013, p.52) suggest the state of exception being the benchmark of normality, the 

status quo, but it also questions the desecuritisation framework developed by the 

Copenhagen School if the context is taken into consideration as suggest the critique 

of the securitisation framework below. The subsequent section investigates the notion 

of desecuritisation in the context of French terrorism and its evolving threat framing, 

as an empirical question.  

 

2.2. An exceptional threat depicted as everlasting: crystallisation of the 

exceptional powers  

 

The French case study is significant on its application of the exception in November 

2015, and its modification of the paradigm of the exception. The temporal limitation 

necessary for the emergency powers to be legitimised and justified was modified on 

the 20th of November 2015 with the enactment of the bill, as well as the following 

extensions of a SoE in February 2016, May 2016, July 2016, December 2016, and 

July 2017. It is also significant and challenges another aspect and concept of Terrorism 

Studies and securitisation literature: the desecuritisation. Indeed, this section will 

dedicate an analysis on the normalisation of the exceptional powers within ordinary 

law in the French context and therefore challenging the concept of desecuritisation 

advanced by the Copenhagen School. The thesis, subsequently, will contribute to the 
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theorisation of the concept of desecuritisation in this section. It will emphasise the 

inappropriateness of the emergency paradigm in a contemporary context of a terrorist 

threat as a long-term phenomenon deeply embedded in a colonial legacy and 

continuum.  

 

2.2.1. The fading ‘emergency’: when the exception becomes the norm under the SILT 

bill 2017  

 

Normalisation came into significance with the law labelled Strengthening Internal 

Security and the Fight Against Terrorism (SILT), 2017.35 As Flyghed (2002) argued, 

normalisation of the exceptional can comprise two sorts of processes, first the 

normalisation of the threat, and second the normalisation of the response, means, and 

policies. In practice, the French case study illustrated the ‘normalisation of the threat’ 

with a depiction of the threat being sustainable, long-lasting, long-term phenomenon, 

and the ‘normalisation of the response’ with the routinisation of the exceptional powers 

with its six extensions and the normalisation of the response reached its paroxysm 

with the creation of a new anti-terror legislation: the SILT bill in October 2017. The 

legislation generated many debates within the political sphere, and NGOS; while some 

argue that it is a threat to the civil liberties and freedom, others described the legislation 

as the crystallisation of the state of exception within the ordinary law and rather 

emergency powers shall continue to be applied as they proved effectiveness.   

 

Before delving into the analysis of normalisation of exceptional powers and 

crystallisation of the state of exception brought to the critique of desecuritisation 

framework, it is important to develop the understanding of the very purpose of that bill. 

The legislation SILT 2017 is argued by the government to be a way to control the exit 

of the état d’urgence without depriving the state of means to counter terrorism. Indeed, 

as delineated in the above sections, France was under a state of emergency, extended 

6 times which accumulated to nearly 2 years under emergency and exceptional 

powers. French decision-makers argued the necessity to end those powers and to 

equips France with new means to respond to terrorism. Though, this bill seeks to 

 
35 Loi renforçant la Sécurité Intérieure et la lutte contre le terrorisme. 
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include some of the extraordinary powers into ordinary law, consequently, normalising 

some of the dispositions of the state of emergency to ‘normal’ politics, that is to 

institutionalise the exceptional.36 The decision-makers made it transparent, from the 

start of the reading in both chambers in July 2017, for instance, in front of the Senate 

it was noted argued that:  

 

To ensure an "under control exit" from the state of emergency, the bill 
strengthening internal security and the fight against terrorism seeks to provide the 
State with new permanent tools for the prevention of terrorism, transposing part of 
the exceptional measures of the state of emergency in the ordinary law. (Sénat, 
2017, my translation, my emphasis) 

 

To legitimise the normalisation of those dispositions, or what also constitutes a 

securitisation of everyday life, decision-makers framed the threat in a particular way: 

permanent threat of terrorism (c.f., table 5.2.2.1.a., pp.243-244). The exceptional and 

emergency ‘pacte de sécurité’, developed by Foucault (1978) and applied to the état 

d’urgence, become normalised within the French terrorism context. Reflecting on the 

report in front of the Senate in July 2017 to present the bill, and on the justification 

given to this SILT bill, it demonstrates the benchmark of normality, the very 

institutionalisation of the exceptional, following a French tradition in terrorism and 

counterterrorism approaches, that is, a routinisation and normalisation of the 

exceptional (Codaccioni, 2015). Examined from a decolonial lens, the context and 

aftermath of the War in Algeria is the starting point of the normalisation of the 

exceptional, that is the exceptional judiciary persisted far beyond the end of the conflict 

with the Cour de sûreté de l’État, is embedded in contemporary structures and powers 

- what labelled the coloniality of powers. More broadly, Codaccioni (2015, p.15) 

defines the Algerian War’s context as the matrix of the usage of the exceptional, in 

which the exceptional judiciary system moved away from the state of exception to be 

adapted even during peacetime, leading to a routinisation of some derogatory 

measures, the same way it was legitimised in 2017 for the implementation of the SILT 

bill. It justifies, therefore, to analyse the counterterrorism mechanism in France from a 

double angle: the colonial heritage and continuum, and the constant adaptation and 

 
36 The measures which originally are found in the state of emergency framework and transposed in the 
bill SILT in 2017 are as followed: the protection perimeters based on the so-called ‘protected or security 
zone’ under the state of emergency, the administrative closure up to 6 months (e.g., places of worship), 
the surveillance, a PNR file consultation, the compulsory residence order, and last, the house searches 
or visits. 
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normalisation of the exceptional as a progressive and the evolving securitisation 

framework. The link between Algerian War and context of terrorism post-V13 is 

significant: whether in terms of the depiction of the enemy as examined in chapter 

three, in the depiction of the threat (outside to inside), in the implementation of 

emergency powers via the état d’urgence, and last to the routinisation and 

institutionalisation of the exceptional.  

  

The very first sentence of the rapport to present the draft SILT bill in front of the Senate 

depicted the threat as: 

 
The threat of terrorism targeting France has never been that high … remains the 
privileged target of attacks. (Sénat, 2017, my translation, my emphasis) 

 

Terrorists are still framed as the enemy, the securitised radical other and the threat 

weighting on France portrayed as long-lasting and durable participate to the 

crystallisation of the exception. That signifies those powers are being kept in the hands 

of the executive, where soldiers remain on the streets, and it fosters the survival of the 

exceptional through the normalisation and the new bill. It demonstrates the very 

understanding of the concept of the normalisation of exceptional powers within 

ordinary law: normalisation of the threat and normalisation of the response as 

suggested by Flyghed (2002). As Bigo argued (1996, p.51), the ones speaking security 

are the one having the capacity to produce discourse on the enemy, and the one who 

will impose a definition of what constitutes a threat. To illustrate the perceived threat 

being normalised, an analysis of discourse is made and transposed in the following 

table made by the Interior Minister in the presentation of the law, whether it is in front 

of the chambers in Parliament, in the media, the depiction of the threat of terrorism 

has been translated in this table.   

 

 French original version English translated version  

Collomb, 
2017, no.183 

‘La menace est là, toujours prégnante’ the threat is here, always significant  

 ‘Il y a cette menace-là directement 
télécommandée et celle plus diffuse et donc plus 
difficile à prévenir’ 

there is this threat, directly remotely and the one 
more diffused and therefore more difficult to prevent 

 ‘La menace est donc plus complexe à détecter’  the threat is therefore more difficult to detect 
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Phillipe, E, 
2017, no.4 

‘Ce texte est une réponse adaptée à l'état actuel 
de la menace’ 

this text is an adapted response to the current 
level of the threat 

 ‘Nous devons donc nous adapter à une menace 
qui a largement changé de nature. Elle était hier 
très largement exogène, le risque est aujourd’hui 
endogène …’ 

we have to adapt to the threat which largely 
changes in its nature. Yesterday, the threat was 
largely exogenous, the risk today is endogenous 

 ‘Une menace devenue durable’  the threat has become sustainable  

Collomb, 
2017, no.304 

“face à une menace terroriste qui reste 
extrêmement élevée"  

facing a threat which is at an extremely high level 

Collomb, 
2017, no.302 

“la menace terroriste ne semble pas faiblir… non, 
elle ne faiblit pas” 

the threat of terrorist does not seem to weaken … 
no it is not weakening 

Collomb, 
2017, no.303 

“nous voyons bien que la menace reste élevée" we can see that the threat remains high 

Belloubet, 
2017, no.181 

“on vit sous la pression et la menace terroriste, la, 
aujourd’hui ? Oui, bien sûr, toujours” 

we still live under the pressure and under a 
threat of terrorism, here, today? Yes, of course, 
always 

Le Drian, 
2017, no.184 

‘On a plus une menace endogène’ we have more an endogenous threat 

 ‘La menace reste importante’ the threat remains important 

 

Table 5.2.2.1.b. Terrorism threat in political discourse prior to SILT bill 2017  

 
The threat is sustainable, remains at a high level, is diffused throughout the territory, 

is less exogenous (from the outside) and more endogenous (from the inside) 

constructing an internal other. The depiction of the terrorist threat coming from the 

inside helps selling this new legislation which particularly seeks to strengthen interior 

security matters in relation to terrorism. Framing the threat as such allowed decision-

makers to equip it with a new anti-terror legislation, rather than a separate bill, it adds, 

transposes, replaces and completes the state of emergency and other existing anti-

terror legal arsenal.37 This also participates in what Foucault (1978) designed as a 

‘pacte de sécurité' or wider security ‘dispositif’ and escalates the provisions beyond 

what was regarded as exceptional the last time around (Neal, 2012). To maintain the 

legitimacy of this bill, after its promulgation, it can be wondered how the discourse on 

terrorist threat framed terrorism. Interesting enough is the discourse that follows the 

introduction of exceptional powers into ordinary law with the new government. Indeed, 

 
37 For more information of the strong counterterrorism legislative arsenal:  

https://www.vie-publique.fr/eclairage/18530-trente-cinq-ans-de-legislation-antiterroriste,  
plus the annex https://docs.google.com/document/d/1FKPB37ClKwGRYD69QgAZ2X9uG_Skjk18/edit  

https://www.vie-publique.fr/eclairage/18530-trente-cinq-ans-de-legislation-antiterroriste
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1FKPB37ClKwGRYD69QgAZ2X9uG_Skjk18/edit
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reflecting on table 5.2.2.1.c. (p.246), it is noticeable that the discourse did not change, 

the depiction of the threat of terrorism is still following an evolving narrative 

construction, is permanent and imminent, high, and long-term. For instance, in 2018 

the discourse suggests the justification of the bill which introduced the exceptional 

dispositions into ordinary law with a particular framing of the threat of terrorism as: 

diffused and moving; endogenous and ubiquitous; evolving and resistant; rooted: 

becoming a long-term threat; emerging threat; multifaceted, diffused, permanent, high 

level, imminent; always been there, will always be, continue over time; and risk-zero 

does not exist. In 2019, decision-makers evolved their framing to qualify the threat as 

being daily and described the life in France as ‘living under the everyday life with 

terrorism’.  
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Table 5.2.2.1.d. Depiction of the threat of terrorism in October 2017 to end of the study March 2020  
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Therefore, the rhetoric constructions legitimise the application of the SILT bill, the 

‘norm’ now is living under a permanent and long-term threat of terrorism requiring 

permanent emergency policies: evolution of terrorism = evolution of the threat; a threat 

depicted as constant, real, high, not disappearing, at a maximum level and daily; 

dissemination and spread everywhere; more and more endogenous; mutation (what 

was called the ever-changing terrorist other), diffused, cancer, constant, flexible; threat 

number 1 in France; endogenous; and exogenous, dissemination. The political 

progressive and evolving construction serve to legitimise the new response to 

terrorism, as a contemporary form of terrorism through the process of the état 

d’urgence with replicate the colonial settings. Finally, the threat of terrorism is both 

homegrown and foreign in political discourse. In fact, it is ambiguously occupying a 

place in between which reminds the colonial contexts where the inside/outside or 

home/foreign is not clear, subsequently, the discourse on counterterrorism reproduces 

coloniality of structures and coloniality of being/non-being.  

 

Consequently, it demonstrates the securitisation of everyday life, or what is considered 

in this thesis as being the new normal, the fading of emergency era to a normalisation 

of the emergency which is entrenched in the colonial legacy of the Algerian War as a 

way to (re)produce the permanency of the exceptional through the institutionalisation 

of the exceptional and the emergency and via the implementation of a new norm. To 

conclude, the SILT bill 2017 was enacted on the 30th of October 2017, and its 

application and effectiveness is subject to a revision in 2021. In April 2021, the 

Government decided to normalise the dispositions contained in the SILT bill 2017 and 

strengthen others into a new legislation in the form of a draft law. The ‘pacte de 

sécurité’ and wider security ‘dispositif’ is forever being transposed, completed, 

replaced, added, and created as a cumulative law-making to normalise what was 

considered as exceptional in the past (Neal, 2012). It also excavates racial politics and 

reproduces colonial language and structures in particular in racialisation of the French 

Muslim community targeted and stigmatised through the terrorism political discourse. 

The new status quo created in 2017 via the SILT bill was (re)confirmed on the 30th of 

July 2021 reinforcing some of the derogatory dispositions of the SILT bill and the bill 

of 2015 on intelligent services, consistently (re)producing and extending the 

exceptions through its normalisation. It questions the twin concept of securitisation 

thought by the Copenhagen School, desecuritisation, in the context of constant threat 
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of terrorism framing and construction by political actors, towards what could be 

demonstrated as an impossibility to desecuritise.  

 

2.2.2. Desecuritisation versus normalisation: the impossibility to desecuritise the threat 

of terrorism  

 

Having discussed how exceptional powers in the context of terrorism were routinised, 

crystalised, normalised and institutionalised within ordinary law in France, 

desecuritisation, as the twin concept of securitisation, is of importance in the context 

of terrorism and nowadays politics. Desecuritisation needs to be unpacked and 

analysed from a decolonial lens to contribute to decolonise the terrorism industry 

(Ilyas, 2022). It seeks to theorise desecuritisation framework argued to be 1) 

overlooked; and 2) undermined by the extension of the ‘exceptionality’.   

 

While the securitisation framework attracted a large amount of research in the 

literature, the imbalance is significant with its twin concept: desecuritisation. In 

contrast, desecuritisation concept and literature is nascent (Sahar and Kaunert, 2022). 

Coskun (2008, p.395) explored the reason of the lack of desecuritisation analysis by 

arguing that the Copenhagen School failed in the first place to develop the same 

framework for desecuritisation that has been done for securitisation. That is by doing 

so it would have allowed and given the possibility for scholars to interpret and apply 

the desecuritisation literature to various contexts, processes, and models.  

 

Reflecting on the axis introduced by Abrahamsen (2005) on securitisation process 

understood as a continuum and dynamic development, within the French case study 

that axis can be reinterpreted by introducing a new step of securitisation success: 

notion of normalisation of the securitisation. Indeed, looking closely at the frame given 

to the threat in the long-run, French decision-makers built it as a permanent and 

diffused threat (c.f., table 5.1.2.1.g., p.211; table 5.2.1.e., p.238; and table 5.2.2.1.e., 

p.246). From that analysis, the axis created by Abrahamsen (2005) can be amended 

to understand terrorism as a non-desecuritised threat, within the French context but 

rather resting upon a long tradition of institutionalising the exceptional and a colonial 

continuum/legacy (c.f., table 5.2.2.2.a., p.250). The French case study challenges and 

therefore proposes another interpretation, or deconstruction of the notion of 
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desecuritisation employed by the Copenhagen School, delineated as “shifting of 

issues out of emergency mode and into the normal bargaining process of the political 

sphere” (Buzan et al., 1998, p.4).  

 
 
 

 

 



 250 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 5.2.2.2.a. Amended version of Abrahamsen’s axis threat-vulnerability-defence (2005) in accordance with the French context 5.1.2.1.h. 
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The desecuritisation concept was launched by Waever (2005) and the Copenhagen 

School and as underlined by Hansen (2012, p.526) “is coined as the conceptual twin 

to securitisation”. As captured in chapter two, Waever (1998) describes 

desecuritisation process as a political negotiation over a security threshold: an 

existential threat versus a challenge. Coined as the conceptual twin of securitisation, 

it is left nonetheless under-explored, both theoretically and empirically by the literature 

in comparison to heavily significant research on securitisation per se. Referring to the 

Derridian’s concept of signs being constructed with an opposite notion, to something 

they are not, as a hierarchical juxtaposition creating the nexus securitisation-

desecuritisation. The contemporary debates surrounding the notion of desecuritisation 

were largely captured in chapter two (p.96), though, to bear in mind Hansen (2012, 

p.539) distinct four forms of desecuritisation: stabilisation, replacement, rearticulation, 

and silencing. For various reasons and reflecting on those four different forms, the 

French case study illustrates the impossibility to fit either to one or another 

desecuritisation conceptual framework advanced by Hansen (c.f., introduced p.96 of 

the thesis). The desecuritisation forms developed by Hansen are also constructed in 

a western dynamic and omits the coloniality of such powers as well as the Eurocentric 

and western-centrism of the concept of securitisation-desecuritisation; 

democratic/status quo and whiteness of the ST framework (Howell and Ritcher-

Montpetit, 2019). Nonetheless, it confirmed what she suggests in her analysis claiming 

that these four forms are classified and developed as ideal types and that it is unlikely 

to find instances of desecuritisation as such. Indeed, the argument developed below 

is the impossibility to argue the desecuritisation of the terrorist threat, as a global threat 

depicted as long-term, enduring, and imminent, as captured in the critical discourse 

analysis replicated in this chapter.  

 

Instead, more specifically, the French case study analysis underlines that the terrorist 

threat is not desecuritised, in which a reduction and a limit of exceptional and 

emergency powers’ application would be observed. Instead, the emergency powers 

are extended, and as encapsulated in the previous section the exception becomes the 

norm, not as a process of (re)installing the status quo, but rather as introducing the 

exceptional within the norms, as a new status quo, as a ‘new normal’. The state of 

emergency was at the heart of French political and legal life ever since its declaration 

on the night of the 14th of November 2015 following the attacks until the day of its 
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termination in October 2017 after six extensions. Political actors tend to view state of 

emergency as the means of the French CT strategy and response to a recurrent 

terrorist threat and danger, as demonstrated in the previous subsection depicted as 

diffused, multifaceted, endogenous, and exogenous, daily which securitised the 

everyday life, as a vernacular threat, normalising and institutionalising the exception. 

The critique of the use of the emergency paradigm rests on the simple notion of 

‘recurring terrorist danger’ because it is recurrent, exceptional and the emergency 

paradigm seems rather inappropriate or wrong response in the long run. The so-called 

état d’urgence, as a legal answer to a temporary threat in France, is being modified 

and (re)constructed in its nature and becomes a permanent answer (Guérin-Bargues, 

2018).  

 

Referring to the traditional definition given of securitisation by the Copenhagen School 

(Buzan et al., 1998, p.24), one would assume that desecuritisation concept is 

intrinsically linked to that definition, an issue is moved out of the sphere of security 

when engaging with the process of desecuritisation (Hansen, 2012). The 

desecuritisation is defined by Copenhagen School as a process downgrading or 

ceasing to treat an issue as an existential threat to values referent object by a referent 

subject which therefore restores the status quo by ending the application of 

exceptional measures to deal with that securitised issue (Buzan and Waever, cited in 

Coskun, 2008, p.405). In other words, once the threat is neutralised and normalcy 

restored, the emergency and exceptional powers employed to that end, should 

disappear (Greene, 2018; Neal 2020, p.12), separating emergency from normalcy. 

The promise to return to ordinary powers when the threat disappears cannot be fulfilled 

with a long-term phenomenon that terrorism entails, and how terrorism is 

(re)constructed, (re)produced on a progressive rhetorical construction and its 

response excavating colonial continuum and imperialist structures, powers, and 

narratives.  

 

Reflecting on the French empirics, the threat of terrorism is rather embedded in an 

evolving framework, where a colonial continuum construction and discourse 

constitutes an additional layer of power relations (Adamson, 2020), structures and 

forms of coloniality, as a survival (Vergès, 2019, p.18). There is a political interest in 

framing the terrorist threat as such, so as to duplicate contemporary form of colonial 
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powers, structures and languages that terrorism analysis on western hegemonic 

construction underline. As captured previously, Codaccioni examines the Cour de 

sûreté de l’État implemented during and after the Algerian war and concluded that 

some cycles of violence, by their level and length participate to the routinisation of the 

state of exception, despite its ‘end’, it still is surviving and reflects durability in the long 

run (2015, p.14). The state of emergency reflects this argument developed by 

Codaccioni, deriving from the Algerian War, then during the Kanaki fight for 

independence, and then during the riots in the quartiers populaires. It underlines, quite 

clearly, this continuum developed in this analysis, and this legacy from colonisation 

serving as a contemporary colonial tool (Khan, 2021). Rather than constructing, 

thinking, and explaining the exceptional and emergency powers as a space-time’s 

exception (Lambert, 2021, p.73), it should rather be demonstrated, thought, and 

deconstructed as a continuum, a legacy, reproducing the colonial violence, structures, 

and powers in contemporary response to terrorism.   

 

Additionally, both definitions of securitisation and desecuritisation are enshrined with 

the idea of emergency powers to either be activated or ceased for a threat to be 

securitised and/or desecuritised. It leads to the questioning of normal politics which 

institutionalised exceptional powers, particularly significant with the French case, as 

noted following a long tradition of normalising the exceptional post-conflict/war, which 

consequently does not signify restoring the status quo ex ante, but rather construct a 

new norm, as a new benchmark of normality.  

 

To deepen this argument, the threat of terrorism has and is not being desecuritised in 

present days in 2021 as a new bill is discussed by the French Government and 

Parliament. Indeed, the 2017-SILT bill was originally enacted for a 3-year application, 

necessitating at the end of this period an examination of its efficiency and 

effectiveness. Rather than arguing a desecuritisation process through the enactment 

of a new bill, it is compelling to bear in mind that the SILT bill is the introduction of the 

exceptional within the norm and therefore does not constitute a return to a status-quo 

ex ante, or normal politics, but rather the adjustment of the norm to include the 

exceptional. The tendency in 2021 is to sustain the powers included in the SILT bill 

and introduce new ones in a new anti-terrorism bill in July 2021. Once again, it 

demonstrates the necessity to engage with the context in which discourse is 
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constructed, clearly neglected by CS. Instead of being desecuritised, what changed is 

the measures to counter this securitised issue, first, the exceptional powers to deal 

with the exception, and then, to build ordinary powers which will assume the 

exceptional (Codaccioni, 2015, p.40).  

 

Another feature of desecuritisation is the disappearance of the referent subject, the 

enemy, which goes back to the component of identity construction as delineated in 

chapter three. Because it largely rests upon the coloniality of structure and power, on 

constructing an ‘other’ from an orientalist lens, it is still portrayed as an enemy, it is 

also a continuum for the constructed terrorist enemy, the terrorist radical other has not 

been desecuritised, the suspect community is still (re)produced in political discourse, 

the orientalised other is still very much embedded in French political discourse. 

Empirically and relying upon the French case study, political decision-makers by 

introducing emergency powers within ordinary law and therefore engaging with new 

counterterrorism measures did not deconstruct the notion of terrorist enemy. There is 

still a terrorist enemy defined and described in political discourse to sell 

counterterrorism measures to the audience and underlined a permanent and 

undesecuritised threat of terrorism and securitised ‘other’. Rather than a 

desecuritisation of the terrorist threat in France, there is an accumulation of norms, 

bills, and dispositions to deal with terrorism, strengthening the ‘pacte de sécurité’ to 

counterterrorism and securitise the everyday.  

 

From an in-depth analysis of the literature surrounding the co-constitutive nexus of 

securitisation-desecuritisation, it is suggested that the notion of normalisation is 

neglected, forgotten and/or omitted. The concept of normalisation implies for this 

research that emergency or exceptional powers do not disappear but rather are 

introduced and included in ordinary law, in so-called in the realm of ‘normal politics’. 

The interplay of temporality and discourse is significant; by exploring political 

discourse, it can be argued that constructed ‘temporality’ influences these movements 

of (non)desecuritisation and normalisation. It does not signify that the threat is not a 

securitised issue anymore, and it does not imply the return to normalcy or status quo, 

but it entails something new or under-developed by the literature. Temporality and 

coloniality are co-constitutive, there is a coloniality of temporality. The French case 

study is an illustration of this concept of normalisation of a securitised threat of 
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terrorism and the impossibility to desecuritise the global threat embodied by terrorism 

underscoring coloniality of contemporary CT powers. The French case study 

challenged the dichotomy emergency versus normalcy with the threat of terrorism: with 

the delineation of terrorism and framing of the threat by decision-makers, the 

emergency powers not considered as an essential component as the Copenhagen 

School would argue, the threat of terrorism not being neutralised but constructed as a 

long-term phenomenon, last the emergency powers being incorporated into a law, a 

norm: SILT 2017. The emergency paradigm is challenged in its very nature by 

decision-makers themselves and by terrorism, the mutation is significative (Payé, 

2004). Normalcy-emergency dichotomy is no longer possible as distinct degrees of 

separation due to the very modification (Greene, 2018), interpretation and appreciation 

of nature by decision-makers serving a political agenda consisting in selling WoT and 

CT measures, deeply embedded in colonial structure and powers - systemic levels of 

exclusion and inclusion which infuse terrorism studies and security studies more 

broadly (Adamson, 2020).  

 

It is necessary to examine counterterrorism response, political discourse and 

construction of responses and identities through a decolonial perspective (Ilyas, 2021) 

to contribute to the securitisation framework, CTS, and the French case study is 

significant in that instance. The distinction between emergency and normalcy is being 

blurred, the spectre of emergency fades due to their application over time and 

normalises the measures (Neal, 2012, p.261). Following a Foucauldian approach in 

the understanding of the exception theoretically, meaning the exception in a liberal 

state does not signify a suspension of the law or the expression of sovereignty as 

expressed by Schmitt as such. The exception illustrates something different; it allows 

the understanding of what covers the institutionalisation of the exception per se 

(Goupy, 2017, p.106) and in regard to the western-centric of securitisation framework, 

it enables to excavate the coloniality of such measures embedded by state of 

emergency in the French context. The French political discourse on terrorism and 

counterterrorism 1) underlines colonial legacy and 2) undermines the traditional ST 

and the notion of exceptionality.  
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2 axes of 
normalisation 

  

Neal (2012, p.273) 
 
 
 
 
 
Flyghed (2002) 

“normalisation where the once exceptional 
becomes the new normal with the passing of 
time”  
 
 
 
“normalisation of the threat” 

“are acts of legal normalisation that aim to 
consolidate and make permanent all the 
temporary and exceptional laws passed in 
response to previous emergencies” 
 
“normalisation of the response” 

French case study  Empirically, it led to 2 years of emergency 
powers living with a permanent terrorist 
threat. It is not only a passing of time, but also 
a colonial legacy and a constructed 
continuum resting upon a long tradition to 
recourse to emergency and exceptional 
powers as argued here to be the “go-to 
measure”. 

That is, the first step in 2017 with the SILT 
bill and enshrined with the law debated in 
Parliament in Avril 2021 and July 2021. 
While being normalised it is still depicted as 
an imminent threat, as an urgent and 
unprecedented threat, consequently, cannot 
be argued to be desecuritised. 

 

Table 5.2.2.2.b. Two axes of normalisation  

 
There is an inherent tendency toward normalisation, and history and this analysis have 

proved that it is the case in France too (c.f., Codaccioni, 2015). The approach taken 

in this chapter is to combine the two kinds of normalisation developed by Neal (2012, 

p.273) and Flyghed (2002). The French case study illustrates a mix of both axes of 

normalisation. Rather than seeing a desecuritisation of the threat of terrorism, it was 

demonstrated throughout this analysis of political discourse a rather securitised 

everyday life and the normalisation of the exceptional, through the various extensions 

of emergency powers. The threat framing as evolved, the empirical analysis 

demonstrated that the threat and enemy are (re)constructed and (re)produced through 

political narratives, but are also deeply embedded in a colonial legacy, a coloniality of 

powers and structures which needs to be reflected when scholars, in terrorism studies 

and IR more broadly, analyse and deconstruct the notion of desecuritisation, or the 

lack thereof of desecuritisation of the terrorist threat.   

 

Conclusion on terrorism as a non-desecuritised and permanent 
emergency  
 

[T]errorism is often conceptualised as a perfect storm for the emergency paradigm, 
challenging individual, geographical and temporal separation between normalcy and 
emergency. (Greene, 2018).   
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To conclude, this analysis provided an input on the normalisation of the exceptional 

with the originality of the French case-study, rather left under-explored by the Anglo-

Saxon and Terrorism Study literature. After an in-depth analysis of the framing of the 

terrorist threat in the French political discourse, which resulted in the activation of 

emergency powers and a war on terror, the study suggested that emergency paradigm 

and the dichotomy emergency-normalcy were inadequate and inappropriate political 

construction for the phenomenon of terrorism. Indeed, the hegemonic discourse on 

terrorism depicted the threat as a long and everlasting resulting in the various 

extensions of the extraordinary powers, in the French context it was extended for a 

period of 2 years. The very nature of the temporal limitation of the application of 

emergency powers is significantly modified. In October 2017 it was decided to cease 

the application and use of emergency powers, the so-called état d’urgence, but the 

decision-makers included some of its elements within ordinary law. Therefore, it led to 

crystallisation of emergency powers and normalised the state of exception widening 

the scope of the axis of risk, threat, and vulnerability to an ongoing and everyday 

practice of containing the threat (Huysmans, 1998; Abrahamsen, 2005).  

 

Within this chapter, it firstly engaged with the political discursive construction of 

temporality, time, and urgency. Through a critical discourse analysis method, it 

explored the threat framing around the question of time for various reasons: first, time 

is central to the activation of emergency powers, second, a limited time is also central 

to the securitisation framework developed by the CS in the legitimisation of policies, 

and time is core to the argument on the threat framing resting upon an evolving 

securitisation process towards a normalisation of the exceptional, and last time is 

central to the notion of continuity, in particular colonial continuity. The work of Jarvis 

(2008) on three various shapes of time within political rhetoric was used to investigate 

the political discourse in a French counterterrorism context and led to question the 

constructed notion of time. Indeed, while discourse argues for a temporal discontinuity, 

a rupturing moment embodied by the Paris attacks to activate the state of emergency, 

political narratives are also largely drawing on a nexus temporality versus long-term 

threat and war on terror intensified, which rather suggest a temporal linearity of the 

exceptional powers. It was argued that there is a political interest to construct time and 

manipulate the notion of time through discourse, to justify the activation of the état 

d’urgence as an exception (in singular) to its six extensions, that is exceptions (in 
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plural). This what labelled Fisher (2013) a ‘plateaued of timeless exception’. While 

Paris attacks can be defined as the rupturing moment, it was demonstrated within this 

chapter that it is rather an evolving process resting upon a temporal linearity that is an 

evolving securitisation process, a continuum, not only significant with the post-Charlie 

Hebdo attacks securitisation of the terrorist other, but also largely excavating a colonial 

legacy and colonial-continuum (Lambert, 2021; Vergès, 2019) originating during the 

Algerian War and reproduced in colonial context and segregated areas.  

 

Then, in a second section it was demonstrated, through a decolonial lens, the 

impossibility to desecuritise and the narrowness of this concept in relation to terrorism 

as a global phenomenon, which contribute to widen CTS perspective on terrorism 

research, and post-Copenhagen School. While the Copenhagen School seeks for a 

desecuritisation, the case study analysis underlined the impossibility to desecuritise 

terrorism, rather a normalisation and institutionalisation of the exceptional. Indeed, the 

normalcy is not restored, and terrorism remains a security issue. While political 

discourse evolves in its framing of terrorism, being delineated as exceptional to a long-

term threat, diffuse and durable, a desecuritisation is not observable in the French 

case study of terrorism, rather the exceptional is resting upon a continuum and a 

linearity where time and temporality is (re)constructed through the third temporal 

shape developed by Jarvis (2008): timelessness. Consequently, it suggests a Gaullian 

policy and conception of repression by the exception, by virtue of which it is first 

necessary to treat the exceptional by means of exceptional powers and then ensure 

that the ordinary law is sufficient and strong to assume the exceptional (Codaccioni, 

2015), to transpose the exceptional within ordinary law.  

 

It was argued, following Fisher (2013), that rather than temporal counterterrorism 

measures it indicates atemporal CT powers through the institutionalisation of the 

exceptional, which additionally excavate colonial settings, structures and power 

embedded in the counterterrorism strategy. To that end, while most research on 

Terrorism Studies and CTS literature dedicated their analysis on the top-down 

perspective of security politics and analysis of the discourse, the analysis provided in 

this chapter was to move away from state-centric and western-centric but rather to 

explore the coloniality of powers and structures, the colonial legacy of emergency 

powers and counterterrorism powers in the French case. Securitisation process and 
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framework needs to be de-centre from western/state-centric analysis and top-down 

research. The analysis of this French case study contributes to the theoretical 

perspective of the revised securitisation theory by highlighting the impossibility to 

desecuritise a threat that is evolving, becoming permanent and being routinised, 

institutionalised and normalised by the same decision-makers activating the 

exceptional powers. As demonstrated, France tends to rely heavily on exceptional 

powers in the long run, underlining a coloniality of power, time, language, knowledge 

and structure and contemporary form of CT resting upon colonial structures and 

measures.  

 

The construction notion of time, within political discourses, is central and the core focus 

of this chapter. While in the first section, it seeks to understand the constructed notion 

of temporality and urgency; in the section, it was argued an impossibility to desecuritise 

the threat of terrorism within the French case (at least) due to the institutionalisation 

and normalisation of exceptional powers combined with a usage of the état d’urgence 

embedded in a colonial continuum and survival, and an evolving framing of the threat 

of terrorism which renders the counterterrorism powers atemporal.  
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Conclusion 
 
 
The threat of terrorism is not only something from the past, France remained the most 

targeted EU country by terrorism (Europol, 2022, p.7). While the collection of data for 

the purpose of this study ended in March 2020, the framing of the terrorist threat within 

the French political discourse followed and continued the dynamic, evolving and 

continuum securitising process. That is, after the establishment and enshrinement of 

emergency powers and exceptional measures within the SILT 2017, what was argued 

to qualify and embody the normalisation of the exceptional, the threat remained framed 

as being imminent versus permanent, from the inside and from the outside, 

exceptional versus long-term. Therefore, the emergency and exceptionality narratives 

did not disappear but evolved, and rather than seeing a return to ‘normalcy’ the threat 

of terrorism has never truly been desecuritised. With the very end of what could be 

Paris attacks, that is, its trial which started in September 2021 and ended in June 2022, 

the threat is still framed as imminent and present, exceptional and unprecedented, 

daily and permanent, embedded in linear temporality and combining logic of routine 

and logic of exception to frame the threat of terrorism. As established by Bourbeau 

(2014), the logic of exception and the logic of routine are not mutually exclusive, rather 

complimentary illustrated with the French case:  

 
Terrorism, we are not done with it yet, Islamist terrorism in particular (…) we won a 
battle, but the war is not over (…) we will still be targeted by terrorist acts. (Hollande, 
2021, my translation).38   

 

Paris attacks gained momentum over the last year with its historical trial, but even 

then, the frame given to the terrorist threat remained unchanged and sustained. This 

is largely explained with the findings of the thesis, that is, there is an impossibility to 

desecuritise the threat of terrorism if embedded in colonial setting and legacies. It was, 

therefore, argued that the very notion of exceptionality found in the traditional 

securitisation framework established by the Copenhagen School is undermined with 

the politically constructed temporality and continuity, in particular colonial continuities. 

The thesis, therefore, participated to the securitisation theory following a revised 

 
38 The trial notes and quotes used here are taken during my fieldwork at the Paris attacks trial in 
November 2021.The quotes used might not be complete as I was not allowed to record anything, only 
writing. 
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approach to the traditional ST as well as to the Terrorism Studies discipline in 

examining western and hegemonic political discourse on the French response to 

terrorism and in particular the framing of the threat.  

 

The thesis explored the French political discourse and constructed narratives through 

a critical discourse analysis research design. The study was delimited to political 

discourse post-Charlie Hebdo attacks in January 2015 and the end of the study is 

March 2020. It problematised the notion of desecuritisation and the colonial legacies 

in French CT powers as a survival and an evolving continuum, under-explored yet 

significant. It, subsequently, asked to what extent is the securitisation of terrorism an 

exceptional measure and how are exceptional CT measures normalised? Last, how 

does colonial continuity undermine the notion of exceptionality of traditional ST by the 

CS and to what extent is desecuritisation possible in the case of terrorism?  

 

The thesis demonstrated that CTS and post-CS underscore a necessary and guiding 

framework to analyse the French political discourse on securitising the threat of 

terrorism. It offered to combine these two approaches to provide a theoretical 

contribution to post-Copenhagen School by investigating the notion of context and 

issue-specific to underline the impossibility to desecuritise. Additionally, it falls within 

CTS scope by contributing to the new research agenda, that is, the blooming literature 

of decolonial perspective in IR (Adamson, 2020) and under-explored decolonial 

perspective in Terrorism Studies (Ilyas, 2021; 2022). Therefore, it merged these two 

approaches, as co-constitutive and imbricated for the analysis of the narratives on 

terrorism within a French context, to the rhetorical political constructions of CT 

measures and the progressive and evolving securitising language to frame the terrorist 

threat.  

 

The thesis analysed the literature on Terrorism Studies in chapter one, in particular 

CTS where the thesis is located and contributed to it by widening its epistemological 

analysis of war on terror discourse (Jackson, 2005; Holland, 2013) with the French 

case study, from a decolonial lens.  

 

Moreover, reflecting on Ciuta’s work (2009, p.303), it contributed to three structural 

challenges that stood out from recent developments in the Securitisation Theory: the 
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conceptual challenge, that is the issue around the notion of ‘speech act’ and language-

heavy; the epistemological challenge, that is how CS reads (lack thereof) the empirical 

context; and the normative challenge, that is the issue of securitisation and 

desecuritisation in providing a new theorised conceptualisation of the desecuritisation 

notion. Those three structural challenges corresponded to identified contributions and 

objectives of this study. It therefore critiqued that traditional approach, in particular with 

political rhetoric of the exceptionality, the continuity (more specifically, the colonial 

continuity), the temporality and the normalisation of securitising language.  

 

Identified contributions   

 

The thesis offered a conceptual framework to study the evolving securitising language 

in French political discourse in depicting terrorism providing an empirical and 

theoretical contribution to the field of critical security and Terrorism Studies. It 

contributed to post-Copenhagen School approach to securitisation and Critical 

Terrorism Studies by investigating the political narratives through a contextual 

approach and decolonial lens. The threat framing of terrorism in France underlined an 

evolving securitising language resting upon colonial settings which ultimately 

questioned the concept of desecuritisation. Therefore, three contributions were 

identified in this thesis.  

 

As a postulate, those contributions are not disconnected from one another but are 

inter-connected. While it tried to map them out in distinct empirical chapters, it also 

underlined how they informed each other to study the case of France and in particular 

the counterterrorism measures: the état d’urgence and its normalisation.  

 

1. Theoretical contribution to the revision approach on securitisation 

theory: the progressive securitising language and desecuritisation  

 

The analysis of the evolving securitising language embedded in an issue-specific 

contextual approach illustrated a normalisation of exceptional powers in the French 

context and demonstrated the impossibility of desecuritising the threat of terrorism – a 

concept which is under-explored in securitisation literature to which this thesis 

contributed.   
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It provided a contextual approach to analyse securitisation, a contextual approach 

which engages with domestic context broadened to not only focusing on the so-called 

rupturing and exceptional traditional securitisation framework taught by the 

Copenhagen School, but rather to explore the securitisation framework in its evolving 

process – as a continuum. While post-CS scholars largely investigated contextual 

approach, the thesis emphasised it to understand the domestic context broadly 

speaking, what the past can tell us about the contemporary forms of counterterrorism. 

Not only does it participated in the literature with a domestic focus, but it also 

contributed to the discipline in theorising the concept of desecuritisation under-

explored in ST theories, both CS and post-CS. It demonstrated that desecuritisation 

should be thought and analysed within the very issue-specific framework rather than 

trying to theorise it in its general conceptualisation and how normalisation can 

undermine the notion of desecuritisation. While Waever (2005) postulated that we 

need to seek for desecuritisation and the return to normal policy, the concept is 

neglected in the literature. The analysis of the evolving securitising language 

embedded in a domestic issue-specific contextual approach illustrated a normalisation 

of exceptional powers in French terrorism context and underscored an impossibility to 

desecuritise the threat of terrorism. This is where the theoretical contribution is located 

in the thesis. While it participated to the commented literature on contextual 

securitisation following a post-Copenhagen School approach (Balzacq, 2011; 

Huysmans, 1998; Wilkinson, 2011; Balzacq et al., 2016), it pushed forward the 

argument on desecuritisation in theorising the notion from a contextual approach and 

integrating a decolonial and critical orientalist lenses.  

 

The securitised terrorist radical other  

In sum, in chapter three, it began with the empirical analysis of the evolving securitising 

language on terrorism by exploring the identification and construction of polarised 

constructed identities and more specifically it examined the securitised radical terrorist 

other. In doing this, the argument is based upon the revised approach on securitisation 

theory (post-Copenhagen School) and postulated that there is a need to not only focus 

and limit on what could be identified as the so-called “point of rupture” (i.e., V13) in 

political discourse to securitise a security issue. Rather, following a contextual and 

domestic approach, it was argued that the context of terrorism should be 

comprehended in its entirety and in broader terms as a continuum, as an evolving, 
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developing framework. Subsequently, Charlie Hebdo attacks was identified as a 

starting point of the analysis of political discourse, to be a postulate in the securitising 

language by delving into the (re)construction of the securitised terrorist identity. 

Throughout the first empirical chapter, the thesis explored the depiction of the terrorist 

other and the transformation of language from qualifying terrorism as something 

general in criminal law, to shifting the framing to exceptionality through language of 

‘attentat’. To that end, it allowed to delve into the construction of the terrorist identity 

which was argued to be the postulate in the securitising language, before the activation 

of emergency and exceptional powers, but very much participating into the 

securitisation process. The securitisation move, thus, does not start with the existential 

threat narratives. Rather it is demonstrated through this empirical research that it is an 

evolving move.  

 

The contextual approach in the analysis of the securitisation framework 

Following the securitised terrorist identity as a first step in the securitisation process, 

chapter four uses the post-Copenhagen School approach on securitisation to establish 

that the securitisation success and move is not intrinsically linked to the activation of 

emergency and exceptional powers but rather following an evolving, dynamic and 

continuum process. This is what is labelled as a linear process, in particular within 

western and hegemonic context, which contributed to the critique of the traditional 

securitisation theory developed by the Copenhagen School. The main objective of the 

chapter was to examine how the threat of terrorism was depicted in November 2015 

as existential and unprecedented and how it evolved into what can be qualified as a 

continuum evolving process, a dynamic development or a so-called evolving 

securitisation process (Wilhelmsen, 2017; Abrahamsen, 2005, p.65; Balzacq, 2005) 

which led to a greater selling of the war on terror and its measures to the audience 

(Holland, 2013; Jackson, 2005; 2006). In other words, instead of only limiting the 

analysis to the ‘terrorist event’ and/or ‘high points’ (Bourbeau, 2014) to a single 

illocutionary speech act following a logic of exception, it was argued that securitisation 

should be investigated as a gradual process within which the threat shifted from non-

existential to existential pre/post-V13 within a broader context. It rather combined a 

logic of routine, not as mutually exclusive logics but rather complementary, as a 

dynamic development, which significantly rest upon a context pre-V13 and post-V13, 

to examine the progressive securitising language starting with the securitised terrorist 



 265 

 
 

other. That followed Wilhelmsen (2017) and Floyd (2016)’s work and contributed to 

their approaches in arguing that emergency powers are not an essential criterion for 

the success of existential threat to be securitised. Existential threat narratives justifying 

the activation of the state of emergency (i.e., état d’urgence) were core to the 

discourse post-Paris attacks, however, it was demonstrated that it should not 

constitute the starting point of the securitisation move and the success of the 

securitisation process (Balzacq, 2004; Wilhelmsen, 2017). Hence, while the French 

political actor activated the emergency and exceptional powers post-V13, the 

securitisation is argued to have begun before Paris attacks through the securitised 

terrorist identity post-Charlie Hebdo attacks. Therefore, it demonstrated the context-

dependence of the securitisation framework, resting upon existing critique of the 

traditional school on securitisation theory. While the role of discourse and ‘speech act’ 

was not neglected, the thesis argued the necessity to broaden the analysis to include 

the context.  

 

The theorised concept of desecuritisation  

Chapter five showcased the analysis undertaken on the delineating and the framing 

of the threat of terrorism in the aftermath of November 2015 to the enactment of the 

bill Strengthening Homeland Security and the fight against Terrorism (SILT bill) in 

October 2017. The aim of chapter five was to draw on the crystallisation of emergency 

powers and normalisation of the state of exception: from exception to exceptions.  That 

is, it examined the evolving frames delineating the threat of terrorism as a permanent 

issue, shifting the narratives from exceptional and unprecedented threat of terrorism 

to a routinisation of exceptional powers and securitisation of the everyday life in 

France. In doing so, it engaged with the construction of temporality by political actors. 

The examination of temporality and continuity enabled challenging and theorising the 

concept of desecuritisation. The traditional definition of desecuritisation was 

intrinsically linked to the definition made by the Copenhagen School which perceives 

a successful securitisation only related to the activation of emergency and exceptional 

powers and seeks to desecuritise the issue in a strictly limited time. While Waever 

(2005), Buzan and Waever (2003) or Hansen (2012) engaged with desecuritisation, 

their understanding was limited to the context in which it is applied while omitting to 

specify it is a contextual approach. Not only their perceptions of desecuritisation are 

very issue-specific (without mentioning it and rather claiming a sort of generality over 
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its application and conceptualisation), but they overlooked the structures that are 

embedded in some of the powers used to counter a security issue. The analysis of 

political discourse from November 2015 demonstrated that the paradigm of urgency is 

archaic and not adapted to a threat of terrorism described and constructed as 

permanent, ongoing, and evolving.  

 

2. The coloniality of French CT powers and the colonial continuum 

embeddedness of securitising language  

 

A second contribution identified within the thesis is linked to the colonial continuum of 

French CT powers (Lambert, 2021). Securitisation theory is argued to be limited to 

liberal and democratic regimes and fails to explore race and colonialism studies 

(Moffette and Vadasaria, 2016). Identifying this gap in the literature on securitisation, 

it investigated the coloniality of power, structure and language on terrorism by looking 

at the French case. The embeddedness of western CT powers in (post)colonial 

settings is under-explored and the thesis demonstrated the coloniality of powers, 

language, and structures of French CT powers, as a contemporary form of coloniality. 

This is exhibited not only through the language of CT, in depicting an orientalised, 

racial, securitised, radical enemy – coloniality of being/non-being, but also by exposing 

the colonial legacy of CT powers: the état d’urgence per se. The analysis shifted the 

focus on the domestic level of analysis by delimiting the study to the analysis of the 

coloniality of powers, structures, and languages of French political discourse on 

counterterrorism within France as a spatial limitation to the study. The thesis 

demonstrated the colonial legacy of CT powers in ex-colonies where the so-called ‘état 

d’urgence’ emerged directly from the period of colonisation of Algeria by the French 

(Lambert, 2021) through the Law of 1955. It is also significant in its domestic context 

as a system of reproducing colonial structures and powers, if not reproducing, its 

duplicating the colonial system (Lambert, 2021; Vergès, 2019). This contribution is, 

thus, located in and participated to the emerging literature on race and colonialism 

studies in securitisation theory, that is, Howell and Ritcher-Montpetit, (2019) argued 

that racist thought is fundamental to and integral to the traditional security theory, 

Mofette and Vadasaria (2016) and others argued that race should be integrated into 

securitisation theory, last example Bilgin (2010; 2011) underscored the eurocentrism 
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of ST. The empirical analysis illustrated the coloniality of such power and language in 

two locations.  

 

The radical, orientalised and racialised terrorist other  

In chapter three, not only does the language constructed a terrorist, securitised 

terrorist, but it replicated colonial language of the radical, the orientalised, the 

racialised other to depict the enemy which was examined through critical orientalist 

and decolonial lenses. Using these combined theoretical approaches enabled to 

examine the social construction and the functioning of discourse when depicting the 

radical terrorist other rather than considering it as a natural and non-questionable 

existence (Health-Kelly, 2016). The terrorist identity is dehumanised, depoliticised, 

depersonalised, demonised galvanising the differentiation between the French 

national self and the terrorist other. Through the othering process draws a long 

orientalist tradition in constructing an enemy, a securitised terrorist enemy (Khalid, 

2017; Lambert 2021). Political actors through discourse played an important part of 

responsibility in building knowledge about Islam and Arabs, which further stigmatise 

them and increase Islamophobia (Abbas, 2021), more specifically with the état 

d’urgence. It created a suspect community (Breen-Smyth, 2014) and impacted the 

French Muslim community, through the racial othering narrative (Lambert, 2021; 

Vergès, 2019).  

 

Therefore, the identification of the securitised terrorist other from Charlie Hebdo 

attacks discourse is significant not only for the argument of an evolving securitisation 

process move but also on the colonial legacy (re)produced in political narratives on 

the threat framing. 

 

The colonial embeddedness of CT powers 

Within chapter five demonstrated the impossibility of desecuritising the threat of 

terrorism within the context of terrorism, which did not only contribute to the 

securitisation theory by theorising the notion of desecuritisation, but also strengthen 

the argument of the colonial continuity in the application of emergency powers 

facilitating a process of non-desecuritisation but rather a normalisation. In doing so, 

the emergency powers not only uncovered an ongoing application, a routinisation, and 

a normalisation, but also excavated a colonial legacy on its application which 
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strengthened the argument of ‘continuum’ and evolving process. Indeed, rather than 

a ‘single moment’ perceived as a ‘rupturing moment’ between the past and present 

and ‘single performative speech act’ as the traditional securitisation theory 

established, (Vergès, 2019; Lambert, 2021), the emergency powers in the French 

context uncovered a sense of temporal continuity. The thesis had for purpose to 

contribute to an emerging, yet under-explored, decolonial approach in terrorism 

studies (Ilyas, 2022) by excavating the embeddedness of western counterterrorism 

powers in colonial settings, in particular looking at the colonial continuity of France 

through contemporary response to terrorism. Political actors do not only securitise the 

space (Lambert, 2021), as they would have done during the previous application of 

emergency powers (i.e., in Algeria – the colonised space; in New Caledonia – the 

colonised space of Outre Mer territory; and in Paris banlieues – the racialised suburbs 

by political actors; France metropole post-Paris attacks) but also the time by 

enshrining the emergency colonial powers into ordinary law towards their 

normalisation.  

 

3. The French case study as an empirical contribution  

 

Last, the thesis offered an empirical contribution with the French context of terrorism 

to the field of area studies and CTS. Indeed, it broadened the Anglo-Saxon-led 

perspective and research in Terrorism Studies with the French case study on terrorism 

particularly looking at the French political discourse on threat framing. The thesis 

argued that that there is a centrism in research in focusing on Anglo-Saxon examples, 

particularly on the foreign political counterterrorism language and policies, despite 

some research looking at the domestic. It overlooked the domestic context of 

counterterrorism and the need to move away from Anglo-Saxon perspectives. In doing 

so, it investigated the domestic context of counterterrorism powers in France through 

a decolonial perspective, under-explored within CTS, yet significant. 

 

While it is still a focus on a European, western country, the thesis proposed a 

decolonial approach to the analysis. It emphasised on the significance of the French 

case as it can promote research to investigate colonial legacies of contemporary forms 

of counterterrorism measures and practices which need to be excavated to contribute 

to the Terrorism Studies discipline.  
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Therefore, with the analysis of the French case study and in particular investigating 

the political discourse on the securitisation of the terrorist threat, the thesis 

demonstrated that terrorism should be analysed within the context in which it is 

produced – domestic context. Its countermeasures and political discourse associated 

with the CT policies should also be explored with the context it is created, produced, 

and constructed as it excavates contemporary forms of colonialism, imperialism from 

western, hegemonic, and liberal states. The impossibility to desecuritise as a 

theoretical finding and contribution of the thesis is explicated through the colonial 

matrix and legacy of structures and powers and contribute to CTS under-exploring the 

war on terror discourse through decolonial perspectives recently. Therefore, engaging 

with political construction of temporalities is also of importance as it can explicate the 

threat framing of terrorism.  

 

Opportunities and direction for further research  

 

The findings of this thesis are useful in broadening the analysis to other case studies. 

This thesis contributes to an emerging approach to decolonise terrorism studies, which 

represents a significant lacuna of the scholarship. The colonial legacies of CT powers 

belong to a very light blooming literature, nonetheless it needs to attract more attention 

from researchers so as to excavate colonial structures, to expose colonial modernity, 

duplication and (re)production of colonial language, and power very much embedded 

in western counterterrorism approaches. While decolonising academia is gaining 

momentum, Ilyas (2022) underscores the lack of such trend in the terrorism industry 

and proposes a decolonising terrorism studies approach to fill this lacuna in the 

discipline. The discipline of terrorism studies would benefit from those angles and 

would enable to widen the research to Global South approaches of counterterrorism 

and more broadly to broaden and apply those approaches to critical security studies 

and securitisation in other empirical cases. 

 

The empirical findings and conceptual framework would also be useful to undertake 

an archive work in the period of colonised Algeria to examine the patterns within 

political discourse, from the colonial period to the post-colonial period and how it 

informs the coloniality of powers and language in French political discourse, as a 

colonial survival. In examining the patterns, that is, which narratives sustained in the 
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discourse, which one are being transformed, which one evolved in contemporary 

French political discourse on terrorism and use of état d’urgence. The archival and 

historical work could also be widened to include Tunisia and Morocco.  

 

Additionally, this thesis conceptual framework, and findings could be used in other 

contexts in examining the colonial legacies of CT measures. Looking at the 

conceptualisation of desecuritisation in the thesis, it ultimately participated in the 

emerging literature on decolonising the securitisation framework (Bilgin, 2010; 2011 

Ritcher-Montpetit, 2019), which as few scholars underscored remained racist, colonial, 

heavily western and hegemonic centric (Moffette and Vadasaria, 2016). 

Desecuritisation should be theorise in other security issues to examine the various 

possibilities and therefore demonstrate the necessity to explore case by case rather 

than universalising the concept and notion as the traditional formulation by the 

Copenhagen School established (Buzan et al., 1998; Waever, 2005).  

 

Closing remarks  

 

In sum, the analysis of French political discourse in framing the threat of terrorism 

enabled a contribution to the securitisation theory by demonstrating the significance 

of context in exploring the evolving securitising language and the framing of terrorism, 

from an exceptional threat to a normalised threat. It identified lacunas in both ST and 

CTS explored throughout this analysis and underscored the necessity to not only 

investigate the context as a logic of exception but combining the logic of routine and 

examination of the coloniality of such CT powers and language. The état d’urgence is 

not only integrated in colonial modernity but constructs contemporary form of 

imperialism in securitising a ‘racialised terrorist other’ and normalised a colonial power 

and structure through its extensions. Ultimately, the thesis theoretically contributed to 

the notion of desecuritisation through an in-depth analysis of the French case study 

largely reproducing colonial power and structures exhibiting the impossibility of 

desecuritising terrorism when a threat of terrorism is embedded in normalised 

exceptional and emergency powers.  
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Appendices 
 
Appendix 1: Chronology of counterterrorism measures, laws, emergency and the 
exceptional powers under the IVth Republique and Vth Republique 

  

 

 Loi n 55-385 3rd of April 1955  
 

Used 5 times between 1955 and 2015:  
Algerian War April 1955 to December 1955;  
Alger Movements Mai 1958 to June 1958;  
Outre-Mer 1985 to 1987 (in different areas for different period of times);  
Emeutes des Banlieues from November 2005 to January 2006. 
 

Loi 21st of December 2012, Loi n 2012-1432: 1st counterterrorism legislation – 
Promulgation of the legislation related to security and counterterrorism measures. 
 

 Loi 18th of December 2013, Loi n 2013-1168: Military program regarding 
defence and security for 2014 to 2019.  
 

 9th of May 2014: Creation of SCRT 

12th of May 2014: Creation of DGSI 

 1st of August 2014: Operation Barkhane  

 20th of September 2014: Operation Chammal 
 

Loi 13th of November 2014, Loi n 2014-1353: counterterrorism legislation – 
reinforcement of the legal dispositions related to counterterrorism measures (such 
as: territory prohibition, etc.)  
 

Charlie Hebdo – 7th/11th of January 2015 

No declaration of State of Emergency, no use of the Loi de 1955. 
 

 12th of January 2015: Creation Operation Sentinelle  
 

Loi 24th July 2015, Loi n 2015-912: counterterrorism legislation – legislation on 
intelligence services. 
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Attack Thalys – 21st of August 2015 

Paris attacks – 13th of November 2015 

 

 13th of November 2015: Loi 3rd of April 1955 modified 20th of November 2015 – 
initially 12 days of emergency, edited to 3 months application. 
Project to edit the Constitution and enter the emergency powers within the 
Constitution (article 36-1).  
20th of November, Loi n 2015-1501: extension of the state of emergency on the 20th of 
November 2015 until the 26th of February, for a 3-month period.  
 

 Loi 30th of November 2015, Loi n 2015-1556: International surveillance of 
electronic communications.  
 

 19th February 2016, Loi n 2016-162: extension of the state of emergency on the 
26th of February 2016 until the 26th of May for a 3-month period.  
 

 Loi of 22nd of March 2016, Loi n 2016-339: counterterrorism legislation - Loi 
Savary related to the security within public transports. 
 

 30th of March 2016: withdrawal of the project to edit the Constitution and enrol 
the state of emergency within the Constitution  
  

 20th of May 2016, Loi n 2016-629: extension of the state of emergency on the 
26th of May until the 26th of July, for a 2-month period, preventive and due to the 
events of Euro Football contest and Tour de France.  
 

Loi 3rd of June 2016, Loi n 2016-731: counterterrorism legislation – 
counterterrorism measures related to terrorism financing, Loi Urvoas. 
 

Magnanville murder – 13th of June 2016 

Nice attack – 14th of July 2016  
 

21st of July 2016, Loi n 2016-987: extension of the state of emergency on the 26th 
of July until December 2016 for a 6-month period.  
 

Attack Saint Etienne du Rouvray – 26th of July 2016  
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19th of December 2016, Loi n 2016 - 1767: extension of the state of emergency 
on the 22nd of December 2016 to the 15th of July 2017 for a 7-month period.  
 

Attack Carrousel du Louvre – 3rd of February 2017 

 

 Loi 28th of February 2017, Loi n 2017-258: Public security legislation.  
 

Attack Paris Orly – 18th of March 2017  

Attack Champs Elysees – 20th of April 2017 

 

11th of July 2017, Loi n 2017 - 1154: extension of the state of emergency on the 
15th of July to the 1st of November 2017 for a 3-month period, reduced due to the 
Presidential elections.  
 

Attack Levallois-Perret – 9th of August 2017 

Attack Gare Saint Charles Marseille – 1st of October 2017  
 

  SILT 30th of October 2017, Loi n 2017-1510: Normalization of exceptional 
powers (and also put an end to the extension of the state of emergency).  
 

   Attack Carcassonne and Trèbes – 23 Mars 2018  
 

   Attack stabbing Paris – 12 May 2018 

 

   Attack Marche de Noel Strasbourg – 11 December 2018  
 

 

 

   
 

 

 

    11 March 2020 (end date of the study): National Day for the victims of 
terrorism in France.  
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Appendix 2: The evolution of the framing of the threat of terrorism from the study  
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