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has routinized using Twitter sources, rhetoric of political issues have a greater chance of 

being transmitted into mainstream media. Second, politicians’ tweets are regularly shared 

by their followers (Vargo et al. 2014), allowing message in the tweets to propagate within 

the followers’ networks. Third, tweets act as public memory of events. Old tweets can be 

retrieved using the search functions, or through API request. Whereas tweets act as a report 

of contemporary affairs, they become a part of the public memory of the past, and are often 

remembered (Gloviczki, 2015). For example, a Twitter posts with a photo of Barack 

Obama hugging Michelle Obama after the results of the 2012 election, had become an 

iconic image of that time. Tweets influence the public understanding of politics by 

becoming the source of news reports, by being shared in politically-inclined networks, and 

by becoming a part of the public memory of past events.     

Twitter as a mass-personal device for politicians 

This study assumed that politicians will behave on social media in a similar way 

they have been found to act on mass media regarding issue ownership, which is present 

issue owning cues when discussing a new issue (Petrocik, Benoit & Hansen, 2003). Those 

assumptions were based on the findings that social media agenda closely follow mass 

media ones (Meraz, 2009, 2011). Politicians’ use of Twitter suggested that the medium is 

used as an effective tool to influence journalists’ and public agenda, making this study 

assume that a political use of Twitter will overwhelm a personal use.  

However, the results show referring to the issues owned by opposing parties was 

common in tweets. Figure 1 shows politicians from both parties using similar reference 

terms: with civil liberty, national security, and big government being in the top three 
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categories. As two of these issues are Republican-owned and one Democrat-owned, the 

results suggest that politicians from either party should use the opposition party’s political 

rhetoric. They did not stay with their own partisan interpretation of the issue. Texts in the 

tweets show politicians using all six issues explored in the study in different frequencies.  

The findings suggest the senators used Twitter as a personal medium (Marwick, 

2011) rather than as a party propaganda tool, although partisan rhetoric occupied a few 

number of tweets. They communicated to their online audiences as more of an individual 

social media user rather than as a politician and expressed a personal view, rather than 

partisan, to their audiences. The literature review discussed three approaches in studying 

Twitter: As a mass medium, as a user-network and as a personal medium. Previous studies 

have discussed uniqueness of masspersonal use of social media to address the audience, 

tone in messages and perceived situation of  receiver (Carr & Hayes, 2015; Frame & 

Brachotte, 2014). Politicians have been found to use Twitter as a masspersonal device, 

where the audience is addressed as an individual who is a follower and remains connected 

(Aharony, 2012; Conway et al., 2013; Vergeer, 2015).  This study adds to personal media 

approach of studying Twitter, and states politicians who hold office, such as Senators or 

cabinet members, may find it appropriate to use Twitter as an individual rather than as a 

party official.  Using as personal media may include addressing the audience in second 

person, inform about actual physical events to the audience, or urge for any imperative 

action.    

  Politicians reportedly use social media to update their followers about daily 

activities and to inform concerned parties about reaction about ongoing political issues 
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(Conway, Kenski & Wang, 2013; Golbeck, Grimes & Rogers, 2010). The brevity of social 

media may not allow them to interpret and elaborate a political stance on issues, as much 

as social media allows to express an instant reaction on political events. Thereby, mediums 

such as Twitter is used as a journal of daily activities and reaction for politicians, where 

expressing ideology-ridden opinions are contained. This is one of the possible reason of 

absence of issue ownership effect on Twitter as this study finds and that is contradictory to 

use of issue owning messages in presidential advertisements, debates and speeches found 

in previous studies (Benoit, 2007; Benoit et. al., 2013). As the purpose of using mass and 

social media has been found to be dissimilar, the presence of issue owning messages in the 

two types medium is, unsurprisingly, different. 

 Senators those who were active on the issue of digital privacy tweeted significantly 

more on the issue than others. The senators who tweeted the most amount of time in fact 

tweeted about the issue as political events on the issue gradually unfolded in the Congress, 

and ended up tweeted for a much longer period of time than others. Thereby, as digital 

privacy grew as a bi-partisan issue, the senators’ posts regarding the issue started reflecting 

bi-partisan perspectives on the issue. The tweets reflect the senators’ attitude on digital 

privacy over the two years of period, when the issue gradually moved from a partisan issue 

to a bi-partisan one. Among the studies those found issue ownership cues in political 

messages, the most of those collected data during national or congressional elections, when 

the partisan polarization remains high and partisan opinions overwhelms other types of 

opinions (Sides, 2006).  However, as this study collected data during a two-year time period 

when no national election took place, the senators’ tweets reflect sentiment of regular 
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congressional activities, when the partisan cues in messages are fewer in numbers than the 

time of a national election. 

The findings of issue-trespassing messages on tweets underscores the value of 

Twitter as a channel in political public relations that is distinct than mass media channels. 

Whereas the senators attempt to take a cautious and traditional approach in their statements 

on mass media, they make take a more personal and non-political approach on Twitter. 

Evidence from this study shows that Twitter should be counted as a unique mass personal 

tool in public relations that may not follow logics of mass communication mediums, and 

may act as a personal tool for a politician expressing individual opinion rather than partisan.  

As civil rights and national security are owned by opposing parties, but are both closely 

tied with digital privacy, such references exert an issue ownership or issue trespassing 

effect on audience. Politicians have been found to use Twitter as a masspersonal device, 

where the audience is addressed as an individual who is a follower and remains connected 

(Aharony, 2012; Conway, Kenski, & Wang, 2013; Vergeer, 2015).   

Episodic and thematic framing in tweets: Symbolizing imperative and persuasive 

appeals 

Frequencies of using episodic and thematic framing in tweets varied at different 

time periods, from June 2013 to August 2016, a timeframe studied in this project. Senators 

were found to incorporate episodic framing more than thematic framing during June, 2013 

to the rest of 2013. Fewer occasions of thematic framing during that period indicates that 

the majority of tweets did not refer to ideology or national interest when discussing digital 

privacy. The spike of episodic framing starting from the date of the news leak and reached 
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its peak in the following six months, indicating that senators tweeted about their regular 

congressional activities that was related to digital privacy using episodic frames in the 

opening days of the issue. Those tweets discusses events, such as attending a meeting, a 

congressional session, or a media event. The senators propagated messages on social media 

about their activities on nationally important issue to their Twitter followers, rather than 

expressing ideological statements.  

Episodic and thematic framing were used by the senators in similar frequencies 

from January, 2014, till June, 2014, when the latter surpassed the former, and stayed to be 

more prevalent for the next six months. Episodic framing became more popular than 

thematic again during the last half of 2015, until the beginning of 2016, when both began 

to be used in the same frequency. This was accompanied by a decrease in the number of 

media coverage of digital privacy and fewer political events related to the topic.  

The senator’s higher frequency of using episodic framing at the beginning of the 

issue suggest that they aimed to highlight their political activities to the audience without 

expressing any ideological statement, because the ideological dimension of the issue was 

not clear in the beginning. The senators tweeted to share information with their followers 

they were involved in the senate about a contemporary major political issue. For example, 

Senator Chris Coon’s tweet on Nov 19, 2014 stated: “Frustrated that Senate Republicans 

filibustered our bipartisan NSA reform bill tonight. Americans\'92 privacy rights deserve 

better than this.” The tweet talked about actual political events that happened over digital 

privacy in the Senate. However, in the later days, as the issue developed into a bi-partisan 

issue with themes of national security and civil rights, the senators tweeted only 
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sporadically, and using ideological wording. Senator Coon tweeted on May 31, 2015: “We 

need not to sacrifice privacy for security. #USAFreedom Act is a bipartisan solution that 

balances both.”. The tweet presented an ideological dimension of the issue, aimed at 

persuading fellow senators and audience toward USA Freedom Act.  

This study highlights the fact that Iyengar’s framing concepts may be applied in 

analyzing the emphasis on social media messages. Studying episodic/thematic frame as an 

individual-level frame, and as an independent variable on the social media posts, as noted 

in Scheufele’s (1999) categorization of the approaches to framing, that can lead to 

understanding the function of the posts. Politicians’ purpose of using social media may 

include sharing information, enhancing reputation, persuading the audience to vote or 

raising donation (Conway et al., 2013). Approaching episodic/thematic framing on social 

media messages can led to infer the specific purpose of different social media on different 

occasions.  

Variation of frames in the tweets during the development of the issue of digital 

privacy suggests that episodic and thematic framing in social media posts are associated 

with informative and persuasive functions. Previous studies have found that episodic 

framing influences evoking emotional response from the audience, whereas thematic 

framing arouse logical response (Aaroe, 2011; Springer & Harwood, 2015). Employment 

of episodic framing through informative messages often functions to organize the 

supporters and like-minded voters, and give information about the politicians’ face-to-face 

activities (Springer & Harwood, 2015; Aaroe, 2011). Thematic framing, using persuasion, 

may function as a tool to influence and persuade the opinion of voters by discussing policy 
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issues (Frame & Brachotte, 2014). Tweets that primarily focus on organization using 

episodic framing may utilize intense media coverage of an issue and promote personal 

activities. Tweets that aim at persuasion may target a long-term, repeated exposure, and 

may not coincide with the media coverage of related events.  

Senators’ use of episodic framing at the beginning suggest that they attempt to 

evoke their followers’ emotion and gain support. Senators attempted to garner support of 

the population concerned about the NSA spying, and wanted to find politicians who can 

fight for the cause. In the later stages of the issue, a thematic framing was used, that sought 

logical thinking with regards to digital privacy, and supported the senators’ position on 

different bills related to the issue. In the later stages, between 2014 to 2016, it was mostly 

the senators active on the issue in Congress posting tweets. They looked for a discussion 

on the issue on online forums, and hence, wanted their audience to think and express 

opinion about it. The tweets sent in the later stages discussed the implication and 

consequence of the NSA spying in collective terms, as seen in thematic framing.   

Limitation and future study suggestions 

The major limitation of this study is it measured only the techniques of issue 

ownership, and not the process that includes effect of issue interpretation on the public. 

This study did not measure if public opinion is swayed by politicians’ rhetoric on digital 

privacy on Twitter. Therefore, findings from this study are limited into public relations 

techniques by politicians, without knowing the effectiveness of those. Studies have found 

the issue ownership process on Twitter follow the same trends as in real life (Hosch-

Dayican, Aarts, Amrit & Dassen, 2013). Future studies should explore reception of social 
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media messages by politicians and investigate how different types of interpretation and 

framing impact public understanding of issues.  

 This study uses senators to represent politicians, whereas there might be politicians 

such as cabinet secretaries, attorney general, state governors or party officials who might 

be influential in shaping  political discourse. Although senators are considered a major 

political group, they function as an exclusive body of lawmakers with little executive 

power, which is different from state governors and cabinet secretaries. Also, senators are 

historically more likely to vote against their own party decisions, which is not the case for 

representatives of the house or state governors. Thereby This study’s findings about 

senators’ Twitter activities need to be generalized with limitations.  

 This project explored Twitter as the dominant social media in politics whereas 

mediums such as Facebook or YouTube are popular as well. Sites such as Facebook are 

found to be used by politicians to communicate about personality and character traits, and 

YouTube for political advertisements. It is possible that issue ownership messages on 

Facebook may follow different trends than as found in this study.  Future studies should 

replicate the procedure in this study in case of other social media sites.  

 Systematic error is a common problem in measurements for social scientific 

studies (Nie-mi, 1993). When a study systematically excludes a portion of the population 

due to bad measurement, it is known as systematic error. In this study, systematic error 

may be caused by using the three keywords: “Privacy”, “NSA” and “Surveillance” to pull 

up tweets regarding digital privacy. Although these three keywords seem to yield the most 
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of the desired tweets, this method excludes tweets those talked about the issue without 

using these keywords. 

  Future studies may want to explore the relationship between the theories of 

framing, issue ownership and second-level agenda-setting further. Currently, issue 

ownership is thought as a framing strategy from mass media or politicians. However, issue 

ownership is different from traditional frames used in mass media those involve cultural 

cues, historical references or moral judgement, and is more based on historic perception of 

political parties in dealing with issues. Future studies may examine possible link between 

issue ownership and topologies of media and individual framing, and clarify connections 

between these concepts.  

This study provides an insight on how digital privacy started as a news story and 

evolved into a bi-partisan issue. More studies on changes in partisan orientation of other 

emerging issues could led to understanding of issue ownership and individual framing in 

case of smaller issues. Moral and political dimension of issues influence how politicians 

discuss the issues, and exploring different issues would help scholars understand why 

certain rhetoric, such as civil rights and national security for digital privacy issue in this 

study, dominates others. For ex-ample, future studies may explore solar energy, which is 

an emerging issue with no definite moral dimensions. The issue is debated in both global 

warming and energy independence frames, on which conservatives and liberals have mixed 

opinions. On another example, assisted suicide has recently gained prominence and is 

debated in civil rights vs. morality frames. These are examples of emerging issues with 

unclear political orientations and may attract arguments from both parties. Future studies 
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may track social media posts, mass media coverage and political rhetoric on these issues 

to understand  how issues definition and perception changes over time.  

Content analysts have underscored many different computerized technologies see 

above can assist in  content gathering and coding process (Batnum & Owen, 2009). 

Software such as Ptosuit, AtlasTi, LIWC are specifically made for content analysis work, 

and can perform work such as semantic analysis, qualitative content analysis and text 

processing. Most of these software however, do not allow integrating social media data, 

such as downloading, processing and analyzing Twitter data on  same platform. R is special 

from other platforms because it can perform both textual and numerical analysis in equally 

powerful way, and in addition, can download data thorough different social media 

platforms with  help of packages those have API integration. R packages are able to import 

social media data from twitter (Package “twitteR”), Facebook (Package “Rfacebook”), 

websites (Package “rvest”), and digitally code  data using a preexisting dictionary (Package 

“stringr”). Although it is a powerful and versatile tool that can do almost all of the works 

as currently existing software, this is comparatively less popular among media and 

communication scholars. Given availability of social media data, this author commends 

future media scholars examine the tool and elaborate its usability for content analysis work.  
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Table 1: List of issues owned by the two major parties used in this study 

Issues Ownership Explanation 

Civil liberty Democrat A long-time and well known Democrat-owned issue 

Influence of 
corporation 

Democrat 

Opposition to corporate interest is a liberal political 
stance. Breach of digital privacy happens when IT 
companies comply with government surveillance request, 
making corporate influence a relevant concern. 

Education Democrat A longtime and well-known Democrat-owned issue. 

National 
security 

Republican A longtime and well-known Republican-owned issue. 

Big 
government 

Republican 

A well-known Republican-owned issue. Ronald Regan 
popularize small government stance of the Republican 
party by the comment “Government is the problem, not 
the solution.” 

Social order Republican 
Refers to preserving the existing social order, which is 
known to be a conservative viewpoint 

Foreign affairs Performance 
Foreign affairs is one of the major duties of the American 
President. It is not seen as any party’s issue, rather than 
used as a yardstick to measure politicians’ performance. 

Economy Performance 
A frequently discussed performance issue which is 
closely related with approval of ruling party. 
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Table 2:  Descriptive statistics of senators who tweeted on digital privacy 

Characteristics Frequencies 

Number of senators who tweeted 81 out of 100 

Partisan affiliation  42 Democrats, 39 Republicans 

Descriptive statistics M = 15, SD = 37, Range = 1, 303 

Top five senators who sent the 
most amount of Tweets 

 Patrick Leahy (D), Rand Paul (R) and Ron 
Wyden (D), Dean Heller (R) and Ed Markey (D) 
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Table 3: Descriptive statistics for use of framing and issue references by Republican and 
Democrat senators 

Variable 
Frequency 

of  
Tweets 

M SD Max 

 Dem Rep Dem Rep Dem Rep Dem Rep 

Total 776 481 19.87 11.45 50.2 18.19 303 96 

Civil liberty 411 264 11.10 6.4 34.74 14.4 200 79 

Influence of corporation 90 14 2.43 .34 7.13 1.03 40 5 

Education 53 30 1.43 .73 3.31 1.67 13 9 

National security 410 261 11.08 6.36 14.13 11 117 56 

Big government 140 105 3.78 2.56 10.32 5.03 44 26 

Social order 114 63 3.08 1.53 6.49 2.94 35 15 

Foreign affairs 9 26 .34 .89 .68 2.67 3 14 

Economy 30 23 .81 .56 2.4 1.51 13 8 

Episodic framing 476 353 12.68 8.61 39.79 17.7 239 96 

Thematic framing 392 146 10.59 3.56 36 6.68 217 35 
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 Table 4: OLS regression model showing predictors of tweets on digital privacy by US senators 
during the 113rd and 114th legislations. 

 

Variables B SE B β 

Party (Republican Coded 
higher) 

7.22 8.51  

Gender (Female coded 
higher) 

-9.63 3.30  

Overall Twitter activity  6.46 6.7 0.073 

Overall Twitter popularity 7.02 1.15 0.001 

Offline involvement 6.6*** 1.32 0.509 

R2 .29

5.04*** F for change in R2 

 
 
 

Note: *** =  P<.01 
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Figure 1: Boxplot of number of tweets on digital privacy by party identification 
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Figure 2a and 2b: Share of different issue mentions in Democrat and Republican senators’ 
tweets on digital privacy
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Appendix A: Operationalization of the variables 
 
 
1) Profile of the politician: Write the following information about the politician: 
 

• Party 
• Number of years in the congress 
• Official post 
• Number of tweets posted 
• Gender 
• Date of the tweet

 
2) Twitter variables: 

• Number of favorites and Retweets
 

 
3) Episodic framing: Code “1” if the tweet refers to any political or news events as the 

dominant topic.  the events can be a press conference, a congressional meting or a talk show. 
Code “0” if reference to any political or news event is absent.  

 
4) Thematic framing: Code “1” if the tweet refers to any collective outcome, concern or 

historical trend. Code “0” if reference to any collective outcome, concern or historical trend is 
absent.  
 

 5) Ownership of issues: This study uses a list of Democratic, Republican and 
Performance issues explained in the table below. The first column indicates the partisan 
category of the issue. The second column indicates how the issue is known to the public. The 
third column indicates specific operationalization of the issue for this study. The fourth column 
has example of a tweet that mentions the issue from the second column. 

 
Code on the corresponding category of issues if there is any exact mention of the issue. 

For example, if there is any mention of words such as liberty, security or government, code “1” 
in the corresponding category. When there is no mention of any of the issues, determine if the 
tweet indirectly refers to any of the political issues following the coding scheme in the third 
column and the example tweet in the fourth column.  

 
For each of the main issues presented in the second column, enter 1 for direct or indirect 

mention, and 0 for no mention. A tweet can be coded in more than one categories.  
 
Table: Operationalization of Issue ownership in tweets on digital privacy  
 

Partisan 
category of 
issue 

Main issue Mention in the 
tweets 

Example 
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Democratic 
issues 

Civil 
liberties 

The tweet mentions 
words such as 
rights, freedom or 
unconstitutional, or 
may state threat to 
digital privacy is a 
breach of civil 
rights. 

I’ll fight for every American\'92s 
privacy &amp; I hope you will 
stand with me. Take a stand for 
liberty #BerkeleyForum\ (Rand 
Paul, Wed Mar 19, 2014) 

 Influence of 
corporations 

The tweet mentions 
the word 
corporation, 
consumers or name 
of any corporate 
company, or may 
state that digital 
privacy is under 
threat due to 
influence of large 
corporations 

Today we said no to privacy 
invading cybersecurity policy 
requested by corporations. But the 
fight goes on (Ron Wyden, Jan, 
11, 2015) 

 Education The tweet mentions 
the words 
education, mass 
literary, awareness 
or any other word 
related to 
institutional 
education, or may 
state education is 
needed to fight 
threat to digital 
privacy 

Held a news conference to raise 
awareness with Idahoans about 
#CFPB and Americans\'92 
privacy. #idpol\'85 
http://instagram.com/p/c6-bWjop-
L/\(Mike Crapo, August 12, 2013) 

    

Republican 
issues 

National  
security and 
terrorism 

The tweet mentions 
security, safety, 
terrorism, national 
interest or words 
derived from these, 
or may state digital 
privacy had to be 
compromised for 
national security.  

We need structural solutions that 
strike the right balance b/ween 
personal privacy &amp; ensuring 
national security @hardball_chris 
#mepolitics (Angus King, June 07, 
2013) 

http://instagram.com/p/c6-bWjop-L/(Mike
http://instagram.com/p/c6-bWjop-L/(Mike
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 Big 
Government 

The tweet mentions 
big government or 
big brother, or may 
suggest digital 
privacy is under 
threat from an 
overly powerful 
government.  

Whether it's #IRS, #NSA, 
#Benghazi, or #Obamacare, one 
thing is clear. Fed govt is too big, 
too powerful, and too 
unaccountable. (Ted Cruz, Mon 
Jun 10, 2013) 

 Social order The tweet mentions 
law-abiding, 
traditional, innocent 
or similar words or 
suggest threat to 
privacy is harming 
traditional 
American way of 
life.  

Today I op-posed #CISA because 
we must do a better job protecting 
the #privacy of law-abiding 
Americans. #mtpol (Job Tester, 
Oct 27, 2015) 

    

Performance 
issues 

Foreign  
Affairs 

The tweet mentions 
an international 
event. Indirectly, 
the tweet may relate 
the issue of digital 
privacy with any 
foreign affairs 
event.  

Info developing on another 
Russian hack attack. Let's have 
extradition for criminals stealing 
Americans' privacy. (Mark Kirk, 
August 28, 2014) 

 Economy The tweet mentions 
economy, 
employment, 
consumer or job 
creation, or may 
relate government’s 
handling of digital 
privacy with that of 
economy.  

Our bill gives consumers the right 
to stop #data brokers from using, 
sharing, or selling personal info. 
#privacy 
http://1.usa.gov/1CBzHWg\(Ed 
Markey, March 05, Thursday, 
2015) 

    
 
 

http://1.usa.gov/1CBzHWg/(Ed
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APPENDIX B: CODING PROTOCOL 
 
 
Instructions: Open the text file for the Tweet content, and the Excel file for the 

coding categories. For each of the categories, list 1 (Present), 0 (Absent) or NA. 
 
1) Cognitive/Emotional frames: 
 

• Cognitive framing: The Tweet presents a full factual or statistical information. The fact 

or statistics may be cited or copied from other sources. Example: “FISC found NSA knowingly 

acquires tens of thousands of wholly U.S. communication under 702” (Ron Wayden, Feb 4, 

2015). Enter ‘C’.  

 

• Emotional framing: The Tweet presents an argument using emotion. It may display 

emotions such as anger, fear, exuberance, shock, panic or excitement and state strong feeling 

in reaction to the government surveillance efforts. Example: RT if you're also concerned w/ 

unprecedented &amp; intrusive surveillance on private American citizens!”(Ted Cruze, un, 11, 

2013). Enter ‘E’. 

If none of these frame is found in the Tweet, enter NA. 

 

2) Thematic and Episodic frames:  
 

• Episodic framing: The Tweet states surveillance or digital privacy an issue to be dealt 

by any official or organization as opposed to a common public issue. It may mention 

government organization such as NSA, Pentagon, President Obama and intelligence agencies 

and states their liability in infringing digital privacy. Example: “The House passed the 

#USAFreedomAct. Now the Senate should act to end the NSA's unfettered data collection 

program” (Ted Cruz, May 14, 2015). Enter ‘E’. 

 

• Thematic framing: The Tweet states the issue of digital privacy or surveillance as a 

common public issue, and refers to collective concern, as opposed to being a concern for only 

particular politicians or government agencies. It may use collectivist words such as American, 
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we, citizens and such. Example: “RT @MarkUdall: The American people deserve answers on 

#NSA surveillance. Proud to work” (Ron Wayden, June 28, 2013). Enter ‘T’. 

 

If none of these frame is found in the Tweet, enter NA. 

 

3) Ownership of issues: The following group of categories measure if the Tweet the 

issues of digital privacy with any political issues. Enter 1 for presence and 0 for absence.  

 

a) Civil Liberty: The Tweet relates the issues of digital privacy with citizen’s civil rights 

and liberty, and states surveillance is a threat to those. Example: :The fight to protect Americans' 

privacy rights is far from over though. And we'll keep fighting” (Ron Wyden, une 2, 2015).  

b) Influence of Corporations: The Tweet relates the issue of digital privacy with the 

influence of corporation, and states that corporations are liable for surveillance. It may mention 

negative and infringing role of the corporations.  Example: Today we said no to privacy invading 

cybersecurity policy requested by corporations. But the fight goes on” (Ron Wyden, Jan, 11, 

2015). 

c) Education: The Tweet relates the issue of digital privacy with education, and states 

educating the citizens and improving digital and computer literacy is a way to face the challenges 

of surveillance. Example: :Who do you trust on privacy? Wall Street or tech experts?   Our mark-

up @accessnow” (Ron Wyden, Oct 20, 2015). 

d) National security and Terrorism: The Tweet relates the issue of digital privacy with 

national security, terrorism and terrorist threat. Example: “Security+privacy are both priorities 

for us and therefore we can't support #CISA as written. We hope to see positive changes go…” 

(Ron Wyden, Oct 20, 2015). 

e) Big government: The Tweet relates the issue of digital privacy with big and 

overreaching government, states the government is overstepping on its legal boundaries. 

Example: “Whether it's #IRS, #NSA, #Benghazi, or #Obamacare, one thing is clear. Fed govt is 

too big, too powerful, and too unaccountable. (Ted Cruz, Mon Jun 10, 2013)”. 

f) Social order: The Tweet relates the issue of digital privacy with social order, and states 

the surveillance is a threat to American traditional life and culture. Example: “Should POTUS 
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pledge to protect the privacy of law-abiding citizens in #SOTU? Vote.” (Ted Cruz, Jan 24, 

2014). 

g) Economy: The Tweet relates the issue of digital privacy with Economy, unemployment 

and job growth. Example: “NSA snooping, Obamacare disaster &amp; struggling economy are 

leaving young Americans disillusioned” (Ted Cruz, Jan, 14, 2014)”. 

 

4) Political variables: For each politicians, enter the following data in the coding sheet.  

 

• Party 

• Number of years in the congress 

• Official post 

• Number of Tweets posted 

• Gender 

 

5) Number of favorites and Retweets: Enter the number of favorite and Retweets for 

each of the Tweets coded.
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APPENDIX C : MAJOR BILLS RELATED TO DIGITAL PRIVACY DISCUSSED IN 
THE US SENATE’S 114TH AND 113RD LEGISLATIONS 

 

Serial Name of the bill ID 
Number 

Senate Committee 

1 USA Freedom Act of 2015 S1123 Judiciary 

2 DIGIT Act S2607 Commerce, Science and 
Transportation 

3 Secure Data Act of 2015 S135 Commerce, Science and 
Transportation 

4 SPOT Act S1337 Judiciary  

5 Protecting Individuals From Mass Aerial 
Surveillance Act of 2015 

S1595 Judiciary 

6 International Communications Privacy Act S2986 Judiciary 

7 Location Privacy Protection Act of 2015 S2270 Judiciary 

8 Driver Privacy Act of 2015 S766 Commerce, Science and 
Transportation 

9 Electronic Communications Privacy Act 
Amendments Act of 2015 

S356 Judiciary 

10 Consumer Privacy Protection Act of 2015 S1158 Judiciary 

11 Data Security Act of 2015 S961 Commerce, Science and 
Transportation 

12 Stopping Mass Hacking Act  S2952 Judiciary 

13 Secure Data Act of 2015 S135 Commerce, Science and 
Transportation 

14 Commercial Privacy Bill of Rights Act of 
2014 

S 2378 Commerce, Science and 
Transportation 

15 Personal Data Privacy and Security Act of 
2014 

S 1897 Judiciary 

16 Freedoms and Privacy Act of 2013 S1701 Judiciary 
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17 FISA Accountability and Privacy Protection 
Act of 2013 

S1215 Judiciary 

18 Restore Our Privacy Act S1168 Judiciary 

19 Personal Data Protection and Breach 
Accountability Act of 2014 

S1995 Judiciary 

20 USA FREEDOM Act S1599 Judiciary 

21 FISA Court Reform Act of 2013 S1467 Judiciary 

22 Intelligence Oversight and Surveillance 
Reform Act 

S1551 Judiciary  
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APPENDIX D: R CODE USED TO RETRIEVE RELATED TWEETS FROM A .TXT 

FILE 

 
1. fileDir <- "/Users/ashikshafi/Desktop/Dissertation files/tweets downloaded/All tweets/" 
2. inputFile <- "tweetsShelby.txt" 
3. outputFile <- “tweetShelbySelected.txt"

#Creating a loop within the file directory  
 
4. for (i in 1:length(files)){inputFile <- files[i] outputFile <- paste0(gsub(".txt","",inputFile 

),”_output.txt")} 
 
    # Counting text data as array data 
 
5. mydata = read.csv(paste0(fileDir,inputFile), sep = "\n", quote = "", header = FALSE) 
6. mydata <- as.vector(mydata[,1]) 
 
   #Subsetting the file with related keywords 
 
7. filteredRecords <- mydata[grep('RT',mydata,invert = TRUE)] 
8. filteredRecords <- mydata[grep('privacy|NSA|Privacy|Surveillance|surveillance',mydata)]

 
   #Deleting first 19 characters containing metadata from the each lines.  
 
9. for (i in 1:length(filteredRecords)){filteredRecords[i] <- 

substr(filteredRecords[i],19,nchar(filteredRecords[i]))}

#Finally, writing the newly created file on directory 
 
10. write(filteredRecords,file = paste0(fileDir,outputFile))

 
 
 

 

 

 

 
 



128 
 

 
 

APPENDIX E: PRINT ADVERTISEMENT FOR HIRING CODERS
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The issue ownership theory states political parties tend to emphasize the issues they 

are perceived to own in a bid to gain an advantage in public opinion. Although tested on 

different established political issues and in mass communicational settings, the theory has 

not been sufficiently examined in case of new and evolving political issues and on social 

media settings. This dissertation project attempts to test issue ownership theory and 

examine episodic and thematic frames in Twitter conversations of US senators regarding 

the issue of digital privacy. Combination of computerized and manual content analysis is 

applied to download and analyze all US senators’ tweets related to the issue. Data analysis 

from 1259 tweets demonstrates meagre issue ownership effort by Republicans, and reverse 

issue ownership effort, also known as issue trespassing, by Democrats. The senators who 

were active about the issue in the Congress remained vocal about the issue on Twitter as 

well. In their tweets, the senators used more episodic frames in the beginning period and 

more thematic frames in the middle period than other periods during the two-year timeline. 
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The results suggest the senators, being a member of a deliberative political group, did not 

follow partisan rhetoric on digital privacy. The mass-personal nature of Twitter is related 

with the senators exhibiting few issue-owning cues in their tweets. Future suggestions for 

application of issue ownership on social media settings and for non-partisan issues are 

discussed.  
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