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ABSTRACT 

IS ALL NEWS GOOD NEWS?: MEDIA COVERAGE OF TERRORISM 

Juliette R. Shedd, Ph.D. 

George Mason University, 2013 

Dissertation Director: Dr. Solon Simmons 

 

This research used a series of qualitative measurements of media coverage to investigate 

how differences in characteristics of a terrorist related event correlate with qualitative 

differences in media coverage. The first part of this study determined that there were 

tools to measure differences in the quality of coverage.  Three variables showed 

significant differences in coverage. Coverage differed in the structure of the news 

account- in whose shoes the reader enters the story.  The differences between entering 

through the perspective of the victim, the perpetrator or the context have been correlated 

by Cerulo (1998) with different messages of the legitimacy of the actors.  Victim 

sequences signal deviant (illegitimate) violence, perpetrator sequences signal legitimate 

violence and contextual sequences signal ambiguous violence.  Coverage also differed in 

the extent to which an article provided contextual information or focused strictly on the 

details of the event.  Providing contextual information is important for terrorist groups 

because it includes information on the grievances of the group as well as the history of 
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the conflict.  This variable was measured as an episodic or thematic frame. Explanations 

of motivation for participation in terrorism also differed based on characteristics of an 

event.  As with contextual coverage, presenting themes of causation or motivation for the 

account is a way for terrorist groups to present grievances and history of the conflict. 

Combining these three variables into a favorable coverage variable helped makes sense of 

competing trends in the data. This first section set up a system for evaluating the 

qualitative impact on media coverage of choices that terrorist groups and governments 

make.  What stands out is a paradox for a terrorist group around the use of violence.  

Both here and in other studies, violence has been shown to be an effective means of 

getting through the media gatekeeping and achieving coverage, but it is also associated 

with a decrease in favorable coverage.  Number of casualties is also negatively associated 

with favorable coverage.  Hence the paradox that, in order to achieve coverage, based on 

criteria of newsworthiness, violence may often be necessary, but violent action actually 

decreases the number of articles presenting the kind of information terrorist groups want 

to get across.  Looking at the paired cases, what was most significant was the lack of 

change in the favorability of coverage before and after events.  The implication is that 

while terrorist groups may have some control over whether or not their actions get 

covered, media organizations develop fairly resilient patterns for covering those actions, 

irrespective of the nature of the action.  Terrorist groups essentially have less capacity to 

actually manipulate the type of coverage they receive than is commonly believed.  While 

there were some very small effects, the favorability of coverage immediately following 

an event is essentially the same as before it.  The difference lies in the actual amount of 
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coverage. While short-term impacts were slight, there are substantial differences both in 

quantity and quality over the life of the conflict, a longer term view may allow for better 

understanding of changes in media coverage.  

 



1 

 

CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

Brazilian Revolutionary Carlos Marighela wrote that effective terrorist groups 

follow these five principles: 

 terrorist acts should be aimed at the audience, the general public 

 victims should be chosen for their symbolic meaning 

 the media are eager to cover terrorist violence 

 the media can be activated, directed, and manipulated for propagandistic 

effect 

 governments are at a disadvantage because their only choice is between 

censorship and letting terrorists make use of the media 

(Weimann & Winn, 1994, p. 57) 

 

Marighela put into words elements of strategic decision making and planning that many 

terrorist groups continue to use.  Terrorist tactics can be effective communication 

techniques that have strong emotional impacts on wide audiences.  As part of a strategy 

for waging a political struggle, they are often low cost-high impact means of waging 

psychological warfare against multiple, broad audiences.  These tactics are chosen not 

because they are the last tools in a group’s toolbox, but because they are the most 

effective of the limited tools available to low power political groups.  Groups using 

terrorism rely on fear and anger to achieve their goals. Fear and anger are the social 

power that groups using terrorism rely on.  The ability of terrorism to build fear and 

demand attention from audiences larger than those personally impacted is its strength 

compared to other forms of political or social action, and generally requires media 

attention and coverage.  The sense that everyone is vulnerable, because terrorism is 
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random and unpredictable, inspires fear and empathy in members of populations who 

have never personally experienced terrorist violence.  This narrative of random 

unpredictability presents terrorist tactics as opportunistic and arbitrary. It does not, 

however, resemble reality. In most cases, terrorist groups function like other military or 

paramilitary organizations; prior to an attack there is planning and targeting and an 

understanding of the goals of that particular action.  They attempt to maximize the impact 

of their actions, and to do that they must maximize the media message. Terrorist groups 

are also able to learn from their own actions, the responses to their actions, and the 

actions of other groups and the responses they observe.  

Brigitte Nacos refers to this phenomenon as mass-mediated terrorism.  She 

explains her term in response to the use of the term media terrorism,  

...the term mass-mediated terrorism seems more appropriate, capturing the 

centrality of communication via the mass media in what I call the calculus 

of mass-mediated political violence or the calculus of mass-mediated 

terrorism.  The idea here is that most terrorists calculate the consequences 

of their deeds, the likelihood of gaining media attention, and most 

important, the likelihood of winning entrance- through the media- to what 

I call The Triangle of Political Communication. 

      (Nacos, 2007, p. 15 emphasis in the original) 

 

For Nacos, this is particularly important in modern societies where size and complexity 

limit direct communication and contact between governments and the governed.  The 

media provides the link between the two, making modern society media dependent.  This 

impacts the prevalence of terrorism because “groups and individuals who feel that they 

must communicate their causes and grievances precisely because they do not share the 

mainstream views may not get any access, or, from their point of view, not enough 

access, to the mass media.” (Nacos, 2007, p. 15)  The media is not strictly a conduit, but 
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rather a corner in the communication triangle that can include or exclude messages and 

magnify or minimize the impact of media messages.  This is important to terrorist groups 

who believe that well calculated violence will open up the media gates to a variety of 

messages related to the incident, along with reporting on the incident itself. 

 …when terrorists strike, their deed assures them the attention of the news 

media and, as a consequence, of the public and the government in their 

particular target country.  Moreover, given the global nature of the 

contemporary communication system, the perpetrators of international and 

domestic terrorist deeds also tap into the international media and thereby 

received the attention of publics and governments apart from their 

immediate target countries as well. 

        (Nacos, 2007, p. 16) 

 

Thus, for Nacos, engaging in terrorism is a direct response to a desire for media coverage 

to spread political or social messages. 

So what does that mean for the observer who is interested in preventing or 

successfully combating terrorism? It means that we need to pay attention to the inputs 

into the decision-making process that lead to strategic and tactical choices by terrorist 

organizations.  

The practitioners of terror can be the defenders of a regime or the regime's 

antagonists.  For both sides, the appeal of terrorism is its economy.  

Efficient, inexpensive psychological intimidation substitutes for much 

more costly organizational, military, and other methods of capturing 

attention or controlling minds.  Through terror, the antagonists of a regime 

can achieve psychological impacts far out of proportion to the antagonists' 

own strength.  

     Weimann & Winn, 1994, pp. 4–5) 

Terrorist organizations make decisions about where, when, how, who, and with 

whom to attack based on the resources available to them, the ideology of the group, the 

availability or accessibility of a target, and the communicated message the attack will 
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provide. Different from other forms of crime or political violence, terrorism is essentially 

a communication mechanism. It relies upon media to spread its effects far beyond the 

physical impact on structures or individuals. It expresses a message of grievance, rage, 

intimidation, or power through action. It is “propaganda of the deed.” But knowing that it 

is sending a message and understanding the relationship between the message and the 

group are two different things.  The reliance on media is not new, but the technological 

innovation in the speed and dissemination of media reports has enhanced the speed and 

visibility of terrorist group actions outside their immediate community.  

This study tests assumptions about the relationship between media and terrorist 

groups and provides information about places in which intervention in this dialectic 

relationship may be most effective. There are a series of assumptions within both the 

literature and conventional opinion that deserve to be tested.  First, terrorist groups 

appear to be- and appear to believe that they are- successful in manipulating media 

responses.  This assumption seems to be common sense, but are the groups actually 

successful? Success in much of the literature and common understanding is equated with 

getting coverage, but it is not clear that all coverage is inherently equal.   

The second assumption is related to the first. We do not know if all coverage is 

equally helpful, or if some coverage is even potentially harmful to a terrorist group’s 

political and communication goals.  In order to achieve their broader goals, terrorist 

groups must have specific goals in terms of media coverage.  These goals may be as 

simple as having an event covered, or be more complex goals and include having a 

certain message relayed.  With the evolution of social media and the decrease in 
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gatekeeping functions of traditional media, it is easier for any group to get a specific 

message into the information stream.  But the diffusion of information means that groups 

still rely on mass-media sources to pick up these messages.  The messages that are being 

referenced or not referenced can be important elements of a public relations strategy.  In 

this study, I investigate the extent to which messages that provide context or background 

to terrorist actions enter the mainstream media and the extent to which strategic or 

tactical decision making by terrorist groups can influence the presence of contextual 

information. 

The literature is primarily focused on the one-way processes between actors, 

media, and the public (Barnett, 2009; Downes-Le Guin & Hoffman, 1993; Iyengar, 1996; 

Norris, Kern, & Just, 2003; Ruigrok & van Atteveldt, 2007; Schaefer, 2003; Slone, 2000; 

Traugott & Brader, 2003; Weimann & Winn, 1994).  This research investigates feedback 

loops between different elements of this process, specifically between the mass media’s 

output and terrorist group decision making.  The literature contains theories about the 

relationship between a terrorist group’s ideology and the tactics that they will employ as 

well as theories about what is likely to “make the news” and strategies groups can pursue 

to ensure they receive coverage. But no one has connected the dots to look at the 

interconnected feedback loop between strategy/tactics and media coverage. If we assume, 

as Marighela identified, that groups want coverage and make decisions in order to 

achieve coverage they understand to be useful to them. It would follow that the choices 

groups make about actions they carry out can be influenced by an understanding of the 

resulting media coverage as well as reflecting a revision of strategy based on previous 
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coverage. The literature on this is primarily conjecture and based on speculation. There 

does not appear to be any systematic study of this dialectic relationship. 

Important to this argument is a shift from viewing the goal of terrorism as one of 

gaining coverage to one of gaining a specific kind of coverage. Research has shown that 

elements of media framing can change the public’s perception of an event.  It should 

follow that particular kinds of media coverage are better for the terrorist group than 

others. Media coverage can allow terrorists to broadcast information about their cause 

and often provides them a pulpit to raise awareness of social or political conditions to 

which they object in the larger population’s discourse.  In addition, the type of media 

coverage and the messages that coverage conveys can have an impact on the ability of the 

group to recruit new members and raise financial or tactical support from outside the 

group.  We will see in the literature that there are a variety of ways any one event can be 

covered and that these differences appear to have an impact on the development of public 

and elite opinion.  

Defining Terrorism 
 

There is not an uncontested definition of terrorism, and the definition of the term 

itself is part of the struggle between the groups that use terrorist tactics and those that 

oppose them.  To be labeled a terrorist can be delegitimizing or a badge of honor 

depending on where someone is located in the political spectrum.  The label carries 

financial, political and economic impacts for groups, and is a major tool used by 

governments to delegitimize and morally brand non-state opposition groups.  Even within 

a government there is often not consensus on the definition of terrorism or on which 
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organizations do or do not qualify for the label.  On the U.S. government side, both the 

Department of State and the Central Intelligence Agency use Title 22 of the U.S. Code—

Section 2656f (d): “Premeditated, politically motivated violence perpetrated against 

noncombatant targets by subnational groups or clandestine agents.”(“Title 22 of the 

United States Code,” n.d.)  The Federal Bureau of Investigation uses the following from 

Federal Regulations, “The unlawful use of force or violence against persons or property 

to intimidate or coerce a government, the civilian population or any segment thereof, in 

furtherance of political or social objectives.” (“Terrorism 2002/2005,” n.d.) The U.S. 

Department of Defense uses, “The unlawful use of violence or threat of violence to instill 

fear and coerce governments or societies. Terrorism is often motivated by religious, 

political, or other ideological beliefs and committed in the pursuit of goals that are 

usually political.” (“DOD Dictionary of Military Terms,” 2012)  The U.K. Terrorism Act 

of 2000, updated in 2006 and 2009, uses these main identifiers for a terrorist act: “the use 

or threat is designed to influence the government, an international governmental 

organization, or to intimidate the public or a section of the public, and the use or threat is 

made for the purpose of advancing a political, religious, racial or ideological cause.” 

(“Terrorism Act 2000,” n.d.)  It is obvious when we look at how governments define 

terrorism, that the location within the government of the agency doing the defining has a 

significant impact on the focus of the definition.  The FBI clearly is focused on a 

definition that can be used for legal action, while the CIA, Department of State, DOD and 

the U.K. definitions are much more interested in defining the political or social 

dimensions of terrorism.  The FBI, DOD, and U.K. definitions emphasize the role of 
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terrorism in coercing governments, while the CIA and State Department do not. None of 

these definitions exclude actions by states. 

Turning toward academic definitions, there are several worth considering.  

Alexander et al (2001) define terrorism as “the calculated employment of violence, or the 

threat of violence by individuals, subnational groups, and state actors to attain political, 

social, and economic objectives in the violation of the law, intended to create an 

overwhelming fear in a target area larger than the victims attacked or threatened.” (2001, 

p. v)  Richard Perlstein has a definition more specifically focused on the civil or civic 

aspects, “a specific form of civil rebellion or civil insurgency in which the use or 

threatened use of violence is imposed from below against certain symbolic victims or 

objects in order to coerce a primary target to accept a demanded outcome due to the 

effectuation of intense fear or anxiety.” (1991)  One definition that focuses on the targets 

as non-combatants is “acts of violence intentionally perpetrated on civilian non-

combatants with the goal of furthering some ideological, religious, or political objective.” 

(Borum, 2004, p. 6)  Compared to governmental definitions, these definitions have an 

increased emphasis on the role of fear.  They imply that it is the creation of fear in the 

population that is the key factor. 

While the above definitions serve the purposes of their authors-academic, 

intelligence, diplomacy or law enforcement—for a scholar-practitioner who needs to take 

these definitions into the world there is something missing.  For instance, how should we 

categorize actions that, when done by a state actor, convey very different messages and 

reflect different goals than when done by a non-state actor?  How do you categorize 
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groups who slide easily between “legitimate” military actions or organized paramilitary 

activity and terrorist actions?  How do you distinguish between identical behaviors 

stemming from different goals? How do you address tactics that are usually associated 

with terrorism when they are aimed at military or “legitimate” targets? To that end, 

William Cunningham, a conflict resolution scholar, developed distinctions between 

crime, war, and political violence that depend upon the motivation behind the action.  For 

a conflict resolution practitioner this is important, since our focus is the underlying 

motivation, not the manifestation (symptoms). Cunningham emphasized the economic 

motive behind crime rather than the political.  For both war and political violence, the 

motivation is political, but for war there are conventions and laws governing parties 

seeking political gain, while for political violence, including terrorism, the parties are 

contending outside of established norms (Cunningham, 2004).   

 This study works from the definitional starting point that terrorism is a tactic, one 

of a collection that a particular political or identity group may use.  They choose terrorist 

tactics when they seem to be the best way of bringing about their desired ends, based on 

the resources and capacities of the group.  They may also use terrorism alongside 

insurgency or guerilla strategies. 

It also makes sense to look at the difference between non-state and state actors. 

While their behavior or tactics may be the same, for an analyst interested in lessening the 

incidence of terrorism, it is important to recognize that remedies are very different if you 

are dealing with a state versus non-state actor.  From a conflict resolution perspective, 
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Cunningham arrives at a much more complex definition that better reflects the variability 

of circumstances that can lead to terrorism. 

Terrorism is defined as the illegitimate use or threat of violence to further 

political objectives. It is illegitimate in that it targets civilians and/or non-

combatants and it is perpetrated by clandestine agents of state and non-

state actors in contravention of the laws of war and criminal statutes. It is 

symbolic and premeditated violence whose purpose is to communicate a 

message to a wider population than the immediate victims of violence. It 

is designed to affect this audience by creating psychological states of fear 

in order to influence decision-makers to change policies, practices or 

systems that are related to the perpetrators’ political objectives. These 

objectives can be either systemic or sub-systemic and may be motivated 

by complex social forces including, but not limited to, ideology, ethno-

nationalism or religious extremism. 

      (Cunningham, 2004, p. 23) 

 

More specific to our topic, Nacos defines mass-mediated terrorism as “violence 

for political ends against noncombatants/innocents with the intent to win publicity....” 

(Nacos, 2007) While these definitions address some of the weaknesses of previous ones, I 

propose that if the goal of a definition is to prepare the way for a strategy to combat 

terrorism it makes sense to separate state and non-state actors when considering the 

perpetrators of violence.  This distinction allows us to develop strategies that are 

appropriate depending on the source. Saddam Hussein’s use of chemical weapons on 

Kurds in Iraq (state terror) requires a substantially different response than IRA bombings 

in Northern Ireland (terrorism). From a conflict resolution perspective, what is important 

is the leverage a categorization provides in developing an intervention strategy.  The 

differences between how to effectively handle an ethnic separatist group and a religious 

fundamentalists group are substantial.  We need to define the general phenomenon such 

that it is easily recognizable, but must keep in mind that within our global definition, 
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subcategories are extremely important when developing a counter or anti-terrorism 

strategy.  While the purpose of this research is not to demonstrate that different goals of 

the terrorist group will lead to different intervention strategies, this remains an important 

element in countering the damage that terrorism can cause. 

It is important to realize that much of the public and elected officials function on a 

“know it when I see it” definitional structure.  While academics, law enforcement, and 

government are busy crafting the “perfect” definition, the public is viewing what is going 

on around them using common sense definitions that may be at odds with the definitions 

listed here.  The label “terrorist group” is problematic in itself.  It would clearly be more 

accurate to say a “group using terrorist tactics” or another phrase that denotes that 

terrorism is a behavior, not an identity.  The shorthand of “terrorist group” is reinforced 

by government policies that use the label of “terrorist” as a mechanism to stop funding 

and delegitimize political movements and to identify groups that are not pursuing their 

goals within the legal or political structure.  While I will continue to use the phrase 

“terrorist group” to identify a group who has regularly engaged in their political contest 

using tactics that fall under the definition of terrorism, it is understood that many of these 

groups could also, with good reason, call themselves insurgents, separatists, or 

revolutionaries, and that many of these groups have vast political and social structures of 

which their militant arms are only a small part.  The use of the label “terrorist” by 

politicians and the public represents a moral judgment on the legitimacy of the cause and 

the actors.  When  a community in agreement with the cause, for instance the opposition 

groups during the Arab Spring, we refer to the groups as rebels or the opposition.  When 
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we do not agree with the cause, such as the Taliban’s attacks in Afghanistan, we refer to 

them as terrorists.  Because our emphasis is on public opinion and understanding, this 

research will meet the public where it is in terms of understanding, and while 

acknowledging these definitional issues I will use the words terrorism and terrorist as it is 

commonly being used.  

 

.  
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CHAPTER TWO: THE ROLE OF MEDIA IN TERRORISM 

Members of the media are rarely conscious co-conspirators in assisting terrorist 

groups to achieve their goals.  Media members feel it is their job to describe an event and 

place it in a context (Martin & Draznin, 1991, p. 128).  The literature on media coverage 

has primarily focused on two areas.  First, the reaction of news media to a particular 

event expressed as the coverage/non-coverage of that event and the quantity and quality 

of the coverage.  Second, the reaction of the public and elites to the media coverage they 

view expressed as public or elite opinion.  Of interest as well is the reaction of policy 

makers to public and elite opinion expressed as policy decisions, but this element has 

generally not been considered in the research in terms of linkages to the actual media 

reporting. 

All terrorist groups are not equivalent in their interest in media.  There are some 

groups who have the necessary resources to pursue their goals and agenda without 

significant reliance on media coverage, particularly groups that have the capacity to 

engage as insurgents or paramilitaries; the focus here is on groups that rely on media 

coverage.  Unlike governments, terrorist groups do not have regular access to channels of 

communication to the public.  They are reliant on generating media attention to spread 

their message.  While media are clearly important for many terrorist groups, it is 

important not to overstate the case and imply that the media creates terrorism.  Wilkinson 
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(1997) argues strenuously that the media do not create terrorism, but that once a terrorist 

group is established there is a symbiotic relationship with the media.   

These and many other historical examples provide abundant evidence to 

disprove the theory that the development of modern mass media is the 

prime underlying cause of terrorism.  The political weapon of terror, it was 

believed, would serve their cause, not TV producers and journalists.  It 

would be foolish to deny that many modern terrorists and certain sections 

of the mass media can appear to become locked in a relationship of 

considerable mutual benefit.  The former want to appear on prime time TV 

to obtain massive, possibly word-wide, publicity but also the aura of 

legitimization that such media attention gains for them in the eyes of their 

own followers and sympathizers.  For the mass media organizations the 

coverage of terrorism, especially prolonged incidents such as hijackings 

and hostage situations, provides an endless source of sensational and 

visually compelling news stories capable of boosting audience/readership 

figures. 

       (Wilkinson, 1997, p. 52) 

 

While media coverage is necessary and important, it is a means to a political or social 

end, not an end unto itself.  Picard concurs with this assessment, noting that what 

terrorists require is that communication takes place, not necessarily media coverage.  He 

points to terrorist activities that happen in totalitarian or authoritarian states where the 

government has control of the media.  Clearly in these circumstances, communication is 

happening without the benefit of mass media (Picard, 1993, p. 110).  So while the media 

do not create terrorism, terrorists often attempt to manipulate media coverage to achieve 

their goals, and media professionals and governments are expected to react appropriately. 

Not only do the media allow the group to reach beyond their geographic range; 

they allow for the group to send a message to a variety of audiences.  “The audiences for 

terrorism are multiple.  They include sympathizers, in which case terrorism is meant to 

elicit excitement or enthusiasm, strengthen solidarity, or redeem the past; antagonists, 
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whom terrorism is intended to shock, intimidate, or coerce; and ‘neutrals’, especially 

foreign publics whose attention and interest are sought.” (Crenshaw, 2001, p. 18)   

Terrorist groups rely on terrorism to achieve a series of goals.  Both Nacos (2007) 

and Hoffman (1998) identify a series of key objectives terrorist groups have from media 

coverage.  Hoffman’s list includes: 

 Attention- attention on themselves and their cause 

 Acknowledgment- “winning acknowledgment (and perhaps even 

sympathy and support of their cause”) 

 Recognition- of rights and legitimacy of the cause, seeking recognition as 

representatives of the constituency they claim to represent 

 Authority- to make desired changes 

 Governance- consolidation of control 

(Hoffman, 1998) 

 

The struggle between terrorist groups and their government opposition requires 

access to and effective use of the media.  The groups have specific needs from media 

coverage, and the structure of the modern media system assists them.  “Terrorism is thus 

generated in anticipation of a public reaction and becomes part of an interactive process. 

Terrorism’s constituencies are particularly important to its changing dynamics… In turn, 

governments, especially democracies, try to mobilize public opinion against terrorism.” 

(Crenshaw, 2001, p. 18)  Succeeding in having an event covered does not automatically 

mean the terrorist groups have met their goals in terms of public opinion or policy.  “A 

vital factor in gaining access to the media, lethality, can sow the seeds of a terrorist 

group’s own destruction.” (Weimann & Winn, 1994, p. 144)  Thus the battle over the 

media message must be handled carefully and strategically if a terrorist group is going to 

be successful.  Specifically, the media can provide benefits to terrorist groups when they 
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provide publicity for their message, the opportunity for background and interpretation of 

the conflict, and a level of legitimacy for the group (Griset & Mahon, 2003, p. 133).   

The manipulation of the media and public opinion is clearly more art than science.  

Even traditional public relations campaigns do not always achieve their intended goals.  

Media is also not the only factor influencing decision making.  “A terrorist group’s 

decision to act (or not act)—a decision that includes its choice of targets, tactics, and 

timing—is influenced by the decisions of its opponents, of its political constituency, and 

of any other actors that influence its strategic environment."  (McCormick, 2003, p. 482)  

It can be hard to work backwards and identify from the outcome of an attack what the 

intention was.  McCormick succinctly summarizes the process that allows an action to 

create meaning and behavioral change in the social world. 

The link between a terrorist action and its (intended and unintended) 

consequences can be broken down into a series of steps. In step 1, an 

action is carried out against a specified target. In step 2, the action is 

interpreted, packaged, and retransmitted by the media. In step 3, the 

“mediated” message is received and interpreted by the group’s target 

audience(s). In step 4, it is hoped, the target(s) of influence respond in a 

way that advances group interests. The relationship between an action and 

its behavioral impact is clearly indirect. Although the terrorist group gets 

to choose what, how, and when it attacks, it has little control over how the 

media interprets its actions (the operation’s first-order effects), how its 

actions are received and interpreted by the group’s target(s) of influence 

(the operation’s second-order effects), and what, if any, effect they have 

on audience behavior (the operation’s third-order effects). “Strategic” 

terrorism, in this respect, has a paradoxical quality. On the one hand, as 

noted above, terrorist attacks typically have a political impact that is 

greater than the material investment that was needed to carry them out. 

The nature of this impact and its behavioral implications, however, are 

often beyond the ability of a terrorist group to control or even accurately 

predict. 

       (McCormick, 2003, p. 483) 
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The emphasis on the dialectic relationship between media and terrorism is particularly 

important.  The process McCormick outlines is as follows: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Choices are being made by the media, the audience, and policy leaders, and there 

are inputs or factors that affect all of these choices.  We can make this formulation 

slightly more complicated by looking at what goes into the different decisions that are 

being made and what variations those decisions can take.  Figure 2 attempts to do this by 

suggesting possible inputs and variations; this list is not meant to be exhaustive, but 

indicative of the complexity of the process of mass-mediated terrorism.  As we look at 

the ways in which media is important for terrorism, it is important to recognize the roles 

of the different decision makers. Figure 2 also provides a framework to understand where 
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Figure 1: Mass-Mediated Communication Process 
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other research in the field fits, i.e. which decision/variation is that research interested in 

explaining.  Writers focusing on what the terrorists needs from the media are focused in 

general on the media response and its ability to provide publicity and status or legitimacy.  

More specific research is available that looks at factors that account for the variations in 

the media response, whether it is the agenda setting or gatekeeping functions or framing 

of media accounts.  Opinion research is focused on the audience response, whether in 

terms of attention or importance attached to an issue or change in attitudes or beliefs.  

Another element of opinion research focused on the impact of opinion on behavioral or 

policy response.  Viewed in this context, terrorists have agency over their action and are 

making assumptions about how their actions will impact the next three steps in the 

process.  In McCormick’s terms, the media response is the first order effect, the audience 

response the second order effect, and the behavioral/policy response is the third order 

affect.  

 



19 

 

 
 

Although Figure 2 allows us to identify a fairly straightforward chain of effects 

and locate the research on those effects in context, I am interested in adding a level of 

complexity.   

Each of the decisions identified here has outcomes viewable by the other decision 

makers in this process.  It is possible to imagine a myriad of arrows showing the paths by 

which decisions from any actor in the process can impact the decisions of the others.  

Most simply, Figure 3 includes a focus on the effect of the decisions of the next actor in 

the process on future decisions of the preceding. 
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Figure 2: Inputs and Variations in Mass-Mediated Terrorism 
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This is the beginning of a model that focuses on the iterative or dialectic nature of this 

process.  Specifically, these loops would then raise questions about the impact of the 

media response on future terrorist actions, the impact of audience response on future 

media coverage, and the impact of behavioral or policy response on future audience 

responses.  In many of these cases there are implied or assumed patterns in which it is 

understood these next order players have an impact on prior decision makers, but these 

conclusions are much harder to demonstrate than the effects in Figure 2.  These feedback 

loops could be established between many different elements of the chart, but for the study 
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here, the loop that is most interesting is that between the media response and the terrorist 

group action.  This study demonstrates ways in which the variations in a terrorist group 

action can impact the variations in the media response.  Having established that these 

relationships exist, we examine two cases over time for evidence that the decision making 

of terrorist groups has been influenced by previous media response.  First, we will review 

the research around other elements of this model. 

Publicity 
 

Margaret Thatcher called publicity “the oxygen of terrorism.”  Nacos notes that 

since Thatcher’s comment, the increase in availability of mass media around the world 

has increased the oxygen supply (Nacos, 2007, p. 36).  There have been other significant 

changes in the diffusion of control over media.  The rise of Internet media has provided 

channels for information outside of the major networks.  “Although the most popular 

sites on the Web are often affiliated with major news corporations (CNN, MSNBC, 

Yahoo, AOL, and so forth), some of the most influential Web sites, such as The Drudge 

Report, are run by individuals.” (Mayer, 2008, p. 303)  The public is able to pick and 

choose the media they turn to for information, often that reinforces their perspective.  But 

even these independent media, Mayer points out, often reference or link to mass media 

content.  Viewers of independent media are still often exposed to the dominant discourse 

of major media outlets. 

 Using other terminology, Picard identifies terrorism as a form of persuasive 

communication.   
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Acts of nonstate terrorism are designed to influence a society by creating 

conditions in which change can be induced in the behavior of social 

institutions or in the power distribution among institutions or between 

institutions and the populace.  Because these acts of violence are designed 

to produce effects and influence attitudes and behavior, they should be 

considered as forms of persuasive communication. 

       (Picard, 1993, p. 39) 

 

For groups engaging in persuasive communication it is imperative that their story 

get covered.  The status of a group in a society or outside of the society impacts their 

ability to engage in acceptable forms of persuasive communication.  “When such groups 

become frustrated and more disenfranchised, some choose violence to communicate that 

frustration and attract attention to their cause, thus seeking to change attitudes and 

behaviors.” (Picard, 1993, p. 40)  Terrorism is an unusual form of persuasive 

communication, since almost all terrorist actions create or reinforce negative opinions, 

this requires terrorist groups to rely on non-typical persuasive communication strategies. 

(Picard, 1993, pp. 42–4) 

Using the September 11
th

 attacks as an example, Nacos looked at media coverage 

before and after.   

In the two-and-a-half weeks that followed the terrorist attacks, the major 

television networks and National Public Radio broadcast thirty-three 

stories that addressed the roots of anti-American terrorism of the sort 

committed on September 11, 2001, the motives of the perpetrators, and , 

specifically, the question that President Bush had asked [Why do they hate 

us?].  In the more than eight months before the attacks on New York and 

Washington, from January 1, 2001 to 'Black Tuesday,' none of the same 

TV or radio programs addressed the causes of anti-American sentiments in 

the Arab and Islamic world.  This turnaround demonstrated the ability of 

terrorists to force the media's hand, to set the media's agenda.  Suddenly, 

in the wake of terrorist violence of unprecedented proportions, the news 

explored and explained the grievances of those who died for their cause 

and how widely these grievances were shared even by the vast majority of 
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those Arabs and Muslims who condemned violence committed in the 

United States. 

        (Nacos, 2007, pp. 53–4) 

 

The scale of the violence and the demand by the public for information triggered 

substantial coverage of the grievances the group was claiming.  This kind of coverage 

was essential for a little known group to stake a claim in the public domain. 

Picard (1993) identifies traditional publicity strategies adopted by terrorist groups.  

While acknowledging that not all groups are planning with publicity in mind, and that 

some of the publicity is accidental, he notes that large organized group engages in 

publicity as a part of persuasive communication in ways that would be very familiar to a 

public relations firm.  He presents a chart that identifies the strategies small and large 

groups have used to gain publicity. 

 

Table 1: Publicity Techniques Commonly Employed by Small and Large Terrorist Groups 

 

Technique Small Groups Large Groups 

Press Offices  X 

Statements of Responsibility X X 

     Multiple Release Points  X 

Press Releases  X 

     Multiple Release Points  X 

Force Publication of Manifestos X  

Audiovisual materials (videotapes, photos) X  

News Conferences  X 

Interviews with Group Leaders X X 

Press Tours  X 

Operate Media  X 

Large-scale Propaganda of the Deed X  

        (Picard, 1993, p. 49) 
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Obviously, the media landscape has changed significantly and this chart does not reflect 

some of the communication innovation of the last 20 years, but his point holds true:  

much like other commercial, government, or political groups, terrorist groups can adopt 

publicity strategies to transmit their messages. 

 

Status and Legitimacy 
 

One strain of media studies focuses on the capacity of the media to bestow status; 

it argues that coverage of an individual or group in the media indicates to the public that 

this individual or group is worthy of attention and recognition.   

Following this logic, the coverage of a terrorist event constitutes 

recognition of the importance of the terrorists themselves as well as of 

their actions and the causes of their actions.  Consequently, terrorists may 

benefit from new coverage irrespective of the tone of the coverage…. 

Given that the coverage of terrorist events should be broad enough to 

encompass the various causes that apparently motivate the terrorist as well 

as their demands for redress, the phenomenon of status conferral extends 

beyond the terrorists alone to include the political, social, and/or religious 

movements associated with their actions.   

     (Weimann & Winn, 1994, p. 152) 

 

This argument underpins much of the research on media coverage of terrorism, in that it 

assumes that all coverage is equal.  Or as Oscar Wilde said, “There is only one thing in 

the world worse than being talked about, and that is not being talked about.” (Wilde, 

1890)  Weimann and Winn provide a counterexample for this claim. Referring to a study 

of neo-Nazi hate trials in Canada, Weimann and Winn conclude the following: 

Both the political elites and the public at large concluded from the fact of 

the extensive media coverage given to two neo-Nazis on trial that the neo-

Nazis were winning the battle for public opinion.  Referring to his success 

at securing media exposure, one of the defendants declared that he had 
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won one million dollars of free publicity.  He accordingly embarked on 

the marketing of instructional tapes on how to manipulate the media.  

Canada’s political elites were concerned that the fledgling Nazi movement 

was gaining adherents.  In fact, public opinion research revealed that 

Canadians were repelled by the hate-mongers and the more so as they 

became exposed to their mediated messages. 

     (Weimann & Winn, 1994, p. 145) 

 

So receiving coverage is necessary but not sufficient in terms of communication goals.  If 

the coverage repels the audience from the message of the group it may actually be 

counter-productive and de-legitimize the group. 

An experiment using 300 Israelis, while confirming that coverage itself does 

impact public opinion, also points to the need to research actual elements of the coverage.  

Using experimental and control groups, the researchers paired groups based on pre-test 

scores and then exposed the experimental group to one of two reports on terrorism.  All 

groups completed a post-test.   

The comparison of scores before and after press exposure reveals that 

exposure does tend to change a certain aspect of the image held of 

terrorists.  The evaluation made by control groups changed little, but most 

of the experimental groups’ scores changed significantly and in some 

instances substantially.  The experimental groups’ evaluations remained 

largely negative, but they moved in the direction of an improvement in the 

terrorists’ image on most of the evaluative scales.  The predominant image 

remained one of disapproval, but terrorists were disapproved of less after 

exposure than before. 

    (Weimann & Winn, 1994, pp. 163–4) 

       

The researchers were surprised though to find that the response to the two cases 

they used was different.  One case produced more change than the other.  When they 

reviewed the media the groups had been exposed to, the case with the most change 

exposed research subjects to media accounts that were essentially non-violent; the 

coverage showed the hijacked aircraft and talked about the demands, but did not focus on 
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the murder the group had committed.  The other case had a media report that included 

footage of murdered hostages and quite dramatic scenes.  The researchers believed that 

the difference in effect on public opinion they observed had to do with differences in the 

coverage between the two news reports (Weimann & Winn, 1994, pp. 165–7).  These 

accidental findings suggest that the frequency measures used in other research are useful 

but do not tell the whole story of how media coverage works for or against terrorist 

groups. 

Analyzing media coverage of terrorism 
 

Analysis of the media coverage of terrorism can vary in several different 

dimensions, summarized by an emphasis on either the quantity of coverage or differences 

in the quality of coverage.  These differences can either be researched as dependent 

variables that vary based on aspects of the terrorist event, or as independent variables that 

impact public opinion formation.  This aspect of the chain of decisions reflects the 

media’s role in creating meaning around a terrorist event.  “Coverage of terrorist 

violence, as an act of communication, conveys not merely data about occurrences but 

meaning of the occurrences as well.  Facts in themselves have no significance until they 

are shaped and framed in contexts that provide meaning and affect audiences’ 

understanding.” (Picard, 1993, pp. 95–6) The research on quantity of coverage indicates 

that the gatekeeping and agenda setting functions are mechanisms by which the media 

indicate which events are meaningful to the audience and which they should pay attention 

to.  The framing functions involve the quality of the media coverage and provide the 

audience clues about what kind of meaning they should be drawing from the event.  
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These functions are particularly relevant for terrorism, since much of it happens well 

outside the audience’s personal knowledge, making the public especially reliant on the 

media for information. Media coverage of terrorism may vary from outlet to outlet, and is 

complemented by a variety of other sources that inform the public about terrorism, 

including the common usage of terrorism as a storyline in pop culture.  

Gatekeeping and Agenda Setting 
 

Whether an event is covered by the media is governed by an understanding of the 

newsworthiness of a particular item. The first element of media response to an event is 

selection, the process of determining whether an item is worthwhile of coverage or what 

the audience wants to know about.   “During this selection and presentation process, 

journalists decide what is important, making the complex reality understandable for their 

audiences. Moreover, through their coverage, media can influence public attitudes." 

(Ruigrok & Van Atteveldt, 2007, p. 68)  Not only are they selecting what to cover but 

how much coverage and with what priority over other events.  The newsworthiness of a 

particular event combined with the priority of the topic in the public and policy 

conversation affect the journalists’ decisions regarding what to cover.  The selection 

process is one of the primary elements of research on media coverage of terrorism and 

reflects the view that coverage of any kind serves a terrorist group’s purpose, regardless 

of the content of the coverage.   

Graber (2006) identifies five criteria for newsworthiness.  First, the story “must 

picture conditions that have a strong impact on readers or listeners.”  The second criterion 

is that the story must feature “violence, conflict, disaster or scandal…”(Graber, 2006, p. 
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99).  Her third criterion is familiarity; the news must relate to well-known people or 

familiar situations.  The fourth criterion is proximity.  She argues that people pay much 

more attention to local news than broader national or international news.  Her final 

criterion is that the “news should be timely and novel.”  (Graber, 2006, p. 101)  The 

gatekeeper role of the news media has a series of effects outlined by Graber.  First, 

gatekeeping narrows the group of newsworthy people to a very small number.  Second, it 

limits the types of activities that will be reported in the news.  Third, it focuses on 

novelty, excitement, familiarity, similarity, conflict and violence, leaving readers with 

unrealistic understanding of the pervasiveness of the problems that are being reported on.  

In addition, groups that want to be in the news can increase their chances by playing to 

these factors.  “The popularity of violent stories has encouraged groups who seek media 

coverage to behave violently or sensationally to enhance their chances for publicity.  The 

media usually dramatize and oversimplify conflict, picturing it as a confrontation 

between two clearly defined sides.  The reality is murkier.” (Graber, 2006, p. 113) So 

gatekeeping encourages groups to engage in conflictual or violent behavior to seek 

coverage and to target victims that are familiar and relatable to the audience.  The fourth 

function of gatekeeping is to provide generalized support for existing social structures 

and institutions, by allowing government and social leaders unequal access to have their 

voices heard.  (Graber, 2006, pp. 109–16)  Getting beyond the gatekeepers is clearly a 

very important step for groups that oppose the government.  The built in advantages 

governments have through the gatekeeping or agenda setting functions of the media make 

violent and conflictual behavior a preferred means for attracting reporters’ attention. 
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There have been examples where terrorist or insurgent groups have actually used 

physical coercion or threats to force the media to transmit their messages or manifestos, 

“But in most locations and on most occasions, journalists cover terrorism not because 

they live in fear, but because they judge terrorist actions to be newsworthy.” (Weimann & 

Winn, 1994, p. 117)  Weimann and Winn have applied Galtung and Ruge’s thirteen 

gatekeeping criteria for newsworthiness to their own study of terrorism.  The first 

criterion is Frequency.  Events will be newsworthy if their frequency “is compatible with 

the frequency of news production.”(Weimann & Winn, 1994, p. 119)  They cite the 

example of the Italian Red Brigades choosing to issue communications on Wednesdays 

and Saturdays, because the Thursday and Sunday papers had higher circulation and 

included more stories.  They suggest that terrorist organizations manipulating the media 

are paying attention to deadlines, schedules and programming realities of media 

organizations. (Weimann & Winn, 1994, p. 119) 

The second criterion is threshold.  Events must pass “a threshold of emotionally 

significant meaning to be covered by the media.”  (Weimann & Winn, 1994, p. 119)  

They argue that terrorist groups have very little trouble meeting this criteria based on the 

kinds of activities they engage in.  Groups can modify their actions (for example, 

ensuring a sufficient level of injuries and deaths) to meet this threshold.  Terrorist 

activities are tailor-made for media coverage.  “The media have a strong preference for 

events that exhibit considerable dramatic intensity.  Intense events are easier to analyze, 

easier to place within the format of news production, and easier to employ as a means of 

capturing audience attention.  Terrorist events are normally very intense: they are 
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typically brief, dramatic occurrences that involve a specific location … and well-defined 

actors…” (Weimann & Winn, 1994, p. 120)  Threshold is an easy criterion for violent 

terrorist actions to achieve, but less easy for non-violent actions to reach. 

The third criterion is unambiguity.  The media wants events that are 

uncomplicated.  Weimann and Winn argue that while the underlying conditions that lead 

to terrorism are complicated and difficult to report, the actual terrorist events are not.  In 

fact, in comparison to other kinds of violence, wars or revolutions, these events generally 

have a beginning and an end and can be encapsulated in just a few minutes of TV 

coverage or a few columns of print.  (Weimann & Winn, 1994, p. 120)  This would 

indicate that media are more likely to cover discrete actions than the complicated, multi-

sided social conflicts that give rise to terrorism. 

The fourth criterion is meaningfulness.  In practice this means that events are 

more likely to be reported if they fit within a cultural framework for understanding.  It is 

particularly relevant to terrorism in that international events are most likely to be reported 

if they involve nationals of the media’s home country or take place on home soil or 

against assets of that country.  Weimann and Winn point out that “although modern 

terrorism is carried out largely by non-Western organizations, terrorist acts take place 

disproportionately on Western soil and are targeted primarily against citizens of Western 

countries.” (Weimann & Winn, 1994, p. 121)  While the events of the last two decades 

since they wrote that quote may have changed the proportion, their conclusion that 

terrorists groups are aware of making their attacks culturally meaningful does seem to 

hold, given the extent to which current groups target Western targets.  The fifth criterion 
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is relevance, which requires an event to have an overt likeness or relevance to the nation 

hosting the media.  You can see this in the historical differences between the amounts of 

coverage the LTTE in Sri Lanka have received in the West in contrast to coverage of 

terrorism in Israel-Palestine, which has a much clearer relevant link to the U.S.  This 

criterion marches alongside meaningfulness, and many of the same factors that can make 

an event meaningful can make it relevant (Weimann & Winn, 1994, p. 121).  

Unexpectedness is the next criterion, emphasizing events that are relatively 

unique and not predictable.  Again, violent terrorism does well on this criterion since it 

almost always involves surprise.  Non-violent actions such as negotiations or ceasefires 

struggle more with this criterion as they typically develop over a longer period of time.  

Scarcity as a criterion goes along with unexpectedness.  This implies that events should 

be infrequent, as when a particular kind of event becomes routine it will lessen the 

amount of coverage.  Terrorist groups appear to recognize this.  “For periods of a year or 

two at a time, the world experiences waves of hijackings or other types of terrorism.  

Then, as if recognizing the need to forestall the boredom of routinized violence, the 

terrorists themselves abruptly change their pattern of action.  Thus, the hijacking of 

aircraft may make way for the hijacking of trains while the kidnapping of individuals 

may be succeeded by the theft of corpses, a Latin American innovation.” (Weimann & 

Winn, 1994, p. 122)  Meeting this criterion may obviously be the impetus behind the rise 

in suicide bombings in the 1990s and the evolution of this tactic from one of 

assassination to one of killing large numbers of civilians. 
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The continuity criterion indicates that once a type of event has been deemed 

newsworthy, other events of that type are likely to as well.  Weimann and Winn indicate 

that for international terrorism this explains the occurrence of contagion.  “The fact that a 

successful mass-mediated terrorist action is followed by a wave of similar acts suits the 

media’s need for continuity, at least for the short term, and therefore helps fulfill the 

terrorists’ need for attention.”(Weimann & Winn, 1994, p. 122)   

Weimann and Winn identify personification as one of the “strongest requirements 

for news production because it fulfills so many of the professional requirements of the 

newsroom.” (Weimann & Winn, 1994, p. 122)  That events that can be explained in 

terms of people rather than social processes makes it easier for the audience to identify 

with and easier for journalists to explain as well as practically produce.  Personification 

also allows the media to portray a story as a morality play with good characters and bad 

characters and to communicate strong human emotions. 

Reference to elite nations and reference to elite individuals also make a story 

more likely to be covered.  “Media-oriented terrorists appreciate that they are more apt to 

attract attention if they design their actions with Western locales and/or Western victims 

in mind.” (Weimann & Winn, 1994, p. 124)  The media prefer news about important 

people, so terrorist groups have employed strategies to take advantage of this.  From 

assassinations or kidnapping of government officials, to athletes, business, and 

entertainment leaders, staging events that make reference to elite individuals has been a 

long-term strategy of terrorists groups to attain media attention. 
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The final criterion is destructiveness.  Destructive events are more likely to 

receive news coverage, partly because they fulfill so many of the other criteria including 

frequency, unambiguity and scarcity.  Destructive events come in defined chunks of 

information, easy to portray and relatively quick.  These negative events can be seen 

easily in terms of good versus bad and fall easily into patterns of personification.  While 

the destructiveness alone contributes to coverage, the level of destruction also plays a 

part. 

Weimann and Winn (1994) make a strong argument for terrorism meeting the 

criteria of newsworthiness more easily than do many other kinds of social action.  If 

terrorism is about a political group engaging in communication with an audience, than 

using terrorist tactics increases the chances of success in getting the message covered.  

Weimann and Winn went on to test their variables in terms of actions receiving press 

coverage looking for the strongest predictors of news coverage.  They studied terrorist 

events from 1968 to 1986 and found patterns in what was covered and what was not 

covered in both newspapers and television.   

For the press, the most efficient coverage-yielding location is the Middle 

East, where actions gain attention 34% of the time.  Europe occupies 

second place (32%), while Latin America is in distant last position (18%).  

With respect to mode of action, hijacking is the most powerful predictor 

with an average success rate of 43%.  Airlines are the choice targets from 

a communications perspective because 40% of actions against airlines 

gain publicity in the print media.  Ordinary citizens follow in second place 

with a rate of 34%.  The incidence of press coverage is lower for attacks 

against police and security forces (25%), who, being militarily significant, 

are more traditional targets.   

     (Weimann & Winn, 1994, p. 128) 
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They also found that doing harm doubles the probability of an event being 

covered.  “The conjuncture of low coverage for nonviolent actions and high coverage for 

violent ones constitutes an almost inexorable publicity incentive for violent actions.” 

(Weimann & Winn, 1994, p. 128)  Their results also showed that when an attack is 

claimed by a group, the probability of coverage in the press quadrupled and on TV went 

up tenfold compared to unclaimed events.  Across all the variables they found that “all 12 

outlets are much more apt to report an action if injury, death, a hijacking, an airline, 

and/or claimed responsibility is involved.” (Weimann & Winn, 1994, p. 128)  Their study 

is representative of much of the research on media coverage of terrorism.  By focusing on 

a frequency analysis as the measure, they assume that there is a universal value in 

coverage that is consistent from article to article, and TV story to TV story.   

Building on Graber and Weimann and Winn, we can construct some criteria that 

predict an event’s newsworthiness.  The type of violence, location of violence, number of 

casualties, identity and status of the casualties, familiarity of victims, and the identity of 

the perpetrators have been associated with differences in the newsworthiness of an event. 

These factors have a quantitative impact on amount of coverage.  I evaluate below their 

impact on qualitative differences in coverage. 

Most interesting for this research is the extent to which the agenda setting process 

can be manipulated by the newsmakers themselves.  "Research within the agenda-setting 

framework has generally ignored the potential influence of purposive efforts by external 

actors (those outside the political system) to manipulate media coverage related to their 

interests.” (Manheim & Albritton, 1984, p. 641)  Manheim and Albritton describe one 
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example of this as they study the impact of professional public relations firms hired by 

foreign nations on the portrayal of those nations in the U.S.  They found that countries 

that had professional public relations consultants had, “consistent patterns of 

improvement along two primary dimensions of national image, visibility and valence, 

which are associated in time with the public relations contracts."  (Manheim & Albritton, 

1984, p. 641)  If a media strategy employed by a consulting firm can have an impact over 

time, it would follow that a terrorist group can employ a media strategy that would have 

an impact on its coverage.  Terrorist groups develop campaigns or long term plans to 

meet their goals.  It is generally not expected that any one event will provide success.  If 

we think about this larger campaign as including both tactical and media campaigns, it 

becomes easy to see how changes in tactics over time might be related to the needs of the 

media campaign. 

Sequencing 
 

In the media account, details about the victim, perpetrator, and circumstances can 

influence how an audience perceives a violent action.  In research looking at the semantic 

structure of a newspaper account, Karen Cerulo developed a framework to compare the 

structure with morale messages.  Cerulo identifies natural disasters, self-defense, sports, 

and war violence as examples of normal violence.  She identifies criminal murder, 

assault, racial attacks, and terrorism as examples of deviant violence (p. 49). The 

intentions of the perpetrator, as well as the magnitude of force they use, are factors in the 

labeling of the event as normal or deviant.  Personal gain motivations are more likely to 

be labeled deviant than motivations involved in redressing injustice (Cerulo, 1998, p. 20).    
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Because the media serve as the filter for the content of the reports, the media control 

many of the variables that affect how violence is perceived.  Following Cerulo’s logic, 

accounts that focus on the terrorist attack as a mechanism to redress injustice or defend 

against perceive or actual threats would cause an act to be considered less “evil” than 

accounts that do not mention these motivations.  Media accounts that emphasize the acts 

as a means to achieve political or economic control would cause an act to be considered 

more “evil”.  This study examines this variable by coding the presence of different 

themes of motivation in the media accounts of terrorist attacks presented to the 

participants. 

The context of the event is also important.  The circumstances that provoked the 

event, the consequences of the attack and the characteristics of the victim all serve to 

provide cues for labeling violence (Cerulo, 1998, pp. 15-29).  The identity of the victims 

can impact the social discourse that an attack activates.  An attack against military 

installations or personnel activates a discourse about warfare and implies legitimate 

violence.  Attacks against innocent victims are likely to activate a discourse of 

illegitimate or deviant violence.   

Cerulo (1998) notes that the order in which information is presented is the 

mechanism by which a reporter passes on to the audience their understanding of the 

legitimacy of the violence.  Cerulo found that the sequences of the accounts of violence 

are not random.  “Rather, strong cultural conventions- conventions linked to narrators’ 

perceptions of audience morality- lead story tellers to systematically invoke particular 

sequences at different times” (Cerulo, 1998, p. 6).  These conventions are not conscious 
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for the journalist; journalists reported to Cerulo that each account was unique.  Cerulo 

found, however, that there were distinct, consistent ways in which unacceptable acts, 

justifiable acts, and ambiguous acts of violence were portrayed (p. 6).  Essentially, it 

matters who the journalists opens the story with, whose shoes the rest of the story will be 

seen from.   

“Victim sequences prioritize the characteristics of those whom violence strikes” 

(Cerulo, 1998).  Victim sequences were, in her study, consistently associated with deviant 

violence. The reader views the event through the eyes of the victim (Cerulo, 1998, p. 40). 

An example of this sequence, is the first two paragraphs from a Jerusalem Post story 

about Palestinian rocket attacks:  

Four Israelis were lightly wounded Wednesday night by an anti-

tank rocket fired at them in Kfar Darom in the Gaza Strip. The wounded 

were treated at the scene before being brought to Soroka Hospital in 

Beersheba.  

Palestinians earlier fired two mortar shells at settlements and a 

nearby IDF position in Gush Katif, narrowly missing homes  

      (“Four hurt by rocket,” 2003) 

 

The reader has entered the story from the perspective of the victim; information about the 

perpetrator does not arrive until later.  Cerulo argues that the moral message being 

transmitted to the reader is that this violence was illegitimate. 

 Performer sequences bring the reader in through the violent actor’s eyes by 

prioritizing information about them (Cerulo, 1998, pp. 42-3).  Performer sequences are 

associated with normal or justifiable violence.  This Irish Times story from 1993 exposes 

us first to the IRA: 
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Widespread condemnation has followed the IRA's killing of a 

young policeman in a crowded city street in Derry on Saturday afternoon.  

The killing interrupted a long period of relative peace in the city 

   (“IRA murder of RUC man shatters Derry peace,” 1993) 

Even though this violence would be considered deviant by most, the perspective 

introduced first is the IRA.  The news here is presented in a pattern normally found for 

legitimate violence.  She believes this dissonance between content and structure would be 

heard as ambiguity about the legitimacy of the violence. 

Contextual sequences focus the reader’s attention on the setting or circumstances 

of the event (Cerulo, 1998, p. 47).  Double casting sequences place the performer as both 

victim and perpetrator by focusing on the current event as well as past victimization 

(Cerulo, 1998, p. 50).  Contextual or double-casting sequences correlate with violence 

that is morally ambiguous.  The first two paragraphs of this New York Times story begin 

the story with information on the context, not the victims; in fact, this presentation feels 

almost like reporting on an unavoidable natural disaster: 

A fresh flood of Chechen refugees swept westward today down the 

main highway into Ingushetia, the neighboring republic, propelled by fear 

of a widening war with Russia after explosions killed scores in Grozny, 

Chechnya's capital. 

A day after the blasts flattened a downtown market and destroyed a 

car carrying five passengers, Ingush officials said 3,000 more Chechens 

had arrived, which raised the count to about 185,000 

 (“Blasts in Chechen Capital Unleash New Wave of Refugees,” 1999) 

Cerulo (1998) found the sequences were consistently applied to different types of 

violence.  The “deviant” violent acts, criminal assault and criminal murder, were 

presented more than three-quarters of the time in victim sequences.  “Normal” violence-

capital punishment, natural disasters, self-defense-was presented overwhelmingly with 
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performer sequences.  More ambiguous events were portrayed reliably as contextual or 

double-cast sequences. (Cerulo, 1998, p. 49)   Cerulo concluded that the sequence of 

presentation was a function of the moral judgment the storyteller had made about the 

legitimacy of the violence.  When it came to terrorism or racial attacks, which she labeled 

as deviant, the pattern was nowhere near as clear.  Terrorist attacks were presented about 

as often in a performer sequences as victim sequences (see below).  This means that 

almost half of the time, terrorist attacks are presented in the style of legitimate violence.  

It also indicates that terrorism is unique in its ability to force media focus on the 

perpetrators of violence as opposed to the victims.  The unique ability of terrorism to 

provide focus on the actors may be a factor that leads groups to choose terrorism as a 

strategy.   

 

Table 2: Story sequences broken down by violence type and theme 

 

 Sequence Type  

 Victim Performer Double casting 

or Contextual 

All 

Deviant Violence     

Criminal Assault 75% (6) 25% (2) --- (0) 100% (8) 

Criminal Murder 90% (18) 10% (2) --- (0) 100% (20) 

Racial Attacks --- (0) 50% (4) 50% (4) 100% (8) 

Terrorism 58% (9) 42% (7) --- (0) 100% (16) 

     

Normal Violence     

Capital Punishment 17% (1) 83% (5) --- (0) 100% (6) 

Figurative Violence --- (0) 100%(7) --- (0) 100% (7) 

Natural Disaster 14% (2) 86% (12) --- (0) 100% (14) 

Shooting/Self-Defense 12% (1) 88% (7) --- (0) 100% (8) 

Sports --- (0) 100% (4) --- (0) 100% (4) 

Wartime Violence --- (0) 67% (6) 33% (3) 100% (9) 
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Ambiguous Violence     

Controllable Disaster --- (0) --- (0) 100% (4) 100% (4) 

Questionable Shooting --- (0) 17% (2) 83% (10) 100% (12) 

Suicide/Euthanasia --- (0)  --- (0) 100% (10) 100% (10) 

  *Number of Incidents are in parentheses 

        (Cerulo, 1998, p. 49) 

 

Previous research by this researcher found a similar pattern in the sequencing of 

terrorism reporting.  Below is the summary table of articles across three cases of terrorist 

violence broken down by the gender of the perpetrator. 

 

Table 3: Number of Accounts in Each Sequence- All Cases 

 

 Victim Performer Double-

Cast 

Contextual Total 

Men 7 4  11 22 

Women 17 17  61 95 

Mixed 2 9  1 12 

Unknown 17 15 1 42 75 

Total 43 45 1 115 204 

        (Shedd, 2005, p. 79) 

 

The tenor and sequence of media accounts matters because it provides cues to the 

audience regarding the moral standing of the action.  The meaning attached to “the facts” 

through the content or sequence of the media accounts can impact the public perception 

of the event.  Differences in media accounts may activate different social discourses 

about an event.  These discourses are hinted at by Cerulo’s categorization of normal, 

deviant, or ambiguous violence.  A social discourse about normal or acceptable violence 
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indicates that acts of violence sanctioned by society (self-defense, violent sports, and 

warfare) do not need to be punished as crimes.  They do not break laws nor are 

perpetrators of those acts of violence morally accountable for their actions.  This 

discourse leads to the lack of punishment or very light sentences for actions that fall 

within the social discourse of normal violence.  Deviant violent acts that fall outside of 

the acceptable range of behavior for a society (murders, coercive violence, unprovoked 

violence) activates a discourse of deviance and are sentenced more harshly within the 

criminal justice system.  Not only are the actions considered monstrous, but often the 

people committing them are seen as possessing some characteristic or characteristics that 

makes them abnormal people.  Ambiguous violence is not just the gray area in between, 

but actions that activate both discourses.  Ambiguous violence contains elements of 

abnormal and normal violence.  While a drunk driver can be seen as taking a life through 

unprovoked violence, his actions are not generally considered “evil” or malevolent, but 

negligent.  When circumstances indicate that the individual is a habitual offender, the 

discourse of abnormal violence is activated and the individual is categorized as abnormal.  

This ambiguity shows up in the wide range of sentences that can be imposed for actions 

that fall within this range. 

Cerulo notes that terrorism often is presented in ways that make it appear to be 

ambiguous violence.  Often the terrorist can be presented as both victim and perpetrator, 

as when the trauma or loss they have experienced in their life is presented as an 

explanation for the violent behavior.  The ambiguity is also displayed when the social 

conditions around them are the lead part of the story.  This sequence or moral message is 
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an important element for a terrorist group.  It would appear that receiving coverage that 

identifies its activities as normal or ambiguous violence would be a better outcome for a 

terrorist group than coverage that identifies it as deviant violence.  Several social 

discourses circulate around terrorism:  terrorism as just another form of warfare, 

terrorism as a weapon of the weak, terrorism as a religious imperative, terrorism as an 

evil force in the world.  This study distinguishes those factors in actions that activate 

these different discourses in the media coverage.  Each of these discourses falls into a 

different part of the spectrum between normal and abnormal violence, and this variation 

might explain why terrorism is presented with such ambiguity in the media. 

  

Framing 
 

Framing research also lends considerable weight to our understanding of media 

coverage of terrorism.  Once an event has been deemed worthy of coverage, the journalist 

or media organization must choose how to cover it.  The type of coverage an event 

receives is again influenced by the cultural norms and patterns for covering different 

kinds of events.  The process of framing involves multiple players and numerous 

conventions and standards as described below. 

The news discourse process is normally initiated when a source stages an 

event that is recognized as newsworthy or when information about an 

event or an issue is sought by a journalist.  However, this process is a 

circular one with endogenous loops.  The three players in the process (i.e., 

sources, journalists, and audience members; see Ganns, 1979) all engage 

in the process based on their socially defied roles and are linked to one 

another by the news discourse that they design, construct, transmit, and act 

on. 

       (Pan & Kosicki, 1993, p. 57) 
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Framing, then, is a combination of journalists’ expectations and cultural and professional 

norms for covering particular kinds of events.  Frames are developed within the context 

of shared social beliefs (Pan & Kosicki, 1993). 

Within these traditions, journalists make a series of decisions about what to 

include or not include in their coverage.   

As a result of journalists selecting which parts of the story to tell and 

which elements to exclude, news events can be 'framed in various ways, 

producing different versions and different attributes; thereby increasing 

the salience importance of the event, or certain elements of the event.  

Frame analysis, however, is not an audience study and can only suggest 

how an audience might receive a framed message 

        Barnett, 2009, p. 119   

Framing provides the audience with a culturally relevant tool for organizing the 

content of media coverage and provides a framework for the audience to identify the 

issues.  “Frames represent stereotypes, which slot particular events into broader 

interpretive categories that may or may not be appropriate.  Because news frames can be 

expected to reflect broader social norms, political minorities challenging the dominant 

culture are likely to prove most critical of such treatment.” (Norris, 1995, p. 358)  

Framing can be accomplished both with the words used and the images displayed with 

the words. 

Content Frames 
 

Gamson (2001) identifies three components of frame analysis.  The first is 

identification of the mechanism involved in the production of the frame.  He sees the 

production as a struggle over meaning that reflects relative power and resources.  The 
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second stage is the evaluation of texts.  He points out that frames exist at many different 

levels, “there are event frames, issue frames, master frames, and worldviews - frames 

within frames within frames." (Gamson, 2001, p. x)  The third component is an 

accounting for the interaction of the text and frame with an active engaged audience in an 

iterative process.  Semetko and Valkenburg (2006) provide a synthesis of the different 

media frames found by other research in U.S. and European media.  Building on previous 

studies that inductively identified common frames (Neuman, Just, & Crigler, 1992), they 

identify the conflict frame, human interest frame, economic consequences frame, 

morality frame, and responsibility frame as frames commonly found in media coverage.  

(Semetko & Valkenburg, 2000, pp. 95–6)  Using the series of coding questions below, 

they measure the presence of different frames in the coverage of political issues. 

Attribution of Responsibility 

 Does the story suggest that some level of government has the 

ability to alleviate the problem? 

 Does the story suggest that some level of the government is 

responsible for the issue/problem? 

 Does the story suggest solution(s) to the problem/issue? 

 Does the story suggest that an individual (or group of people in 

society) is responsible for the issue-problem? 

 Does the story suggest the problem requires urgent action? 

Human Interest frame 

 Does the story provide a human example or “human face” on the 

issue? 

 Does the story employ adjectives or personal vignettes that 

generate feelings of outrage, empathy-caring, sympathy, or 

compassion? 

 Does the story emphasize how individuals and groups are affected 

by the issue/problem? 

 Does the story go into the private or personal lives of the actors? 

 Does the story contain visual information that might generate 

feelings of outrage, empathy-caring, sympathy, or compassion? 

Conflict Frame 
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 Does the story reflect disagreement between parties-individuals-

groups-countries? 

 Does one party-individual-group-country reproach another? 

 Does the story refer to two sides or to more than two sides of the 

problem or issue? 

 Does the story refer to winners and losers? 

Morality Frame 

 Does the story contain any moral message? 

 Does the story make reference to morality, God, or other religious 

tenets? 

 Does the story offer specific social prescriptions about how to 

behave? 

Economic Frame 

 Is there a mention of financial losses or gains now or in the future? 

 Is there a mention of the costs/degree of expense involved? 

 Is there a reference to economic consequences of pursuing or not 

pursuing a course of action? 

(Semetko & Valkenburg, 2000, p. 100) 

 

They use these questions to identify differences in print and television news in 

Holland; their findings are not particularly relevant to this research, but their 

development of a tool to measure the different frames is. 

Neuman et al., (1992) discuss the conflict frame as a dominant theme in the 

presentation of news.  This frame focuses on multiple sides of an issue and “fits well with 

the media’s game interpretation of the political world as an ongoing series of contests, 

each with a new set of winners and losers.” (Neuman et al., 1992, p. 64)  This frame 

simplifies complex issues into simplistic conflict.  “This kind of coverage makes winning 

and losing the central concern; the language of wars, games, and competition is featured, 

with an emphasis on the performance and style of a party or an individual.” (Valkenburg, 

Semetko, & De Vreese, 1999, p. 551)  In their study, Neuman et al., (1992) found that 

conflict frames accounted for 29% of the media coverage they evaluated. (1992, p. 75) 
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Several researchers have identified the human interest or human impact frame.  

“The human interest frame brings an individual’s story or an emotional angle to the 

presentation of an event, issue, or problem.” (Valkenburg et al., 1999, p. 551, emphasis in 

the original).  This frame addresses an issue in terms of its impact on individuals and this 

personalization allows for easy creation of narratives of the news (Neuman et al., 1992; 

Valkenburg et al., 1999).  The human impact frame was found in 18% of media coverage 

previously studied. (Neuman et al., 1992, p. 75) 

The attribution of responsibility frame emphasizes the responsibility either of the 

government or of an individual or group for the problem.  This frame attributes blame for 

an event; media use of the frame has been criticized as shaping “public understanding of 

who is responsible for causing or solving key social problems.” (Valkenburg et al., 1999, 

p. 552)  Neuman et al., (1992) refer to this kind of framing as the powerlessness frame.  

Essentially this frame highlights power imbalances between sides.  This frame was found 

in 33% of the media studied. (Neuman et al., 1992, p. 75)  The coding questions 

developed by Semetko and Valkenburg are structured to capture an emphasis on the 

government’s responsibility. 

The economic frame is concerned with the financial consequences of an issue, 

whether it is for individuals, groups, or nations (Valkenburg et al., 1999).  This impact 

could be actual or potential.  “The media tend to employ technical language for the 

economic frame, while people are far more likely to overlay the frame with a moral or 

evaluative dimension.” (Neuman et al., 1992, p. 63) This frame allows for a dependence 
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on official sources for the story.  This frame was found in 16% of the articles previously 

studied. (Neuman et al., 1992, p. 75) 

“Of all the content analyses of media framing cited above, none would dispute 

that cultural values are deeply embedded in modern journalistic practice.  Reference to 

moral values in the media are simply more indirect than, for example, what we find in the 

mass audience depth interviews.” (Neuman et al., 1992, p. 72)  In the morality frame, the 

media do not generally make moral statements themselves, but use sources and quotes to 

portray the moral issues.  This frame was found in 4% of the articles surveyed. (Neuman 

et al., 1992, p. 75) 

Using four of the five frames above (conflict, attribution of responsibility, human 

interest, and economics), Valkenburg et al (1999) studied the impact of these different 

frames on audience recall and audience response to coverage.  They measured audience 

response by posing a series of questions to identify whether audience members used the 

four frames. They found a significant effect indicating “that readers’ thoughts in different 

framing conditions were influenced largely by the journalistic frames that were employed 

in the different conditions.” (Valkenburg et al., 1999, p. 564)  In other words, reader 

responses tended to mimic the frame in which the information was presented.  As for 

audience recall, except for the human interest frame, which lessened audience recall of 

facts, there was no significant difference in audience recall between frames. (Valkenburg 

et al., 1999, p. 565)  Their research expands the evaluation of media coverage from use of 

frames as a tool to explore how frames may affect the formation of public opinion.  

While the study does not address persistent opinion changes, it does suggest that frames 
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have a strong influence on the kind of information the individual takes away from a 

media exposure.  

Using three of the frames (human interest, conflict, or personal consequences), 

Price et al., (1997) found in an experimental study that the frame of a story was able to 

draw the cognitive responses of the participants away from the core elements of the story 

and toward the elements introduced by the frame.  They also measured positive and 

negative valence of participants’ thoughts after frame exposure and found significant 

differences based on the frames.  The human interest condition was the least negatively 

valenced and the consequences condition was the most, with the control and conflict 

frame falling in between. (Price, Tewksbury, & Powers, 1997)  The experimental 

manipulation used a negative story about state budget cuts, so the impact of the human 

interest frame in reducing the negative affect is relevant for research on terrorism that 

typically draws negative valence responses. 

Cappella and Jamieson (1997) found that articles focused on issues (issue frame) 

elicited different reactions from articles focused on the strategy of contention around the 

public policy issues (strategy frame), specifically health care.  They point out a 

distinction between the framing of news and effects those frames may have on the 

audience (Cappella & Jamieson, 1997, p. 40).  Their study goes on to show that framing 

effects for their variables do exist and conclude, “If different news frames do have effects 

on learning, cynicism, attitudes, or involvement, then one can cite underlying 

characteristics of the articles as explanations, not just because the underlying features are 

presumed by the explainer, but because readers can also recognize these features 
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implicitly.” (Cappella & Jamieson, 1997, p. 104)  This research is tackling only the first 

question:  are there differences in media coverage reflected by frames.  However, there is 

reliable evidence that these frames do matter in practice to the audience’s understanding 

and opinions. 

Episodic versus Thematic Frames 
 

In addition to these content frames there is a higher-level distinction to be made 

between episodic and thematic frames.  Episodic news frames focus on specific instances 

or events in order to depict issues.  Iyengar (1996) suggests that examples of episodic 

frames include “a terrorist bombing, a homeless person, or a case of illegal drug usage.” 

(1996, p. 62)  The alternative is a thematic frame in which issues are considered more 

broadly with appropriate context.  Reporting in this structure will include information on 

trends or historical patterns (Iyengar, 1996, p. 62).  He goes on to say that these frames 

are not exclusive; that in any report you will generally find elements of both, but that in 

almost all cases one frame predominates.  In his experimental look at the impact of 

framing on public opinion, he uses crime and terrorism as one of his cases.  Participants 

viewed news coverage that was either episodic or thematic around a particular issue.  On 

the specific issue of terrorism Iyengar found that 74% of all news stories were episodic 

while 26% were thematic.  This was slightly more thematic coverage than of crime 

stories (11%) (Iyengar, 1991).
1
  In the Iyengar study, the participants then answered 

open-ended questions as to what they understood to be the cause of the issue and what 

                                                 
1 Building on Iyengar’s work, a separate study confirmed the prevalence of episodic or thematic coverage 

in both print and television news in Holland.  Semetko & Valkenburg found that 92% of television news 

stories were episodic as opposed to 32% in newspapers. (2000, pp. 101–2) 
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they understood to be options to address the issue.  These responses for the crime and 

terrorism issue identified three different causal reasons:  the individual perpetrator, 

societal conditions, or the failure of the criminal justice system.  Fifty percent of 

responses referenced societal conditions, 36% referenced the individual, and 12% 

referenced failures in the criminal justice system.  For the question on addressing the 

issue, 40% of the responses recommended addressing underlying issues and 60% 

recommended imposition of more severe punishments. Within these responses there was 

variation based on whether the issue was episodically or thematically framed. 

When the news depicted terrorism in thematic terms-for instance, by 

noting recent changes in U.S. diplomatic policy toward countries 

suspected of fomenting international terrorism-viewers' causal and 

treatment attributions gravitated toward societal factors. When the news 

depicted a particular act of terrorism, however, attributions became 

significantly more individualistic and punitive in orientation. The effects 

were especially strong in the area of treatment responsibility; under the 

episodic framing of terrorism, the ratio of punitive to societal treatment 

attributions was 3:1; under conditions of thematic framing, the ratio was 

1:1. 

       (Iyengar, 1996, p. 66) 

 

Within these broader categories, Iyengar exposed the participants to three 

different framing conditions:  a thematic condition that looked at a terrorist event in terms 

of U.S. Foreign Policy, a second thematic condition that focused on local conditions, and 

a third non-interpretive, episodic frame.  He found that between the two thematic 

conditions, societal responses were more common when the focus was on local 

conditions than on U.S. foreign policy.  This would indicate that for a terrorist group, 

coverage that frames their actions in a thematic way, particularly if there is a focus on the 
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social conditions in which the terrorist live will elicit attributions of responsibility that 

focus more on societal, underlying conditions than when issues are framed episodically.  

Iyengar’s model of episodic or thematic frames is significant for its scrutiny of 

factors that can impact media coverage of terrorism and the struggle over the message in 

the news.  This research is based on the premise that when a terrorist group has news 

coverage that indicates to the readers that the violence is legitimate or at least ambiguous, 

the group has an advantage.  Adding Iyengar’s model to our tool kit, we could claim that 

when terrorist groups are able to generate thematic coverage, they are at an advantage 

because public opinion will then focus more on societal issues, which can be taken to be 

the underlying grievances most groups claim to be fighting.   

Causal Themes 
 

Terrorists gain an advantage when the process of describing and providing 

context is delivers messages favorable to the group’s goals.  Although the focus in the 

media is on presenting facts, most reporting does include a “take” on the meaning of 

events.  “Public sympathies for a terrorist group may be influenced not only by the 

specific details of an event that are reported, but also by the broader meaning that the 

media attach to the event” and the individual beliefs and styles of the reporters. 

(Weimann & Winn, 1994, pp. 174–5)  Focusing on the social setting, ideologies, or 

motives that are breeding terrorism implies that some or all of these are legitimate 

reasons to engage in terrorism.  Meaning can be given through the content of the report or 

implied through the way in which the information is presented.  As Riessman (1993) 

points out, “Informants’ stories do not mirror the world ‘out there.’  They are constructed, 
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creatively authored, rhetorical, replete with assumptions, and interpretive.” ( pp. 4–5)  

Media accounts must be viewed in the same sense that other kinds of narratives are 

analyzed:  as refracted understandings of an event intended to convey the meaning the 

event holds for the author.  As with other narratives, no media account is a purely factual 

portrayal of an event. 

Previous research by this author (Shedd, 2005) indicates three major categories of 

themes that explain the reasons for a terrorist attack.  The first category includes 

explanations for the event that reference the history or experiences of an individual 

terrorist.  Examples of themes of motivation in this category include: personal 

relationships to other terrorists; patriotism/nationalism/retaliation for wrongs to the 

group, desire for martyrdom or glory, personal frustration or a lack of future prospects, 

personal loss or trauma, coercion by terrorist group members, financial incentives, 

increased social status, and religious beliefs. The second category explains the event in 

terms of the political, economic, or social goals of the specific terrorist group.  

Explanations in this category include: political goals including pressuring the government 

or provoking government reaction or overreaction, links to other organizations or 

countries, tactical targets or demands, desire to promote general unrest or instability, 

publicity, intimidation, and supporting a military operation.  The third category includes 

explanations of the event as a function of social conditions that have given rise to the 

terrorist group and/or persuaded individuals to join the group.  These include brutality or 

harm by opposition to the identity group, economic, political or social discrimination, 

religious or cultural support and value for terrorist activities.  By including these different 
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kinds of explanations in the news coverage, a journalist both provides context for the 

audience and emphasizes certain kinds of conditions.  Looking at reports from media 

consumers, Iyengar found a similar set of categories in what consumers identified as the 

most important cause of terrorism.  Dispositional themes focused on the individual 

terrorists, situational themes emphasized the general political and social situation, and 

policy attributions blamed U.S. foreign policy choices. (Iyengar, 1987, p. 825)  From this, 

we infer that the journalists and audiences are structuring causal assumptions in similar 

ways. 

Weimann and Winn (1994) sought similar information about the reporting of 

motives and goals for the group.  “At the core of the explanation of terrorist behavior are 

the terrorists’ own motives.  From biblical times to the present, observers of the human 

condition have never taken motives entirely at face value… Daily journalism, however, 

tends to treat motives at face value.” (p. 182)  They argue that the standards of journalism 

are more comfortable with reporting what the group says are the motives than trying to 

uncover or report on what the journalist actually understands the motives to be.  Trying to 

go beyond stated motives, to address the complexity of the situation and make sense of it 

requires significant time and space.  Using a sample of newspaper stories and television 

accounts, they found that the motives of the terrorist group appeared in 60% of the 

newspaper stories and less than 50% of television coverage (Weimann & Winn, 1994, p. 

183).  Across the media as a whole, “terrorists achieve an approximately 50% success 

rate in securing media recognition for their purported motives and also achieve a certain 
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locational prominence on the pages of the newspapers and in the sequence of stories 

selected for news broadcasts.” (Weimann & Winn, 1994, p. 184)   

They expanded on this research to look at elements of the event that lead to 

motive presentation in the news coverage.  They found that increased numbers of deaths 

increased the likelihood of the terrorist group’s motives being presented.  They explain 

this finding based on the psychological needs of the audience.  “A protracted discussion 

of a terrorist event that includes an examination of terrorists’ motives may help fulfill an 

audience’s profound psychological need to manage anxiety and ascribe meaning to 

ethically meaningless acts.  Violence is frightening, but terrorist violence is especially so 

because its victims are innocent.  A frightened audience seeks information to help give 

meaning and structure to a world that seems anomic and to help control its fear.” 

(Weimann & Winn, 1994, pp. 187–8)  This study encompasses a further investigation of 

motive information presented in media articles.  Weimann and Winn researched the 

presence or absence of motive information.  This study builds on their work and Shedd 

(2005) to look at differences in categories of motives presented. 

Conclusion from the literature 
 

The literature has identified a variety of patterns in media coverage that are linked 

to moral messages presented to the reader.  Researchers have identified the importance of 

managing the media and the media message for terrorist groups, to the point of 

comparison to governmental or corporate media strategy (Crenshaw, 2001; Griset & 

Mahon, 2003; Hoffman, 1998; Picard, 1993; Weimann & Winn, 1994).  But evidence 
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also shows that not all media coverage is created equal, that some coverage may in fact 

hinder the goals of the terrorist groups, and that, if terrorism is going to be effective as 

persuasive communication, it must be carefully planned to maximize the positive media 

effect. (McCormick, 2003; Picard, 1993; Weimann & Winn, 1994) 

 From the agenda-setting literature a set of criteria for newsworthiness has been 

identified including: violence, proximity, novelty, meaningfulness, relevance, and 

reference to elites (Graber, 2006; Weimann & Winn, 1994).  While these criteria are 

linked to quantity of coverage, they will be used as tools to develop categories of 

attributes of terrorist acts that will be evaluated against qualitative attributes of coverage. 

 The first step is a decision whether to report on an event or not.  Once that 

decision is made the journalist determines the structures, frames, and themes that in the 

reporting.  Cerulo (1998) identified patterns in the structure of media articles indicating 

the moral message about the legitimacy of actions.  These categories will be slightly 

modified for use here as a tool to identify qualitative differences in media coverage.  

Another tool from the literature that will be used is the distinction between episodic and 

thematic frames.  Thematic frames provide additional context for events and can focus 

the reader on societal conditions (Iyengar, 1996).  In addition, content frames can focus a 

reader on specific elements of the context or underlying reasons.  Five of these frames 

were summarized from the literature.  Both episodic versus thematic frames and content 

frames will be used to evaluate differences in media coverage. 

 Finally, research has shown that coverage can vary in the presentation of themes 

of motivation, including individual, group, and societal themes (Shedd, 2005).  The 
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presence or absence of these themes provides different kinds of information to readers 

about the reasons an event happened.  The study will evaluate the presence or absence of 

these themes to determine differences in coverage.  Modifying these different approaches 

from the literature will provide a variety of different variables that can be measured in the 

media coverage. 
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CHAPTER THREE: RESEARCH DESIGN 

There is an assumption, by terrorist groups and the general public and academics, 

that to be successful terrorist groups must use the media to deliver their message and that 

groups intentionally “manipulate” media coverage to their ends.  What is less clear is the 

extent to which this actually happens and that elements under the groups control (tactics, 

statements, etc.) change the kind of coverage they get.  There are two strands or theories 

of coverage that may matter:  the quantity or frequency of coverage a terrorist group 

receives and the kind of coverage they receive.  Much of the research so far has focused 

on the amount of coverage and generally has disregarded differences in the type of 

coverage.  This study will focus on the quality of the coverage. Building on ways other 

researchers have qualitatively categorized media coverage-sequences, frames, and 

themes-this study will try to connect elements within the terrorist control with aspects of 

the media coverage their actions attract. 

As the literature has shown, the terrorist groups have control over their actions, 

but little control over the first, second, and third order effects of their actions.  They are 

not necessarily successful at predicting those effects.  What they do have control over is:  

What to do? 

Where to do it? 

When to do it? 

Who to do it with? 

Who to do it to? 
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The initial part of this research will explore how changes in elements within the 

terrorist group’s control influence the media coverage the group receives. 

Research Question 1:  How does media coverage of terrorism differ based on 

the types and characteristics of activities terrorist groups engage in? 

Most of what has been written is about how the media responds to the actions of 

terrorists, but there appears to be an important feedback loop in how the groups then 

respond to the media response.  This research tracks the two together.  It assumes that 

arrows go both ways; that media response becomes an input into the decision making 

process of a terrorist group—in other words, that terrorist groups learn and adapt.  But 

more specifically than the question of a group’s adapting to receive maximum coverage, 

does there appear to be an effort to get a certain kind of coverage?  This initial research 

question reflects an interest in determining if there are substantial differences in the 

quality of coverage that terrorists groups could intentionally trigger, through choosing 

different actions, targets, or victims.  

Research Question 2: Does the pattern of media coverage differ when a 

terrorist group is in an escalatory versus de-escalatory phase?  

Looking at two cases that have had both escalatory and de-escalatory patterns, 

this study will evaluate if media responses differ to escalatory or de-escalatory actions.  

Discussion above of the role of a media strategy in meeting a terrorist group’s goals 

implies that choosing to escalate or de-escalate may be partially determined by media 

goals.  This research question will look at the tradeoffs groups may make in terms of 

media coverage by modifying their behavior. 
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Context 
 

Terrorism is happening around the world and affects a wide variety of populations 

and communities.  For the cases here, we will look at media reaction in the immediate 

target population-the country whose government is seen as the enemy, and in an 

important secondary public-a population who has been an important ally to the group or 

has significant influence with the target government. 

Cases 
 

Two cases will be used for this analysis: Hamas and the IRA (and its 

descendants).  They have been chosen because they share a variety of factors useful for 

identifying media patterns during different states of a terrorist group’s life cycle.  Both 

groups have received extensive coverage, have a relatively easily identified group 

engaging in terrorist activity, have had negotiations and agreements reached between the 

group and the government, and have a history of escalation and de-escalation. The pattern 

of escalation and de-escalation will allow a look at media coverage during the rise and 

fall of a terrorist group’s fortunes.  A detailed timeline of important events in each of 

these conflicts is included in the Appendix. 

Methods 
 

The research for this project will unfold in two parts.  Each part will use a 

different sample set, but the same coding strategy. 
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Sampling Strategy 
 

Part I: Media Coverage of Terrorism in General 

 This section of the research used individual media articles as the unit of analysis.  

For the decades of the 1990s and 2000s, a year in the first half of the decade and the 

second half of the decade were randomly chosen.  For the 2010s, a year was randomly 

chosen between 2010 and 2011.  The years selected were 1993, 1999, 2003, 2006, and 

2010.  For each year, a month was randomly selected with replacement.  The final dates 

chosen were January 1993, October 1999, July 2003, June 2006, and February 2010.  A 

search was conducted of the Lexis Nexis Academic database of the following four 

newspapers: Times (London), New York Times, Irish Times (Dublin), Jerusalem Post. 

These newspapers were chosen because they represent specific audiences (internal and 

external) to the conflict, were available in English language reporting, and have full text 

coverage in the Lexis database for the decades researched.  It is not clear whether the 

semantic structures of other languages would support analysis using some of the variables 

used here.  For each month, Lexis was searched for all four newspapers from the first day 

of the month through the last day of the month with a keyword of “terrorism.”  A sample 

of approximately 50 from the total retrieved results was pulled by starting with the third 

result and choosing the next article after the appropriate sampling interval.  The original 

article list was in reverse chronological order. 
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Table 4: Sample by month 

 

 

Month Total Retrieved 

Results 

 Sample 

Size 

Sampling 

Interval 

January 1993 287 48 6 

October 1999 452 50 9 

July 2003 1247 50 25 

June 2006 1149 50 23 

February 2010 603 51 12 

 

Part II: Media Coverage Before and After Specific Events 

This section of the research also used media articles as the unit of analysis.  A 

timeline of major events for each conflict was prepared covering the 1990s to present 

(this timeline is in the Appendix).  Six events were chosen from each conflict, reflecting 

both escalatory/conflictual and de-escalatory actions by the terrorist group and cover both 

decades.  For each event, a search of Lexis was conducted with the search term the name 

of the appropriate terrorist group (Irish Republican Army, Hamas).  The New York 

Times and Times were searched for each group; for the IRA case, the Irish Times was 

also included.  For the Hamas case, the Jerusalem Post was included.  For each case, two 

searches were conducted, one for the month preceding the event, the other for the day of 

the event and the month following.  Because of the variation in the number of articles that 

resulted from each search, a sample was pulled from each set of results that was as close 

to 20 as could be achieved by starting with one article and choosing the following articles 

at a standard interval.  The dates, events, total retrieved results, sample, and the interval at 

which the sample was pulled are listed in the table below. 
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Table 5: IRA Sample 

 

 

Date/Event Retrieved 

Result 

Before 

Event 

Sample 

Size 

Before 

Event 

Sampling 

Interval 

Before 

Event 

Retrieved 

Result 

After 

Event 

Sample 

Size 

After 

Event 

Sampling 

Interval 

After 

Event 

1/17/92 

Bombing/London 

16 16 1 20 20 1 

4/23/93 Bombing/N 

Ireland 

41 20 2 18 18 1 

8/31/94 Ceasefire 32 16 2 89 22 4 

2/10/96 Break 

Ceasefire 

16 16 1 71 23 3 

5/6/00 Disarmament 42 21 2 58 19 3 

10/30/02 

Disarmament Stall 

66 22 3 40 20 2 

 

Table 6: Hamas Sample 

 

 

Date/Event Retrieved 

Result 

Before 

Event 

Sample 

Size 

Before 

Event 

Sampling 

Interval 

Before 

Event 

Retrieved 

Result 

After 

Event 

Sample 

Size 

After 

Event 

Sampling 

Interval 

After 

Event 

4/6/1994 Suicide 

Bombing 

90 22 4 161 20 8 

6/1/01 Disco 

Bombing 

84 21 4 126 21 6 

7/23/02 Hamas 

leader killed 

138 19 7 303 20 15 

6/12/03 Suicide 

Bombing 

229 19 12 360 20 18 

6/19/08 Ceasefire 271 20 13 231 23 10 

12/19/08 End 

Ceasefire 

197 19 10 901 19 45 
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Coding Strategy 
 

Three independent coders coded the articles.  After all coders coded the same 

small subset, the coders and researcher met to evaluate the results.  The research team 

clarified the coding system based on the coders’ experience with the articles.
2
 

The coders’ first step was to determine if the article was relevant or irrelevant.  

Examples of irrelevant articles included movie and book reviews in which the search 

term was included, stories in which the search term was mentioned but that were not 

really about it, etc.  For Part 1 there were 100 of these articles, bringing the sample of 

relevant articles to 149.  For Part 2 there were 68 of these articles, bringing the IRA 

sample to 196 and the Hamas sample to 211. 

The coding strategy for this study is built upon the research previously cited by 

Weimann & Winn (1994), Iyengar (1991), Semetko & Valkenburg (2000), Cerulo 

(1998), and Shedd (2005).  From each of these studies a strategy for evaluating 

differences in news coverage was developed that indicates the presentation of the 

morality or legitimacy of political actors, in this case terrorist groups.  These different 

mechanisms were modified and employed as the measurement of the dependent variables 

in this study, along with quantity and length of coverage information. Tangible 

characteristics of the event and the group were used as independent variables.  These 

characteristics included type of event, identity of victims, number of causalities, and 

                                                 
2
 The coders were American undergraduate students so reflect a Western reading of the news articles, it is 

possible that the coding does not reflect what would be understood by an indigenous audience.  Therefore, 

the results reflect the meanings created by the media coverage for a Western audience. 
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location of violence and are derived from the characteristics of newsworthiness by Graber 

(2006) and Weimann and Winn (1994).  Contextual data, sections of the paper, and 

article length, was also collected for each article. 

Contextual Data: 
 

 Newspaper 

 Section 

 Page 

 Length 

 Type: News, News brief, Feature, Editorial, Opinion 

Independent Variables: 
 

 Date the news story was released 

 Triggering event for the news story (Graber, 2006; Weimann and Winn, 1994) 

o Terrorist attack 

o Press release of a terrorist group 

o Negotiations toward or agreement to a ceasefire/ accord/ treaty 

o Breaking of negotiations or breaking an agreement/ ceasefire/ 

accord/treaty 

o Death of a Terrorist 

o Arrest/Trial of a Terrorist 

o Government Operation 

o Release of a report/ intelligence/ press conferences/ government 

statements 

o Statements by non-governmental actors (human rights, NGOs, etc.) 

o Anniversary of an important Event 

 

 Conflict the story is related to 

 Terrorist group involved 
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 When the accounts were about a  violent attack, either by or against the terrorist 

group the following information was coded (if more than one specific instance 

was mentioned, the instance with the most information was coded, if the article 

was a news round-up or other listing, the first instance was coded.) (Graber, 2006; 

Weimann and Winn, 1994): 

o Type of violence: bombing, suicide bombing, armed attack, assassination 

o Location 

o Victims hurt and killed 

o Identity of the victims: government officials, military members, high 

profile civilians, civilians, terrorist group leader, terrorist group member 

o Victims share the same identity group as perpetrator: yes, no 

o For violence committed by the terrorist group, identify of the perpetrator: 

male, female, mixed, unknown 

Dependent Variables 
 

 Sequence- modification of Cerulo (1998): Who/what is listed first in the article: 

Terrorist/Terrorist Group, Victim/s, Government, Contextual Information.  When 

the terrorist(s) or contextual information is presented first, Cerulo indicates this 

would be sending a message that violence was legitimate, or morally ambiguous.  

For a terrorist group, this would be the preferred message. 

 Framing- following Iyengar (1991): episodic or thematic.  Thematic frames 

provide contextual information, more than just the specific details of the event, it 

is expected that additional detail and context of a thematic frame would be 

preferable for the terrorist group. 

 Framing- following Semetko & Valkenburg (2000): Yes/no answers to the 

following questions, modified from their list. 

o Attribution of Responsibility 
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 Does the story suggest that some level of government has 

the ability to alleviate the problem? 

 Does the story suggest that some level of the government is 

responsible for the issue/problem? 

 Does the story suggest solution(s) to the problem/issue?  

 Does the story suggest that an individual (or group of 

people in society) is responsible for the issue-problem? 

 Does the story suggest the problem requires urgent action? 

o Human Interest 

 Does the story provide a human example or “human face” 

on the issue? 

 Does the story employ adjectives or personal vignettes that 

generate feelings of outrage, empathy-caring, sympathy, or 

compassion? 

 Does the story emphasize how individuals and groups are 

affected by the issue/problem? 

 Does the story go into the private or personal lives of the 

actors? 

 Does the story contain visual information that might 

generate feelings of outrage, empathy-caring, sympathy, or 

compassion? 

o Conflict Frame 

 Does the story reflect disagreement between parties-

individuals-groups-countries? 

 Does one party-individual-group-country reproach another? 

 Does the story refer to two sides or to more than two sides 

of the problem or issue? 

 Does the story refer to winners and losers? 

o Morality Frame 

 Does the story contain any moral message? 

 Does the story make reference to morality, God, or other 

religious tenants? 

 Does the story offer specific social prescriptions about how 

to behave? 

o Economic Frame 

 Is there a mention of financial losses or gains now or in the 

future? 

 Is there a mention of the costs/degree of expense involved? 

 Is there a reference to economic consequences of pursuing 

or not pursuing a course of action? 

 

The attribution of responsibility frame, with its emphasis on government responsibility, 

could be positive for a terrorist group, by putting additional pressure on the government.  
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The human interest frame would be negative for the group, because of the emphasis on 

victims.  The conflict, morality and economic frame are less clearly positive or negative 

for the group.  

 Thematic Explanation (Shedd, 2005): Presence or absence of three different kinds 

of themes to explain the justification/reasons for terrorist group action: Individual, 

Societal, Group/Political.  Examples of these found in previous research include 

o Individual 

 Personal relationships to terrorists 

 Patriotism/nationalism/retaliation for wrongs to the group 

 Martyrdom 

 Personal Frustration/ Lack of Future Prospects 

 Personal Loss/Trauma 

 Coercion by terrorist group members 

 Financial 

 Increased Social Status 

 Religious Belief 

 

o Societal 

 Brutality/ harm by opposition to identity group 

 Economic problems/discrimination 

 Political/Social discrimination 

 Religious, social support/value for terrorist activities 

 

o Group/Political 

 Political goals 

 Pressuring the government 

 Tactical targets 

 Provoking general unrests/instability 

 Provoking government counteraction/over reaction 

 Supporting a military operation 

 Publicity 

 Intimidating the population 

 Links to international terrorism 
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The presence of any of these kinds of themes of explanation is expected to be positive for 

the terrorist group. The presentation of information explaining what has led to the action, 

not just information on the event itself, provides the terrorist group an opportunity to 

have their individual, group and social story told.  
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CHAPTER FOUR:  PART I RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Media Coverage of Terrorism in General Results 
 

Data analysis was conducted to determine the relationship between each 

independent variable and each of the dependent variables using Chi-square statistics. The 

first section, on the general sample, is intended to address Research Question 1:  How 

does media coverage of terrorism differ based on the types and characteristics of 

activities terrorist groups engage in?  Data on significant results is presented here.  The 

full reporting of the data is available in Appendix A. 

Triggering Event 
 

A typology of trigger events was created based on Weimann and Winn’s (1994) 

criteria for newsworthiness.  An event was assumed to be the impetus for the news article 

that was written.  The listing of types of events was built to reflect different levels of 

newsworthiness.  Initial data analysis using the full list of triggering events showed that 

there were several triggering events with very few cases, making use of the full list of ten 

events not practical for analysis.  Triggers were categorized using two methods: .….  The 

triggering event is important in this research because the choice to take action and what 

to do is one area in which the terrorist groups have some control. 
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Active or Passive Trigger Event 
 

Because of the emphasis on unexpected, unambiguous, significant, and 

destructive events, it is expected that active events would receive more coverage.  This 

section will examine whether the triggering event’s categorization as active or passive 

changes the qualitative elements of the coverage. Events that were considered active 

included those triggered by the following events: terrorist attacks, agreement to 

ceasefires/treaties, breaking of an agreement/ceasefires, death of a terrorist, arrest/trial of 

a terrorist, government operations.  Those coded as passive include: press release of a 

terrorist group, release of report/intelligence, anniversary of an important event, and 

statements by NGOs. 

The frequencies of sequences between active and passive events do show minor 

but not statistically significant effects (X
2
=5.445, df=3, .10<p<.15).  The Government 

sequence is presented about one-half the time in either situation, but passive events had 

twice as high a percentage of a contextual sequence than active events. Inversely, victim 

and terrorist sequences were more likely for active events.  Active events were slightly 

more likely to be presented in a sequence that legitimizes the terrorist groups by 

presenting them first.  Passive trigger events presented slightly more sequences that 

indicate ambiguous moral messages (contextual sequences). 

Active events were expected to be more likely to be presented in episodic 

sequences than passive events based on Iyengar’s research.  Surprisingly, whether an 

event was presented in an episodic or thematic frame was unaffected by whether the 

trigger event was active or passive.    The X
2 
test did not approach significance.   



71 

 

Themes about individual causality were more likely to be present when an action 

triggered the account.  This relationship was significant, X
2
=4.001, df=1, p<.05.  Active 

events were more likely than passive events to have themes about the individual’s 

motivation for terrorism presented in the media coverage.  Looking back at the literature, 

this implies that active events allow additional opportunities for telling the story through 

the experiences of people, including those of a perpetrator.  The increase in individual 

themes indicate that when stories are written about actions they are more favorable for 

the terrorist group. The effect size is still relatively small with 2.3% of articles about 

passive events including individual themes and 13.2% of articles about active events 

including them. 

 

Table 7: Trigger Event Active or Passive * Individuals Themes 

 

 

   Individuals Themes 

Total    Absent Present 

Trigger Event Active or 

Passive 

Passive Count 42 1 43 

% within Trigger Event 

Active or Passive 

97.7% 2.3% 100.0% 

Action Count 92 14 106 

% within Trigger Event 

Active or Passive 

86.8% 13.2% 100.0% 

Total Count 134 15 149 

% within Trigger Event 

Active or Passive 

89.9% 10.1% 100.0% 
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The prevalence of societal themes also increased for accounts triggered by 

actions.  The Chi-square did not reach the level of significance.  For passive trigger 

events, only 7.0% of the articles included themes about societal conditions that are 

motivations for terrorism, while for active trigger events, 15.1% included these themes. 

Themes about group motives for terrorism were present roughly equally between 

active and passive trigger events without a significant relationship between the variables. 

There was a lower percentage of group themes when the trigger event was active, from 

37.2% to 28.3%.  Overall, an active trigger event was associated with an increased 

presence of individual and societal themes and with a decrease in group themes.  Since 

individual and societal themes emphasize the human face and a focus on societal failings, 

active trigger events seem to produce more favorable coverage for the terrorist group than 

passive events. 

The attribution of responsibility frame, which is coded to indicate when articles 

framed terrorism as a problem the government should solve, was less prevalent for active 

trigger events, although almost all accounts showed some presence of the frame (it was 

absent in only 2.3% of passive triggered accounts and 8.5% of action triggered accounts). 

There were also fewer accounts with strong attribution of responsibility frames for active 

trigger events (32.6% to 22.6%).  This relationship was not statistically significant. This 

indicates that active trigger events prompt frames that are less focused on the 

government’s responsibility for the problem; this is the reverse of what was expected.    

The human interest frame was also present in essentially the same percentages 

when the trigger event for the account was active or passive. There was not a statistically 
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significant relationship. The conflict frame was present in the large majority of the media 

accounts, in roughly equal proportions for both active and passive trigger events.  This 

relationship was not significant. The morality frame was less likely to be present when 

accounts covered active trigger events (absent in 37.2% for passive events and 47.2% for 

active events).  This relationship was not significant. The economic frame was not 

present in the majority of all the media accounts.  It was somewhat less likely to be 

present in accounts about active trigger events (absent in 79.1% of passive accounts and 

90.6% of active accounts). Again this did not rise to the level of statistical significance. 

Summary 

Whether an article was triggered by an active or passive event showed a 

statistically significant impact on only one of the dependent variables:  the presence of 

themes of individual motivation, which was higher for active trigger events.  There were 

trends that did not reach the level of significance in the sequence and presence of societal 

themes.  Victim and terrorist sequences increased when the trigger event was active, 

while contextual sequences were less common for active trigger events.  Societal themes 

were more common in accounts about active trigger events than those about passive 

trigger events.  In summary, although there are countertrends in the data, active events 

may produce slightly more favorable coverage for the terrorist group than passive events.  

The increased presence of individual and societal themes and increase in terrorist 

sequences would indicate that active events are receiving coverage of more of the 

contextual information, in morally ambiguous structure. 
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Initiation of Triggering Event 
 

Building on the analysis of active versus passive triggering events, the data were 

analyzed using initiation of triggering event as the independent variable.  Three 

categories were developed: Terrorist-initiated Action, Government-Initiated Action, and 

Context.  Terrorist-initiated Action included terrorist attack, press release of a terrorist 

group, agreement to a ceasefire/accord/treaty, and breaking of a ceasefire/accord/treaty.  

Government-Initiated Action included death of a terrorist, arrest/trial of a terrorist, and 

government operations.  Context included release of reports/intelligence, statements by 

non-governmental actors, and anniversaries of important events as triggering events. 

The party initiating the action did have a significant relationship to the sequence 

in which the media account was presented.  The X
2
=26.950, df=6, p<.05.   When 

terrorists initiated the action 46.8% of the articles were written in a terrorist sequence as 

opposed to only 23.8% when the government-initiated the action. The opposite trend 

holds for government-initiated events:  60.3% are in government sequences when the 

government initiates, while only 34% when the terrorist groups initiated. The victim 

sequence was also more prevalent when the terrorists initiated the action.  The contextual 

sequence was present least often when terrorist-initiated the action.  This means that 

terrorist-initiated actions the most likely for the media account to present the terrorist 

groups first in their account, which is the pattern for legitimate violence.  It makes sense 

that media coverage would bring us in through the eyes of whoever initiated the event.  

Graphically, we can see this relationship between the initiator of the action and the 

likelihood that the sequence featuring them will be predominant.  In the graphic, context 
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on the X axis refers to triggering events that are reports or intelligence, statements by 

NGOs, or anniversaries of important events.  The contextual sequence is one in which 

information that sets the stage is presented prior to specific actors. 

 

Table 8: Trigger Event Initiated By * Sequence 

 

 

   Sequence 

Total 

   

Victim, 

Civilian Government 

Terrorist, 

Terrorist 

Group Contextual 

Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

Terrorist-initiated 

Action 

Count 8 16 22 1 47 

% within Trigger 

Event Initiated By 

17.0% 34.0% 46.8% 2.1% 100.0% 

Government-

Initiated Action 

Count 2 38 15 8 63 

% within Trigger 

Event Initiated By 

3.2% 60.3% 23.8% 12.7% 100.0% 

Context Count 2 22 6 9 39 

% within Trigger 

Event Initiated By 

5.1% 56.4% 15.4% 23.1% 100.0% 

Total Count 12 76 43 18 149 

% within Trigger 

Event Initiated By 

8.1% 51.0% 28.9% 12.1% 100.0% 
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Figure 4: Sequence by Trigger Event Initiation 

 

When we look at episodic versus thematic frames based on the initiator of the 

action that triggered the media account, we find significant differences (X
2
=6.512, df=2, 

p<.05).  While the episodic frame is most prevalent, when terrorist groups initiate the 

action the percentage of reports in an episodic frame rises to 74.5%.  When the 

government initiates the action the percentage drops to its lowest level of 50.8%.  The 

thematic frame is most likely to present background information and explanations of 

context; when terrorist initiate the action thematic frames are less prevalent in the media 

accounts.  Therefore, while initiating an action increases the percentage of terrorist 

sequences, it decreases the contextual information being provided. 
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Table 9: Trigger Event Initiated By * Frame 

 

 

   Frame 

Total    Episodic Thematic 

Trigger Event Initiated 

By 

Terrorist-initiated Action Count 35 12 47 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

74.5% 25.5% 100.0% 

Government-Initiated 

Action 

Count 32 31 63 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

50.8% 49.2% 100.0% 

Context Count 25 14 39 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

64.1% 35.9% 100.0% 

Total Count 92 57 149 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

61.7% 38.3% 100.0% 

 

 Evaluating the relationship between the initiation of the trigger event and the 

themes that are present, the Chi-square for the relationship between who initiated the 

trigger event and the presence of themes about individual motivation was significant 

(X
2
=9.910, df=2, p<.01).  Individual themes were present in 21.3% of the accounts with 

trigger events initiated by terrorists, while only 6.3% for government-initiated events and 

2.6% for context-initiated events.   This is counter to what was expected based on the 

decrease in thematic frames. 
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Table 10: Trigger Event Initiated By * Individuals Themes 

 

 

   Individuals Themes 

Total    Absent Present 

Trigger Event Initiated 

By 

Terrorist-initiated Action Count 37 10 47 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

78.7% 21.3% 100.0% 

Government-Initiated 

Action 

Count 59 4 63 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

93.7% 6.3% 100.0% 

Context Count 38 1 39 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

97.4% 2.6% 100.0% 

Total Count 134 15 149 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

89.9% 10.1% 100.0% 

 

Societal themes were also more prevalent when terrorists initiated the action. 

25.5% of articles about terrorist-initiated trigger events included information about 

societal conditions that motivate terrorism, while only 6.3% and 7.7% did for 

government-initiated and context initiated triggers, respectively.  This relationship was 

significant, X
2
=10.119, df=2, p<.01. 
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Table 11: Trigger Event Initiated By * Societal Themes: 

 

 

   Societal Themes 

Total    Absent Present 

Trigger Event Initiated 

By 

Terrorist-initiated Action Count 35 12 47 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

74.5% 25.5% 100.0% 

Government-Initiated 

Action 

Count 59 4 63 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

93.7% 6.3% 100.0% 

Context Count 36 3 39 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

92.3% 7.7% 100.0% 

Total Count 130 19 149 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

87.2% 12.8% 100.0% 

 

The presence of group and political themes also shares a significant relationship 

with the initiator of the trigger event (X
2
=11.893, df=2, p<.005).  Group themes are more 

prevalent in media accounts about terrorist-initiated trigger events or contextual trigger 

events.  In sum, this means that when terrorists initiate the action they are more likely to 

have explanations of their behavior-as individuals, as a group, and in terms of societal 

conditions-presented in the media coverage. 
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Table 12: Trigger Event Initiated By * Group, Political Themes 

 

   Group, Political 

Themes 

Total    Absent Present 

Trigger Event Initiated 

By 

Terrorist-initiated Action Count 26 21 47 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

55.3% 44.7% 100.0% 

Government-Initiated 

Action 

Count 53 10 63 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

84.1% 15.9% 100.0% 

Context Count 24 15 39 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

61.5% 38.5% 100.0% 

Total Count 103 46 149 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

69.1% 30.9% 100.0% 

 

 

The attribution of responsibility frame has a significant presence in the dataset, 

strongest when the articles are triggered by contextual factors with the least presence and 

strength for terrorist-initiated action.  This trend is not significant.  The human interest 

frame also did not vary significantly depending on who initiated the trigger event.  

Surprisingly, the human interest frame was slightly more prevalent when the government-

initiated action but was present most strongly for terrorist-initiated events. Government-

initiated actions were expected not to prompt a focus on individuals affected, but rather 

be more focused on government action. The conflict frame was evenly distributed based 
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on who initiated the triggering event.  It was present in the vast majority of the articles 

but without significant differences based on who initiated the trigger event. The morality 

frame was absent from 59.6% of articles on terrorist-initiated events.  Terrorist-triggered 

events also had the highest percentage of strong presence at 23.4%. The percentages were 

almost identical for government-initiated trigger event or context-triggered events.  This 

difference was significant, X
2
=10.739, df=4, p<.05. 

 

Table 13: Trigger Event Initiated By * Morality Frame 

 

 

   Morality Range 

Total    Absent Mild Strong 

Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

Terrorist-initiated 

Action 

Count 28 8 11 47 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

59.6% 17.0% 23.4% 100.0% 

Government-Initiated 

Action 

Count 24 27 12 63 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

38.1% 42.9% 19.0% 100.0% 

Context Count 14 18 7 39 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

35.9% 46.2% 17.9% 100.0% 

Total Count 66 53 30 149 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

44.3% 35.6% 20.1% 100.0% 

 

The economic frame was present in only 19 articles so did not show trends.  No 

differences reached the level of significance. 
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Summary 

The party that initiated the violence had a significant impact on the dependent 

variables: sequence, frame, individual, societal and group themes, and the morality frame.  

When terrorists initiated the trigger event, the article was more likely to be written in a 

terrorist or victim sequence and less likely to presented in a thematic frame.  All three 

kinds of themes of motivation were more likely for terrorist-initiated trigger events. The 

absence of the morality frame was highest for terrorist-initiated actions, but when it was 

present it had the strongest presence.  There was a non-significant trend for terrorist-

initiated actions to have less presence of the attribution of responsibility frame.  This 

would indicate that on balance, terrorist groups initiating activity is connected to more 

favorable coverage, both in terms of entering the story through their eyes and having 

multiple types of themes of motivation presented. 

Presence of Violence 
 

Absence and presence of violence variables were coded for analysis compared to 

dependent variables.  The presence of violence (destructiveness) is important to the 

quantity of coverage; this analysis will try to determine if it also affects the quality of 

coverage.  It was expected that violence would be more likely to promote a terrorist 

sequence, for this sample, the percentage of articles written in a terrorist sequence 

increased from 25.5% to 37.2% when violence was part of the trigger event and the 

victim sequence increased from 3.8% when violence was absent to 18.6% when violence 

was present.  The percentage of the government sequence decreased dramatically from 
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58.5% to 32.6% when violence was present. The presence or absence of violence was 

significantly related to the sequence of the media account, X
2
=13.859, df=3, p<.005.  

The impact of violence on episodic or thematic frame was also statistically 

significant.  The percentage of articles in a thematic frame dropped from 47.2% in the 

absence of violence to 16.3% when violence triggered the article.  X
2
=12.358, df=1, 

p<.001.  When violence was present, the amount of contextual information presented in a 

thematic framed account was significantly less.  This is similar to the results that Iyengar 

found, indicating that violent events are most likely covered with an emphasis on only the 

specifics of that particular event. 

The presence of individual themes of motivation increased from 7.5% in the 

absence of violence to 16.3% when violence was present.  Accounts about violent events 

presented slightly more information about the motivation of the individual terrorists.  

This relationship was not statistically significant. Societal themes were present in a 

similar percentage when media accounts were about violence and when they were about 

events that didn’t include violence.  Differences were not statistically significant. The 

absence or presence of violence in the triggering event did not have an impact on the 

presence of group or political themes in the media accounts.  

The presence or absence of violence was associated with the attribution of 

responsibility frame (X
2
=12.973, df=2, p<.001). The attribution of responsibility frame 

was more prevalent and stronger in the absence of violence.  This makes sense:  when a 

terrorist group commits violence the focus would shift to emphasis on the terrorist 

group’s responsibility, not the government’s. The presence or absence of violence 
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approached significance in its relationship to the presence of the human interest frame in 

media accounts (X
2
=4.476, df=2, .05<p<.10).  Violent accounts had higher percentages 

of strong presence of the human interest frame, but more accounts that did not have any 

presence of the human interest frame. The presence or absence of violence did not have a 

significant relationship with the presence of the conflict frame in the media accounts. The 

presence or absence of violence also did not have a significant correlation with the 

presence of the morality frame in the media accounts. Presence or absence of violence 

also did not have a significant correlation with the presence of the economic frame in the 

media accounts. 

Summary 

 

The dependent variables that showed significant relationships with the presence or 

absence of violence included sequence and frame.  The terrorist sequence was more 

likely when violence was present and episodic framing increased when violence was 

present.  Trends that were not significant include a slight increase in individual themes 

for accounts about violence and a slight decrease in the attribution of responsibility frame 

when violence was present.  This is important because one of the most significant choices 

a terrorist group can make is whether or not to use violence.  We know from the 

gatekeeping literature that violence is likely to receive more coverage, but we see here 

that the qualitatively media coverage of violence does not vary significantly from that of 

non-violence.  Of the two variables that change here, one indicated that violence would 

receive more favorable coverage, while the other indicated less favorable coverage. 
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Casualties of Violence 
 

Of the 149 cases in this dataset, 43 were media accounts about violence, not all of 

which produced casualties.  A casualty variable was computed that used the sum of the 

killed and wounded to create ranges of casualties for analysis.  For this purpose 5 

categories were created: 0 casualties, 1-10, 11-25, 26-100, and 101 and up.  These ranges 

of casualties were used as an independent variable for analysis against the dependent 

variables. 

Contextual accounts were not present until the events had over 100 casualties.  

When there were no casualties, the majority of articles were written in the terrorist 

sequence.  Government sequences were more prevalent when there were no casualties or 

a very small number.  This relationship did result in a significant Chi-square but the low 

expected number in many cells makes the statistic suspect. 

 

Table 14: Casualties * Sequence 

 

   Sequence 

Total 

   

Victim, 

Civilian Government 

Terrorist, 

Terrorist 

Group Contextual 

Casualties 0 Count 1 4 7 0 12 

% within Casualties 8.3% 33.3% 58.3% .0% 100.0% 

1-10 Count 5 8 5 0 18 

% within Casualties 27.8% 44.4% 27.8% .0% 100.0% 

11-25 Count 1 1 2 0 4 

% within Casualties 25.0% 25.0% 50.0% .0% 100.0% 
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26-100 Count 1 1 1 0 3 

% within Casualties 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% .0% 100.0% 

101+ Count 0 0 1 5 6 

% within Casualties .0% .0% 16.7% 83.3% 100.0% 

Total Count 8 14 16 5 43 

% within Casualties 18.6% 32.6% 37.2% 11.6% 100.0% 

 

 

Figure 5: Casualties * Sequence 

 

In a similar pattern to the relationship of sequences to casualties, the thematic 

frame appeared when there were no casualties, and then not again until there were over 

100 casualties.  Combined with the sequencing, this would seem to indicate that when 

casualty numbers get high, coverage becomes more contextual.  Cases of violence are 
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overwhelmingly presented in the episodic sequence except where there are no casualties, 

or overwhelming numbers of casualties. This relationship did result in a significant Chi-

square but the low expected number in many cells makes the statistic irrelevant. 

The presentation of themes in the media accounts was not significantly impacted 

by the number of casualties.  Some trends did show, for all three kinds of themes, the 

presence of the themes diminished slightly as the casually numbers rose, for events with 

over 100 casualties none of the themes were present.  This is interesting because those 

same articles are in contextual sequence and half are thematic framing, so the context and 

thematic framing is not necessarily providing information on the motives of the terrorists, 

but rather may be providing context about the victims. There were no significant 

relationships between the number of casualties and any of the five specific frames, nor 

were there trends that were relevant. 

Summary 

 The only significant correlations between the casualty numbers and dependent 

variables is with the sequence and episodic versus thematic framing.  For low or no 

casualty conditions the terrorist sequence was more likely.  For mass casualty events the 

contextual sequence was most common.  Thematic framing was found with no casualties 

and mass casualties.  What this seems to imply is that terrorists are most successful when 

using violence but achieving low or no casualties. 
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Favorable Coverage 
 

To make sense of the variety of effects, a favorable coverage variable was 

created.  Coverage was coded as favorable when one of the following three conditions 

was met. 

 Sequence was either terrorist group or contextual, implying ambiguous 

violence 

 A thematic frame was used, providing contextual information 

 Themes of individual motivation were presented, providing justification 

These conditions were chosen because they showed the most differentiation based on 

independent variables and could most clearly, based on the literature, be assumed to be 

favorable to the terrorist groups.  Of this sample, 60.4% of articles met one of these 

criteria (90 out of 149). 

The favorable coverage variable reflects assumptions from the literature about 

how qualitative differences in the coverage would affect the audience’s response to the 

coverage.  These assumptions have not been tested to assure that respondents would 

interpret these as coverage favorable to the terrorist group’s media goals.  For example, 

the audience would not indicate that entering the story through the perpetrators eyes 

would be favorable to the terrorist group, but we know from prior research that this 

conveys a legitimate violence message.   
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  This summary variable showed similar effects to the individual variables.  

Favorable coverage was most likely when the triggering event was active (65.1% to 

48.8% for passive events- not significant).  It was most favorable when the government-

initiated the trigger event (68.3%), than when the terrorist group initiated it (63.8%) or 

the trigger event was contextual (43.6%).  This difference was significant at the p<.05 

level.  When violence was present, favorable coverage fell from 64.2% to 51.2%.  And 

when there was violence and no casualties favorable coverage was 83.3% compared to 

38.7% if there were casualties.  What we are seeing is the paradox that terrorist groups 

face.  We know from the agenda setting literature that violence and destruction is the key 

way to achieve coverage, but once that happens, the qualitative favorability of the 

coverage goes down, particularly if casualties are inflicted.  So the best case scenario for 

the terrorist group in terms of qualitative favorability is for the government to take action 

against them.  This is an interesting conclusion, since one of the goals of terrorist groups 

in the literature has been identified as prompting government over-reaction.  The terrorist 

group is almost equally well-served initiating events themselves, and when they can get 

coverage of something they have done that is not violent, that is the most favorable.  If 

they have to be violent to be covered, then violence that produces no casualties is the best 

scenario in terms of qualitative favorability of the media coverage. 

 Since what we are interested in here is a terrorist group’s ability to influence the 

coverage they receive, analysis was conducted using the favorable coverage variable on 

only those articles that covered terrorist group initiated trigger events; in other words, 

only the cases in which the terrorist groups actually had decision making authority about 
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the event that would unfold.  Forty-seven cases were terrorist-initiated actions.  Here 

again there were similar patterns.  Violence decreased the percentage of favorable 

coverage, although the result is not statistically significant. 

 

Table 15: Presence of Violence * Favorable Coverage  

 

   Favorable Coverage 

Total    Unfavorable Favorable 

Presence of Violence Absent Count 7 17 24 

% within Presence of 

Violence 

29.2% 70.8% 100.0% 

Present Count 10 13 23 

% within Presence of 

Violence 

43.5% 56.5% 100.0% 

Total Count 17 30 47 

% within Presence of 

Violence 

36.2% 63.8% 100.0% 

 

 

The 23 cases of violent actions were analyzed for differences based on the type of 

violence, location of the violence, identity of the victim, gender of the perpetrator, and 

casualties.  Of these, none produced significant results, but there were some trends .  

Government buildings and transportation center attacks received 100% favorable 

coverage, and government officials as victims received the highest favorable coverage at 

80%.  The victims that produced the least favorable coverage was the military (20%) with 
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civilians at (58.3%).  Again, casualty numbers mattered, when casualties were present the 

percentage of favorable coverage dropped from 85.7% to 43.8%.   

 

Table 16: Casualties * Favorable Coverage 

 

   Favorable Coverage 

Total    Unfavorable Favorable 

Casualties Present Absent Count 1 6 7 

% within Casualties Present 14.3% 85.7% 100.0% 

Present Count 9 7 16 

% within Casualties Present 56.3% 43.8% 100.0% 

Total Count 10 13 23 

% within Casualties Present 43.5% 56.5% 100.0% 

 

So as with the large sample, these results would indicate that qualitatively favorable 

coverage is most likely when a group can be covered without using violence; and when 

they do use violence, if there are no casualties. 

Part 1: Media Coverage of Terrorism in General Summary 
 

Some dependent variables changed based on characteristics of the triggering event 

and some seemed to be constant during such changes.  Terrorist groups are most likely to 

receive media coverage that is helpful to them in terms of sharing the context and 

grievance of the group when the triggering event is active and initiated by the terrorist 

group.   The coverage is moderately more helpful when the trigger event is non-violent; 

this is particularly true when it is violent with no casualties.   
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Based on the results found, terrorist groups are faced with a paradox.  In order to 

be considered newsworthy, their actions likely need to be violent.  It is likely that within 

their community or group, other actors are trying non-violent means to be heard without 

the success that groups using terrorism can achieve by violence.  But qualitatively, the 

coverage they then received is less favorable than when they are covered for non-violent 

actions, this is particularly true when there are casualties of the violence.  Recall the neo-

Nazi trial mentioned in Chapter 2. While both the neo-Nazi’s and the Canadian 

government were concerned that the media frenzy around the trial was helping the neo-

Nazi cause, when in fact it was diminishing it in public opinion, we see that just getting 

coverage may not be enough.  Conducting activities that result in unfavorable coverage 

may actually be hurting the ability of the terrorist group to achieve their goals.  In the 

next section we will look at how this dynamic plays out in two specific conflicts. 

 

Table 17: Summary Results 

 

 

 Active/Passive Initiated By Violence Casualties 

Favorable 

Coverage 

Active increased, 

not significant 

Government 

and Terror 

group highest, 

and about 

equal, 

significant 

Violence 

decreased, not 

significant 

No casualties 

is highest, 

not 

significant 

Sequence With action 

victim & terrorist 

increase, context 

decreases, not 

significant 

Terrorist 

increases 

terrorist and 

victim 

sequence, 

context 

increases 

Violence 

increased 

victim and 

terrorist 

sequence and 

decreased 

government 

Terrorist 

sequence 

decreases as 

casualties 

rise, context 

sequence for 

mass 
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context, 

significant 

sequence, 

significant 

casualties 

Episodic or 

Thematic 

Frame 

No effect Terrorist-

initiated less 

thematic, 

context initiated 

more thematic, 

significant 

Presence of 

violence 

decreased 

thematic 

frames, 

significant 

Thematic 

frame only 

with no 

casualties 

and mass 

casualties 

Individual 

Themes 

Active increased 

themes, 

significant 

Terrorist-

initiated more 

themes, 

significant 

Slight increase 

for violent 

accounts, not 

significant 

No effect 

Societal 

Themes 

Active increased 

themes, not 

significant 

Terrorist-

initiated more 

themes, 

significant 

No effect No effect 

Group Themes No effect Terrorist-

initiated more 

themes, 

significant 

No effect No effect 

Attribution of 

Responsibility 

Frame 

No effect Less for 

terrorist-

initiated, not 

significant 

Violence with 

less prevalent 

and weaker, 

significant 

No effect 

Human Interest 

Frame 

No effect No effect No effect No effect 

Conflict Frame No effect No effect No effect No effect 

Morality Frame No effect Absent most 

and highest 

strong for 

terrorist-

initiated, 

significant 

No effect No effect 

Economic 

Frame 

No effect No effect No effect No effect 

 

For purposes of the next section of analysis, variables that shift based on 

characteristics of events are necessary to evaluate differences between pre-event and 

post-event coverage.  Based on Part 1 analysis, it appears that sequence, frame, and 
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theme variables showed the most variation.  The attribution of responsibility frame also 

showed some variation.  These will continue to be used for the next analysis, but based 

on the lack of volatility in the framing and specific frame variables, analysis on these will 

not be reported. 
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CHAPTER FIVE:  PART II RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

IRA Case 
 

Using the variables identified in Part 1 of the study as providing the most 

volatility in response to changes in the independent variables, Part 2 of this study will 

address media coverage of specific cases and events and patterns in dependent variables 

based on differences found in coverage of specific events.  The dependent variables that 

will be used for this part of the study include: sequence, frame, individual themes, 

societal themes, and attribution of responsibility frame.  Based on the previous research 

these variables have shown that they can be influenced by the characteristics of a 

particular event, some of these characteristics are within the control of a particular 

terrorist group.  As discussed earlier, previous research leads to the assumptions 

underlying this study that it is desirable, from a group using terrorist tactic’s perspective, 

to have messages framed in ways that are morally ambiguous, or that indicate the group 

is using legitimate violence, i.e. terrorist or contextual sequences.  It is also desirable to 

have more information about the underlying conditions or grievances presented in the 

media account, which is more likely with thematic frames and when there are individual 

or societal themes present.  When the attribution of responsibility frame is present it 

identifies the government as responsible for the problem and for solving it; for the 

terrorist group this is desirable, as it is understood to put pressure on the government.   
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These variables represent ways to use structures and patterns of coverage to understand 

qualitative differences in that coverage.  Moving away from a focus on the amount of 

coverage a group received, these qualitative differences make some coverage more 

favorable to the terrorist groups by communicating ambiguous moral messages and 

providing contextual information on the grievances of the group.  A summary variable 

called favorable coverage is also used to reflect whether one of these conditions is 

present:  

 Sequence was either terrorist group or contextual (implying ambiguous 

violence) 

 A Thematic Frame was used, providing contextual information 

 Themes of individual motivation were presented, providing justification 

This variable allows us to sort through the competing trends in the data for a clearer 

picture. 

IRA Samples 
 

After the removal of irrelevant articles, the 12 samples collected on the keyword 

search for the IRA resulted in 196 articles.  As noted before, the six events were pulled 

from a chronology of the conflict that included major events in which the IRA was 

engaging in either escalatory/conflictual behavior or de-escalatory behavior.  In the IRA 

case, two events, the announcement of a ceasefire in 1994 and announced disarmament in 

2000 were considered to be de-escalatory.  The other four events, two bombings, the 

breaking of a ceasefire, and stalling of disarmament were considered conflictual.   
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The first analysis was of the entire sample of 196 articles to determine if trends 

found in the previous general sample were present in this case specific sample.  The 

preceding analysis indicated that the variables of active versus passive trigger events, 

initiation, presence of violence, and number of casualties had potential impact on the 

dependent variables of sequence, frame, individual and societal themes, and attribution of 

responsibility frame. 

Active or Passive Trigger Event 
 

 For this sample, the results were slightly different than for the preceding analysis. 

An active trigger event was more likely to be covered in a victim sequence, but there was 

no corresponding rise in the terrorist sequence that was present in the previous analysis.  

This sample did match the trend in the general sample of passive trigger events increasing 

the percentage of coverage in a contextual sequence.  The trends approached but did not 

reach the level of statistical significance. 

As with our sample of general events, an active or passive trigger event did not 

have a significant impact in terms of episodic or thematic framing.  Also, unlike the 

general sample, an active or passive trigger event did not have an impact on the 

percentage of articles indicating individual themes. Also, the trend for societal themes 

was opposite to that in the larger sample:  active events had fewer societal themes 

mentioned.  The attribution of responsibility less present when it was an active trigger 

event. 

This sample of IRA related articles does not mimic the results found in the 

general study, but does share some of the trends and characteristics of the initial study in 



98 

 

terms of the relationship between active or passive trigger events and the dependent 

variables.  In this case, whether the event was active or passive had less of an effect on 

the dependent variables. 

Initiation of Trigger Event 
 

 Who initiated the trigger event for the media account was also analyzed for its 

relationship to dependent variables in this sample.  In contrast to the earlier sample, 

terrorist-initiated trigger events were not more likely to be covered in a terrorist sequence.  

The percentage of victim sequences increased for terrorist-initiated events, and contextual 

sequences were more common for context-triggered events.  These variations were 

significant, X
2
=13.927, df=6, p<.05. 

 

Table 18: IRA Case: Trigger Event Initiated By * Sequence 

 

   Sequence 

Total 

   

Victim, 

Civilian Government 

Terrorist, 

Terrorist 

Group Contextual 

Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

Terrorist-initiated 

Action 

Count 16 39 39 7 101 

% within Trigger 

Event Initiated By 

15.8% 38.6% 38.6% 6.9% 100.0% 

Government-

Initiated Action 

Count 1 26 20 2 49 

% within Trigger 

Event Initiated By 

2.0% 53.1% 40.8% 4.1% 100.0% 

Context Count 2 20 17 7 46 

% within Trigger 

Event Initiated By 

4.3% 43.5% 37.0% 15.2% 100.0% 
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Total Count 19 85 76 16 196 

% within Trigger 

Event Initiated By 

9.7% 43.4% 38.8% 8.2% 100.0% 

 

 As with the general sample, terrorist-initiated actions were more likely to be presented in 

an episodic frame.  This relationship approached significance, X
2
=4.813, df=2, 

.05<p<.10.  Individual and societal themes were slightly more likely for terrorist-initiated 

trigger events and contextual trigger events.  The relationship for the individual themes 

was not significant, but for societal themes it was, X
2
=6.476, df=2, p<.05. 

 

Table 19: : IRA Case: Trigger Event Initiated By * Societal Themes 

 

   Societal Themes 

Total    Absent Present 

Trigger Event Initiated 

By 

Terrorist-initiated Action Count 72 29 101 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

71.3% 28.7% 100.0% 

Government-Initiated 

Action 

Count 42 7 49 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

85.7% 14.3% 100.0% 

Context Count 29 17 46 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

63.0% 37.0% 100.0% 

Total Count 143 53 196 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

73.0% 27.0% 100.0% 
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The attribution of responsibility frame was present more often and stronger for terrorist-

initiated trigger events and context driven trigger events, but the relationship was not 

significant.  The IRA, according to this sample, has less ability to receive favorable 

coverage simply by initiating action than was seen in our general sample.   

Presence of Violence 
 

 For this sample the presence of violence had similar relationships to the 

dependent variable of sequence as we found in the previous sample, X
2
=30.261, df=3, 

p<.01.  The presence of violence increased the presence of victim sequences and terrorist 

sequences and decreased the government sequences.  

 

Table 20: Presence of Violence * Sequence 

 

 

   Sequence 

Total 

   

Victim, 

Civilian Government 

Terrorist, 

Terrorist 

Group Contextual 

Presence of 

Violence 

Absent Count 4 71 46 11 132 

% within Presence of 

Violence 

3.0% 53.8% 34.8% 8.3% 100.0% 

Present Count 15 14 30 5 64 

% within Presence of 

Violence 

23.4% 21.9% 46.9% 7.8% 100.0% 

Total Count 19 85 76 16 196 

% within Presence of 

Violence 

9.7% 43.4% 38.8% 8.2% 100.0% 
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The presence of violence also significantly decreased the likelihood of thematic framing 

from 31.8% to 10.9%.  This relationship was significant X
2
=10.023, df=1, p<.01.  The 

presence of violence did not have a significant impact on the presence of individual or 

societal themes.  The attribution of responsibility frame was absent in slightly more cases 

when violence was present (absent 18.8 % of the time when violence was present and 

only 10.6% when violence was absent).  This relationship was not significant.  So 

violence increased the likelihood of a terrorist sequence but decreased the presence of 

contextual information that would benefit the group.  As with the larger sample, there is 

again a quantitative gain from doing violence, but not necessarily a qualitative one.   

Casualties 
 

 For 64 cases in this sample in which violence was present, similar patterns existed 

between casualty figures and the dependent variables.  As with the larger sample, the 

highest percentage of terrorist sequence was when there were no casualties.  The 

percentage of terrorist sequence decreased as the number of casualties rose.  Unlike the 

larger sample, the victim sequence did maintain a significant presence as casualty 

numbers rose. Unlike the larger sample, the government sequence is a very low 

percentage in all the cells.   As with the other casualty analysis, the expected counts for 

the cells are too low for a Chi-square analysis.  As with the larger sample, when a 

terrorist group’s actions are violent but do not inflict any casualties, the group benefits 

from an increased percentage of sequences that indicate ambiguous or legitimate moral 

messages. 
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Figure 6: IRA Case: Casualties*Sequence 

 

The thematic framing showed up in this sample for more casualty levels than in 

the general sample.  The trend was not significant but there was more thematic framing at 

the no-casualty and low-casualty levels than when casualties were higher. There were not 

significant trends in the relationship between casualties and the presence of themes of 

motivation.  Individual themes were present most often at lower casualty levels than 

higher levels.  There was also not a significant trend in the relationship between 

casualties and the attribution of responsibility frame.  Increasing the body count, in other 

words, did not help the IRA in terms of the qualitative coverage they received.  While it 
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may increase the quantity of coverage, this coverage is less effective at passing on the 

messages that would benefit the group. 

Favorable Coverage 
 

Using the favorable coverage variable to summarize these different findings helps 

clarify the competing trends.  As with the general sample, active trigger events had more 

favorable coverage than passive events (66% to 54%, difference was not significant).  

Terrorist and government-initiated events had the highest favorable coverage, but unlike 

the general sample, government (73.5%) was higher than terrorist-initiated (62.4%).  

Unlike the general sample, violence did not decrease the presence of favorable coverage; 

it was essentially the same when violence was absent and present.  Increased number of 

casualties did decrease the presence of favorable coverage.  When there were zero 

casualties, favorable coverage was in 76.7% of articles.  When there were casualties the 

percentage was 52.9%.  The results from this sample were similar to those from our 

larger sample, except that violence did not decrease the favorable coverage.  In this case, 

there is less of a paradox for the IRA to manage.  Violence does not decrease their 

favorable coverage, but it did increase the quantity of coverage.   

IRA Sample Summary 
 

The overall sample pulled for the IRA events was similar to the general sample in 

terms of relationships between variables.  Some notable differences were smaller 

percentages of government-framed sequences and less of a relationship between initiation 

of the event and terrorist sequences.  There was also not a decrease in favorable coverage 
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for violence actions.  In this case, the IRA does not have an advantage simply for doing 

something, regardless of the event.  There is less of a disincentive for violence in 

decreasing the amount of favorable coverage.  The length of this conflict and the high 

profile nature of the peace efforts during this time period may have “routinized” this 

conflict, making violence less unexpected and placed more focus on the political situation 

than individual actions.  Overall for this sample, the variables here do appear to identify 

differences in media coverage. 

IRA Before and After Events 
 

Before analysis of specific characteristics of media coverage of these events, a 

look at the number of media articles preceding and following specific events is 

surprising.   Prior to sampling, the universe of articles that was returned for the key words 

during the month preceding and following each event is indicated below.  It was expected 

that violent attacks would contribute to increased coverage of the terrorist group. For two 

of the events that is the case, but for one case, media coverage after a major bombing 

actually decreased in number of articles.  The largest change in coverage before and after 

a major event came after the 1996 breaking of the ceasefire by the IRA.  There does not 

appear to be a pattern in terms of quantity of coverage based on whether events are 

conflictual or de-escalatory. 
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Table 21: IRA Sample 

 

 

Date/Event Retrieved 

Result Before 

Event 

Retrieved Result 

After Event 

Percentage 

Change 

1/17/92 Bombing/N Ireland 16 20 +25% 

4/23/93 Bombing/London 41 18 -56% 

8/31/94 Ceasefire 32 89 +178% 

2/10/96 Break Ceasefire 16 71 +343% 

5/6/00 Disarmament 42 58 +38% 

10/30/02 Disarmament Stall 66 40 -39% 

 

 Appendix A contains analysis of the before and after sample for each variable.  

As with the previous samples, the summary variable of “favorable coverage” provides 

clarity from competing trends within the data.  Looking at the different samples and the 

percentages of favorable coverage for each allows comparisons before and after the 6 

events that were chosen. 

 

 

Table 22: IRA Case Before and After Event Favorable Coverage 

 

   Favorable Coverage 

Total    Unfavorable Favorable 

Sample IRA: Before January 1992 

Bombing 

Count 4 9 13 

% within Sample 30.8% 69.2% 100.0% 

IRA:After January 1992 

Bombing 

Count 5 12 17 

% within Sample 29.4% 70.6% 100.0% 

IRA: Before Aprill 1993 

Bombing 

Count 6 9 15 

% within Sample 40.0% 60.0% 100.0% 

IRA: After Aprill 1993 

Bombing 

Count 9 3 12 

% within Sample 75.0% 25.0% 100.0% 
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IRA: Before August 1994 

Ceasefire 

Count 4 10 14 

% within Sample 28.6% 71.4% 100.0% 

IRA: After August 1994 

Ceasefire 

Count 4 15 19 

% within Sample 21.1% 78.9% 100.0% 

IRA: Before February 1996 

Break of Ceasefire 

Count 5 6 11 

% within Sample 45.5% 54.5% 100.0% 

IRA: After February 1996 

Break of Ceasefire 

Count 8 12 20 

% within Sample 40.0% 60.0% 100.0% 

IRA: Before May 2000 

Disarmament 

Count 7 13 20 

% within Sample 35.0% 65.0% 100.0% 

IRA:After May 2000 

Disarmament 

Count 8 10 18 

% within Sample 44.4% 55.6% 100.0% 

IRA: Before October 2002 

Disarmament Stall 

Count 6 14 20 

% within Sample 30.0% 70.0% 100.0% 

IRA: After October 2002 

Disarmament Stall 

Count 6 11 17 

% within Sample 35.3% 64.7% 100.0% 

Total Count 72 124 196 

% within Sample 36.7% 63.3% 100.0% 

 

Two things immediately stand out.  One is the remarkable consistency in the 

coverage before and after the events. For our first event, the January 1992 bombing in 

Teebane that killed 8 Protestant construction workers, the before sample has a favorable 

coverage percentage of 69.2%, while the after coverage only rises to 70.6%.  Event 2, the 

April, 24, 1993 bombing in Bishops Gate that killed one and injured 30, resulted in a 

35% drop in favorable coverage; this is the only substantial change in the sample.  Event 

3 is the August 1994 announcement by the IRA of a cessation of military activities, 
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resulting in a 7.5% increase in favorable coverage.  Event 4, the 1996 bombing that killed 

2 and injures more than 100, as well as ending the ceasefire resulted in a 5.5% increase in 

favorable coverage.  Event 5, the May 2000 IRA agreement to put arms “beyond use” 

resulted in a 9.4% dip in favorable coverage.  The October 30, 2002 statement that the 

IRA will cut contact with weapons inspectors, Event 6, also results in a decline of 6.3%.  

When we combine this with the frequency data an interesting pattern emerges. 

 

Table 23: IRA Case: Quantity and Quality of Coverage 

 

Date/Event Percentage Change in 

Number of Articles 

Percentage Change 

in Favorable 

Coverage 

1/17/92 Bombing/N Ireland +25% +1.4% 

4/24/93 Bombing/London -56% -35% 

8/31/94 Ceasefire +178% +7.5% 

2/10/96 Break Ceasefire/Bomb 

London 

+343% +5.5% 

5/6/00 Disarmament +38% -9.4% 

10/30/02 Disarmament Stall -39% -6.3% 

 

For all but one of the events, if coverage quantity increased, so did quality and if it 

decreased, quality decreased.  It also shows that there is one event that was an absolute 

disaster for the IRA in terms of media strategy, and some clear successes.  The April 

1993 bombing was followed by less than half as much coverage as the month preceding 

it, and the coverage was 35% less favorable.  The difference in event 1 and 2 also may 

tell us something about media focus.  Event 1 was a bombing that took place in Northern 
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Ireland, while event 2 was a bombing in London.  What is surprising is that the location 

in London didn’t trigger a big spike in Times articles. 

 Aside from event 2, the effect sizes are very small.  This probably means that the 

traditions and structures around reporting of a particular group are not strongly impacted 

by one specific event.  The moral legitimacy of the group, as understood and transmitted 

by the media appears to have stability through dramatic events.  While the moral standing 

of the groups is stable before and after events, there do appear to be more significant 

shifts over time, and the life of the conflict.  In this case, the ceasefire in 1994 was 

preceded by more favorable coverage than the two years previously, and then after the 

ceasefire that favorable coverage continued.  The period just before the break in the 

ceasefire in 1996 was 25% less favorable than the period following the signing of the 

ceasefire.  So in terms of communication goals, the IRA was hurt by the period following 

the ceasefire.  In the month following the ceasefire, there were 78 articles written about 

the group; in the month preceding breaking the ceasefire there were only 16 and of what 

was written, only just over half was favorable.  Participating in the peace talks had 

diminished the IRA’s share of the media spotlight, and by the time they broke the 

ceasefire the quality of the coverage they were receiving had diminished also.  This 

implies that the IRA may have had incentives to break the ceasefire to gain control of the 

media messaging; peaceful behavior wasn’t working to maintain a focus on their cause 

and grievances.  The next time they agreed to disarm, the percentage of favorable 

coverage fell for them again. 
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Table 24: IRA Case: Quantity and Quality 

 

Date/Event Number of 

Articles 

Before the 

Event 

Percentage 

Change in 

Number of 

Articles 

Percentage 

Favorable 

Coverage 

Before Event 

Percentage 

Change in 

Favorable 

Coverage 

1/17/92 Bombing/N 

Ireland 

16 +25% 69.2% +1.4% 

4/24/93 

Bombing/London 

41 -56% 60% -35% 

8/31/94 Ceasefire 32 +178% 71.4% +7.5% 

2/10/96 Break 

Ceasefire/Bomb 

London 

16 +343% 54.5% +5.5% 

5/6/00 Disarmament 42 +38% 65% -9.4% 

10/30/02 Disarmament 

Stall 

66 -39% 70% -6.3% 

 

 The period before they broke the ceasefire, when they were engaging in political 

negotiations, was the worst in terms of media strategy out of any of the six cases.  The 

reason we may not find this same effect at the 2002 Disarmament stall is that in the 

month prior to breaking contact with arms inspectors a series of stolen British documents 

had been found in Sinn Fein possession, and the power sharing agreement was suspended 

because of IRA activity.  These activities would have pumped up media attention in the 

month preceding the stall in disarmament.    
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Hamas Case 
 

The dependent variables used for this part of the study are the same as for the IRA 

sample and include: sequence, frame, individual themes, societal themes, attribution of 

responsibility frame, and favorable coverage.  Based on the previous research, these 

variables have shown that they can be influenced by the characteristics of a particular 

event, many of which characteristics are within the control of a particular terrorist group.  

As discussed earlier, previous research leads to the assumptions underlying this study in 

that it is desirable, from a group using terrorist tactics perspective, to have messages 

framed in ways that are morally ambiguous or that indicate the group is using legitimate 

violence, i.e. terrorist or contextual sequences.  It is also desirable to have more 

information about the underlying conditions or grievances presented in the media 

account, which is more likely with thematic frames and when there are individual or 

societal themes present.  When the attribution of responsibility frame is present it 

identifies the government as responsible for the problem and for solving it, for the 

terrorist group this is desirable pressure on the government.  

Hamas Samples 
 

After the removal of irrelevant articles, the 12 samples collected on the keyword 

search for Hamas resulted in 211 articles.  As noted before, the six events were pulled 

from a chronology of the conflict that included major events that were either conflictual 

or de-escalatory.  In the Hamas case, two events, the announcement of a ceasefire in June 
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2008 and the death of a leader in 2002 were considered to be de-escalatory.  The other 

four events-three bombings and the breaking of a ceasefire-were considered conflictual.   

The first analysis was of the entire sample of 211 articles to determine if trends 

found in the previous general sample were present in this case-specific sample.  The 

preceding analysis indicated that the variables of active versus passive trigger events, 

initiation, presence of violence, and number of casualties had potential impact on the 

dependent variables of sequence, frame, individual and societal themes, and attribution of 

responsibility frame. 

Active or Passive Trigger Event 
 

Like the general sample, the victim and terrorist sequences increased and the 

contextual sequence decreased when the trigger event for the media account was active.  

These results were not significant but match the trends in both other sample sets. The 

presence of episodic or thematic frames showed essentially no differences in this sample 

based on whether the trigger event for the media account was active or passive. This was 

consistent with what was found in the other samples. The presence of individual themes 

rose for from 10.3% for passive trigger events to 19.0% for active events.  This matches 

trends in the previous data sets and was almost to the level of statistical significance.  

Societal themes were present in almost exactly the same percentage for active and 

passive trigger events. The attribution of responsibility frame also showed essentially no 

effect based on whether the trigger event was active or passive. 
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Initiation of Trigger Event 
 

 Like the IRA sample but unlike the general sample, there was no substantial 

increase in the percentage of media accounts in the terrorist sequence when terrorist 

groups initiated the trigger event. The victim sequence was present more often when 

terrorist-initiated the action.  These differences were significant, X
2
=17.785, df=6, p<.01. 

 

Table 25: Hamas Case: Trigger Event Initiated By * Sequence 

 

 

   Sequence 

Total 

   

Victim, 

Civilian Government 

Terrorist, 

Terrorist 

Group Contextual 

Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

Terrorist-initiated 

Action 

Count 18 48 21 7 94 

% within Trigger 

Event Initiated By 

19.1% 51.1% 22.3% 7.4% 100.0% 

Government-

Initiated Action 

Count 0 44 12 3 59 

% within Trigger 

Event Initiated By 

.0% 74.6% 20.3% 5.1% 100.0% 

Context Count 6 36 9 7 58 

% within Trigger 

Event Initiated By 

10.3% 62.1% 15.5% 12.1% 100.0% 

Total Count 24 128 42 17 211 

% within Trigger 

Event Initiated By 

11.4% 60.7% 19.9% 8.1% 100.0% 
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 Thematic frames were least prevalent for terrorist-initiated trigger events (24.5%), 

and highest for government-initiated trigger events (44.1%).  This difference was 

significant, X
2
=6.386, df=2, p<.05. 

 

Table 26: Hamas Case: Trigger Event Initiated By * Frame 

 

 

   Frame 

Total    Episodic Thematic 

Trigger Event Initiated 

By 

Terrorist-initiated Action Count 71 23 94 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

75.5% 24.5% 100.0% 

Government-Initiated 

Action 

Count 33 26 59 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

55.9% 44.1% 100.0% 

Context Count 39 19 58 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

67.2% 32.8% 100.0% 

Total Count 143 68 211 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

67.8% 32.2% 100.0% 

 

While individual themes were present in 21.3% of accounts of terrorist-initiated 

trigger events, and only 15.3% for government-initiated and 10.3% for context-initiated 

events, the differences were not significant.  Societal themes were essentially unchanged 

based on who initiated the trigger event.  There was also no substantial effect on the 

attribution of responsibility frame based on who initiated the trigger event. 
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Presence or Absence of Violence 
 

 Based on the results of other samples it is expected that the presence of violence 

will lead to higher victim and terrorist sequences and lower percentages of thematic 

frames.  We would expect a slightly lower presence of the attribution of responsibility 

frame when violence is present.  As expected, there were substantial differences in the 

percentages of articles with specific sequences when violence was absent and present. 

While only 5.2% of accounts were in victim sequence when violence was absent, 22.1% 

of accounts were in that sequence when it was present.  Similarly, for the terrorist 

sequence the number rose from 13.4% in the absence of violence to 31.2% when violence 

was present.  Unlike the other samples the presence of violence did not decrease the 

contextual sequence.  The differences were statistically significant, X
2
=29.364, df=3, 

p<.001.  Violence increased the percentage of terrorist and contextual sequences together 

(morally ambiguous messages) from 21.6% to 39.0%. 

 

Table 27: Hamas Case: Presence of Violence * Sequence 

 

   Sequence 

Total 

   

Victim, 

Civilian Government 

Terrorist, 

Terrorist 

Group Contextual 

Presence of 

Violence 

Absent Count 7 98 18 11 134 

% within Presence of 

Violence 

5.2% 73.1% 13.4% 8.2% 100.0% 

Present Count 17 30 24 6 77 
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% within Presence of 

Violence 

22.1% 39.0% 31.2% 7.8% 100.0% 

Total Count 24 128 42 17 211 

% within Presence of 

Violence 

11.4% 60.7% 19.9% 8.1% 100.0% 

 

 Similarly, there were substantial and significant differences in the presence of 

episodic and thematic sequences for the violence absent and present conditions 

(X
2
=33.145, df=1, p<.001).  This effect was stronger in this case than for either of the 

other two samples.  The thematic frame was in 46.3% of articles when violence was 

absent, this percentage dropped to 7.8% when violence was present. 

 

Table 28: Hamas Case: Presence of Violence * Frame 

 

   Frame 

Total    Episodic Thematic 

Presence of Violence Absent Count 72 62 134 

% within Presence of Violence 53.7% 46.3% 100.0% 

Present Count 71 6 77 

% within Presence of Violence 92.2% 7.8% 100.0% 

Total Count 143 68 211 

% within Presence of Violence 67.8% 32.2% 100.0% 

 

 As with the general sample, individual themes were more prevalent in media 

accounts about violent trigger events than those without violence.  For accounts without 



116 

 

violence the percentage was 11.2%, for accounts with violence the percentage was 

26.0%.  This difference was significant, X
2
=7.721, df=1, p<.01.  Unlike the other two 

samples, an increase in societal themes from 22.4% when violence was absent to 37.7% 

when violence was present and was statistically significant, X
2
=5.664, df=1, p<.02.  For 

this case, a violent trigger event was particularly effective in getting contextual and 

motivational information into the media account.   

Also unlike the other samples, the attribution of responsibility range was 

significantly impacted by the presence or absence of violence.  The differences were 

significant, X
2
=8.144, df=2, p<.02, the presence of violence had the highest percentage of 

accounts without the attribution of responsibility frame, and the absence of violence had 

the highest number of accounts where its presence was strong.  Essentially, violence was 

related to a decrease in the presence and strength of the attribution of responsibility 

frame. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



117 

 

Table 29: Hamas Case: Presence of Violence * Attribution of Responsibility Range 

 

   Attribution of Responsibility Range 

Total    .Absent Mild Strong 

Presence of Violence Absent Count 3 90 41 134 

% within Presence of 

Violence 

2.2% 67.2% 30.6% 100.0% 

Present Count 9 47 21 77 

% within Presence of 

Violence 

11.7% 61.0% 27.3% 100.0% 

Total Count 12 137 62 211 

% within Presence of 

Violence 

5.7% 64.9% 29.4% 100.0% 

 

Casualties 
 

For this sample, there were 77 articles in which violence was present. For these 

articles, data analysis was conducted comparing casualty ranges to the dependent 

variables.  In the other samples, increasing number of casualties decreased the terrorist 

sequence and individual and societal motivations.  Only mass casualty events received 

contextual coverage.   

For this sample, there were not clear patterns in the changes in sequence based on 

casualty figures.  This sample had more articles about casualties above 25, so may be 

more accurate in indicating there are not clear trends. These results were not analyzed 

with the Chi-square because of the number of cells with expected counts less than 5.    
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With the episodic versus thematic frame we again cannot use the Chi-square, but 

do see a trend to less thematic coverage as casualty numbers rise.  Unlike the general 

sample, there was no thematic coverage of the very large casualty events. For individual 

themes present in the media accounts, there was no clear relationship between casualty 

numbers. For societal themes, there was a trend toward the percentage of articles with 

societal themes increasing as the number of casualties increased, but due to the number of 

cells with expected values less than 5, the Chi-square statistic is not reliable.  There were 

no clear effects for the attribution of responsibility frame. 

Favorable Coverage 
 

The favorable coverage variable was constructed again for this sample.  Similar 

effects were found to the previous samples.  Active events were covered more favorably, 

61.4% to 46.6% favorable coverage for passive events.  In this sample, government-

initiated actions received the most favorable coverage (67.8%) with terrorist-initiated 

action coming in second (57.4%).  The presence or absence of violence had little change, 

59.0% favorable with violence absence, 54.5% favorable when it was present, but this 

trend does go in the same direction as the other samples.  For this case, there was not the 

trend for decreasing favorable coverage based on the number of casualties, there was a 

slightly higher favorable coverage percentage (55.9%) when there were casualties than 

when there were not (50.0%).  This media coverage in this case did not disincentivize 

groups from inflicting casualties.  Both violence and casualty numbers increased 

favorable coverage. 
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Hamas Sample Summary 
 

The coverage that is potentially most beneficial to Hamas, that sends legitimizing 

or ambiguous moral messages, and includes contextual and motivation information was 

most likely under a couple of conditions: Active events, particularly violent ones, 

increased terrorist sequencing and individual and societal themes.  Conversely, the 

proportion of articles in thematic frames decreased for terrorist-initiated and violent 

events.  This sample shows similarities to our others samples, although much stronger 

effects in the relationship between violence and the dependent variables.  Unlike other 

samples, there was not a decrease in favorable coverage when there was violence or 

casualties. 

Hamas Before and After Events 
 

Before analysis of specific characteristics of media coverage of these events, a 

look at the number of media articles preceding and following specific events is 

surprising.   Prior to sampling, the universe of articles that was returned for the key words 

during the month preceding and following each event is indicated below.  It was expected 

that violent attacks would contribute to increased coverage of the terrorist group.  For all 

of the violent events that is the case:  the largest increase comes after the break of the 

ceasefire in 2008.  The one truly conciliatory or de-escalatory event, the agreement to a 

ceasefire in 2008, saw a decrease in coverage.  The other event that has been included in 

the de-escalatory category, the killing of a Hamas leader, saw the second highest media 

coverage increase. 
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Table 30: Hamas Sample 

 

 

Date/Event Retrieved Result 

Before Event 

Retrieved Result 

After Event 

Percentage 

Change 

4/6/1994 Suicide Bombing 90 161 +79% 

6/1/01 Disco Bombing 84 126 +50% 

7/23/02 Hamas leader killed 138 303 +120% 

6/12/03 Suicide Bombing 229 360 +57% 

6/19/08 Ceasefire 271 231 -15% 

12/19/08 End Ceasefire 197 901 +357% 

 

The details of the specific dependent variables before and after the events are 

included in Appendix A.  As with the IRA before and after sample, the focus here will be 

on the variable favorable coverage. 

 

Table 31: Hamas Sample: Favorable Coverage by Before and After Event 

 

   Favorable Coverage 

Total    0 1 

Sample Hamas: Before April 1994 

Bombing 

Count 8 9 17 

% within Sample 47.1% 52.9% 100.0% 

Hamas: After April 1994 

Bombing 

Count 10 9 19 

% within Sample 52.6% 47.4% 100.0% 

Hamas:  Before June 2001 

Bombing 

Count 7 11 18 

% within Sample 38.9% 61.1% 100.0% 

Hamas:  After June 2001 

Bombing 

Count 8 13 21 

% within Sample 38.1% 61.9% 100.0% 
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Hamas: Before June 2002 

Leader Killed 

Count 6 9 15 

% within Sample 40.0% 60.0% 100.0% 

Hamas:  After June 2002 

Leader Killed 

Count 7 12 19 

% within Sample 36.8% 63.2% 100.0% 

Hamas: Before June 2003 

Bombing 

Count 5 11 16 

% within Sample 31.3% 68.8% 100.0% 

Hamas: After June 2003 

Bombing 

Count 9 11 20 

% within Sample 45.0% 55.0% 100.0% 

Hamas: Before June 2008 

Ceasefire 

Count 8 9 17 

% within Sample 47.1% 52.9% 100.0% 

Hamas: After June 2008 

Ceasefire 

Count 8 10 18 

% within Sample 44.4% 55.6% 100.0% 

Hamas: Before December 

2008 End of Ceasefire 

Count 5 10 15 

% within Sample 33.3% 66.7% 100.0% 

Hamas: After December 2008 

End of Ceasefire 

Count 9 7 16 

% within Sample 56.3% 43.8% 100.0% 

Total Count 90 121 211 

% within Sample 42.7% 57.3% 100.0% 

 

Like the IRA case there is remarkable consistency from before and after events.  

Event 1 is an April 1994 car bomb that killed 8, along with a suicide bombing that killed 

5, the favorability of coverage was 5.5% lower after the event.  The Tel Aviv disco 

suicide bombing in 2001 that killed 17 was Event 2.  Favorable coverage was 0.8% 

higher after this event. In July 2002, after a Hamas leader and 14 others were killed by an 

Israeli missile, favorable coverage increased 3.2%.  Event 4 was a June 2003 suicide 

bombing on a bus that killed 16; favorable coverage decreased 13.8%.  The agreement to 
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a ceasefire in 2008 was followed by a 2.7% increase in favorable coverage.  The final 

event, Hamas ending the ceasefire, was followed by a 22.9% decrease in favorable 

coverage.    Using a similar strategy as with the IRA, case we can combine the quality 

and quantity data. 

 

 

 

 

Table 32: Hamas Case: Quantity and Quality of Coverage 

Date/Event Retrieved 

Result 

Before Event 

Percentage 

Change in 

Quantity  

Favorable 

Coverage 

Before Event 

Percentage 

Change in 

Quality 

4/6/1994 Suicide 

Bombing 

90 +79% 52.9% -5.5% 

6/1/01 Disco Bombing 84 +50% 61.1% +0.8% 

7/23/02 Hamas leader 

killed 

138 +120% 60.0% +3.2% 

6/12/03 Suicide Bombing 229 +57% 68.8% -13.8% 

6/19/08 Ceasefire 271 -15% 52.9% +2.7% 

12/19/08 End Ceasefire 197 +357% 66.7% -22.9% 

 

For these samples, the quality and quantity data do not track together as they did 

for the IRA case.  Here, for four events we see the percentage change in quantity of 

coverage and quality of coverage moving in opposite directions. Following the four 

events in which the terrorist groups initiated violence, Event 1, 2, 4 and 6, the quantity of 

coverage increased by at least 50% while favorability decreased or was essentially flat.  

So these events were a win in terms of media strategy in gaining coverage, but the actual 

amount of context and grievances being presented in the articles decreased.  Following 

the event in which the Hamas leader was killed, coverage quantity increased 

significantly, while favorability increased only slightly.  The only event in the series in 
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which coverage quantity actually decreased was the signing of the ceasefire, which was 

followed by a slight uptick in favorability.  This set of samples shows some consistency 

with earlier trends:  the five violent accounts saw an increase in coverage, while the non-

violent account saw a decrease.  As a general trend, both quantity and quality of coverage 

increased over the 14 years included, but not significantly.  

 These articles showed an opposite trend to what the IRA case showed in response 

to the state of ceasefire and the breaking of it.  While the response to the ceasefire in both 

cases was an increase in favorable coverage, unlike the IRA case, the ceasefire did not 

result in increased quantity of coverage.  Media also appears to be less of a factor in the 

decision to break the ceasefire.  Unlike the IRA case, the period of ceasefire actually saw 

an increased percentage in favorable coverage, which breaking the ceasefire decreased by 

22.9%.  There was a decrease during the period of the ceasefire in the quantity of 

coverage, which was reversed when the ceasefire was broken.  In this case, participating 

in a ceasefire did not have as negative a media effect on Hamas.  During the period of 

ceasefire, the amount of articles providing context and grievance or presented in 

legitimizing sequences increased.   

In general, violent action by Hamas was rewarded by increases in coverage but 

decreases in legitimizing properties of articles.  From a strictly quantity argument, 

violence works, but from a quality argument, this increase in coverage may actually 

reflect a worsening in the impact of the coverage.  The best results were achieved by 

government-initiated action against the terrorist groups that increased both quality and 
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quantity.  It is interesting to note, in total numbers, how much more coverage Hamas 

received across the two decades, compared with the IRA.   

 

Discussion 
 

 

In general the Hamas samples were similar to the other two samples.  Victim 

sequences were most common for active terrorist-initiated violent trigger events.  

Increases in terrorist sequences came from active violent trigger events.  Terrorist-

initiated events, violence, and increased casualties decreased the percentages of thematic 

accounts.  Individual themes increased for active events that included violence.  Societal 

themes increased for violent trigger events, and the attribution of responsibility frame 

decreased for violent trigger events. 

These general results were not consistent in 6 specific cases.  The sequence and 

thematic variables seemed to be most consistently following the pattern.  The pattern that 

developed was not what was expected.  The four accounts of violence had more similar 

patterns of coverage, even though one was not initiated by terrorists.  The two samples 

that were related to the ceasefires showed similar patterns. Favorable coverage was 

adversely affected by the samples of terrorist-initiated violence, while these events 

prompted increases in the quantity of coverage; they reflected decreases in the quality of 

that coverage.  The event that was a positive in both quantity and quality of coverage was 

the killing of a Hamas leader by Israeli rocket attack.  
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CHAPTER SIX: DISCUSSION AND FURTHER RESEARCH 

This study was intended to test the assumption that terrorist groups can 

manipulate media coverage and look for ways in which elements under their control 

could change media coverage.  Going beyond previous studies, the goal was to look not 

at the amount of coverage but at the quality of the coverage, elements that portray a 

moral message or grievances of a terrorist group.  The study coded a variety of 

independent variables against four kinds of dependent variables modified from previous 

studies.  The four dependent variables are ways of measuring the kinds of moral 

messages and contextual variables presented in a media account.  The sequencing of 

media accounts is how journalists signal to an audience the legitimacy of violence or 

moral ambiguity.  Episodic or thematic frames are labels for structures of media 

accounts.  Episodic frames focus on the specific event; thematic accounts place the event 

in a larger context and history.  The presence of individual, group, or societal themes 

indicate that a media account is presenting contextual information or underlying 

conditions that provide context for the event that is happening.  For a terrorist group, 

having explanations for motivations offered is an opportunity for their side of the story to 

be heard.  The five different frames coded indicate certain foci of the article; specifically 

the attribution of responsibility frame indicates that the government is identified as 

needing to accept responsibility for solving a problem. 
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Three different samples were coded for the different variables, including a general 

sample of randomly selecting articles across a 15 year period that are related to terrorism 

in general.  Two samples were pulled for specific cases, the IRA and Hamas that included 

paired samples before and after event different kinds of terrorist related events.  For 

several of the variables there was not enough information in the media accounts to 

warrant analysis, so this analysis centered on five.  Four independent variables: trigger 

event active or passive, who initiated the trigger event, violence, and casualties were 

analyzed using statistical techniques.  Type of trigger event was coded and used to 

provide more detail to explain results in the others. 

Significant Results 
 

Active versus Passive Trigger Events 
 

Whether an event had an active or passive trigger event only had a statistically 

significant relationship with the presence of individual themes in the general sample.  

Action trigger events were more likely to have media coverage with individual themes 

X2=4.001, df=1, p<.05.  Active events did receive more favorable coverage, but not at a 

significant level. 

Initiation of Trigger Events 
 

Whether the trigger event for the media coverage was initiated by the terrorist 

group, the government, or contextual events showed several significant relationships to 

different variables. In the general sample: 
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 Terrorist-initiated trigger events were more likely to have media coverage 

in the terrorist sequence and victim sequence and less likely to have 

contextual coverage X
2
=26.950, df=6, p<.05. 

 Terrorist-initiated trigger events had the lowest percentage of media 

coverage in the thematic frame, the highest percentage was for 

government-initiated action X
2
=6.512, df=2, p<.05, indicating that media 

was more likely to provide explanation for government-initiated actions 

then terrorist-initiated actions. 

 Terrorist-initiated trigger events had the highest percentage of media 

coverage with individual themes X
2
=9.910, df=2, p<.01. 

 Terrorist-initiated trigger events had the highest percentage of media 

coverage with societal themes X
2
=10.119, df=2, p<.01. 

 Terrorist-initiated trigger events had the highest percentage of media 

coverage with group or political themes X
2
=11.893, df=2, p<.005 

 Terrorist-initiated trigger events had the highest presence of strong 

morality frames X
2
=10.739, df=4, p<.05. 

While many of these relationships indicate that when the terrorist group initiates 

the action, they have improved the coverage they are getting by increasing the terrorist 

frames and the contextual and social issues that are presented, this effect is offset 

somewhat by terrorist actions increasing the percentage of accounts that are focused 

solely on the specific event being reported on.  Favorable coverage was highest when the 

government-initiated the trigger event (68.3%), terrorist-initiated events received 
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favorable coverage 63.8% of the time and context initiated events only 43.6% of articles.  

This difference was significant. 

For the IRA sample some but not all of these relationships were also significant. 

 Terrorist-initiated trigger events increased victim sequences and decreased 

contextual sequences X
2
=13.927, df=6, p<.05. 

 Terrorist-initiated trigger events decreased thematic frames X
2
=4.813, 

df=2, .05<p<.10. 

 Terrorist-initiated trigger events increased societal themes X
2
=6.476, 

df=2, p<.05 

The advantages in terms of quality of media coverage for the terrorist group in initiating 

the action were lower for the IRA sample than our general sample.  Initiating the action 

was no longer associated with increased terrorist sequences.  The effects from terrorist 

groups initiating the action were less in the IRA case than in the general sample 

 The Hamas sample was similar to the IRA sample in the effect of terrorist 

initiation. 

 Terrorist-initiated trigger events increased victim sequences X
2
=17.785, 

df=6, p<.01. 

 Terrorist-initiated trigger events decreased thematic frames X
2
=6.386, 

df=2, p<.05. 

Again, for this sample terrorist initiation did not bring an increase in terrorist sequences, 

and did not bring an increase in themes of motivation.  For this case, the positive 
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elements of initiating the action for the terrorist group have disappeared while the 

negative elements have stayed. 

 Initiation of the trigger event was a powerful predictor of elements of media 

coverage.  By initiating the action, the terrorists groups can influence elements of the 

media coverage they receive, although it may not always be in the way they would like. 

Violence 
 

The presence or absence of violence had the most significant relationships with 

dependent variables out of all the independent variables.  In the general sample it was 

associated in the following ways: 

 Violence increased the percentage of terrorist and victim sequences in 

media accounts and decreased the government sequence X
2
=13.859, df=3, 

p<.005. 

 Violence decreased the percentage of thematic frames of coverage 

X
2
=12.358, df=1, p<.001. 

 Violence decreased the presence of the attribution of responsibility frame 

X
2
=12.973, df=2, p<.001. 

 Violence increased the strong presence of human interest frame X
2
=4.476, 

df=2, .05<p<.10. 

Again these relationships include both elements of media coverage that would be positive 

from a terrorist group perspective and some that would work against the media goals.  

The increase in the terrorist sequence is good, but the decrease in thematic frames and 

attribution of responsibility is not. 
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 For the IRA sample there were two significant relationships. 

 Violence increased terrorist and victim sequences and decreased 

government sequences X
2
=30.261, df=3, p<.01. 

 Violence decreased thematic framing X
2
=10.023, df=1, p<.01. 

For the Hamas sample there were four significant relationships. 

 Violence increased terrorist and victim sequences and decreased 

government sequences X
2
=29.364, df=3, p<.001 

 Violence decreased thematic framing X
2
=33.145, df=1, p<.001 

 Violence increased the presence of individual themes X
2
=7.721, df=1, 

p<.01 

 Violence increased the presence of societal themes X
2
=5.664, df=1, p<.02 

For this case, these efforts are mostly positive from the terrorist group’s perspective.  The 

decrease in thematic framing is offset by the presence of individual and societal themes. 

Casualties 
 

While the small number of cases that were triggered by violence made the 

statistical tests non-significant, there were trends.  Many of the aspects of media coverage 

that benefit terrorists groups have an inverse relationship to the number of casualties.  

From the trends in the data it appears that while violence can promote positive aspects of 

coverage for the terrorist groups, violence with no casualties or low casualties is the most 

effective 
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Paired Cases 
 

There were a few significant relationships in the paired cases.  These however, 

appear to be anomalies.  The trends that were found in the larger three sample sets were 

not consistently found in the before and after event sample sets.  This is at least in part 

explained by the lack of control over the pre-event samples and what kinds of actions 

were being reported on during that time period. 

The data from the first three samples, on the whole, showed results that were 

expected based on the theories, even when they didn’t rise to the level of significance; 

however there was vast variance within the different samples, particularly in the paired 

samples around particular events.  The most interesting findings were the comparison of 

the post-event samples across the two cases.  Even within the same case there was not 

consistency in how similar events were covered. On the whole though, in terms of 

effective media coverage, the events in which the terrorist groups were acting in the more 

conciliatory or de-escalatory fashion had the least effective media coverage from their 

perspective. 

Research Questions 
 

This research began by asking two research questions. 

Research Question 1:  How does media coverage of terrorism differ based on the 

types and characteristics of activities terrorist groups engage in? 
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The data shows that the independent variables: active or passive events, initiation of 

trigger event, presence or absence of violence, and casualty levels do have effects on the 

quality of the media coverage of a particular media event.  The primary way this research 

has shown that the coverage can differ is through the sequence of the media account, 

episodic or thematic frames, and the presence of individual, societal, and group and 

political themes and the attribution of responsibility frames.  While not all of the 

independent variables have statistically significant effects on all of the dependent 

variables, significant relationships have been shown. 

Research Question 2: Does the pattern of media coverage differ when a terrorist 

group is in an escalatory versus de-escalatory phase? 

This research did show significant differences in the media coverage of escalatory versus 

de-escalatory events, but limitations in the research design did not allow for a statement 

about the large phase in general.  One reason that a definitive statement cannot be made 

is that the research did not go far enough back in time before the event to determine 

whether there had been a shift to de-escalatory media coverage prior to de-escalatory 

events.  If the media coverage had already shifted to that pattern, it might explain why 

two of the de-escalatory events here were essentially media non-events. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN: CONCLUSION 

Policy Implications 
 

Media coverage of terrorism varies across countries and legal contexts that 

provide different support or limitations on the freedom of the press.  There are three 

primary legal responses to the coverage of terrorism by the media.  Authoritarian 

structures attempt to forbid coverage, democratic responses place minimal controls and 

protect expression, and criminal responses make illegal some kinds of coverage. (Picard, 

1993, p. 113)  Along with these legal responses, governments use their own standing and 

legitimacy to impact the coverage that happens and to present the events in ways that 

benefit the status quo. 

But as we have shown here, not all coverage is created equal.  If fear and 

intimidation is a goal, there are mechanisms for the coverage to reduce that by providing 

background or contextual information (Picard, 1993, p. 116).  Picard argues that reducing 

or eliminating coverage could actually increase the level of violence that terrorist groups 

use or increase the anxiety within the public because of a lack of knowledge of why 

events are happening (Picard, 1993, p. 118).  “An important school of thought suggests 

that media coverage might well be used to reduce the possibility of future violent action 

by removing the need for groups to resort to violence in order to gain attention.  Thus, 

denying access might increase violence.” (Picard, 1993, p. 119)  He points to the Task 
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Force on Terrorism and Disorders, which suggested that the news media provide more as 

opposed to less coverage, adding that, “if such coverage avoided glamorizing the 

perpetrators of violence, provided reliable information, and gave appropriate emphasis to 

the consequences of violence, coverage would increase public understanding, reduce fear, 

and assist in reducing violence. “(Picard, 1993, p. 119)  Recognizing the challenges that 

this standpoint faces, Picard writes, “As a means of reducing violence, opening the media 

to alienated, disenfranchised groups seems preferable to nearly every other option, but the 

chance of the idea being widely accepted are very slim.” (1993, p. 121) 

The first part of this study set out to determine whether there were ways in which 

differences in the quality of coverage could be measured, and we found that there are.  

Three variables showed significant differences in coverage. Coverage differed in the 

structure of the news account-whose shoes the reader enters the story in.  The differences 

between entering through the victim, the perpetrator or the context have been correlated 

by Cerulo (1998) with different messages of legitimacy.  Victim sequences signal deviant 

(illegitimate violence), perpetrator sequences signal legitimate violence and contextual 

sequences signal ambiguous violence.   

Coverage also differed to the extent that an article provided contextual 

information or focused strictly on the details of the event.  Providing contextual 

information is important for terrorist groups because it includes information on the 

grievances of the group as well as the history of the conflict.  This variable was measured 

as an episodic or thematic frame. 
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Explanations of motivation for participation in terrorism also differed based on 

characteristics of an event.  As with contextual coverage, presenting themes of causation 

or motivation for the account is a way for terrorist groups to present grievances and 

history of the conflict. Combining these three variables into a favorable coverage variable 

helped makes sense of competing trends in the data. 

This first section set up a system for evaluating the impact qualitatively on media 

coverage of choices that terrorist groups make.  What stands out is a paradox for a 

terrorist group around the use of violence.  Both here and in other studies, violence has 

been shown to be an effective means of getting through the media gatekeeping and 

achieving coverage, but it is also associated with a decrease in favorable coverage.  

Number of casualties is also negatively associated with favorable coverage.  Hence the 

paradox, in order to achieve coverage, based on criteria of newsworthiness, violence may 

often be necessary, but it actually decreases the number of articles presenting the kind of 

information terrorist groups want to get across. 

Looking at the paired cases, what was most significant was the lack of change in 

terms of the favorability of coverage before and after events.  The implication is that 

while terrorist groups may have some control over whether or not their actions get 

covered, media organizations develop fairly resilient patterns for covering those actions, 

irrespective of the nature of the action.  Terrorist groups essentially have less capacity to 

actually manipulate the type of coverage they receive than is commonly understood.  

While there were some very small effects, the quality of coverage immediately following 
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an event is essentially the same as before it.  Where the differences lie is in the actual 

amount of coverage. 

While short-term impacts were slight, there are substantial differences both in 

quantity and quality over the life of the conflict.  The longer term view is probably where 

there is traction in evaluating a group’s media strategy.  This came out most significantly 

in the decrease in both quantity and quality of coverage that the IRA received during the 

period in which they participated in a peace process, indicating there was a media 

incentive for returning to violence.  In this, the media is disincentivizing positive 

participation in political processes for violent groups.   

In democratic societies that value freedom of the press, these persistent patterns in 

media coverage are problematic as governments and publics attempt to address the issue 

of terrorism.  The system, as it exists, allows access to the public discourse to those who 

choose to violently protest grievance, and all too often denies access to those pursuing 

grievances non-violently.  The paradox that has been shown here is that when non-violent 

actions are covered, they are most likely to provide the kind of contextual and grievance 

information that actually lead to an understanding of the conflict, but the chance of 

having non-violent action covered are substantially lower than violent action.   

Taken at the macro level, when the response to violence is to ask “why did they 

do this?” journalists are rewarding terrorists groups with favorable coverage.  A focus on 

the victims and specific elements of the event decreases the power of media coverage to 

help terrorist groups pass on this message.  An interesting turn in this area has been 

media response to mass shootings in the United States.  As information has come out 
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about the motivations of the shooters to use mass killings as a way to get their 15 minutes 

of fame, the media appears to be shifting the focus of coverage from the shooters to the 

victims.  The incentive structure is shifting, slowly, for mass murders in the U.S.  As a 

strategy, a similar shift in coverage of terrorism may change the balance and the logic of 

using terrorism as a means of communication.   

This may provide a strategy that respects the independence of media outlets to 

choose what makes the news, but lessens the media rewards for violence.  If this could be 

coupled with, as Picard suggests, increased coverage of groups that are pursuing change 

non-violently, the power of violence to send a message could diminish.  Obviously this 

would require the voluntary participation of media outlets, but additional research along 

the lines of what was done here would demonstrate to media the impact of current 

practice and the potential social impact of shifts in practice. 

Further Research 
 

This research had two goals, to answer the specific research questions to try to 

build a structure for doing this kind of media research of terrorism.  This research 

provided information about the specific research questions but was limited in answering 

those questions by an untested research strategy that was an evolution of other 

techniques.  When this research was designed there was not a clear pattern to follow to 

try to make claims about qualitative changes in media coverage.  This study is a first step 

in establishing a methodology that can demonstrate quantitatively qualitative differences 

in media coverage about terrorism.  To address the weakness in this project with further 

research, larger sample sizes would allow for stronger comparison.  Also, the selection of 
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additional matched pairs would allow for more comparison between escalatory and de-

escalatory events, as well as sampling for longer time periods ahead of the matched pair 

events. 

There are several questions that this project does not address but that would be 

useful additions to our knowledge of terrorism.  If differences in coverage here are found, 

does it make a difference in terms of public opinion?  Based on previous research, it 

appears that framing and thematic effects do make a difference, but to what extent and 

whether it is the expected effect is unknown.  This study demonstrates that there are 

decisions that terrorist groups can make that impact the media coverage.  A study 

interviewing current/former leaders of groups to assess their understanding of this 

capacity and the extent to which they use it would be useful in designing an intervention. 

The purpose of this research is to identify moments or entrance points where it 

may be possible for governments, NGOs, or journalists themselves to impact terrorist 

group decision making.  If studies can show that certain media conditions predate 

peaceful versus violent terrorist decisions, a series of trainings with journalists and 

producers could be designed that would not interfere with whether an event is covered, 

but rather could shift the extent that the coverage benefits the group or provokes 

additional violence.  Since journalists have indicated that they are generally unaware of 

the moral patterns their coverage follows, this awareness and training may allow wide-

spread coverage without facilitating violence. 
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APPENDIX A: EXPANDED RESULTS 

Active or Passive Trigger Event 
 

Sequences 
 
Table 33: Trigger Event Active or Passive * Sequence 

 

   Sequence 

Total 

   

Victim, 

Civilian Government 

Terrorist, 

Terrorist 

Group Contextual 

Trigger Event Active 

or Passive 

Passive Count 2 22 10 9 43 

% within Trigger 

Event Active or 

Passive 

4.7% 51.2% 23.3% 20.9% 100.0% 

Action Count 10 54 33 9 106 

% within Trigger 

Event Active or 

Passive 

9.4% 50.9% 31.1% 8.5% 100.0% 

Total Count 12 76 43 18 149 

% within Trigger 

Event Active or 

Passive 

8.1% 51.0% 28.9% 12.1% 100.0% 
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Episodic or Thematic Frames 
 

Table 34: Trigger Event Active or Passive * Frame 

 

   Frame 

Total    Episodic Thematic 

Trigger Event Active or 

Passive 

Passive Count 27 16 43 

% within Trigger Event 

Active or Passive 

62.8% 37.2% 100.0% 

Action Count 65 41 106 

% within Trigger Event 

Active or Passive 

61.3% 38.7% 100.0% 

Total Count 92 57 149 

% within Trigger Event 

Active or Passive 

61.7% 38.3% 100.0% 

 

Themes 
 

Table 35: Trigger Event Active or Passive * Societal Themes 

 

   Societal Themes 

Total    Absent Present 

Trigger Event Active or 

Passive 

Passive Count 40 3 43 

% within Trigger Event 

Active or Passive 

93.0% 7.0% 100.0% 

Action Count 90 16 106 
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% within Trigger Event 

Active or Passive 

84.9% 15.1% 100.0% 

Total Count 130 19 149 

% within Trigger Event 

Active or Passive 

87.2% 12.8% 100.0% 

 

Table 36: Trigger Event Active or Passive * Group, Political Themes 

 

   Group, Political Themes 

Total    Absent Present 

Trigger Event Active or 

Passive 

Passive Count 27 16 43 

% within Trigger Event 

Active or Passive 

62.8% 37.2% 100.0% 

Action Count 76 30 106 

% within Trigger Event 

Active or Passive 

71.7% 28.3% 100.0% 

Total Count 103 46 149 

% within Trigger Event 

Active or Passive 

69.1% 30.9% 100.0% 

 

Specific Frames 
 

Table 37: Trigger Event Active or Passive * Attribution of Responsibility Frame 

 

   Attribution of Responsibility 

Range 

Total    Absent Mild Strong 

Trigger Event Active or Passive Count 1 28 14 43 
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Passive % within Trigger Event 

Active or Passive 

2.3% 65.1% 32.6% 100.0% 

Action Count 9 73 24 106 

% within Trigger Event 

Active or Passive 

8.5% 68.9% 22.6% 100.0% 

Total Count 10 101 38 149 

% within Trigger Event 

Active or Passive 

6.7% 67.8% 25.5% 100.0% 

 

 

Table 38: Trigger Event Active or Passive * Human Interest Frame 

 

   Human Interest Range 

Total    Absent Mild Strong 

Trigger Event Active or 

Passive 

Passive Count 3 33 7 43 

% within Trigger Event 

Active or Passive 

7.0% 76.7% 16.3% 100.0% 

Action Count 12 69 25 106 

% within Trigger Event 

Active or Passive 

11.3% 65.1% 23.6% 100.0% 

Total Count 15 102 32 149 

% within Trigger Event 

Active or Passive 

10.1% 68.5% 21.5% 100.0% 
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Table 39: Trigger Event Active or Passive * Conflict Frame 

 

   
Conflict Range 

Total    Absent Mild Strong 

Trigger Event Active or 

Passive 

Passive Count 2 9 32 43 

% within Trigger Event 

Active or Passive 

4.7% 20.9% 74.4% 100.0% 

Action Count 3 20 83 106 

% within Trigger Event 

Active or Passive 

2.8% 18.9% 78.3% 100.0% 

Total Count 5 29 115 149 

% within Trigger Event 

Active or Passive 

3.4% 19.5% 77.2% 100.0% 

 

 
Table 40: Trigger Event Active or Passive * Morality Frame 

 

   Morality Range 

Total    Absent Mild Present 

Trigger Event Active or 

Passive 

Passive Count 16 18 9 43 

% within Trigger Event 

Active or Passive 

37.2% 41.9% 20.9% 100.0% 

Action Count 50 35 21 106 

% within Trigger Event 

Active or Passive 

47.2% 33.0% 19.8% 100.0% 

Total Count 66 53 30 149 

% within Trigger Event 

Active or Passive 

44.3% 35.6% 20.1% 100.0% 
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Table 41:Trigger Event Active or Passive * Economic Frame: 

 

   
Economic Range 

Total    Absent Mild Strong 

Trigger Event Active or 

Passive 

Passive Count 34 1 8 43 

% within Trigger Event 

Active or Passive 

79.1% 2.3% 18.6% 100.0% 

Action Count 96 2 8 106 

% within Trigger Event 

Active or Passive 

90.6% 1.9% 7.5% 100.0% 

Total Count 130 3 16 149 

% within Trigger Event 

Active or Passive 

87.2% 2.0% 10.7% 100.0% 

 

Initiation of Triggering Event 

Specific Frames 
 

Table 42: Trigger Event Initiated By * Attribution of Responsibility Frame 

 

   Attribution of Responsibility 

Range 

Total    Absent Mild Strong 

Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

Terrorist-initiated 

Action 

Count 6 33 8 47 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

12.8% 70.2% 17.0% 100.0% 

Government-Initiated 

Action 

Count 3 43 17 63 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

4.8% 68.3% 27.0% 100.0% 

Context Count 1 25 13 39 
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% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

2.6% 64.1% 33.3% 100.0% 

Total Count 10 101 38 149 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

6.7% 67.8% 25.5% 100.0% 

 

Table 43: Trigger Event Initiated By * Human Interest Frame 

 

   Human Interest Range 

Total    Absent Mild Strong 

Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

Terrorist-initiated 

Action 

Count 6 26 15 47 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

12.8% 55.3% 31.9% 100.0% 

Government-Initiated 

Action 

Count 6 45 12 63 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

9.5% 71.4% 19.0% 100.0% 

Context Count 3 31 5 39 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

7.7% 79.5% 12.8% 100.0% 

Total Count 15 102 32 149 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

10.1% 68.5% 21.5% 100.0% 

 

Table 44: Trigger Event Initiated By * Conflict Frame 

 

   Conflict Range 

Total    Absent Mild Strong 

Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

Terrorist-initiated 

Action 

Count 2 8 37 47 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

4.3% 17.0% 78.7% 100.0% 
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Government-Initiated 

Action 

Count 1 13 49 63 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

1.6% 20.6% 77.8% 100.0% 

Context Count 2 8 29 39 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

5.1% 20.5% 74.4% 100.0% 

Total Count 5 29 115 149 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

3.4% 19.5% 77.2% 100.0% 

 

Specific Trigger Event 

Sequence 
 
Table 45: Trigger Event * Sequence: 

 

   Sequence 

Total 

   

Victim, 

Civilian Government 

Terrorist, 

Terrorist 

Group Contextual 

Trigger 

Event 

Terrorist Attack Count 8 5 15 0 28 

% within Trigger  28.6% 17.9% 53.6% .0% 100.0% 

Agreement to a 

Ceasefire/Accord/Treaty 

Count 0 11 3 1 15 

% within Trigger  .0% 73.3% 20.0% 6.7% 100.0% 

Press release of a 

Terrorist Group 

Count 0 0 4 0 4 

% within Trigger  .0% .0% 100.0% .0% 100.0% 

Death of a Terrorist Count 0 2 1 0 3 

% within Trigger  .0% 66.7% 33.3% .0% 100.0% 

Arrest/Trial of a 

Terrorist 

Count 0 3 12 1 16 

% within Trigger  .0% 18.8% 75.0% 6.3% 100.0% 
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Government Operation Count 2 33 2 7 44 

% within Trigger  4.5% 75.0% 4.5% 15.9% 100.0% 

Release of a 

report/intelligence 

Count 0 16 3 3 22 

% within Trigger  .0% 72.7% 13.6% 13.6% 100.0% 

Anniversary of an 

important event 

Count 0 0 0 4 4 

% within Trigger  .0% .0% .0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Statements by NGOs Count 2 6 3 2 13 

% within Trigger  15.4% 46.2% 23.1% 15.4% 100.0% 

Total Count 12 76 43 18 149 

% within Trigger 

Recoded 

8.1% 51.0% 28.9% 12.1% 100.0% 

 

Episodic or Thematic Frame 
 

Table 46: Trigger Event* Frame 

 

   Frame 

Total    Episodic Thematic 

Trigger Event Terrorist Attack Count 24 4 28 

% within Trigger Event 85.7% 14.3% 100.0% 

Agreement to a 

Ceasefire/Accord/Treaty 

Count 9 6 15 

% within Trigger Event 60.0% 40.0% 100.0% 

Press release of a 

Terrorist Group 

Count 2 2 4 

% within Trigger Event 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Death of a Terrorist Count 3 0 3 

% within Trigger Event 100.0% .0% 100.0% 

Arrest/Trial of a Terrorist Count 11 5 16 

% within Trigger Event 68.8% 31.3% 100.0% 

Government Operation Count 18 26 44 
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% within Trigger Event 40.9% 59.1% 100.0% 

Release of a 

report/intelligence 

Count 18 4 22 

% within Trigger Event 81.8% 18.2% 100.0% 

Anniversary of an 

important event 

Count 2 2 4 

% within Trigger Event 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Statements by NGOs Count 5 8 13 

% within Trigger Event 38.5% 61.5% 100.0% 

Total Count 92 57 149 

% within Trigger Event 61.7% 38.3% 100.0% 

 

Themes 
 

Table 47: Trigger Event * Individuals Themes 

 

   Individuals Themes 

Total    Absent Present 

Trigger Event Terrorist Attack Count 20 8 28 

% within Trigger Event 71.4% 28.6% 100.0% 

Agreement to a 

Ceasefire/Accord/Treaty 

Count 13 2 15 

% within Trigger Event 86.7% 13.3% 100.0% 

Press release of a 

Terrorist Group 

Count 4 0 4 

% within Trigger Event 100.0% .0% 100.0% 

Death of a Terrorist Count 3 0 3 

% within Trigger Event 100.0% .0% 100.0% 

Arrest/Trial of a Terrorist Count 13 3 16 

% within Trigger Event 81.3% 18.8% 100.0% 

Government Operation Count 43 1 44 
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% within Trigger Event 97.7% 2.3% 100.0% 

Release of a 

report/intelligence 

Count 21 1 22 

% within Trigger Event 95.5% 4.5% 100.0% 

Anniversary of an 

important event 

Count 4 0 4 

% within Trigger Event 100.0% .0% 100.0% 

Statements by NGOs Count 13 0 13 

% within Trigger Event 100.0% .0% 100.0% 

Total Count 134 15 149 

% within Trigger Event 89.9% 10.1% 100.0% 

 

Table 48: Trigger Event * Societal Themes 

 

   Societal Themes 

Total    Absent Present 

Trigger Event Terrorist Attack Count 20 8 28 

% within Trigger Event 71.4% 28.6% 100.0% 

Agreement to a 

Ceasefire/Accord/Treaty 

Count 11 4 15 

% within Trigger Event 73.3% 26.7% 100.0% 

Press release of a 

Terrorist Group 

Count 4 0 4 

% within Trigger Event 100.0% .0% 100.0% 

Death of a Terrorist Count 3 0 3 

% within Trigger Event 100.0% .0% 100.0% 

Arrest/Trial of a Terrorist Count 13 3 16 

% within Trigger Event 81.3% 18.8% 100.0% 

Government Operation Count 43 1 44 

% within Trigger Event 97.7% 2.3% 100.0% 

Release of a 

report/intelligence 

Count 19 3 22 

% within Trigger Event 86.4% 13.6% 100.0% 
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Anniversary of an 

important event 

Count 4 0 4 

% within Trigger Event 100.0% .0% 100.0% 

Statements by NGOs Count 13 0 13 

% within Trigger Event 100.0% .0% 100.0% 

Total Count 130 19 149 

% within Trigger Event 87.2% 12.8% 100.0% 

 

Table 49: Trigger Event * Group, Political Themes 

 

   Group, Political Themes 

Total    Absent Present 

Trigger Event Terrorist Attack Count 14 14 28 

% within Trigger Event 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Agreement to a 

Ceasefire/Accord/Treaty 

Count 9 6 15 

% within Trigger Event 60.0% 40.0% 100.0% 

Press release of a 

Terrorist Group 

Count 3 1 4 

% within Trigger Event 75.0% 25.0% 100.0% 

Death of a Terrorist Count 3 0 3 

% within Trigger Event 100.0% .0% 100.0% 

Arrest/Trial of a Terrorist Count 9 7 16 

% within Trigger Event 56.3% 43.8% 100.0% 

Government Operation Count 41 3 44 

% within Trigger Event 93.2% 6.8% 100.0% 

Release of a 

report/intelligence 

Count 12 10 22 

% within Trigger Event 54.5% 45.5% 100.0% 

Anniversary of an 

important event 

Count 3 1 4 

% within Trigger Event 75.0% 25.0% 100.0% 

Statements by NGOs Count 9 4 13 
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% within Trigger Event 69.2% 30.8% 100.0% 

Total Count 103 46 149 

% within Trigger Event 69.1% 30.9% 100.0% 

 

Presence of Violence 

Sequence 
 

Table 50: Presence of Violence * Sequence 

 

   Sequence 

Total 

   

Victim, 

Civilian Government 

Terrorist, 

Terrorist 

Group Contextual 

Presence of 

Violence 

Absent Count 4 62 27 13 106 

% within Presence of 

Violence 

3.8% 58.5% 25.5% 12.3% 100.0% 

Present Count 8 14 16 5 43 

% within Presence of 

Violence 

18.6% 32.6% 37.2% 11.6% 100.0% 

Total Count 12 76 43 18 149 

% within Presence of 

Violence 

8.1% 51.0% 28.9% 12.1% 100.0% 
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Table 51: Presence of Violence * Frame 

 

   Frame 

Total    Episodic Thematic 

Presence of Violence Absent Count 56 50 106 

% within Presence of Violence 52.8% 47.2% 100.0% 

Present Count 36 7 43 

% within Presence of Violence 83.7% 16.3% 100.0% 

Total Count 92 57 149 

% within Presence of Violence 61.7% 38.3% 100.0% 

 

Themes 
 

Table 52: Presence of Violence * Individual Themes 

   
Individuals Themes 

Total 

   

Absent 

Individual 

Themes 

Present 

Presence of Violence Absent Count 98 8 106 

% within Presence of Violence 92.5% 7.5% 100.0% 

Present Count 36 7 43 

% within Presence of Violence 83.7% 16.3% 100.0% 

Total Count 134 15 149 

% within Presence of Violence 89.9% 10.1% 100.0% 
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Table 53: Presence of Violence * Societal Themes 

 

   Societal Themes 

Total    Absent Present 

Presence of Violence Absent Count 94 12 106 

% within Presence of 

Violence 

88.7% 11.3% 100.0% 

Present Count 36 7 43 

% within Presence of 

Violence 

83.7% 16.3% 100.0% 

Total Count 130 19 149 

% within Presence of 

Violence 

87.2% 12.8% 100.0% 

 

Table 54: Presence of Violence * Group, Political Themes 

 

   
Group, Political Themes 

Total    Absent Present 

Presence of Violence Absent Count 74 32 106 

% within Presence of 

Violence 

69.8% 30.2% 100.0% 

Present Count 29 14 43 

% within Presence of 

Violence 

67.4% 32.6% 100.0% 

Total Count 103 46 149 

% within Presence of 

Violence 

69.1% 30.9% 100.0% 
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Specific Frames 
 

Table 55: Presence of Violence * Attribution of Responsibility Range 

 

   Attribution of Responsibility Range 

Total    Absent Mild Strong 

Presence of Violence Absent Count 3 70 33 106 

% within Presence of 

Violence 

2.8% 66.0% 31.1% 100.0% 

Present Count 7 31 5 43 

% within Presence of 

Violence 

16.3% 72.1% 11.6% 100.0% 

Total Count 10 101 38 149 

% within Presence of 

Violence 

6.7% 67.8% 25.5% 100.0% 

 

 
Table 56: Presence of Violence * Conflict Range 

 

   Conflict Range 

Total    Absent Mild Strong 

Presence of Violence Absent Count 2 24 80 106 

% within Presence of 

Violence 

1.9% 22.6% 75.5% 100.0% 

Present Count 3 5 35 43 

% within Presence of 

Violence 

7.0% 11.6% 81.4% 100.0% 

Total Count 5 29 115 149 

% within Presence of 

Violence 

3.4% 19.5% 77.2% 100.0% 
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Table 57: Presence of Violence * Human Interest Range 

 

   Human Interest Range 

Total    Absent Mild Strong 

Presence of Violence Absent Count 9 78 19 106 

% within Presence of 

Violence 

8.5% 73.6% 17.9% 100.0% 

Present Count 6 24 13 43 

% within Presence of 

Violence 

14.0% 55.8% 30.2% 100.0% 

Total Count 15 102 32 149 

% within Presence of 

Violence 

10.1% 68.5% 21.5% 100.0% 

 

Table 58: Presence of Violence * Morality Range 

 

   Morality Range 

Total    Absent Mild Present 

Presence of Violence Absent Count 42 43 21 106 

% within Presence of 

Violence 

39.6% 40.6% 19.8% 100.0% 

Present Count 24 10 9 43 

% within Presence of 

Violence 

55.8% 23.3% 20.9% 100.0% 

Total Count 66 53 30 149 

% within Presence of 

Violence 

44.3% 35.6% 20.1% 100.0% 
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Table 59: Presence of Violence * Economic Range 

Crosstab 

   Economic Range 

Total    Absent Mild Strong 

Presence of Violence Absent Count 93 2 11 106 

% within Presence of 

Violence 

87.7% 1.9% 10.4% 100.0% 

Present Count 37 1 5 43 

% within Presence of 

Violence 

86.0% 2.3% 11.6% 100.0% 

Total Count 130 3 16 149 

% within Presence of 

Violence 

87.2% 2.0% 10.7% 100.0% 

 

Casualties of Violence 

Episodic and Thematic Frames 
 

Table 60: Casualties * Frame 

 

   Frame 

Total    Episodic Thematic 

Casualties 0 Count 8 4 12 

% within Casualties 66.7% 33.3% 100.0% 

1-10 Count 18 0 18 

% within Casualties 100.0% .0% 100.0% 

11-25 Count 4 0 4 

% within Casualties 100.0% .0% 100.0% 

26-100 Count 3 0 3 
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% within Casualties 100.0% .0% 100.0% 

101+ Count 3 3 6 

% within Casualties 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Total Count 36 7 43 

% within Casualties 83.7% 16.3% 100.0% 

 

Themes 
 

Table 61: Casualties * Individuals Themes 

 

   Individuals Themes 

Total    Absent Present 

Casualties 0 Count 9 3 12 

% within Casualties 75.0% 25.0% 100.0% 

1-10 Count 16 2 18 

% within Casualties 88.9% 11.1% 100.0% 

11-25 Count 3 1 4 

% within Casualties 75.0% 25.0% 100.0% 

26-100 Count 2 1 3 

% within Casualties 66.7% 33.3% 100.0% 

101+ Count 6 0 6 

% within Casualties 100.0% .0% 100.0% 

Total Count 36 7 43 

% within Casualties 83.7% 16.3% 100.0% 
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Table 62: Casualties * Societal Themes 

 

   Societal Themes 

Total    Absent Present 

Casualties 0 Count 8 4 12 

% within Casualties 66.7% 33.3% 100.0% 

1-10 Count 17 1 18 

% within Casualties 94.4% 5.6% 100.0% 

11-25 Count 3 1 4 

% within Casualties 75.0% 25.0% 100.0% 

26-100 Count 2 1 3 

% within Casualties 66.7% 33.3% 100.0% 

101+ Count 6 0 6 

% within Casualties 100.0% .0% 100.0% 

Total Count 36 7 43 

% within Casualties 83.7% 16.3% 100.0% 

 

Table 63: Casualties * Group, Political Themes 

 

   Group, Political Themes 

Total    Absent Present 

Casualties 0 Count 8 4 12 

% within Casualties 66.7% 33.3% 100.0% 

1-10 Count 13 5 18 

% within Casualties 72.2% 27.8% 100.0% 

11-25 Count 1 3 4 

% within Casualties 25.0% 75.0% 100.0% 

26-100 Count 1 2 3 

% within Casualties 33.3% 66.7% 100.0% 
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101+ Count 6 0 6 

% within Casualties 100.0% .0% 100.0% 

Total Count 29 14 43 

% within Casualties 67.4% 32.6% 100.0% 

 

IRA Case 

Active or Passive Trigger Event 
 

Table 64: IRA Case: Trigger Event Active or Passive * Sequence 

   Sequence 

Total 

   

Victim, 

Civilian Government 

Terrorist, 

Terrorist 

Group Contextual 

Trigger Event Active 

or Passive 

Passive Count 2 20 17 7 46 

% within Trigger 

Event Active or 

Passive 

4.3% 43.5% 37.0% 15.2% 100.0% 

Action Count 17 65 59 9 150 

% within Trigger 

Event Active or 

Passive 

11.3% 43.3% 39.3% 6.0% 100.0% 

Total Count 19 85 76 16 196 

% within Trigger 

Event Active or 

Passive 

9.7% 43.4% 38.8% 8.2% 100.0% 

 

 



160 

 

Table 65: IRA Case: Trigger Event Active or Passive * Attribution of Responsibility Range 

 

   Attribution of Responsibility Range 

Total 

   

Absent 

Mild 

Presence 

Strong 

Presence 

Trigger Event Active or 

Passive 

Passive Count 6 29 11 46 

% within Trigger Event 

Active or Passive 

13.0% 63.0% 23.9% 100.0% 

Action Count 20 106 24 150 

% within Trigger Event 

Active or Passive 

13.3% 70.7% 16.0% 100.0% 

Total Count 26 135 35 196 

% within Trigger Event 

Active or Passive 

13.3% 68.9% 17.9% 100.0% 

 

Initiation of Trigger Event 
 

Table 66: IRA Case: Trigger Event Initiated By * Frame 

 

   Frame 

Total    Episodic Thematic 

Trigger Event Initiated 

By 

Terrorist-initiated Action Count 80 21 101 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

79.2% 20.8% 100.0% 

Government-Initiated 

Action 

Count 31 18 49 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

63.3% 36.7% 100.0% 

Context Count 36 10 46 
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% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

78.3% 21.7% 100.0% 

Total Count 147 49 196 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

75.0% 25.0% 100.0% 

 

 

Table 67: IRA Case: Trigger Event Initiated By * Individuals Themes 

 

   Individuals Themes 

Total    Absent Present 

Trigger Event Initiated 

By 

Terrorist-initiated Action Count 84 17 101 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

83.2% 16.8% 100.0% 

Government-Initiated 

Action 

Count 43 6 49 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

87.8% 12.2% 100.0% 

Context Count 38 8 46 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

82.6% 17.4% 100.0% 

Total Count 165 31 196 

% within Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

84.2% 15.8% 100.0% 
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Table 68: IRA Case: Trigger Event Initiated By * Attribution of Responsibility Range 

 

   Attribution of Responsibility Range 

Total 

   

Absent 

Mild 

Presence 

Strong 

Presence 

Trigger Event 

Initiated By 

Terrorist-initiated 

Action 

Count 11 68 22 101 

% within Trigger 

Event Initiated By 

10.9% 67.3% 21.8% 100.0% 

Government-

Initiated Action 

Count 9 38 2 49 

% within Trigger 

Event Initiated By 

18.4% 77.6% 4.1% 100.0% 

Context Count 6 29 11 46 

% within Trigger 

Event Initiated By 

13.0% 63.0% 23.9% 100.0% 

Total Count 26 135 35 196 

% within Trigger 

Event Initiated By 

13.3% 68.9% 17.9% 100.0% 

 

Type of Trigger Event 
 

Table 69: IRA Case: Trigger Event * Sequence 

 

   Sequence 

Total 

   

Victim, 

Civilian 

Governm

ent 

Terrorist, 

Terrorist 

Group Contextual 

Trigger 

Event 

Terrorist Attack Count 15 6 24 3 48 

% within 

Trigger 

Event 

31.3% 12.5% 50.0% 6.3% 100.0

% 
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Agreement to a 

Ceasefire/Accord/Treaty 

Count 1 27 10 3 41 

% within 

Trigger 

Event 

2.4% 65.9% 24.4% 7.3% 100.0

% 

Breaking of an 

agreement/ceasefire/accord/treaty 

Count 0 6 5 1 12 

% within 

Trigger 

Event 

.0% 50.0% 41.7% 8.3% 100.0

% 

Press release of a Terrorist Group Count 0 1 11 1 13 

% within 

Trigger 

Event 

.0% 7.7% 84.6% 7.7% 100.0

% 

Death of a Terrorist Count 1 0 1 0 2 

% within 

Trigger 

Event 

50.0% .0% 50.0% .0% 100.0

% 

Arrest/Trial of a Terrorist Count 0 11 15 2 28 

% within 

Trigger 

Event 

.0% 39.3% 53.6% 7.1% 100.0

% 

Government Operation Count 0 15 4 0 19 

% within 

Trigger 

Event 

.0% 78.9% 21.1% .0% 100.0

% 

Release of a report/intelligence Count 1 17 2 2 22 

% within 

Trigger 

Event 

4.5% 77.3% 9.1% 9.1% 100.0

% 

Anniversary of an important event Count 0 0 1 0 1 

% within 

Trigger 

Event 

.0% .0% 100.0% .0% 100.0

% 
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Statements by NGOs Count 1 2 3 4 10 

% within 

Trigger 

Event 

10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 100.0

% 

Total Count 19 85 76 16 196 

% within 

Trigger 

Event 

9.7% 43.4% 38.8% 8.2% 100.0

% 

 

Table 70: IRA Case: Trigger Event * Frame 

 

   Frame 

Total    Episodic Thematic 

Trigger Event Terrorist Attack Count 41 7 48 

% within Trigger Event 85.4% 14.6% 100.0% 

Agreement to a 

Ceasefire/Accord/Treaty 

Count 30 11 41 

% within Trigger Event 73.2% 26.8% 100.0% 

Breaking of an 

agreement/ceasefire/accord/treaty 

Count 9 3 12 

% within Trigger Event 75.0% 25.0% 100.0% 

Press release of a Terrorist Group Count 10 3 13 

% within Trigger Event 76.9% 23.1% 100.0% 

Death of a Terrorist Count 2 0 2 

% within Trigger Event 100.0% .0% 100.0% 

Arrest/Trial of a Terrorist Count 21 7 28 

% within Trigger Event 75.0% 25.0% 100.0% 

Government Operation Count 8 11 19 

% within Trigger Event 42.1% 57.9% 100.0% 

Release of a report/intelligence Count 19 3 22 

% within Trigger Event 86.4% 13.6% 100.0% 
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Anniversary of an important event Count 0 1 1 

% within Trigger Event .0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Statements by NGOs Count 7 3 10 

% within Trigger Event 70.0% 30.0% 100.0% 

Total Count 147 49 196 

% within Trigger Event 75.0% 25.0% 100.0% 

 

 
Table 71: IRA Case: Trigger Event * Individuals Themes 

 

   Individuals 

Themes 

Total    Absent Present 

Trigger Event Terrorist Attack Count 37 11 48 

% within Trigger Event 77.1% 22.9% 100.0% 

Agreement to a 

Ceasefire/Accord/Treaty 

Count 36 5 41 

% within Trigger Event 87.8% 12.2% 100.0% 

Breaking of an 

agreement/ceasefire/accord/treaty 

Count 11 1 12 

% within Trigger Event 91.7% 8.3% 100.0% 

Press release of a Terrorist Group Count 8 5 13 

% within Trigger Event 61.5% 38.5% 100.0% 

Death of a Terrorist Count 2 0 2 

% within Trigger Event 100.0% .0% 100.0% 

Arrest/Trial of a Terrorist Count 24 4 28 

% within Trigger Event 85.7% 14.3% 100.0% 

Government Operation Count 17 2 19 

% within Trigger Event 89.5% 10.5% 100.0% 

Release of a report/intelligence Count 20 2 22 

% within Trigger Event 90.9% 9.1% 100.0% 
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Anniversary of an important event Count 1 0 1 

% within Trigger Event 100.0% .0% 100.0% 

Statements by NGOs Count 9 1 10 

% within Trigger Event 90.0% 10.0% 100.0% 

Total Count 165 31 196 

% within Trigger Event 84.2% 15.8% 100.0% 

 

 
Table 72: IRA Case: Trigger Event * Societal Themes 

 

   Societal Themes 

Total    Absent Present 

Trigger Event Terrorist Attack Count 33 15 48 

% within Trigger Event 68.8% 31.3% 100.0% 

Agreement to a 

Ceasefire/Accord/Treaty 

Count 30 11 41 

% within Trigger Event 73.2% 26.8% 100.0% 

Breaking of an 

agreement/ceasefire/accord/treaty 

Count 9 3 12 

% within Trigger Event 75.0% 25.0% 100.0% 

Press release of a Terrorist Group Count 5 8 13 

% within Trigger Event 38.5% 61.5% 100.0% 

Death of a Terrorist Count 2 0 2 

% within Trigger Event 100.0% .0% 100.0% 

Arrest/Trial of a Terrorist Count 23 5 28 

% within Trigger Event 82.1% 17.9% 100.0% 

Government Operation Count 17 2 19 

% within Trigger Event 89.5% 10.5% 100.0% 

Release of a report/intelligence Count 17 5 22 

% within Trigger Event 77.3% 22.7% 100.0% 

Anniversary of an important event Count 0 1 1 
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% within Trigger Event .0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Statements by NGOs Count 7 3 10 

% within Trigger Event 70.0% 30.0% 100.0% 

Total Count 143 53 196 

% within Trigger Event 73.0% 27.0% 100.0% 

  

Table 73: IRA Case: Trigger Event * Attribution of Responsibility Range 

 

   Attribution of Responsibility 

Range 

Total 

   

Absent 

Mild 

Presence 

Strong 

Presence 

Trigger 

Event 

Terrorist Attack Count 10 31 7 48 

% within Trigger 

Event 

20.8% 64.6% 14.6% 100.0% 

Agreement to a 

Ceasefire/Accord/Treaty 

Count 1 30 10 41 

% within Trigger 

Event 

2.4% 73.2% 24.4% 100.0% 

Breaking of an 

agreement/ceasefire/accord/treaty 

Count 0 7 5 12 

% within Trigger 

Event 

.0% 58.3% 41.7% 100.0% 

Press release of a Terrorist Group Count 2 7 4 13 

% within Trigger 

Event 

15.4% 53.8% 30.8% 100.0% 

Death of a Terrorist Count 2 0 0 2 

% within Trigger 

Event 

100.0% .0% .0% 100.0% 

Arrest/Trial of a Terrorist Count 5 23 0 28 

% within Trigger 

Event 

17.9% 82.1% .0% 100.0% 
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Government Operation Count 2 15 2 19 

% within Trigger 

Event 

10.5% 78.9% 10.5% 100.0% 

Release of a report/intelligence Count 2 14 6 22 

% within Trigger 

Event 

9.1% 63.6% 27.3% 100.0% 

Anniversary of an important event Count 0 1 0 1 

% within Trigger 

Event 

.0% 100.0% .0% 100.0% 

Statements by NGOs Count 2 7 1 10 

% within Trigger 

Event 

20.0% 70.0% 10.0% 100.0% 

Total Count 26 135 35 196 

% within Trigger 

Event 

13.3% 68.9% 17.9% 100.0% 

 

Presence of Violence 

Casualties 
 

Table 74: IRA Case: Casualties * Sequence 

 

   Sequence 

Total 

   

Victim, 

Civilian Government 

Terrorist, 

Terrorist 

Group Contextual 

Casualties 0 Count 0 9 20 1 30 

% within Casualties .0% 30.0% 66.7% 3.3% 100.0% 

1-10 Count 6 2 6 3 17 

% within Casualties 35.3% 11.8% 35.3% 17.6% 100.0% 
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11-25 Count 3 0 1 1 5 

% within Casualties 60.0% .0% 20.0% 20.0% 100.0% 

26-100 Count 5 2 2 0 9 

% within Casualties 55.6% 22.2% 22.2% .0% 100.0% 

100+ Count 1 1 1 0 3 

% within Casualties 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% .0% 100.0% 

Total Count 15 14 30 5 64 

% within Casualties 23.4% 21.9% 46.9% 7.8% 100.0% 

 

Table 75: IRA Case: Casualties* Frame 

 

   Frame 

Total    Episodic Thematic 

Casualties 0 Count 26 4 30 

% within Casualties 86.7% 13.3% 100.0% 

1-10 Count 15 2 17 

% within Casualties 88.2% 11.8% 100.0% 

11-25 Count 4 1 5 

% within Casualties 80.0% 20.0% 100.0% 

26-100 Count 9 0 9 

% within Casualties 100.0% .0% 100.0% 

100+ Count 3 0 3 

% within Casualties 100.0% .0% 100.0% 

Total Count 57 7 64 

% within Casualties 89.1% 10.9% 100.0% 
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Event 1: January 1992 Teebane Bombing Killed 8 Protestant Construction 
Workers 
 

Based on the results from our general sample and the IRA sample as a whole we 

would expect that coverage after this event would have more victim sequencing, higher 

episodic framing, more individual thematic coverage, and less of a presence of the 

attribution of responsibility frame, than coverage of the IRA preceding this event.  

Comparing the coverage immediately preceding and immediately following the event we 

do not find significant differences that would indicate that the general coverage of the 

IRA was changed for a time period by this event. 

Surprisingly in this case, the morally ambiguous framing (terrorist sequence, or 

contextual) was a characteristic of the majority of the articles both before and after the 

bombing. The small change in government and terrorist sequencing is actually the reverse 

of what was expected.  This relationship is not significant. 

Again, in terms of framing, we see an effect that does not quite reach significance that is 

the reverse of what was expected.  While thematic framing was absent prior to the event 

it was present following in 23.5% of the media accounts.  This relationship approached 

significance. 

There was a slight increase in the presence of individual themes from before the 

bombing to after the bombing (30.8% to 35.3%) while societal themes actually decreased 

(46.2% to 29.4%).  Neither of these shifts was significant.  Contrary to expectations, the 

attribution of responsibility frame slightly increased its presence.  Again, the effect was 

not significant.   
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The lack of expected effects in this case may be because the period sampled prior 

to the bombing included a series of bombings by the IRA that did not result in casualties 

but caused property damage.  This particular before-and-after sample does not support 

the expected effects and did not show significant effect size. 

Event 2: April 24, 1993 Bishops Gate Bombing in London kills 1, injures 30  
 

Based on the results from our general sample and the IRA sample as a whole we 

would expect coverage of this event to have more victim sequencing, higher episodic 

framing, more individual and thematic coverage, and less of a presence of the attribution 

of responsibility frame, than in coverage of terrorism, specifically of the IRA as a whole.   

The results are insignificant but do show a slight increase in victim sequencing with a 

decrease in terrorist sequencing from before to after the event. 

At the same time there was a slight decrease in thematic framing from before to 

after the event (33% to 25%). Individual themes were present in 20% of the accounts 

prior to the event were not present at all after the event, and societal themes went from 

presence in 53.3% to 33.3%.  The presence of the attribution of responsibility frame 

remained roughly the same before and after the event. While the decrease in thematic 

framing was expected, other expected effects did not appear in this set of samples. 

Event 3: August 31, 1994 IRA Announced Cessation of Military Activities 
 

 Based on results from the general sample and the IRA sample as a whole it was 

expected that a terrorist group initiated announcement of a ceasefire would increase the 

terrorist group sequence percentage, increase the number of articles with individual and 
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societal themes, decrease the percentage of thematic coverage, and increase the 

attribution of responsibility frame compared to coverage as a whole.  Compared to pre-

ceasefire coverage, there was a substantial, though not significant increase in the terrorist 

sequence, from 42.9% to 63.2%. 

Graphically, this difference appears quite pronounced. 

 

Figure 7: IRA Event 3 Before and After Sequences 

 

There was a very small increase from 28.6% to 31.6% in thematic framing.  There was a 

slight decrease in the percentage of articles that had individual themes of motivation 

present (21.4% to 15.8%) and a slight increase in the percentage of articles that had 

societal themes present (21.4% to 36.8%).  None of these results were statistically 

significant.  The attribution of responsibility frame also remained essentially unchanged.  

The prediction of increased terrorist sequencing was found, but the expected decrease in 



173 

 

thematic framing and increase in individual themes did not appear.  The slight increase in 

societal frames was expected. 

Event 4: February 9, 1996 IRA Explodes a Bomb that Kills 2 and Injures More 
than 100, Ending the IRA Ceasefire 
 

Based on previous results, the expectation is that the following changes would 

occur from the pre-attack to post-attack media coverage: percentage of victim and 

terrorist sequences would increase, a decrease in thematic frames, and increase in 

individual and societal motivations, and no substantial change in the attribution of 

responsibility frame.  The data showed the expected increase in terrorist and victim 

sequencing, though the increase was not statistically significant. 

Thematic framing did decrease from 36.4% to 15.0%.  There was no real 

difference in the presence of individual motivations, while societal themes increased from 

9.1% to 15.0%.  The attribution of responsibility frame showed little change.  These 

results were not statistically significant. 

Event 5: May 6, 2000 IRA Agrees to put Arms “Beyond Use” 
 

 Based on previous results, a disarmament announcement is expected to change the 

post-announcement media coverage from the pre-announcement coverage in the 

following ways: higher terrorist sequences and more individual and societal themes, 

decrease in thematic framing and unknown change in the attribution of responsibility 

frame.  There was the expected increase in terrorist group sequencing, not quite reaching 

the level of statistical significance.  In terms of framing there was a decrease in thematic 

framing, again approaching statistical significance.  Individual themes decreased from 
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20% to 0% (X
2
=4.024, df=1, p<.05) while societal themes remained essentially 

unchanged.  The attribution of responsibility frame showed a slight decrease, particularly 

in the strength when it was present. 

 

Table 76: IRA Event 5: Sample * Attribution of Responsibility Range 

 

   Attribution of Responsibility Range 

Total 

   

Absent Mild Presence 

Strong 

Presence 

Sample IRA: Before May 2000 

Disarmament 

Count 3 12 5 20 

% within Sample 15.0% 60.0% 25.0% 100.0% 

IRA: After May 2000 

Disarmament 

Count 4 13 1 18 

% within Sample 22.2% 72.2% 5.6% 100.0% 

Total Count 7 25 6 38 

% within Sample 18.4% 65.8% 15.8% 100.0% 

 

Event 6: October 30, 2002 IRA Cuts Contact with Weapons Inspectors 
 

  Based on previous results, this press release announcing the cessation of contact 

with weapons inspectors should increase terrorist sequence, decrease thematic sequences, 

increase the presence of individual and societal motivation and the attribution of 

responsibility frame in media accounts following this event compared to media accounts 

prior to the event.  Only one of the expected effects occurred for this event.  The 

percentage of terrorist sequence only rose from 40.0% to 41.2%.  The percentage of 

thematic frames decreased from 35.0% to 23.5%.  Individual themes decreased from 
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25.0% to 5.9% and societal themes decreased from 35.0% to 29.4%.  The attribution of 

responsibility frame remained essentially unchanged.  None of these effects were 

statistically significant. 

Comparison of Post-Event Samples 
 

 The individual event before and after samples indicated some of the expected 

trends, but not all of them and not consistently.  A broader comparison of media 

outcomes between the different events will allow a better view of the outcome of 

particular kinds of terrorist action.  The chart below shows all 6 of the after event samples 

compared.   

 

Table 77: Sequence by IRA After Event Sample 

 

   Sequence 

Total 

   

Victim, 

Civilian Government 

Terrorist, 

Terrorist 

Group Contextual 

Sample IRA: After January 

1992 Bombing 

Count 2 6 6 3 17 

% within 

Sample 

11.8% 35.3% 35.3% 17.6% 100.0% 

IRA: After April 1993 

Bombing 

Count 4 6 1 1 12 

% within 

Sample 

33.3% 50.0% 8.3% 8.3% 100.0% 

IRA: After August 

1994 Ceasefire 

Count 0 6 12 1 19 

% within 

Sample 

.0% 31.6% 63.2% 5.3% 100.0% 

IRA: After February Count 2 6 9 3 20 
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1996 Break of 

Ceasefire 

% within 

Sample 

10.0% 30.0% 45.0% 15.0% 100.0% 

IRA: After May 2000 

Disarmament 

Count 0 9 8 1 18 

% within 

Sample 

.0% 50.0% 44.4% 5.6% 100.0% 

IRA: After October 

2002 Disarmament 

Stall 

Count 0 10 7 0 17 

% within 

Sample 

.0% 58.8% 41.2% .0% 100.0% 

Total Count 8 43 43 9 103 

% within 

Sample 

7.8% 41.7% 41.7% 8.7% 100.0% 

 

If terrorist and contextual sequences are advantageous to the group, then Event 3, the 

1994 Ceasefire was the most successful at reaching that aim.  Event 4, the breaking of the 

Ceasefire in 1996, is the next most successful.  The other de-escalatory event, the 

announced disarmament in 2002, comes in fourth following the 1992 bombing.  When 

the events are grouped into conflictual versus de-escalatory categories the pattern looks 

like this: 

 

Table 78: Sequence by Conflictual or De-escalatory 

 

   Sequence 

Total 

   

Victim, 

Civilian Government 

Terrorist, 

Terrorist 

Group Contextual 

Conflictual /De- Conflictual Count 8 28 23 7 66 
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escalatory % within Conflictual 

/De-escalatory 

12.1% 42.4% 34.8% 10.6% 100.0% 

De-

escalatory 

Count 0 15 20 2 37 

% within Conflictual 

/De-escalatory 

.0% 40.5% 54.1% 5.4% 100.0% 

Total Count 8 43 43 9 103 

% within 

Conflictual/De-

escalatory 

7.8% 41.7% 41.7% 8.7% 100.0% 

 

When the event was triggered by conflictual behavior by the group, 45.4% of the cases 

are in terrorist or contextual sequence.  When the event was triggered by de-escalatory 

behavior the percentage rises to 59.8%.  This difference approaches significance, 

X
2
=7.334, df=3, .05<p>,10.  

Looking at the episodic versus thematic frames, the 1994 ceasefire was again the 

most successful in terms of quality of coverage, receiving 31.6% of the media accounts in 

thematic frame.  The other de-escalatory event was the least successful, with only 11.1% 

of its coverage in the thematic frame. 
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Table 79: Frame by IRA After Event Sample 

 

   Frame 

Total    Episodic Thematic 

Sample IRA: After January 1992 

Bombing 

Count 13 4 17 

% within Sample 76.5% 23.5% 100.0% 

IRA: After April 1993 Bombing Count 9 3 12 

% within Sample 75.0% 25.0% 100.0% 

IRA: After August 1994 

Ceasefire 

Count 13 6 19 

% within Sample 68.4% 31.6% 100.0% 

IRA: After February 1996 Break 

of Ceasefire 

Count 17 3 20 

% within Sample 85.0% 15.0% 100.0% 

IRA: After May 2000 

Disarmament 

Count 16 2 18 

% within Sample 88.9% 11.1% 100.0% 

IRA: After October 2002 

Disarmament Stall 

Count 13 4 17 

% within Sample 76.5% 23.5% 100.0% 

Total Count 81 22 103 

% within Sample 78.6% 21.4% 100.0% 

 

This disparity between the different events diminished when the events are combined into 

conflictual versus de-escalatory categories. 
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Table 80: Frame by IRA After Event Sample Conflictual v. De-escalatory 

 

   Frame 

Total    Episodic Thematic 

Conflictual/De-escalatory Conflictual Count 52 14 66 

% within Conflictual/De-

escalatory 

78.8% 21.2% 100.0% 

De-escalatory Count 29 8 37 

% within Conflictual/De-

escalatory 

78.4% 21.6% 100.0% 

Total Count 81 22 103 

% within Conflictual/De-

escalatory 

78.6% 21.4% 100.0% 

 

 A look at the individual themes present in the media coverage following the 

different events shows that one event, the 1992 bombing was responsible for more than 

half the media accounts that included individual themes. This result is significant, 

X
2
=15.991, df=5, p<.01, but not particularly meaningful, since one event, received 

weighted the results so strongly.  The other event for which multiple articles included 

individual themes was the 1994 Ceasefire. 

 

Table 81: IRA After Event Sample * Individuals Themes 

 

   Individuals Themes 

Total    Absent Present 

Sample IRA: After January 1992 

Bombing 

Count 11 6 17 

% within Sample 64.7% 35.3% 100.0% 
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IRA: After April 1993 Bombing Count 12 0 12 

% within Sample 100.0% .0% 100.0% 

IRA: After August 1994 

Ceasefire 

Count 16 3 19 

% within Sample 84.2% 15.8% 100.0% 

IRA: After February 1996 Break 

of Ceasefire 

Count 19 1 20 

% within Sample 95.0% 5.0% 100.0% 

IRA: After May 2000 

Disarmament 

Count 18 0 18 

% within Sample 100.0% .0% 100.0% 

IRA: After October 2002 

Disarmament Stall 

Count 16 1 17 

% within Sample 94.1% 5.9% 100.0% 

Total Count 92 11 103 

% within Sample 89.3% 10.7% 100.0% 

 

When we combine the different samples to into conflictual or de-escalatory events the 

variations within the categories cancel out any significant effects. 
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Table 82: IRA After Event Sample Conflictual/De-escalatory * Individuals Themes 

 

   Individuals Themes 

Total    Absent Present 

Conflictual/De-escalatory Conflictual Count 58 8 66 

% within Conflictual/De-

escalatory 

87.9% 12.1% 100.0% 

De-escalatory Count 34 3 37 

% within Conflictual/De-

escalatory 

91.9% 8.1% 100.0% 

Total Count 92 11 103 

% within Conflictual/De-

escalatory 

89.3% 10.7% 100.0% 

 

For societal themes of motivation, the 1994 ceasefire again, received the highest 

percentage of articles that discuss societal motivations for terrorism.  The differences are 

not significant.  

 

Table 83: IRA After Event Sample e * Societal Themes 

 

   Societal Themes 

Total    Absent Present 

Sample IRA: After January 1992 

Bombing 

Count 12 5 17 

% within Sample 70.6% 29.4% 100.0% 

IRA: After April 1993 Bombing Count 8 4 12 

% within Sample 66.7% 33.3% 100.0% 

IRA: After August 1994 

Ceasefire 

Count 12 7 19 

% within Sample 63.2% 36.8% 100.0% 
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IRA: After February 1996 Break 

of Ceasefire 

Count 17 3 20 

% within Sample 85.0% 15.0% 100.0% 

IRA: After May 2000 

Disarmament 

Count 16 2 18 

% within Sample 88.9% 11.1% 100.0% 

IRA: After October 2002 

Disarmament Stall 

Count 12 5 17 

% within Sample 70.6% 29.4% 100.0% 

Total Count 77 26 103 

% within Sample 74.8% 25.2% 100.0% 

 

Combining the events into conflictual and de-escalatory categories again evens out the 

differences between specific events and the percentages between the two categories are 

almost identical. 

 

Table 84: IRA After Event Sample Conflictual/De-escalatory * Societal Themes 

 

   Societal Themes 

Total    Absent Present 

Conflictual/De-escalatory Conflictual Count 49 17 66 

% within Conflictual/De-

escalatory 

74.2% 25.8% 100.0% 

De-escalatory Count 28 9 37 

% within Conflictual/De-

escalatory 

75.7% 24.3% 100.0% 

Total Count 77 26 103 

% within Conflictual/De-

escalatory 

74.8% 25.2% 100.0% 
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 The attribution of responsibility also does show significant differences between 

the six after event samples. 

 

Table 85: IRA After Event Sample * Attribution of Responsibility Range 

 

   Attribution of Responsibility Range 

Total 

   

Absent Mild Presence 

Strong 

Presence 

Sample IRA: After January 1992 

Bombing 

Count 2 14 1 17 

% within Sample 11.8% 82.4% 5.9% 100.0% 

IRA: After April 1993 

Bombing 

Count 0 10 2 12 

% within Sample .0% 83.3% 16.7% 100.0% 

IRA: After August 1994 

Ceasefire 

Count 2 14 3 19 

% within Sample 10.5% 73.7% 15.8% 100.0% 

IRA: After February 1996 

Break of Ceasefire 

Count 5 11 4 20 

% within Sample 25.0% 55.0% 20.0% 100.0% 

IRA: After May 2000 

Disarmament 

Count 4 13 1 18 

% within Sample 22.2% 72.2% 5.6% 100.0% 

IRA: After October 2002 

Disarmament Stall 

Count 0 13 4 17 

% within Sample .0% 76.5% 23.5% 100.0% 

Total Count 13 75 15 103 

% within Sample 12.6% 72.8% 14.6% 100.0% 

 

No effect is found when the events are combined into conflictual and de-

escalatory categories. 
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Table 86: IRA After Event Sample Conflictual/De-escalatory * Attribution of Responsibility Range 

 

   Attribution of Responsibility Range 

Total 

   

Absent 

Mild 

Presence 

Strong 

Presence 

Conflictual/De-

escalatory 

Conflictual Count 7 48 11 66 

% within 

Conflictual/De-

escalatory 

10.6% 72.7% 16.7% 100.0% 

De-

escalatory 

Count 6 27 4 37 

% within 

Conflictual/De-

escalatory 

16.2% 73.0% 10.8% 100.0% 

Total Count 13 75 15 103 

% within 

Conflictual/De-

escalatory 

12.6% 72.8% 14.6% 100.0% 

 

Hamas Case 

Active or Passive Trigger Event 
 

Table 87: Trigger Event Active or Passive * Sequence 

 

   Sequence 

Total 

   

Victim, 

Civilian Government 

Terrorist, 

Terrorist 

Group Contextual 

Trigger Event Active Passive Count 6 36 9 7 58 
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or Passive % within Trigger 

Event Active or 

Passive 

10.3% 62.1% 15.5% 12.1% 100.0% 

Action Count 18 92 33 10 153 

% within Trigger 

Event Active or 

Passive 

11.8% 60.1% 21.6% 6.5% 100.0% 

Total Count 24 128 42 17 211 

% within Trigger 

Event Active or 

Passive 

11.4% 60.7% 19.9% 8.1% 100.0% 

 

 

Table 88: Hamas Case: Trigger Event Active or Passive * Frame 

 

   Frame 

Total    Episodic Thematic 

Trigger Event Active or 

Passive 

Passive Count 39 19 58 

% within Trigger Event 

Active or Passive 

67.2% 32.8% 100.0% 

Action Count 104 49 153 

% within Trigger Event 

Active or Passive 

68.0% 32.0% 100.0% 

Total Count 143 68 211 

% within Trigger Event 

Active or Passive 

67.8% 32.2% 100.0% 
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Table 89: Hamas Case: Trigger Event Active or Passive * Individuals Themes 

 

   Individuals Themes 

Total    Absent Present 

Trigger Event Active or 

Passive 

Passive Count 52 6 58 

% within Trigger Event 

Active or Passive 

89.7% 10.3% 100.0% 

Action Count 124 29 153 

% within Trigger Event 

Active or Passive 

81.0% 19.0% 100.0% 

Total Count 176 35 211 

% within Trigger Event 

Active or Passive 

83.4% 16.6% 100.0% 

 

Initiation of Trigger Event 

Trigger Event Type 
 

Table 90: Hamas Case: Trigger Event* Sequence 

 

   Sequence 

Total 

   

Victim, 

Civilian Government 

Terrorist, 

Terrorist 

Group Contextual 

Trigger 

Recoded 

Terrorist Attack Count 18 8 17 6 49 

% within 

Trigger 

Recoded 

36.7% 16.3% 34.7% 12.2% 100.0% 

Agreement to a Count 0 35 2 1 38 
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Ceasefire/Accord/Treaty % within 

Trigger 

Recoded 

.0% 92.1% 5.3% 2.6% 100.0% 

Breaking of an 

agreement/ceasefire/accord/treaty 

Count 0 5 2 0 7 

% within 

Trigger 

Recoded 

.0% 71.4% 28.6% .0% 100.0% 

Press release of a Terrorist Group Count 1 0 3 1 5 

% within 

Trigger 

Recoded 

20.0% .0% 60.0% 20.0% 100.0% 

Death of a Terrorist Count 0 3 2 0 5 

% within 

Trigger 

Recoded 

.0% 60.0% 40.0% .0% 100.0% 

Arrest/Trial of a Terrorist Count 0 3 4 0 7 

% within 

Trigger 

Recoded 

.0% 42.9% 57.1% .0% 100.0% 

Government Operation Count 0 38 6 3 47 

% within 

Trigger 

Recoded 

.0% 80.9% 12.8% 6.4% 100.0% 

Release of a report/intelligence Count 0 26 1 2 29 

% within 

Trigger 

Recoded 

.0% 89.7% 3.4% 6.9% 100.0% 

Anniversary of an important event Count 0 2 2 0 4 

% within 

Trigger 

Recoded 

.0% 50.0% 50.0% .0% 100.0% 

Statements by NGOs Count 5 8 3 4 20 



188 

 

% within 

Trigger 

Recoded 

25.0% 40.0% 15.0% 20.0% 100.0% 

Total Count 24 128 42 17 211 

% within 

Trigger 

Recoded 

11.4% 60.7% 19.9% 8.1% 100.0% 

 

Table 91: Hamas Case: Trigger Event * Frame 

 

   Frame 

Total    Episodic Thematic 

Trigger Recoded Terrorist Attack Count 49 0 49 

% within Trigger 

Recoded 

100.0% .0% 100.0% 

Agreement to a 

Ceasefire/Accord/Treaty 

Count 19 19 38 

% within Trigger 

Recoded 

50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Breaking of an 

agreement/ceasefire/accord/treaty 

Count 3 4 7 

% within Trigger 

Recoded 

42.9% 57.1% 100.0% 

Press release of a Terrorist Group Count 2 3 5 

% within Trigger 

Recoded 

40.0% 60.0% 100.0% 

Death of a Terrorist Count 4 1 5 

% within Trigger 

Recoded 

80.0% 20.0% 100.0% 

Arrest/Trial of a Terrorist Count 7 0 7 

% within Trigger 

Recoded 

100.0% .0% 100.0% 

Government Operation Count 22 25 47 
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% within Trigger 

Recoded 

46.8% 53.2% 100.0% 

Release of a report/intelligence Count 23 6 29 

% within Trigger 

Recoded 

79.3% 20.7% 100.0% 

Anniversary of an important event Count 3 1 4 

% within Trigger 

Recoded 

75.0% 25.0% 100.0% 

Statements by NGOs Count 11 9 20 

% within Trigger 

Recoded 

55.0% 45.0% 100.0% 

Total Count 143 68 211 

% within Trigger 

Recoded 

67.8% 32.2% 100.0% 

 

Trigger Event Type 
 

 For this sample, the press release of terrorist groups and the arrest and trial of 

terrorist produced the most terrorist-favorable sequence.  Because of the number of cells 

without an expected count of 5, a Chi-square was not conducted.  Unlike the other 

samples, thematic frames were most prevalent for articles with trigger events of 

agreements to ceasefires and breaking of agreements.  Again, because of the number of 

cells with an expected count below 5 a Chi-square was not run. 

 Neither individual nor societal themes showed significant differences based on the 

type of trigger event. The low number of cases in categories besides trigger events and 

agreements to ceasefires makes Chi-square statistical analysis inappropriate.  The 
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attribution of responsibility frame also did not show a significant impact based on what 

the trigger event was. 

 

Presence or Absence of Violence 

Casualties 
 

Table 92: Hamas Case: Casualties * Sequence 

 

   Sequence 

Total 

   

Victim, 

Civilian Government 

Terrorist, 

Terrorist 

Group Contextual 

Casualties 0 Count 1 8 5 4 18 

% within Casualties 5.6% 44.4% 27.8% 22.2% 100.0% 

1-10 Count 11 14 10 2 37 

% within Casualties 29.7% 37.8% 27.0% 5.4% 100.0% 

11-25 Count 2 4 5 0 11 

% within Casualties 18.2% 36.4% 45.5% .0% 100.0% 

26-100 Count 3 4 3 0 10 

% within Casualties 30.0% 40.0% 30.0% .0% 100.0% 

101+ Count 0 0 1 0 1 

% within Casualties .0% .0% 100.0% .0% 100.0% 

Total Count 17 30 24 6 77 

% within Casualties 22.1% 39.0% 31.2% 7.8% 100.0% 

 



191 

 

Table 93: Hamas Case: Casualties * Frame 

 

   Frame 

Total    Episodic Thematic 

Casualties 0 Count 15 3 18 

% within Casualties 83.3% 16.7% 100.0% 

1-10 Count 34 3 37 

% within Casualties 91.9% 8.1% 100.0% 

11-25 Count 11 0 11 

% within Casualties 100.0% .0% 100.0% 

26-100 Count 10 0 10 

% within Casualties 100.0% .0% 100.0% 

101+ Count 1 0 1 

% within Casualties 100.0% .0% 100.0% 

Total Count 71 6 77 

% within Casualties 92.2% 7.8% 100.0% 

 

Hamas Before and After Events 

Event 1: April 6, 1994 Car Bomb Kills 8, Suicide Bomber Kills 5 
 

Based on the previous research, the after event media coverage for this event is 

expected to have higher percentages of victim and terrorist sequences as well as lower 

percentages of thematic frames than the coverage prior to the event.  In addition, there is 

expected to be higher percentages of individual and societal themes in the post-event 

coverage.   
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The articles show a slight trend around sequence that does not reach the level of 

significance.  There are slightly more victim, terrorist, and contextual sequences in the 

after event sample.  There were slightly fewer thematic frames in the post-event sample, 

21.1% versus 35.3%, but this difference was not significant. There was essentially no 

change in the percentage of individual themes between the two samples.  The post-event 

sample had a slightly higher percentage of societal themes present, 42.1% versus 23.5% 

but the difference was not significant.  The attribution of responsibility frame was more 

present and stronger after the event, but this did not reach the level of significance. 

This event conforms to expectations in most of the variables, although the effects 

are not significant.  The main exception is the attribution of responsibility frame, which 

in other samples has decreased for violent accounts. 

Event 2: June 1, 2001 Tel Aviv Disco Suicide Bombing Kills 17 and Injures 
More 
 

Based on the previous research, the after event media coverage for this event is 

expected to have higher percentages of victim and terrorist sequences as well as lower 

percentages of thematic frames than the coverage prior to the event.  In addition, there is 

expected to be higher percentages of individual and societal themes in the post-event 

coverage.   

The articles actually showed a small decrease in the victim and contextual 

sequence from prior to after the event and a small increase in the terrorist and 

government sequence.  These changes were so slight they were not significant.  There 
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was surprisingly a small increase in the thematic frame, from 22.2% to 38.1% but again 

this was not significant.   

There were significant decreases in both individual and societal themes from 

before the event until after the event.  For individual themes the decrease was from 

27.8% to 0% (X
2
= 6.691, df=1, p<.01) and for societal themes from 44.4% to 4.8% 

(X
2
=8.598, df=1, p<.01).  This is the reverse of the expectation developed from previous 

samples.  There was no significant change in the attribution of responsibility frame from 

the pre-event to post-event coverage. 

Event 3: July 23, 2002, Hamas Leader and 14 Others Killed by Missile Attack in 
Gaza 
 

Based on the previous research, this active event that includes violence is 

expected to have increased number of terrorist sequences, and decreased thematic 

coverage in the post-event coverage compared to the pre-event coverage.  For the articles, 

the only substantial change in sequencing was an increase in victim sequencing from the 

pre- to post-event coverage.  There was a slight decrease in terrorist-favorable 

sequencing, the differences were not significant.  There were very few thematic 

sequences in these two samples so no significant differences existed between the pre and 

post-event media accounts.   

An increase in the percentage of articles with individual themes of motivation was 

significant.  The pre-event sample had only 13.3% of the articles with individual themes 

present, while the post-event sample had 47.4% of the articles with individual themes 

(X
2
=4.437, df=1, p<.05).  A similar, though not significant, trend existed for societal 
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themes of motivation that were present in 26.7% of the pre-event articles and 42.1% of 

the post-event articles. There was no change in the attribution of responsibility frame 

between the two samples, although this is the first set of samples in which that frame was 

present in all articles in both samples 

This particular event presents an interesting predictive challenge.  It is the one 

event in our case specific samples that was not initiated by the terrorist group, but has all 

the other characteristics of the terrorist-initiated events.  The impact of government 

initiation may have leveled out the changes in sequence and frame that were expected. 

Event 4: June 12, 2003, Suicide Bomber on Jerusalem Bus Kills 16 
 

Our expectations for this case are the same as for the first 2 events, the after event 

media coverage for this event is expected to have higher percentages of victim and 

terrorist sequences as well as lower percentages of thematic frames than the coverage 

prior to the event.  In addition, there is expected to be higher percentages of individual 

and societal themes in the post-event coverage.   

The outcome for sequencing was not as expected.  There was a not significant 

increase in victim sequences and a corresponding decrease in terrorist sequences from the 

pre-event to the post-event coverage. There were no contextual sequences in either 

sample.  Thematic frames increased in percentage from 24.0% prior to the event to 30.0% 

after the event, this result was not significant.  There was a very slight increase in 

individual themes and a very slight decrease in societal themes from the pre to the post-

event media accounts.  The attribution of responsibility frame was unchanged.   
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The only variable that showed the expected effects for this event was the victim 

sequencing which increased after the event.  In other cases opposite effects (increase in 

thematic frame and decrease in societal themes) were slightly present. 

Event 5: June 19, 2008 Israel and Hamas Agree to a Ceasefire with a 6 Month 
Deadline 
 

For this case expectations are the post-event coverage will differ from the pre-

event coverage in several ways.  The post-event would have mid-range level of terrorist 

sequences, as predicated by the results of our general sample.  It is expected that there 

will be low levels of individual and thematic themes in the post-event coverage, but a 

higher attribution of responsibility frame. 

While not significant, the trends in the sequence of articles are what was 

expected.  Victim sequences diminished as did terrorist sequences.  Government 

sequences increased.  These results are not significant but are consistent with other 

samples.  Before and after event media coverage had an almost identical percentage of 

articles written in the thematic frame.  Individual and Societal themes were also 

essentially identical in the two samples, as was the attribution of responsibility frame.  

The results for this case are interesting, because there essentially was no effect on 

any of the variables because the ceasefire agreement.    Combined with the quantitative 

data showing that there was actually a decrease in the amount of coverage follow this 

event, this would seem to indicate that this ceasefire was essentially a non-event in terms 

of the trends in media coverage of this conflict.  This is important because this is the one 

truly conciliatory event being analyzed for Hamas and in media terms, there agreement to 
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a ceasefire did not help their cause at all, both in terms of being presented in a more 

legitimate light, and in terms of having context and grievances presented in the coverage 

or putting additional pressure on the government. 

Event 6: December 19, 2008, Hamas Ends Ceasefire 
 

Unlike the IRA’s decision to end the ceasefire, Hamas’s decision in December 

2008 was not accompanied by a significant violent attack.  This event is passive, terrorist-

initiated, without violence so is expected to have higher levels of thematic coverage, 

higher levels of terrorist sequence, contextual coverage and attribution of responsibility 

frame, and low levels of individual and societal motivations in the post-event coverage 

compared to the pre-event coverage. 

The sequence data shows only slight changes in sequence percentages between 

the two samples.  Both samples had overwhelming numbers of government and 

contextual sequences, so there were very few victim and terrorist sequences in either, 

making the slight changes negligible.  The lack of the expected increase in terrorist 

sequence may be explained by the event being passive and not inherently violent. 

Unexpectedly, the thematic frame actually decreased in presence from 53.3% in 

the pre-event sample to 31.3% in the post-event sample.  This shift was not significant.  

Individual and societal themes were essentially unchanged between the samples, although 

the attribution of responsibility frame did increase slightly.    The changes in the 

attribution of responsibility frame approached significance (X2=4.534, df=2, .10<p<.15).  

The differences in the pre and post coverage of this event followed expectations in 
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regards to the attribution of responsibility frame but did not follow expectations in other 

areas.   

Comparison of Post-Event Samples 
 

The individual event before and after samples indicated some of the expected 

trends, but not all of them and not consistently.  As with the IRA case a look at all of 

post-events samples in comparison may be helpful.  Unlike the IRA case, using the 

categories of conflictual versus de-escalatory provided no additional explanatory 

information.  The chart below shows all 6 of the after event samples compared.   

 

Table 94: Hamas After Event Sample * Sequence 

 

   Sequence 

Total 

   

Victim, 

Civilian Government 

Terrorist, 

Terrorist 

Group Contextual 

Sample Hamas: After April 

1994 Bombing 

Count 2 11 4 2 19 

% within 

Sample 

10.5% 57.9% 21.1% 10.5% 100.0% 

Hamas:  After June 

2001 Bombing 

Count 2 13 5 1 21 

% within 

Sample 

9.5% 61.9% 23.8% 4.8% 100.0% 

Hamas:  After June 

2002 Leader Killed 

Count 5 10 4 0 19 

% within 

Sample 

26.3% 52.6% 21.1% .0% 100.0% 

Hamas: After June Count 4 12 4 0 20 
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2003 Bombing % within 

Sample 

20.0% 60.0% 20.0% .0% 100.0% 

Hamas: After June 

2008 Ceasefire 

Count 1 13 2 2 18 

% within 

Sample 

5.6% 72.2% 11.1% 11.1% 100.0% 

Hamas: After 

December 2008 End 

of Ceasefire 

Count 2 8 2 4 16 

% within 

Sample 

12.5% 50.0% 12.5% 25.0% 100.0% 

Total Count 16 67 21 9 113 

% within 

Sample 

14.2% 59.3% 18.6% 8.0% 100.0% 

 

Looking at the six post-event samples together it is interesting that in terms of 

sequence, the coverage following the death of the Hamas leader looks very similar to the 

patterns following the three bombings.  These cases seem to be most closely related; this 

is surprising since the death of the Hamas leader differed in the initiator of the event, 

which other research findings have indicated is a strong variable.  The two events that 

were not inherently violent has similar patterns to each other, the ceasefire and then 

breaking of the ceasefire had lower levels of terrorist sequences than the other events and 

higher numbers of contextual sequences.  This chart would imply that the absence or 

presence of violence is more important than the initiator of the action and whether the 

trigger event was active or passive. 

There were not significant effects when looking at differences between post-event 

samples in terms of the episodic or thematic frame. The death of the Hamas leader did 

have the smallest percentage of articles in the thematic frame in the post-event sample.  
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Unlike sequencing, the differences between the samples after violent events as opposed 

to samples after non-violent events did not show significant impacts.  The larger sample 

indicated that the presence of violence should decrease the percentage of thematic 

accounts, but these six samples did not show that effect. 

 

Table 95: Hamas After Event Sample Sample * Frame 

 

   Frame 

Total    Episodic Thematic 

Sample Hamas: After April 1994 

Bombing 

Count 15 4 19 

% within Sample 78.9% 21.1% 100.0% 

Hamas:  After June 2001 

Bombing 

Count 13 8 21 

% within Sample 61.9% 38.1% 100.0% 

Hamas:  After June 2002 

Leader Killed 

Count 16 3 19 

% within Sample 84.2% 15.8% 100.0% 

Hamas: After June 2003 

Bombing 

Count 14 6 20 

% within Sample 70.0% 30.0% 100.0% 

Hamas: After June 2008 

Ceasefire 

Count 10 8 18 

% within Sample 55.6% 44.4% 100.0% 

Hamas: After December 2008 

End of Ceasefire 

Count 11 5 16 

% within Sample 68.8% 31.3% 100.0% 

Total Count 79 34 113 

% within Sample 69.9% 30.1% 100.0% 

 

There were interesting outcomes when we looked at the presence of individual 

themes in the post-event samples.  The differences here were statistically significant, 
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X
2
=20.139, df=5, p<.005.  The two samples following the beginning and ending of the 

ceasefire showed similar results.  The death of the terrorist leader had by far the highest 

percentages of individual themes in articles, with the three bombings showing some 

variation from each other but also relative similarities.   

 

Table 96: Hamas After Event Sample Sample * Individuals Themes 

Crosstab 

   Individuals Themes 

Total    Absent Present 

Sample Hamas: After April 1994 

Bombing 

Count 15 4 19 

% within Sample 78.9% 21.1% 100.0% 

Hamas:  After June 2001 

Bombing 

Count 21 0 21 

% within Sample 100.0% .0% 100.0% 

Hamas:  After June 2002 

Leader Killed 

Count 10 9 19 

% within Sample 52.6% 47.4% 100.0% 

Hamas: After June 2003 

Bombing 

Count 15 5 20 

% within Sample 75.0% 25.0% 100.0% 

Hamas: After June 2008 

Ceasefire 

Count 17 1 18 

% within Sample 94.4% 5.6% 100.0% 

Hamas: After December 2008 

End of Ceasefire 

Count 15 1 16 

% within Sample 93.8% 6.3% 100.0% 

Total Count 93 20 113 

% within Sample 82.3% 17.7% 100.0% 
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Figure 8: Hamas After Event Sample Effect on Individual Themes 

 

A similar pattern emerged in the societal themes present, with the bombings and 

death of the terrorist group leader having one pattern of coverage while the two samples 

following the agreement to and breaking of the ceasefire look similar.  The differences 

among samples here are also significant, X
2
=13.573, df=5, p<.02. 
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Table 97: Hamas After Event Sample* Societal Themes 

 

   Societal Themes 

Total    Absent Present 

Sample Hamas: After April 1994 

Bombing 

Count 11 8 19 

% within Sample 57.9% 42.1% 100.0% 

Hamas:  After June 2001 

Bombing 

Count 20 1 21 

% within Sample 95.2% 4.8% 100.0% 

Hamas:  After June 2002 

Leader Killed 

Count 11 8 19 

% within Sample 57.9% 42.1% 100.0% 

Hamas: After June 2003 

Bombing 

Count 12 8 20 

% within Sample 60.0% 40.0% 100.0% 

Hamas: After June 2008 

Ceasefire 

Count 16 2 18 

% within Sample 88.9% 11.1% 100.0% 

Hamas: After December 2008 

End of Ceasefire 

Count 12 4 16 

% within Sample 75.0% 25.0% 100.0% 

Total Count 82 31 113 

% within Sample 72.6% 27.4% 100.0% 

 

The attribution of responsibility frame did not show any specific trends across the 

six post-event sample cases. 
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APPENDIX B: CODING INSTRUCTIONS 

If the article is not actually about terrorism mark it as irrelevant, this should be fairly few, 

this includes film reviews or other articles in which terrorism is mentioned, but not 

actually discussed..  Otherwise please code the following:  

 Date the news story was released 

 Newspaper: Jerusalem Post, Irish Times, New York Times, Times 

 Section 

 Page 

 Length (number of words) 

 Type: News, Newsbrief, Feature, Editorial, Opinion, Letter to the Editor 

 Triggering Event for the News Story 

o Terrorist Attack 

o Press Release of a Terrorist Group 

o Agreement to a ceasefire/ accord/ treaty or entering into 

negotiations 

o Breaking of an agreement/ ceasefire/ accord/treaty or breaking of 

negotiations 

o Death of a Terrorist 

o Arrest/Trial of a Terrorist 
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o Government/Military Operation 

o Government statements, release of a report/ intelligence/ press 

conference/ interviews 

o Statements by non-governmental actors (human rights, NGOs, etc.) 

o Anniversary of an important Event 

 Conflict the story is related to: For Al-Qaeda versus the west code as 

GWOT for now 

 Terrorist Group Involved- if one is mentioned 

For accounts of violence, either by or against the terrorist group (if more than one 

specific instances is mentioned, they instance with the most information will be coded, if 

the article is a news round-up or other listing, the first instance will be coded.) 

 Type of violence: bombing, suicide bombing, armed attack, assassination 

 Location: civilian gathering place, government building, transportation, 

military facility; targeted civilian, unknown 

 Victims hurt and killed 

 Identity of the victims: government officials, military members, high 

profile civilians, civilians, terrorist group leader, terrorist group member, 

mix of civilians and government/military 

 Victims share the same identity group as perpetrator: yes, no, unknown 

 For violence committed by the terrorist group, identify of the perpetrator: 

male, female, mixed, unknown 
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 Sequence- Who/what is listed first in the article: Terrorist/ Terrorist 

Group, Victims, Government, Contextual Information 

 Framing- episodic (about a specific event) or thematic (providing 

background or general info) 

Specific Questions 

 Question 1: Does the story suggest that some level of government has the 

ability to alleviate the problem? Yes-1 No-0 

 Question 2: Does the story suggest that some level of the government is 

responsible for the issue/problem? Yes-1 No-0 

 Question 3: Does the story suggest solution(s) to the problem/issue? Yes-1 

No-0  

 Question 4: Does the story suggest that an individual (or group of people 

in society) is responsible for the issue-problem? Yes-0 No-1 

 Question 5: Does the story suggest the problem requires urgent action? 

Yes-1 No-0 

 Question 6: Does the story provide a human example or “human face” on 

the issue? Yes-1 No-0 

 Question 7: Does the story employ adjectives or vignettes that generate 

feelings of empathy-caring, sympathy, or compassion? Yes-1 No-0 

 Question 8: Does the story emphasize how individuals and groups are 

affected by the issue/problem? Yes-1 No-0 
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 Question 9: Does the story go into the private or personal lives of the 

actors? Yes-1 No-0 

 Question 10: Does the story contain graphic details that might generate 

feelings of, empathy-caring, sympathy, or compassion? Yes-1 No-0 

 Question 11: Does the story reflect conflict between parties-individuals-

groups-countries? Yes-1 No-0 

 Question 12: Does one party-individual-group-country blame another? 

Yes-1 No-0 

 Question 13: Does the story refer to two sides or to more than two sides of 

the problem or issue? Yes-1 No-0 

 Question 14: Does the story refer to one or more sides gaining an 

advantage over another or losing an advantage? Yes-1 No-0 

 Question 15: Does the story contain any moral message? Yes-1 No-0 

 Question 16: Does the story make reference to morality, God, or other 

religious tenants? Yes-1 No-0 

 Question 17: Does the story offer specific social prescriptions about how 

to behave? Yes-1 No-0 

 Question 18: Is there a mention of financial losses or gains now or in the 

future? Yes-1 No-0 

 Question 19: Is there a mention of the costs/degree of expense involved? 

Yes-1 No-0 
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 Question 20: Is there a reference to economic consequences of pursuing or 

not pursuing a course of action? Yes-1 No-0 

Thematic Explanation: Presence or absence of three different kinds of themes to explain 

the justification/reasons for terrorist group action: Individual, Societal, Group/Political.  

Examples of these found in previous research include 

 Individual: If present- 1 if absent- 0 

o Personal relationships to terrorists 

o Patriotism/nationalism/personal retaliation for wrongs to 

themselves or their groups 

o Martyrdom 

o Personal Frustration/ Lack of Future Prospects 

o Personal Loss/Trauma 

o Coercion by terrorist group members 

o Financial  

o Increased Social Status 

o Religious Belief 

 Societal If present- 1 if absent- 0 

o Brutality/ harm by opposition to identity group 

o Economic problems/discrimination 

o Political/Social discrimination 

o Religious, social support/value for terrorist activities 

 Group/Political If present- 1 if absent- 0 
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o Political goals 

o Pressuring the government 

o Tactical targets, retaliation by the group 

o Provoking general unrests/instability 

o Provoking government counteraction/over reaction 

o Supporting a military operation 

o Publicity 

o Intimidating the population 

o Links to international terrorism 
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APPENDIX C: IRA TIMELINE 

Irish Republican Army Chronology 1990-current 
 

May 1990 Wembley, London car bomb kills 1 soldier and injures another, blamed on 

IRA.  (Cutler, 2011) 

Feb 7, 1991 “The IRA fires a mortar bomb 15 yards from a room where Prime Minister 

John Major is meeting with his cabinet."  No one is injured” (“The IRA & Sinn 

Fein,” n.d.) 

January 17, 1992 8 Protestant Construction workers killed by IRA bomb.  (“The IRA & 

Sinn Fein,” n.d.) 

April 1992 Car bomb in London’s financial district wounds 91 and kills 3.  (Cutler, 2011) 

March 1993 Trash bin bombs in Warrington kill two children.  (Cutler, 2011) 

April 24, 1993 IRA bombing of NatWest Tower in London kills 1, injures 30 and causes 

$1 billion in damages.  (“The IRA & Sinn Fein,” n.d.) 

October 23, 1993 IRA bombs a Belfast fish shop killing 10, including a bomber and 

injuring 57.  (“The IRA & Sinn Fein,” n.d.) 

December 15, 1993 Downing Street Declaration 

 “Following talks between the British Prime Minister and the Irish leader, this 

declaration was issued. It stated that the people of Northern Ireland should be free 

to decide their own future and that representatives of various groups should meet 
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to discuss a solution. Sinn Fein was offered a seat provided that IRA violence was 

ended.” (“Northern Ireland Timeline,” n.d.) 

Aug 31, 1994 IRA Ceasefire 

 This ceasefire allowed Sinn Fein to participate in peace talks.(Imbornoni, 

Brunner, & Rowen, n.d.) (“The IRA & Sinn Fein,” n.d.) 

Dec 9, 1994 Peace Talks 

 “The first officially sanctioned, publicly announced talks took place between Sinn 

Fein and British officials. Negotiators for Sinn Fein pushed for a British 

withdrawal from Northern Ireland; Great Britain countered that the IRA must give 

up its weapons before Sinn Fein would be allowed to negotiate on the same basis 

as other parties. The issue of IRA disarmament would continue to be a sticking 

point throughout the negotiations.”(Imbornoni et al., n.d.) 

Late Feb 1995 Anglo-Irish Proposal for Peace 

 A proposal for a peace process was laid out by British and Irish governments that 

would conclude with referendums in both Northern Ireland and Ireland.  

(Imbornoni et al., n.d.) 

January 1996 George Mitchell’s Report 

 Recommendation that gradual disarmament of the IRA should happen during the 

talks, allowing talks to move forward. (Imbornoni et al., n.d.) 

Feb, 1996 IRA breaks ceasefire 
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They announced it would be broken, warnings are sent to Scotland Yard.  A bomb 

explodes at Canary Wharf killing two and injuring over 100. (Imbornoni et al., 

n.d.)(“The IRA & Sinn Fein,” n.d.) 

June 10, 1996 Peace Talks 

 Multi-party talks chaired by George Mitchell open without Sinn Fein because of 

the broken ceasefire.  (Imbornoni et al., n.d.) 

July, 1997 IRA announces ceasefire to participate in talks (Imbornoni et al., n.d.)(“The 

IRA & Sinn Fein,” n.d.) 

Oct 7, 1997 Talks resume  

 “Great Britain attended as well as most of Northern Ireland's feuding political 

parties, including Sinn Fein and the Ulster Unionist Party (UUP), the largest 

Protestant political party in Northern Ireland. The more extreme Democratic 

Unionist Party and the tiny United Kingdom Unionist Party refused to 

join.”(Imbornoni et al., n.d.) 

December 5, 1997 Loyalists suspected of killing a Catholic man outside of Belfast.  This 

is the first killing since the July IRA ceasefire.  (“The IRA & Sinn Fein,” n.d.) 

January 11, 1998 Catholic doorman and nephew of Gerry Adams is killed, Loyalists take 

credit. (“The IRA & Sinn Fein,” n.d.) 

January 26, 1998 Ulster Democratic Party leaves peace talks rather than be expelled 

 This follows killings of 7 Catholics and 2 Protestants, with a Loyalist group 

admitting to some.  (“The IRA & Sinn Fein,” n.d.) 
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Feb 20, 1998 Sinn Fein temporarily expelled from talks following two IRA linked 

killings.(“The IRA & Sinn Fein,” n.d.) 

April 10, 1998 Belfast (Good Friday) Agreement 

 Settlement reached with the following key terms 

 “Ireland shall not be one united country without the consent of a majority 

in Northern Ireland  

 The people of Northern Ireland have the right to call themselves either 

Irish or British 

 A multi party assembly will be elected to govern the community. 

 A north/south council be set up to consider areas of mutual interest 

 An Anglo-Irish council be set up to consider areas of mutual interest 

 All people shall have basic human rights, civil rights and equality 

 Linguistic diversity to be recognized - Irish to be taught in all schools 

 Paramilitary groups to be decommissioned within two years 

 A gradual reduction in the number of security forces deployed in Northern 

Ireland 

 To work towards having an unarmed police force 

 Political prisoners to be released providing the ceasefire is maintained” 

(“Northern Ireland Timeline,” n.d.) 

April 30, 1998 IRA statement saying Good Friday Agreement falls short and it will not 

decommission weapons.  (“The Thorny Path to Peace and Power Sharing,” 2007) 

May 22
, 
1998 Referendum 
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 Northern Ireland approved the agreement with 71%, Ireland with 94%. 

(Imbornoni et al., n.d.) 

August 15, 1998 Bombing in Omagh, Northern Ireland  

 29 are killed and at least 200 wounded.  Bomb claimed by the Real IRA.  

Northern Ireland’s deadliest attack.  (“The IRA & Sinn Fein,” n.d.) 

December 11, 1998 Nobel Prize given to two Catholic and Protestant leaders.  (“The 

Thorny Path to Peace and Power Sharing,” 2007) 

December 18, 1988 Loyalist Volunteer Force is the first to hand over a cache of 

weapons.(“The IRA & Sinn Fein,” n.d.) 

January 27, 1999 IRA defector stabbed to death.  (“The Thorny Path to Peace and Power 

Sharing,” 2007) 

June 1999 IRA refuses to disarm, blocking formation of government 

“Sinn Fein insisted that the IRA would only give up weapons after the new government 

assembled; the Ulster Unionists, Northern Ireland's largest Protestant party, 

demanded disarmament first. Consequently the new government failed to form on 

schedule in July 1999, bring the entire process to a complete halt.”(Imbornoni et 

al., n.d.) 

Nov 1999, Government formed prior to IRA disarmament (Imbornoni et al., n.d.) 

Dec 2, 1999 British government transfers governing powers to Northern Ireland 

government (Imbornoni et al., n.d.) 

Feb 12, 2000 IRA has not proceeded with disarmament so British suspends Northern 

Ireland Parliament and imposes direct rule.(Imbornoni et al., n.d.) 
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May 6, 2000 IRA agrees to put arms “beyond use”. (Imbornoni et al., n.d.) 

May 30, 2000 British government restores home rule.  (Imbornoni et al., n.d.) 

June 26, 2000 International monitors announced that a “substantial amount of IRA arms 

was safely stored and could not be used without detection.” (Imbornoni et al., 

n.d.) 

March 2001 IRA announced a round of talks with arms inspectors. (Imbornoni et al., 

n.d.) 

March 4, 2001 Real IRA accused of a bombing near BBC headquarters. (“The Thorny 

Path to Peace and Power Sharing,” 2007) 

Mid-June 2001 Violence and Rioting in Belfast touched off by a protestant attack on a 

group of Catholics. (Imbornoni et al., n.d.) 

Aug 6, 2001 Disarmament commission announced IRA agreement to a method of 

permanent disarmament, Protestants rejected the proposal. (Imbornoni et al., n.d.) 

Sep 22, 2001 British again suspend Northern Ireland’s government.  (Imbornoni et al., 

n.d.) 

Oct 23, 2001 IRA announces it has begun to disarm.  (Imbornoni et al., n.d.) 

April 8, 2002 Inspectors announce IRA has put more arms beyond use.  (Imbornoni et al., 

n.d.) 

Mid June 2001 Emergency talks in response to rising violence in Belfast, police believed 

both Protestant and Catholic paramilitaries were behind it.(Imbornoni et al., n.d.) 

July 16, 2002 IRA issues an apology to the families of civilians killed by the IRA. 

(Imbornoni et al., n.d.) 
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July 22, 2002 Gun attacks in northern Belfast kill 1 Catholic teenager as part of a series 

of shootings.  (“The Thorny Path to Peace and Power Sharing,” 2007) 

October 4, 2002 Stolen British Government documents found in Sinn Fein offices.  (“The 

Thorny Path to Peace and Power Sharing,” 2007) 

Oct 14, 2002 Power sharing government suspended again in response to concerns about 

continued IRA military activity. (Imbornoni et al., n.d.) 

Oct 30, 2002 IRA breaks contact with arms inspectors (Imbornoni et al., n.d.) 

February 22, 2003 Protestants announce a “12 month moratorium on attacks against 

Catholics.”(“The Thorny Path to Peace and Power Sharing,” 2007) 

Dec 2004 Bank robbery linked to IRA (Imbornoni et al., n.d.) 

Jan 31, 2005 Murder of Catholic Robert McCartney ascribed to IRA (Imbornoni et al., 

n.d.) 

July 28, 2005 IRA renounces violence 

“The IRA stated that it was entering a new era in which it would unequivocally 

renounce violence: The statement said that IRA members have been ‘instructed to 

assist the development of purely political and democratic programs through 

exclusively political means, ’and that ‘all IRA units have been ordered to dump 

arms’  and ‘to complete the process to verifiably put its arms beyond 

use’”.(Imbornoni et al., n.d.) 
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April 4, 2006 IRA and Sinn Fein member’s body found shot, had confessed to being a 

British spy the previous year.  IRA denied involvement.  (“The Thorny Path to 

Peace and Power Sharing,” 2007) 

 

May 15, 2006 British give Northern Ireland parties six months to have a power sharing 

government.  (Imbornoni et al., n.d.) 

 

October, 2006 Monitoring commission announces that IRA has ceased all paramilitary 

activity. (Imbornoni et al., n.d.) 

 

January 28, 2007 Sinn Fein votes to cooperate with Northern Ireland police force, long 

viewed by Catholics and pro-Protestant. This is in response to a demand from 

Protestant leaders that holds up power sharing arrangements. (“The Thorny Path 

to Peace and Power Sharing,” 2007) 

 

March 26, 2007, Irish and Protestants hash out a power sharing agreement to take effect 

on May 8. (“The Thorny Path to Peace and Power Sharing,” 2007) 

 

Feb 5, 2010 Hillsborough Castle Agreement 

“According to the terms of the accord, Britain will hand over control of the six 

counties' police and justice system to Northern Ireland. The shift to local control 

of the courts, prosecution system, and police has been the most important and 
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contentious of the issues plaguing the tenuous power-sharing government. The 

agreement passed its first test on March 9, when the Northern Ireland Assembly 

voted its support 88-17, setting the stage for the April 12 power transfer 

deadline.”(Imbornoni et al., n.d.) 
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APPENDIX D: HAMAS TIMELINE 

Hamas Chronology 1990- present 
 

December 18, 1992 400 Palestinians are deported to Lebanon from the West Bank and 

Gaza by Israeli soldiers. (“Timeline,” 2009) 

September 13, 1993 Oslo accords are signed committing both sides to negotiation toward 

a 2 state solution.  Hamas is strongly opposed and steps of suicide 

attacks.(“Timeline,” 2009) 

April 1994 Car bomb attack kills 8 in Afula and 5 are killed in suicide bombing in Hader.  

Hamas claims responsibility for both.(Jaffe & Agnew, 2006)  (“Timeline,” n.d.) 

January 1996 Hamas boycotts fist Palestinian elections.  (Jaffe & Agnew, 2006) 

February to March 1996 “The Palestinian Authority cracks down on Hamas, after a series 

of Hamas-orchestrated suicide bombings in Israel kill more than 50 people. 

Palestinian President Yasser Arafat condemns the bombings, referring to them as 

"a terrorist operation." Later, the PNA arrests approximately 140 suspected 

Hamas members.”(“Timeline,” n.d.) 

February 27, 1996 Israeli Prime Minister vows to wage war on Hamas. (“Timeline,” 

2009) 

1997 Suicide bombers kill 14 and injure 150, Hamas takes responsibility.  (Jaffe & 

Agnew, 2006) 
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1997 Sheikh Ahmed Yassin, leader of Hamas, released from prison.  (“Timeline,” n.d.) 

1999 Hamas headquarters in Jordan closed by King Abdullah  (“Timeline,” n.d.) 

July 26, 2000 Camp David talks stall.(“Timeline,” 2009)  

September 2000 The second intifada starts, support for Hamas grows because of its 

willingness to fight Israel.  (“Timeline,” 2009) 

March 2001 Nail Bomb attack in Kefar Sava kills 3, Hamas claims responsibility.  (Jaffe 

& Agnew, 2006) 

May 2001 Suicide bomber in Netanya kills 5 and injures 100, Hamas claims 

responsibility.  (Jaffe & Agnew, 2006) 

June 1, 2001 Tel Aviv Disco suicide bombing kills 17 and injures others, Hamas claims 

responsibility. (“Timeline,” 2009) 

July 2001, Hamas militant killed by Israeli troops in the West Bank, Israeli helicopter 

attacks kill 8.(Jaffe & Agnew, 2006) 

August 2001 Suicide bomber in Jerusalem kills 15 and injures 90, Hamas claims 

responsibility.  (Jaffe & Agnew, 2006) 

2001 Hamas listed as a terrorist group by U.S. Department of State.  (“Timeline,” n.d.) 

October 2001 Car bomb kills the top Hamas bomb maker.(Jaffe & Agnew, 2006) 

July 23, 2002 Hamas leader Shehade is killed by an Israeli missile in Gaza which also 

kills 14 others.  Israeli is criticized for the death of civilians.  (Jaffe & Agnew, 

2006) 

December 2002 Gaza City hosts a 15 year anniversary celebration for Hamas attending 

by up to 40,000. (Jaffe & Agnew, 2006) 
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June 12, 2003 Hamas claims responsibility for a suicide bomber on a Jerusalem bus that 

kills 16.  (“Timeline,” n.d.) 

August 20, 2003 Hamas and Islamic Jihad claim responsibility for a suicide bomber on a 

bus that kills 20. (“Timeline,” n.d.) 

August 2003 Israeli air strike kills Shanab, the public face of Hamas and thousand take to 

the streets to protest.  (Jaffe & Agnew, 2006) 

January 2004 “The first Hamas female suicide bomber kills four Israelis at Erez crossing 

in a joint operation with the Al-Aqsa Martyrs Brigades.”(“Timeline,” n.d.) 

March 14, 2004 Hamas and Al- Aqsa claim responsibility for attack on port of Ashdod 

that kills 10.  (“Timeline,” n.d.) 

March 22, 2004 Israeli air strikes kill Hamas leaders Yassin.  (“Timeline,” n.d.) 

March 23, 2004 Yassin’s successor Dr. Rantisi is named.(“Timeline,” n.d.) 

April 2004 Hamas makes peace overtures to Israel, offering a “phased liberation”.(Jaffe 

& Agnew, 2006) 

April 17, 2004 Israeli air strikes kill Hamas leader Rantisi.  (“Timeline,” n.d.) 

August 31, 2004 Hamas claims responsibility for explosions on two buses in Beer Sheva 

that kill 14 and wound more than 80.  (“Timeline,” n.d.) 

September 26, 2004 Car bomb kills Hamas leader Khalil in Syria.  (“Timeline,” n.d.) 

November 11, 2004 Yasir Arafat died.(“Timeline,” 2009) 

December 12, 2004 Hamas claims responsibility for a checkpoint attack that kills 5.  

(“Timeline,” n.d.) 

January 14, 2005 Hamas claims responsibility for a bomb that kills 6.(“Timeline,” n.d.) 
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September 2005 Israel withdraws from Gaza after a 38 year military 

presence.(“Timeline,” 2009) 

January 25, 2006 Hamas participates in the Palestinian elections for the first time and 

wins a majority of the seats. (“Timeline,” n.d.) 

March 29, 2006 New Palestinian government led by Hamas leader Haniyeh sworn in, 

U.S. and Canada will not have contact.  (“Timeline,” n.d.)(“Timeline: Hamas-

Fatah Conflict,” 2011) 

June 25, 2006 Hamas attacks a military post, killing 2 and kidnapping 1.  (“Timeline,” 

n.d.) 

September 2006 Agreement announced between Hamas and Fatah for a unity 

administration, but breaks down over stance toward Israel leading to violence in 

Gaza.(“Timeline: Hamas-Fatah Conflict,” 2011) 

October 2006 Mediation by Egypt, Qatar and other Palestinian groups to stop clashes 

between Hamas and Fatah.(“Timeline: Hamas-Fatah Conflict,” 2011) 

November 2006 Hamas and Fatah agree to a unity government. (“Timeline: Hamas-Fatah 

Conflict,” 2011) 

December 2006, President Abbas calls for new elections.(“Timeline: Hamas-Fatah 

Conflict,” 2011) 

February 2007 Fighting between Fatah and Hamas in Gaza intensified.  They reach a deal 

and begin forming a unity government.  (“Timeline: Hamas-Fatah Conflict,” 

2011) 
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March 2007 Unity government in place but Hamas announces it won’t stop firing rockets 

at Israel after Israel says it will continue to attack Gaza. (“Timeline: Hamas-Fatah 

Conflict,” 2011) 

June 13, 2007 Hamas seizes Gaza from Fatah, over 100 are killed.(“Timeline,” 

n.d.)(“Timeline,” 2009) 

June 14, 2007 President Abbas dissolves government and dismisses Hamas Prime 

Minister Haniya.  Haniya remains de facto leader of Gaza.  (“Timeline,” n.d.) 

November 2007 Israeli- Palestinian peace talks in Annapolis, Maryland.  (“Timeline: 

Hamas-Fatah Conflict,” 2011) 

January 2008 Israel kills 7 Palestinians in Gaza.  Gaza is in a humanitarian crisis.  

(“Timeline: Hamas-Fatah Conflict,” 2011) 

June 19, 2008 Cease-fire agreed between Israel and Hamas with a six-month 

deadline.(“Timeline,” n.d.) 

November 14, 2008 Hamas fires rockets into Israel claiming it is revenge for deaths of 11 

militants.(“Timeline,” 2009) 

December 19, 2008 Hamas ends cease-fire saying Israel isn’t living up to it part of the 

truce.  (“Timeline,” n.d.)(“Timeline,” 2009) 

December 27, 2008 Israeli airstrikes in Gaza kill more than 200.  (“Timeline,” 2009) 

January 3, 2009 Israel begins a ground war in Gaza.  (“Timeline,” 2009) 

January 18, 2009 Both sides offer unilateral cease-fires, more than 1,200 Palestinians and 

13 Israelis have been killed in the Gaza operation. (“Timeline,” 2009) 

January 21, 2009 Israel withdraws from Gaza.  (“Timeline,” 2009) 
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September 2010 Direct negotiations between Israel and Palestinian leaders.  Talks break 

down over West Bank settlements.  (“Timeline: Hamas-Fatah Conflict,” 2011) 

May 3, 2011 Unity deal made between Fatah and Hamas.(“Timeline: Hamas-Fatah 

Conflict,” 2011) 
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