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1 INTRODUCTION

Media texts create representations of the worlduin language and both contribute to,
and are themselves influenced by, the views andladess of people who create and
consume the texts. These social aspects of langaegespecially salient in texts
concerning controversial events such as terrorisreegious crimes. Such events are
bound to raise strong opinions and feelings in Eeognd the way in which they are
represented through media to the public can dyrecttl indirectly influence the tone of
these opinions and feelings. In addition, the apisiand the feelings of the journalists
producing these texts are likely to influence hdwe events are represented in the

media.

In the present study, | analyze how the July 2@tdotist attacks in Norway — the Oslo
bombing and the shootings in Utoya island perpedrdy right-wing extremist Anders
Behring Breivik — were initially represented in twewspapers, The Daily Telegraph
from the U.K and The New York Times from the Unit8thtes during the first week
after the attacks. The primary question in the gmestudy is whether the attacks,
whose perpetrator is a member of the majority patpr, were initially classified as an
act of terrorism or a crime. Along this primary easch question, the present study
attempts to find if Breivik's attacks were compared connected with previous
prominent cases of domestic terrorism, and whetmene were significant differences
between the reporting of the two newspapers — aloitly possible reasons for these
differences. The starting hypothesis is that Bkesvactions are likely to be labeled as
terrorism due to the similarities between Breiviisd few previous domestic terrorists’

ideologies and methods.

| have analyzed news items from the web archivethefnewspapers using both a
statistical analysis of the vocabulary used intibadlines of the articles and in-depth
qualitative critical discourse analysis of the emttof ten articles. An online source is
used as the data for the analysis due to my foousitial impressions, as the internet is
the fastest news media available and also contsiy@uowing in importance as a news
media. In my analysis, | use Norman Fairclough®9¢, 1995a, 1995b, 2003) model of
Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) as my main thdma background and

methodological framework. Fairclough’s theory isntrasted and supplemented by
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selected concepts from other critical discourséyats® prominently Blommaert (2005).
Also selected findings from the field of communioatstudies are used to support and
contrast my findings, including Powell’'s (2011) dyuof U.S. media coverage on
terrorism and Redden and Witschge’s (2010) studynbihe news.

This present study is thus an analysis of a reddpmacent media case, utilizing the
methods of linguistic CDA and a background of comioation studies. As such, one
of the primary objectives of the present studydsptesent an example of how a
combination of detailed linguistic analysis and anderstanding of the wider
communicative context and background can perhapdupe more detailed findings
than either of the two used in isolation. As sutie study is likely to be of interest
primarily to the fields of linguistics, especiallfcritical) discourse analysis and

communication and media studies.

In the following chapter | provide a short summanfy discourse analysis, critical
discourse analysis and particularly Norman Fairgiosi model of critical discourse
analysis, along with other relevant theories amoh$e Sources other than Fairclough are
included when necessary for criticism or supplemmgninformation. The third chapter
is a review of previous studies, primarily from theld of media studies, related to
terrorism and includes clarifications on terroriand the particular incident in question.
The fourth chapter presents the research questimhsims of this study and introduces
the data and methods of analysis. The fifth chapbesists of quantitative, statistical
analysis of representations in the news headliwbde the sixth chapter includes a
thorough qualitative analysis of ten sample arsicle the seventh chapter | provide
conclusions and summaries from both analyses, ancdwde by addressing the validity

and relevance of the present study, as well asestiggs for possible future research.
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2 CRITICAL DISCOURSE ANALYSIS OF MEDIA TEXTS

The theoretical basis of this study is Norman Raigh’s (1992, 1995a, 1995b, 2003)
three-dimensional model of Critical Discourse Amsady(CDA). In this chapter | will
briefly summarize CDA, other relevant theories Vénaitilized in the study and the
reasons for applying these particular theories sodces. Central concepts and terms

are introduced as necessary.

2.1 Introducing discourse analysis

In general terms, discourse analysis can be defased multidisciplinary, constantly
evolving field of study concerning itself with tleudy of discourse (Pietikdinen and
Mantynen 2009). Thus even as texts of some sahother form the object of analysis
in most forms of discourse analysis, it is not aspulinguistic discipline, but borrows

from sources such as social sciences to compreledpnsunderstand the issues it

studies.

The central concept aliscoursecan be interpreted in many ways. A traditionalld-
fashioned definition of discourse in linguisticsaai®ody of text larger than a sentence.
However, this definition is excessively broad: dewst more useful definition is to
define discourse as a body of text larger thamgeseen context (Pietikdinen and
Mantynen 2009: 24). Critical discourse analysisiper Norman Fairclough defines
discourse akanguage use as a social practi#92: 62-63) with a further explanation
thatit is both socially shaped and socially shapinghet same timéL995b: 54-55).
Along the same lines, Pietikdinen and Mantynen 92@J) offer yet another more
refined definition: that discourselsnguage use that has social conditions and effects
Jan Blommaert (2005) distances his definition ftbetextual and linguistic roots of
discourse analysis by stating that discoursg!l iorms of meaningful semiotic human
activity seen in connection with social, culturaldahistorical patterns and
developments of uselowever, not all of these definitions are usébulthe present
study. Some, such as the first one, are too broddthers (such as Blommaert's
definition above) focus on issues which are nangry in this context. Blommaert
(2005), for example, has based his model on higism of traditional CDA that it is

too grounded in the realities of the Western wodkhile this is a good and well
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justified argument, it does not match the scophefpresent study’'s as the present
study focuses on Western media, it would be copriductive to overly rely on

Blommaert’s model.

In this casegontextis defined as the factors that influerceating, interpretingand
usingmeanings in discourse, following Pietikdinen an@ntynen’s (2009: 30)
definitions. In discourse analysis, therefore, lbthtext in itself and its context are the
objects of study (Pietikdinen and Mantynen 2009; 2@luding how the context shapes
the language use and is shaped by it in returnte®ors not always immediate, as
pointed out by Blommaert (2005) — such factorshastéxt producer'sesourcedor

using language (i.e. language skills) and the $existory before entering the scope of
an academic discourse analysis are also parte afthitext. It should be noted that this
view of context is not incompatible with the defion above, but merely
complementary, as Blommaert argues that these tfpgmtext are usually left out in

most forms of traditional linguistic discourse arsa (2005: 57).

In the present study, discourse is defineteaswith social conditions and effects
following Fairlough (1992: 62-63, 1995b: 54-55) dpidtikdinen and Mantynen (2009:
27). It should be noted here that within the saoipihis study, | use Fairclough’s
definition oftextas encompassing all types of language use astajsiudy, including
spoken language and visual objects (Fairclough 18253) instead of the everyday

meaning of the wortextwhich refers to written language only.

In addition to the meaning and definition aboveréhalso exists a second meaning for
the word discourse: a discourse (as a countable)raauin be used to refer to an
established manner or method of language use amteylar context or setting. Thus,
for example “an academic discourse” would refahwmestablished ways of language
use in an academic setting or context, or “a coartr discourse” would refer to such
ways in a court room. This is the predominantlyduseaning of “discourse” in non-
linguistic fields of study. (Pietikainen and Mangm2009: 25-27). In regard to the
present study, this definition is not as crucialhesone described above, but
nevertheless allows one to refer to a “news dismufonline media discourse” or even

“post-9/11 western media terrorism discourse” amathgr things.



11

2.1.1 Critical discourse analysis

According to Fairclough (1992), models for discauamalysis can be roughly divided
to critical and non-critical ones, although theision is far from absolute. What then
constitutes a “critical” analysis? Blommaert (20Qbsees a critical analysis as
predominantly an analysis pbwer effectsHe sees the primary function to be studying
what power does and how. Inequality is singledasua particularly interesting effect of
power. Fairclough (1992) also mentions power inspiscifications. He defines critical
discourse analysis as being focused on how powkid@ology shape discourse and
how discourse affects social structures and systérslief in return, as opposed to
purely describing the effects of context and tex¢ach other (1992: 12.) Thus it can be
viewed that critical discourse analysis is conceémet only withwhatandhowis said,
but also withwhyis said, and bwhom The primary focus is to identify the —

sometimes hidden — opinions, agendas and ideolegie&dded in the text.

According to Fairclough (1992: 113), journalismaidield which is shaped by power
and ideology, and in turn affects social lives &mbwledge of people. Concerning
media texts, this can be understood so that tesdsirevariably influenced by the

ideologies and views of their creators - includmgt only the writer(s) but also the

publishers, editors, possible reviewers as welthesowners and stakeholders of the
publishing company. And as media texts give infdramato their readers, they at the
same time play a part in constructing and chandimg reader’s world view and

opinions. Based on the above considerations, | intical discourse analysis to be
better suited to my topic of study than non-critideéscourse analysis, since critical
discourse analysis provides me with tools to taki® iaccount and evaluate these
underlying social factors and power relations irthbbow they have influenced the

text’s production and also how they might influetive opinions of the readers.

There is no single critical discourse analysisiougs scholars have created theoretical
and methodological tools and frameworks which dllii the “school” of critical
discourse analysis (Blommaert 2005). These metlatidsave something in common
but also some key differences. Norman Faircloulg@,pioneer of CDA, first published
his framework of CDA in 1989 and refined it througtany further publications (e.g.
Fairclough 1992, 1995a, 1995hb, 2003). This framé&veonsists of a three-dimensional
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model of analysis ofextual propertiesdiscursive practicesnd social practicesas

objects of study.

Fairclough’s model is by no means the only thedrgrdical discourse analysis — for
example Teun A. van Dijk has created another widk@lgwn method, a triangulation
framework that links cognition, structure and cabt@ietikdinen and Mantynen 2009:
19). Blommaert (2005) identifies Ruth Wodak and IP@umilton in addition to

Fairclough and van Dijk as the four central namiesribical discourse analysis, while
providing a critical analysis method of his ownvesll. However, the various models
and methods of critical discourse analysis are sdraedifferent in their contents and
objects of focus. Due to this, not all methodsaseavell suited to all topics of study as
others. For example, Blommaert's (2005) principp@swhich he builds his system of
critical discourse analysis are not as relevanth® topic of the present study as

Fairclough’s.

Fairclough’s model is also explicitly suited to thiealysis of media texts in Europe and
the United States, while Blommaert's standpoinug@s more on issues such as limited
language resources of immigrants and explicitlytictzies Fairclough and other
traditional CDA proponents in being too west-cantras discussed briefly in the
previous section. Additionally, as can be seen aatisn 2.3, Fairclough’'s three
dimensions of analysis can be concisely linkechto diverse factors influencing news
production as identified by Soloski (1997: 146-1323ased on the above considerations
| find Fairclough’s model of CDA to be the mosttifig model of critical discourse

analysis for my topic of study.

2.2 Fairclough’s model of CDA

Fairclough’s three-dimensional model of CDA invavehree specific levels or
dimensions of analysisextual propertiesdiscursive practiceandsocial practicesTo
again compare to the definitions in section 2.Xtu® properties correlate with
analyzing the text as an object, social practiceth whe context, and discursive
practices deal primarily with the relation betweseext and its context, i.e. how the
context influences the text and how the text infltess its context. Although Fairclough
separates these three dimensions for analysisirégsas that the dimensions are not

mutually exclusive or completely separate from eattter. Thus it is possible for one
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topic of interest to be investigated under twolbtheiee of these dimensions. (1992: 71-
96).

2.2.1 Textual properties

The first dimension of analysis is textual propestiand it focuses on description of
linguistic properties of the text itself. Faircldugl992) defines four particular objects
of interest in the text: vocabulary, grammar, cadresand text structure. Vocabulary
concerns itself with individual words and their me@. Grammar means how words
are combined into clauses and sentences. Cohesioowi these clauses and sentences
are linked to each other and how they form a cotapleoherent text. Finally, text
structure involves organizational properties ot texeaning the properties of a text that
mark it as a text of a certain type, such as a rrepsrt. (Fairclough 1992: 75-78). As
the present study concerns written representatadnan issue and not with doing
grammatical analysis — and all the data falls mtsingle type of text (a news report),
the one linguistic property which in this contegtjuires more examination is naturally

vocabulary.

Concerning analysis of vocabulary, Fairclough natest there is no one definite
vocabulary: different organizations, values or wuidiials can and will interpret the same
word in a different way and with different connadats. While practically anything in
vocabulary can be studied, Fairclough identifiegehmain topics of interest. The first
is alternate wordings - e.g. how something is reledr or something is more
intensively worded as something else. A classicmgta of this is rewording
“terrorists” as “freedom fighters” (or vice versaJhe second topic is word meanings.
As mentioned above, every institution or organ@atises their own vocabulary, so the
guestion here is whose meanings are intendedlinkis to the social practices level of
analysis. The third point of interest is metaphdgain, metaphors have social and
political importance, and there may be ideologicalbmpeting metaphors evident.
(Fairclough 1992: 76-77).

The present study is one of representation, an@septation — as defined in CDA —is
something that is always present in a text. Whaemesented and how is decided by
choices — what is said, how is said and what tsue$aid. (Fairclough 2003). Based on

these considerations, one can easily see that mwongea topic such as the present
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study, alternate wordings and word meanings areuaat topic of analysis. To draw
some examples of the actual analyzed ddtaBreivik, monsterandsuspectreate very
different representations of the very same indialdithrough simple choice of words.
Metaphor is not my primary focus, but neverthelasg metaphors evident in the data
are analyzed as far as they bear importance related/ research questions and aims.
As a final comment on vocabulary-heavy analysisjust be taken into account that in
CDA - as evident in the very definitions of discgmirin the previous sections —
everything exists in context. Thus, one shouldbimidly look at the individual words,
but place them in both the immediate and the wsteial context in order to properly
analyze them. This approach has been taken inrdsem study to the extent of my

ability.

2.2.2 Discursive practices

The second dimension, discursive practices, focumesinterpreting the various

processes related to the text’'s production, distisim and consumption (Fairclough
1992: 78.) News texts, as an example, are prodincedgh a complex organization and
undergo many changes from an initial draft or negency report into a finalized

product (Pietikdinen and Mantynen 2009: 117). Nesas be distributed through

different media, e.g. television, newspapers otirikernet, each of which influence how
the text can be constructed: a printed newspaperXample, cannot include moving
images, and the news published in the internet lwanquickly updated as new
information becomes available. The channel of maltlbn also influences the contexts
and situations where the text can be consumedofAthese factors must be taken into

account when analyzing the dimension of discurpraetices.

Fairclough (1992: 78) includes some useful poimtshow to study the issues of text
production, distribution and consumption usingfrasnework. Regarding production, it

is noted that in many cases there is no singleymex for example in a news report, in
addition to the journalist writing the report thex@n also be the influence of an editor, a
source whose interview forms the basis of the tg@md the general guidelines which
represent the stakeholders’ (e.g. media compantgrred owner) influence on the

newspaper itself. In case of text distribution,réhare various ways in which text are
typically distributed (e.g. a one-to-one converativersus a newspaper), and

distribution can also reach targets which were ingtally intended (“overhearers”)
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(Fairclough 1992: 79-80). An example of such ovartmg concerning online news is
that a consumer could plausibly enter an onlinesnpartal via e.g. a link in social
media, even if said consumer were not a part ofilkended target group or would
usually not consume said news agency’s producto Ale issue of text consumption
can be analyzed in multiple ways. Text can be @édfully or simply glanced over;
they can be intended for only one reader or mang,ae usually — but not always —
read according to their intended genre (e.g. a n@psrt is not read as an essay).
Additionally, some texts are used only once, otlaes preserved as they are and/or
transformed into other texts. Text consumption edso have consequences from
changing people’s ideologies or views of identity leading to political and social
changes. (Fairclough 1992: 79).

In addition to the above listing of what discurspractices are about, Fairclough (1992:
82-86) indentifies three primary topics of inter@sthe study of discursive practices:
force, coherence and intertextuality. Force isxéig€'actional component” — what kind
of interpersonal action the producer wants to iedwih the text. A text’s force could
thus be a question, a command, an explanationrb&csecond topic, coherence, refers
to how a text can be intended to be interpreteda(pyoducer) or simply interpreted (by
a consumer) to form a coherent whole based on aigiplimplicit relations between
the meanings of the textual components, rather thaolicit cohesion of words and
clauses. This means that the text can create additiimplicit meanings to someone
who has the necessary resources and knowledgelérstand them, but not to someone
who lacks such resources. Also, there is always pibgsibility to interpret these

implications in a different — and not necessarilpmg — manner.

Fairclough (1992: 84-85) defines intertextuality thg tendency of texts to contain
traces and remains of other, preceding texts. kamele, media texts are layered,
earlier versions constituting parts of the curremgrsion, making them heavily
intertextual (Fairclough 1995b: 48.) A news repisrtlikely to be created through
several draft phases, commented and edited by @etipér than the initial author, and
the whole text is based on information providedely. press releases or interviewees.
Intertextuality can be explicit, or “manifest”, which other texts are explicitly quoted,
or implicit (“interdiscursivity”) where the presemof other texts is not overtly apparent
but can nevertheless be detected by thorough asng@Barclough 1992: 84-85).
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2.2.3 Social practices

The third dimension, social practices, involves larption or interpretation of the
underlying social structures behind the discoufsérclough (1992: 66) identifies a few
possible orientations of social practice that caaveh implications in discourse:
economic, political, ideological and cultural. Hoxee, his CDA concerns mostly the
ideological and political orientations of sociahptice (1992: 67). Blommaert's views
echo this, as he sees a critical analysis of diseoas first and foremost an analysis of
power effects (2005: 1). The dimension of socialkfices in CDA is thus primarily the
ideologies and power structures and effects whidmcern the analyzed text.
Considering the topic of the present study is avihe@deologically motivated act that
has raised extensive discussion on issues of igge@od power, some of them evident

in the analyzed data, the importance of this cabeainderstated.

Fairclough (1992: 65) further stresses that thati@ship between discourse and social
practices must be seen as dialogical, and analggeslich. Both the effects of social
practices on the discourse and the effects of drseoon the social practices must be
taken into account. This view prevents excessieaiphasizing either the social factors
which play a part in creation of discourse or tleeialy shaping function of the
discourse on ideologies, identities and so on. Blo#ctions of influence are crucial for

analysis.

A central concept to this dimension of CDAdeology Following Fairclough’s (1992:
87-89) definitions for the sake of clarity and astency, ideologies signify and
construct physical or social reality, manifest iscdrsive practices and contribute to
creating or maintaining power relations. By thidimigon, ideology in discourse can
fundamentally be understood as a social phenomenanected to the text and the
discursive practices connected to the text's prbdnand consumption. On the same
lines, Blommaert (2005: 158) finds ideology a calidiopic of study in discourse
analysis as a link between discourse and poweridéalogy is one of the two most
crucial concepts of CDA related to the present \stutle issue is examined more

thoroughly in the following subsection.

Another term which Fairclough presents as crucraltlte level of social practice is

hegemonyFairclough defines hegemony as a type of so@alep. By his definitions,
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hegemony is both leadership and domination, power society as a whole. However,
hegemony refers to a special type of power, a tyipieh is not complete but always in
a state of change, since it is power achieved tirontegration and alliance, not direct
domination. (1992: 91-92).

Blommaert further defines the concept of hegemaonseiation to discourse with ideas
that are compatible with Fairclough’s views and t&nused to further construct and
define the concept. In Blommaert's (2005: 166-168)ew, hegemony is a “soft” or
“consensual” form of power, as opposed to force;hard” power of e.g. the legal
system and its enforcement. Hegemony can thus ba as cultural dominance.
Blommaert also presents the view that hegemonystay in place since being “anti-
hegemonic” carries a cost: not being heard, noinigapower or various legal, political
and social repercussions. Thus there can be mgouwynants and ideologies which are
oppositional,i.e. oppose a part of the hegemony, butamii-hegemonici.e. opposing
the hegemony as a whole. Blommaert argues thatsitppwl ideologies are often

tolerated by hegemony, while anti-hegemonical @resot.

Blommaert's view of hegemony as soft, cultural aethsensual power is not at odds
with Fairclough’s definition as social power thréumtegration and alliance (although
Fairclough is far vaguer on the social and politicdntext). Based on the
abovementioned arguments and definitions and dgaem Fairclough’s concepts and
Blommaert’s focus on the socio-political side o$atiurse, a more complete view of
hegemony can be achieved. Hegemony is thus “softivep through cultural

dominance, achieved through consensus, integratidralliance.

2.2.4 Ideology in CDA

As mentioned above, ideology as per Fairclough 2189-89) is a social phenomenon
which relates to both the text and related diseergractices. To define the concept
further, one must choose which definitions to fallBlommaert (2005: 158-159) notes
that while a crucial topic of analysis, ideology aa extremely vague concept and
anyone attempting to analyze it will face a muttgéuof differing definitions. Building

on a variety of definitions, Blommaert identifiesa ways to conceptualize ideology:
specific and general. Specific ideologies, accaydio Blommaert, serve a specific

purpose and are used by specific individuals antidias. Examples of such ideologies
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include the various political and cultural “-ism&.g. communism, racism), “schools”

or “doctrines” and political alignments (e.g. consgive, progressive).

General ideologies, on the other hand, are lessteadefine. Blommaert has adopted a
view in which a general ideology is in a way a crdtly defining one — a sum of a
given cultural group’s thoughts, structure and dtgweent. He further argues that for a
modern, western society, capitalism would be swateral ideology and that as such, it
would not necessarily be seen as ideology because it is so pervasive throughout
society. (2005: 159-160). Fairclough’s definitioosideology (1992: 86-91) is quite

vague on this aspect of what ideology is in retatmsociety.

Fairclough argues that while ideologies can be doandiscourse, they do not have any
given location in a text. He argues that while texins and content contain elements of
ideologies which have influenced the text’'s prodctit is impossible to read the
ideology from the text without the context of it©g@uction and the meanings attributed
to the texts in its interpretation. Thus, accordimdrairclough, ideologies are a property
of both contexaindthe text which reproduces and transforms the spcadtices behind
its production (1992: 88-89).

Fairclough’s and Blommaert’'s definitions of ideojogre by no means the only ones,
but since the various definitions all differ frorach other, one can only adhere to one
definition at a time. Since Fairclough’s definitimmly focuses on the relationship
between ideology and discourse, the definitioniagtd in the present study is an
amalgam of Fairclough’s and Blommaert's ideas. Adcwg to Blommaert (2005: 167),
ideology is considered to bepart of powey not a separate entity. On the other hand,
Fairclough (1992: 88-89) defines ideology in disseuis a property of both text and
context. Ideology could thus be seen as a manifestaf power that is either found in
the social context where the text was produced. (g author's own views, for
example) or what is attributed to the text by teader. The concept is relevant to the
present study in reviewing the social practicesneated to the production of the
analyzed text: for example, do the authors of tiielas have some agenda explicitly or

implicitly discernible from the text?

2.2.5 Representation in CDA
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The concept of representation is an essential mimth Fairclough’s CDA and in the
present study. The concept is pervasive throughitclough’s work, especially
concerning analysis of media texts. It is not dlyecelated to any of the three

dimensions of analysis, but rather a complex candegwing from all three levels.

Representation is an essential term in discouraklysia, and one of the key concepts in
my study. According to Fairclough (2003: 27), resengtation is a description of a
physical, mental or social part or aspect of thelavim text. By text, | here refer to the
common linguistic definition of term (Fairclough @ 3) that encompasses not only
written language, but also spoken language andXample visual and moving images.
Thus, representation basically means a textualriggien of a physical, social and/or
mental phenomenon or process in the world. Howeaegresentations also exist in a
context. Fairclough (1995b: 103-14) notes thatst@d not reproduce reality perfectly:
the representations in a text are always influermethe party who produces the text.
This in turn ties the concepts of representatimseally to that of ideology, discussed
above. Representations are inherently ideologaslthey are the products of humans
with their own motives, beliefs and frameworks doaising their ability to produce the
text. There may also be discursive practices ‘adee component, as the process of the
text production may impose restrictions on whasagd and how (for more detail on

this, see the section on discursive practices wsr@oduction in chapter 2.4).

Based on the above definitions, one can see whgseptations are the primary interest
of the present study. The representations in tladyaed text reflect the discursive and
social practices — from the realities of news puaiidun to complex ideologies behind

the authors — that have affected the productioanyf given representation in the text.
By focusing the research on the representations,gbssible to attempt to discern the

various motives and social factors connected to th@attacks were reported.

2.3 Critique of CDA

Critical discourse analysis has through its his@go accumulated some critical views
on how it should be conducted. As mentioned befGI2A is by no means a uniform

entity, but rather a collection of theories andeegsh methods created by various
linguistic scholars, and as such the essentiahitieins and points of interest vary from

scholar to scholar. However, some criticisms hagenbpointed towards the general
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theory and methodology of CDA as a whole. Blomm#&2005) includes an excellent
collection of the most prominent views, which liew in the next chapter, followed by

my own criticism towards these points.

First, CDA has been accused of being vague regaitsncentral concepts, especially
those related to social science. Second and mgrertant, the analysis can be seen as
biased. CDA does not necessarily take into accthatttexts can be read in different
ways in different situations; rather, a single wayinterpret the text is chosen as the
basis of analysis. Related to that, it is possibIEDA to simply criticize one ideology
on the basis of another — by using one’s own inétgbon of the text to come to a
“critical” conclusion of the underlying ideology.irfally, traditional CDA as done by
Fairclough and others is, according to Blommaettessively rooted in the timeframe
and geopolitics of its origins. Fairclough, for exale, can create excellent analyses of
discourse in Britain of his lifetime, but many basssumptions made in CDA are non-

evident in e.g. post-colonial Africa. (Blommaertd80 31-33).

While all of the above points are certainly valisdamportant to note, none of them
condemn the usability and credibility of CDA comiply. Regarding the point about
vagueness, while some central concepts are defn€dDA — and in my understanding
they are not necessarily excessively vague — ewerysing CDA in their studies can
further define the essential terms and concepe&vael to their own studies. Concise
definitions are important, but they are at leaststie degree each writer's own
responsibility. Fairclough describes his CDA adrarfhework” (1992: 62), and he has
later elaborated on some crucial concepts and téengs Fairclough 1995a, 1995b,
2003).

The issues of multiple interpretations of a texitiaizing from one’s own viewpoint
and focusing on one’s own area and time are in piyi@n highly related to each other.
In all these cases, the problem is in the initiglaok of the scholar, not in the theory or
method itself. The issue is whether the writer \wdator is capable of viewing the issue
at hand from multiple standpoints or not. In mywithis means that one can use the
“framework” of CDA to do many kinds of research.n$mof it may well be excessively
opinionated or one-sided, but there is no proot #laof it is. The responsibility, as
with the vagueness of concepts and terminologyg, Weh the user of the framework.

Concerning the present study, | have attemptedvimdathese major pitfalls by
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providing extensive definitions of the crucial cepts of CDA and using more than one
source, including sources that are critical of ¢airgh, whose work provides the
primary theoretical and methodological backgrouwnd the study. Conerning e.g.
ideology, which is at best vaguely defined by Hairgh, a more concrete definition is
created by merging Fairclough’s definitions witlogke of Blommaert, who provides a

mostly compatible and more thorough view on thaeass

2.4 Discursive practices of news production

The production of news is a complex and many-pha#fadt, and is of direct relevance
to a CDA-based study of media news. Text productgrnas been mentioned, is one of
the three key points of interest in the analysill®f discursive practices, along with
distribution and consumption. Examining the typiczdlities of news production offers
valuable insight regarding not only the discurgivactices of text production, but also

those of text distribution and consumption.

Fairclough (1992: 78) acknowledges that a newspap®le is produced by a team of
individuals through complex routines. He furtheB4&b: 48) notes that media texts
have an “embedded and layered” character, thaaidier drafts and versions of those
texts constitute layers in the final product; fornexts from news agency reports to
draft versions of the article are transformed mpidtitimes during the production of the
final text. Soloski (1997:146-152) further illuskea these processes from the viewpoint
of how they influence the product, a phenomenorclvhie callorganizational contral
Soloski identifies a many-layered chain of autlyoirita newspaper environment, where
the reporter is subjected to restrictions from $uperiors, i.e. the editor of the paper
and, indirectly, the publisher. This is most oftéone by means ofews policies
internal guidelines within a media company — andictwhvary from company to
company - which guide the content and tone of éxéstthey produce. Soloski gives
examples of news policies, including whether tolghbnames of crime victims and a
stance of not publishing bloody pictures, sex omoral content in a “family

newspaper” intended for children to consume.

Soloski also identifies another practice which colstthe content of news texts: the
professional norm®f journalists (1997: 143). Unlike news policieghich vary from

one media company to another, these are universaligclude concepts such as
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objectivity and what is considered newsworthy. Regg objectivity, Soloski does not
claim that journalists are completely impartial eb®rs, but rather claims that an
unbiased, fact-based reporting should be strivedda the topic of newsworthiness, he
points out that since usually newsworthy eventstlose that deviate from the status
guo, journalists indirectly support the currentestaf affairs by reporting events, such as
crimes, that break that status quo. (1997: 143-144)

These issues are also identified as actual andatehiallenges for journalists by Burns
(2002). Especially concerning ‘constructing’ newsms from second-hand sources
such as other news reports and official reportsn8uliscusses that for example using
emotionally or ideologically loaded expressiongdpresent events or people is a very
complex issue. In theory, it should not be doneptactice, no journalist is truly
objective, and based on the severity of the redoildsue and the reliability of the
available information the use of each expressionstre decided individually. Not all
of the decisions are made by the actual authom®asserts that editors make regularly
quite significant changes to the journalists’ detidrafts, sometimes cutting out large
sections to fit some required criteria, such astwha newspaper’s target audience
wants to read.

As one can clearly see, this correlates nearly ¢tetely with the analysis model of
CDA: textual properties (the actual news text) amBuenced through discursive
practices (professional norms and news policied) lansocial practices (ideologies of
professional ethics, ideologies upheld by the mhigl). Also, the abovementioned
findings and assessments provide a necessary kiagevleasis for actually analyzing
the text in the present study from a viewpoint tla&es into account the discursive and

social practices of journalism.
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3 PREVIOUS STUDIES AND TERMINOLOGY

This chapter strives to clarify the terminology ateddescribe the events which are
important to the present study, along with a reviewprevious studies of particular
interest. Since various terms and concepts can rgerstood in various ways in
different contexts, it is important to present aacldefinition which is used within the
scope of this study. For this study, one such qaingée terrorism — and more
specifically, foreign and domestic terrorism. A ghaescription of the Norway attacks
is also included, abridged from the Wikipedia dgticoncerning the event with the dates

and facts checked from multiple media sources suenfactual accuracy.

3.1 Defining terrorism

According to Hoffman (1998: 13), terrorism is a cept which, though principally
known to almost everyone, is hard to conciselyrdefiThis difficulty of definition is
further complicated by the fact that there are sdwaritten definitions of the terms
terrorism and terrorist, most of which include some key concepts but eaaty
somewhat in what is included. For example in thé&ddhStates, the State Department,
the FBI and the Department of Defense each defereorism with some key
differences, attributed to the abovementioned argdions’ objectives in opposing
terrorism. Indeed, terrorism appears to be onbasd concepts which is extremely hard
if not impossible to define exactly, i.e. to creaedefinition which encompasses
everything that is terrorism and nothing which a.rHowever, it is still possible to put
together a good, if somewhat vague, definition leé term. Terrorism can also be
defined in relation to what it is not. In the folling two paragraphs | will summarize
Hoffman’s views on defining terrorism. A third pgraph will detail Hoffman’s notes
on specifically right-wing terrorism, followed byfaal paragraph of evaluating these
definitions’ suitability for the present study.

Hoffman posits five attributes of terrorism (1998). First, the aims and motives are
political. Second, violence or threat or violensenvolved. Third, there is attempt to
cause wide psychological influence to people othan the direct target(s). Fourth, it is
done by an organization with identifiable commatdicture and related to that, fifth
that this group is “subnational...or non-state eftiipid.) He further proceeds that
terrorism can be defined as “deliberate creatiod amploitation of fear through

violence or the threat of violence in the pursdiipolitical change” (ibid.)
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Criminals or individual lunatics can employ the samethods and tactics as terrorists,
such as murder, bombings and threats, even aghmsiame kind of targets. The key
difference here between the three is thus not nistbat the objects and reasons of the
action. A criminal acts to further his own integest e.g. to gain money — and an
individual madman acts to fulfill a personal gohgwever deluded that may be. A
terrorist, however, tries to attain social and/ofitical goals with his actions. Also, a
terrorist can be seen to attempt to influence thiglip opinion while a criminal does
not. A single individual acting based on a whim daelusions cannot be seen to
constitute a terrorist organization by himself, dmd actions thus do not meet the

definitions of terrorism given in the paragraphabd@offman 1998: 41-43).

Hoffman (1998) states that although right-wing deem is commonly seen as mostly
indiscriminate and senseless street violence, stitt,amore organized and systematic
side. These terrorists truly believe that theirioratcan only be saved by eliminating
liberal policies and immigration, among other issuRight-wing terrorism does, like
other forms of terrorism, aim to alter the publroons and social policies. Hoffman
also compares American right-wing terrorists todp@an ones: in his view, while both
share common denominators such as racism, xenaplaoioi anti-liberal views, there
are also differences. American extreme right ierofhighly religious, while their

European counterparts are almost exclusively seddi@98: 164-165).

The abovementioned points constitute a functioeéihdion of what exactly we refer to
with the expressiorerrorism In relation to the present study, it must be makeo
account that Breivik’'s attacks in Norway actually mot meet all of Hoffman'’s criteria
of terrorism. Namely, they are not perpetrated byoeganization rather than a single
individual, and thus could be also seen as theomstiof an individual lunatic as
described in the previous paragraph. However, Braloes seem to fit in Hoffman’s
abovementioned profile of a European right-wingdest. As a key point in this study
is to discern whether the attack is seen as tenmodr as something else in the media,

this is an intriguing fact to note.

3.2 Related background

The following sections of the study are dedicatgroviding essential summaries of

Breivik's attacks in Norway as well as (brief) intluctions to other cases of domestic
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terrorism, primarily in the U.S. which proved reden to the study. The sections are not
intended to be comprehensive, but to simply provide necessary background
information to understand the context in which tlaga for this study was created. All

facts have been verified from multiple media sosiittebe correct.

3.2.1 The Norway attacks

On 22 July 2011, a series of two attacks — a boghaimd a mass shooting — was made
by Anders Behring Breivik in Norway. The first atkawas a car bomb detonated in
front of government buildings in Oslo, the capitéal of Norway, leading to deaths of
eight people and injuries for 209. Less than tworkdater, Breivik entered a Worker’s
Youth League (a Norwegian moderately left-wing ficdil youth organization) summer
camp on Utoya island close to Oslo, disguised adliae officer, and opened fire on the
attendees, killing 69 people within a span of agpnately one and a half hours until he
was detained by the police on the island. The toahber of victims was 77, although
it was initially after the attack estimated to bigher, with numbers as high as 92

appearing on the chronologically first headlinethia data of this study.

Breivik claimed to be a high-ranking member of amtt on behalf of a far-right
organization called the Knights Templar and congdehimself a warrior fighting a
civil war. However, no proof of the existence otkwan organization has been found.
Breivik has stated that he opposes multiculturalsnd the spreading of Islam in
Europe and has stated his admiration of varioug-fAgng organizations in Europe. He
compiled a manifesto — consisting of text writtey B variety of right-wing
organizations and thinkers — detailing his viewsaolwthe sent to a number of e-mail

addresses before the attacks.

Breivik was found to be criminally insane by forengsychiatrists in 2011, but
following a heated debate on the decision amongstvisigian mental health experts he
was evaluated a second time in 2012 and foundanbave been psychotic during his
attacks nor during the evaluation. On July 22,2Bfeivik was found sane and guilty
of terrorism, murder and fatal explosion and wastesgced to the maximum penalty
under Norwegian law, 21 years of preventive detentmeaning that his sentence can

be extended indefinitely as long as he remainsigefao society.
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3.2.2 Other relevant cases of domestic terrorism

Within the studied data, there is a number of efees to two historical cases of
domestic terrorism in the U.S. — the 1995 Oklah@itg bombing and the Unabomber.
For reader convenience, a rough description ofetlv® cases is provided in the next

two paragraphs.

April 19, 1995, U.S. citizen Timothy McVeigh detded a massive car bomb outside an
Oklahoma federal building in what was the most resive terrorist attack in the U.S.
before the attack on the World Trade Center. 168pleewere killed and over 600
injured. McVeigh was motivated by a perceived Hitytaand tyranny of the federal
government, based on recent cases where e.g. thevd®Bgenerally perceived having

used excessive force in law enforcement situations.

“The Unabomber” — the term used to refer to theotest before his identity was found
out — or Theodore Kaczynski, is a former mathemsapimofessor who later isolated
himself from society and between 1978 and 1995 4éntnail bombs to American
universities and air lines. Kaczynski — like Br&w wrote a manifesto detailing his
motivations — Kaczynski was attacking people inedlwith modern technology, as he
believed it was detrimental to human freedom. 185.9e sent his manifesto to The
New York Times, claiming to stop his actions ifwas published. Kaczynski was
subsequently identified based on his writing sty caught. Related to the Breivik
case, it is noteworthy that Breivik’s manifests&d to contain large sections which are

directly plagiarized from Kaczynski’s.

3.3 Previous studies

In the following sections | have included referent® select previous studies conducted
on the topic of representations of terrorism in meshd studies on analyzing online

news in general. These results provide importantadge to which the results of the

present study can be compared and contrasted.

3.3.1 Domestic and foreign terrorism
Powell (2011) in an article on U.S. media coverafterrorism has extensively studied
the media responses to a number of terrorist attackhe U.S. from the viewpoint of

communication studies. Of particular interest age fimdings on differences in media
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descriptions between domestic and internationabiists. According to Powell (2011:

98-99), descriptions of domestic terrorists focus the perpetrator’s intelligence,

planning and mental instability, as well as peréimation of the perpetrator. On the
other hand, international terrorists are mostlycdbsd as angry and extremist, and
often but not always depersonalized (2011: 99-100).

Powell (2011: 100-101) further claims that in tlese of domestic perpetrators, media
actively searches for a motive for the act, whhsually creating fear, sending an anti-
government message or seeking attention, whereasntbtives of international
perpetrators are often presented as revenge folirvugilled by the U.S. government
or Islamic radicalism. This implies that the moswaf domestic terrorists are explained
more specifically and personally, and reasons #emated to be found for their

actions.

A third difference between media coverage of doioestd international terrorism in
Powell’'s study is the allusion to a future thredder study shows that in the case of
domestic terrorists, the attack is presented aagiesevent with little fear of a future
threat and the perpetrator is routinely mentioreeddaing alone. Thus there is no further
threat if the perpetrator has been captured cekiind he has been working alone. On
the other hand, international terrorists are almios@riably linked to a terrorist
organization such as the al Qaeda by media, arsgdtlieuthreat of further attacks by the
organization is intensified. This difference resuit representing domestic terrorism as
individual acts of mentally unstable perpetratang &eightening the fear of outsiders
by focusing on ties to international terrorist orgations in cases of international
perpetrators.

If the above points are compared to Hoffman’s didins of terrorism given earlier in

this chapter, it can be seen that according to Fevwatudy, the coverage of domestic
terrorists focuses on the third point in the déifom: creating psychological effect on
people other than the target of the attack, sucfeasin the general population or an
anti-government message. However, the issue ofyleipart of an organization does
not seem to be a defining characteristic of a temtrdere. Indeed, Powell sees acting

alone as a common characteristic of a domestioristr
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In relation to the present study, Powell’s findirege compared to the media portrayal
of Breivik and his attacks. Since Powell has stddipecifically terrorism in the US as
portrayed by US media, whereas the present stutlyecos a case of domestic terrorism
in a country foreign to the media studied, thidedtdnce must be remembered and taken
into account during the study.

Yet another interesting viewpoint is provided byir€laugh (2006: 140-161). In
discussion of discourse and globalization, war &rdorism he points out that the
modern media discourse t#rrorism has been greatly influenced by the September 11,
2001 World Trade Center attacks and their afterm@thile Fairclough discusses this
primarily from the viewpoint of the portrayal andsfification of actions against
terrorism, the idea that post- WTC attacks disowfsterrorism readily connects the
concept of terrorism to actions dbreign parties This is actually evident in the
existence of the very terdomestic terrorism- terrorism that is not the work of foreign
culprits has to be differentiated from other tesor by using the specification
“domestic”, but foreign terrorism is almost invdrig simplyterrorism not for example

“foreign terrorism” or “external terrorism”.

3.3.2 Hoffman on representations of terrorism

Hoffman (1998) has a few intriguing findings whielne of particular interest to the
present study. He claims that actual terroristoatnmvariably represent themselves as
something other than terrorists, most often evokingges of freedom fighters, the
military, or defending or avenging something (1998). Breivik apparently believes
himself to be a warrior defending the Europeanutaltconnecting with two of these
examples. Hoffman posits that the reason why thlrepresentation as something
other than a terrorist is so prevalent is thatorgsm is a term with so negative
connotations that it is almost invariably useddfer to one’s enemies (1998: 31). Thus
no-one calls himself a terrorist — it is more dabel used by the society to represent its

enemies in a deeply negative manner.

3.3.3 U.S. and British media conventions

Hoffman (1998) has also conducted an interestiragexation of US media headlines
in the 1970s that reported on terrorist acts. Whdea linguistic study, he noticed that
the newspapers, striving for “objectivity and nality” (1998: 36) have used the words
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terrorism and terrorist surprisingly little, often substituting these wsrdor more

military-related terms such agierilla, commandamr extremist Of eight newspapers
reporting on the same attack, only two usedorism or terrorist in their headlines.
While this study is old and thus examines a differgeopolitical situation and a
different age of news culture, this argument ofofavg neutral terminology is sound
and probably still true today.

Redden and Witschge (2010) have studied the onkperting of various media,

including the online news archive of the Daily Tggkgph. Although their topic is not

directly connected to crime or terrorism reportititgir findings concerning the Daily
Telegraph are noteworthy enough to include here. Ky idea in their study was how
much online news sources recycle and reuse the $axt® and components, both
internally (in different news items by the same Imier) and externally (using other
online news sources’ material). They found out #specially the online archives of
traditional newspapers include several items whiele at least partially the same

content.

However, their results concerning The Daily Telpgraveb archive were particularly
interesting, considering that the same news araBiused as a data also in the present
study. When studying the amount of news items withishort time period (generally
seven to ten days) on five different news topias guite similar manner that is done in
my study — The Daily Telegraph was found to incltioe most or second most online
news concerning each of the topics when compared iamber of other newspapers
and news sources, including BBC Online. The Telglgsacontent was, however, not
particularly much more homogenous than its comgstit a trend which was common
to the online archives of traditional broadsheetspapers in general. Additionally, The
Daily Telegraph was found to commonly utilize ahieique where new web articles are
created by updating previous ones, while usingepisting text as the basis for the new
article. (Redden and Witschge 2010: 173-175). Adiogy to Fairclough (1992, 1995b),
this type of intertextuality is common to all nearsicle production. It simply appears to
be a more transparent process in online reportigre the articles can be updated —
and new articles published — immediately when aiafubit of new information is

acquired.
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4 DATA AND METHODS

This chapter includes the research questions optesent study and methods of data
selection and analysis. The research questiong alih their rationale are presented in

the following section, after which the type andes@ibn processes of the data used are
explained in detail, followed then by a descriptafnthe analysis methods used in the

study.

4.1 Research questions

The primary research question of the present saidy
- How are the Norway 2011 attacks and their perpmtrapresented in the Daily
Telegraph and the New York Times?

Specifically, | study what kinds of terms are ugedrepresent the attacks and their
perpetrator. A major issue of interest is to whetest the incident is represented as
terrorism, as crime, or by using some other tertogyto highlight the special nature
and immense tragedy of the event.

In addition to the primary question, | have thddwaling auxiliary research questions:

- How are the attacks or the perpetrator comparedootrasted to previous
incidents of domestic terrorism or mass murder #red people behind those
incidents?

- What types of differences, if any, can be foundMeein the representations in
the U.S. and British newspapers?

- What factors can explain these differences?

These secondary research questions have beenedelbased on issues that |
hypothesized that were likely to emerge based tialifindings from the data and the
theoretical background. The differences in data wahtetween the Daily Telegraph
(DT) and the New York Times (NYT) were immediat@yident, and the similarities

between Breivik’s actions and those of Kaczynski kitVeigh were also large enough
to warrant more precise examination. The questad®s touch on possible differences

and any similarities between the two data souraesd, their possible causes. While



31

direct comparison between US and British mediaoisangoal of the present study and
cannot be reliably done within the limited scopeadafa in this study, differences found

are nevertheless investigated and possible cansegasons of such are examined.

4.2 Data

The data for this study consists of articles comicgy the 2011 Norway attacks in two
major English-language newspapers, The Daily Talgg(Great Britain) and The New
York Times (United States), from a period of oneclvafter the attacks, which took
place 22 July 2011. Thus the time period coverdebin 22" to 28" of July 2011. The
Daily Telegraph archive contains 163 headlines ftbentime period in question, while
The New York Times archive includes 23. The Dailiegraph and The New York
Times were chosen as the two newspapers in thiy sturepresent British and U.S.
media, respectively. Both newspapers have wideulation: they are among the top
three newspapers in their respective countriesitidaally, both are widely regarded as
high-quality newspapers, both having received waripurnalistic awards for quality.
Since this study focuses on the online news, tbetfat both also have extensive and
accessible online archives is naturally also a rdmuting factor. The number of
newspapers studied was set as two due to factiatedeo the scope of the study — an
in-depth analysis of more material is simply nothivi the scope of a Master’s thesis.

The articles studied were taken from the web aeshinf abovementioned newspapers
rather than from the actual paper copies. This deaee for several reasons. First, since
the present study concerns itself with the firsivsief the event in question, starting
from the date of the incident and continuing org aveek since, it is logical to choose
sources which present the news in the fastest mamsementioned by Fenton (ed.
2010) and Burns (2002), one of the key advantadetheo internet over print and
televised media is speed. Journalists can bothir@cgad publish material quickly over
the internet. There has been notable criticism atiwiquality of online reporting, but
online newspapers also have the possibility to tamtly update and revise their
material as new information becomes available. &apg traditional broadsheet
newspapers, such as The Daily Telegraph, have foeead to exercise this possibility
and the quality and informational diversity of thenline news compare favorably to
other online news sources (Redden and Witschge)2&¥@n though it is true to some

extent that all information in the net cannot hested, | find no compelling reason to
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disregard online news archives maintained by wedivikn newspapers as a credible

source.

Second, the internet is constantly becoming a madely utilized, influential and
accepted medium concerning news, as acknowledg&uis (2002). Thus | find that
ignoring online news as a subject of study is cerxprbductive. As the scope of
material that can be studied in a Master’s thesiglatively small, all possible forms of
media cannot be included. As this study concesdfiexclusively with initial reports
of the event from a rather short timeframe of sedays, it is only logical to study the
media which creates these reports most quicklye®@as these considerations, | have

chosen to include only the online archives as rat&r the present study.

It is important to stress that direct comparisotwieen the two newspapers is not a
primary objective of the present study. Observatiohdiscernible differences between
the papers based on nationality or similar criterihnaturally be made as appropriate,
but the primary focus is to use these two papersepsesentatives of the U.S. and
British media. Another issue of note is that ThelyD&elegraph is clearly conservative

politically, while The New York Times has no dirlgctiscernible political alignment.

Again, comparison between political views is no¢ ttmain focus, but the political

stances of the newspapers are background inform#iat must be taken into account
in the analysis. Directly comparing the British dnids. media based solely on only two
newspapers of differing political affiliations amdajor differences in the number and

length of news items covering the topic of thidgtwould be rather pointless.

4.3 Methods of analysis

The process of analysis was twofold. The first yialwas quantitative and statistical
in nature, and concentrates on the headlines ohéves. The word choices used to
represent — in this case, to directly refer to thezithe event or its perpetrator were
analyzed and grouped into distinct categories. Sd¢wnd analysis type was a more in-
depth analysis of select news items utilizing Haugh’'s CDA to full extent. This

analysis focused on particularly interesting exgi@@ss and paragraphs within the main
body of text instead of only headlines, also orepileologically loaded word choices
than those directly describing the event or thepgteator, as necessary. Texts for

analysis were selected equally from all the caiegoin which the news items were
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grouped during the first analysis. The first an@lynabled to examine the large amount
of data in at least cursory detail within the scagethis study without arbitrarily
completely omitting any of the news items, while thecond provided more in-depth

analysis of a small number of sample articles.

In the first analysis, the word choices were graupeo five main categories based on
the connotations of the terms used. The followiregagraphs provide a concise
summary of what each category contains. The catgaevere selected based on the
initial impressions of the data, while considerthgir relevance to the actual research
questions (categories 1, 2, 3 and 5) and leavingp@ortunity to highlight and address

any potential topics of interest not covered indbtial research questions (category 4).

Category one includes word choices which represstiter the incident or the
perpetrator as terrorism or terrorist. Notably, asgrivatives of the worderror
(including terrorism or terrorist) belong in this category, as do any other terms or
expressions which evoke images of terrorism basedheir use in today’'s media

discourse.

Category two consists of wordings which are commamed in the media when
reporting on war, major disasters, violent crimed aimilar topics. This primarily
includes such expressions lalings, murder attack or incident or any wording that
refers to the method of the attack (egfootingy. Concerning the perpetrator,
terminology such akiller, murdereror suspectbelongs in this category, as does any

reference to him by using his name.

The third category comprises of terms which empgaiie inhumanity and tragedy of
the situation. This includes words which have gjgymegative connotations than terms
in the second category, but do not refer to tesmriFor example any reference of the
incident as @ragedy, massacrer nightmare or of the perpetrator asw@onster belongs

in this category.

A fourth category exists to contain expressions doanot fit any of the above three and
are for one reason or the other particularly irgtng. An example of headline
belonging to the fourth category is one where ttiachk is early on speculated to be

committed by Islamic terrorists. The fourth catggoontains very few examples, as |
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most of the headlines are covered by the othegoass, but it was included in order to

direct some attention to issues of particular ggem the data.

The fifth category includes headlines which do refer to the event or perpetrator
directly at all. Typically such headlines focus quetely on either the event (and do not
refer to the perpetrator directly) or on the pemer (and thus do not refer to the event
directly). There are certain headlines which réfeneither the event nor its perpetrator
directly but can still be seen as bemgoutthe event (and thus included in the study),
such as focusing on the victims or the social avldigal aftermath of the attacks.

Since The Daily Telegraph includes several timesen@adlines on the topic than the
New York Times, the amount of headlines allocatethe five categories is given also
as a percentage value of the total amount of heeslin each newspaper to retain some
level of comparability between the two. It mustdbeessed again that direct comparison
between the papers is not a primary focus of thidysand cannot be reliably done
using the data available to this study. Howeveindpeable to draw at least some

comparisons between the two is undeniably useful.

Some headlines contain representations that capldmed in multiple categories.
Because the division of representations betweeariem and crime is a primary focus
of the present study, the first category of terelated words takes precedence over all
other categories. Thus, if the event is represeasedterror attackwhich combines a
category 1 terrorism term (terror) and a categorye@n (attack), the headline is
allocated in category 1. Similarly, category 3 twkdso precedence over category 2
since word choices such asassacreor monstercan be seen as more ideologically
loaded, and thus stronger, than expressions sukitliags or suspecthat are standard

news language in this type of news.

In the second phase of the analysis, a total oatBdes were examined in more detail.
Since | have two newspapers to analyze and | hlagady split the headlines into five
different categories in the first analysis, | hasleosen one article from both of the
newspapers that has been allocated to each ofvthedtegories based on the event, the
perpetrator or both. This makes for two articles gategory and five per newspaper.
Since the second analysis is intended to build uperwork done in the first round of

analysis, | have selected those articles that@redme reason or the other particularly
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interesting specimens for study. While it is impbkesto study all the articles with any
depth within the scope of a Master’s thesis, teiedion allows a deeper insight into

the most interesting ones.

My analysis of the selected descriptions proceedldowing the guidelines of
Fairclough’s three-dimensional model of analysighat is, | analyze the data in three
levels: textual properties, discursive practicesd avocial practices. The textual
properties in my data that are of most intereshts study are related to vocabulary,
especially alternate wordings and word choice, caltin other, particularly salient
textual properties are examined in the second aisaljs for discursive practices, the
focus is on the practices of text production, esdgcon the particular processes of
news text production. The influence of news posicend journalistic professional
norms (Soloski 1997) is attempted to be inferremnfithe textual properties, such as
word choices, where possible. As the key discurgivactices of text distribution,
production and consumption are closely intertwintb@, other practices are naturally
studied along the main focus. As for social prasiche phenomenon of terrorism as
well as the ideologies behind news text productwdhbe focused on.
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5 REPRESENTATIONS IN HEADLINES

In this chapter, | review the individual headlingsboth newspapers and analyze the
word choices based on Fairclough’s model of CDAe Tieadlines are first analyzed
from each newspaper individually, and the chaptemcludes with comparison of

similarities and differences found between the $oorces.

From both newspapers, the word choices in the hesdiwere allocated into five
categories: terrorism, crime, neutral, specialregeand not mentioned, presenting the
number of headlines belonging in each category@sreentage of the total. The words
related to the event and the perpetrator are piegeseparately. Word choices which
were allocated in the fourth category siecial interestvere examined individually.
After the statistical data, the discursive and @opractices behind the choices are
examined in more detail and the final section campahe findings from each of the
papers. The original headlines are included in Appel (The Daily Telegraph) and
Appendix 2 (The New York Times).

For the analysis of the headlines, nothing in tbetent of the articles themselves is
taken into account. Only the text found in the @ages of the newspapers’ web pages

is used as data in this analysis.

5.1 Representations of the incident

The following tables present the distribution of tieadlines concerning representations
of the incident between the five categories firsiThe Daily Telegraph (Table 1) and
then in The New York Times (Table 2). The first egary, terrorism contains
headlines which include representations that oveetier to terrorism or any derivative
of the term. The second categorgrime contains headlines which include
representations that can be seen as normal in repaesting of violent crime. The third
category,negative contains those headlines which represent thetemea way that
highlights the tragedy and inhumanity of the evefie fourth categoryspecial
includes those headlines which do not fit into ahthe predefined categories. The fifth
category,no direct referencecontains those headlines which do not repredaat t

incident directly.
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Category Percentage of Number
headlines (total 163)

Terrorism (1) 3.68% 6

Crime (2) 39.26% 64

Negative (3) 7.36% 12

Special (4) 1.22% 2

No direct reference (5) 48.47% 79

Table 1. Headlines concerning the event in the DT.

Category Percentage of Number
headlines (total 23)

Terrorism (1) 4.35% 1

Crime (2) 34.78% 8

Negative (3) 8.70% 2

Special (4) 4.35% 1

No direct reference (5) 47.83% 11

Table 2. Headlines concerning the event in the NYT.

As tables 1 and 2 show, the distribution of therespntations between the two
newspapers’ headlines is highly similar in how theadlines fall into the five
categories. In both newspapers, slightly over bathe headlines include some sort of
direct representation of the incident. A great mgjaf the representations falls in the
second category, using terminology | consider steshcor common in news items
reporting on violent crime. Category 2 contain®-both cases — slightly over one third
of the total headlines and approximately two thivfishose headlines which do directly
refer to the incident. Also in both papers, catggdris the next most prevalent, with
twice as many representations as category 1 —semaions with direct connotations
towards terrorism are a small minority in both casath less than 5% of the total
number of headlines falling into this category. Taerth category of headlines which
require special attention and/or are hard to giatgpthe other categories contains only
one or two headlines in both papers as it was sgipdo. This confirms that the
categories were defined successfully as most hezgifell in the primary categories.
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In category 1, The Daily Telegraph was consistentusing the expression “terror
attack(s)” in every instance. The New York Timegdighe expression ‘martyrdom
operation’ instead in its only headline that wasdaited to category 1. Although the
expression does not directly contain any words #natderivative of the wortérror, |
included the expression in the first category doethe term’s strong implicit
connotations to terrorism. In my view, this expresgirectly draws a parallel between

Breivik and Islamic suicide attacks.

As for category 2, the term that was most usedhia Daily Telegraph was “attack(s)”,
which was used a total of 25 times (over one-tlofdall expressions in category 2).
“Killings” was used six times, “(killing) spree” four timesddimass murderdnce. The

rest of the terms allocated in category 2 refertedthe methods of the attack:
“shooting”, “bombing”, “explosion” etc. of which feoting” was the most prevalent
with 17 mentions. This is not surprising considgrithat significantly many more
people were killed in the Utoya island shootingnthy Breivik's bomb in Oslo. The
New York Times used similar terminology. “AttacK(sywas again the most used
expression, used four times (half of all instanicesategory 2):Killing(s)” was used

twice, and the methods of the attack were alsoreeteed twice (“shooting” and

“shooting and bomb attacks”).

Category 3 was in both instances the third-largafter categories 5 (no direct
reference) and 2, although still small compareceitber of those two. In the Daily
Telegraph, “massacre” was the most used term is dategory (eight counts).
“Tragedy” was used twice, and there were single instancesfessions which are
taken from witness quotes: “absolutely horrifidtacks” and “like a nightmare”. The
two contributions to this category from the New K diimes also include a “massacre”,
as well as “fatal trap”. “Massacre” is by far th@shused single expression in the third

category, making up two thirds of all mentionshe DT and half of those in the NYT.

Only few headlines from either paper could be ated to category 4, as was expected.
From The Daily Telegraph there are two, in whick #ftermath of the bombings is
represented as “like a war zone” and the otherbmug“history of Islamic militant
attacks in Europe’The first one is special as it is the only headlnia either paper —
which explicitly represents the event as comparéblear. The second one, naturally,

earns its place in this category by implying theg attacks were perpetrated by Islamic
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terrorists (the article is unsurprisingly from tday the events happened). The New
York Times’ sole contribution to this category istided The Terror from WithinThis
headline lands in the fourth category instead effitst for two reasons. One is the fact
that this is a clear allusion to domestic terroridine other, the more important one, is
that the headline is unquestionably vague asnbislear whether it refers to the event,
the perpetrator or domestic terrorism in generalitis stage of analysis is solely based
on the headlines and not their content, the mdiina choice was to label this in the
fourth category concerning both the event and thgpgirator. The contents of the
article itself will be analyzed in the following @pter.

In both newspapers, slightly fewer than half of leadlines did not refer directly to the
event (category 5). Most of those headlines incladeeference to the perpetrator
instead. Such headlines can be seen as focusirtbeoperpetrator by not including
references to the event. Similarly other headlinbih refer to the event but not to the

perpetrator focus on the event by not includingeotieferences.

Only a minority of the headlines refer neithertie event nor the perpetrator directly: in
The Daily Telegraph, 23 headlines (14.11%) do wotain direct reference to either; in
The New York Times the number is 4 (17.4%). Theutoof such articles is in most
instances either the victims or the large-scaleasaepercussions of the attack. The
contents of such headlines are examined more tgbhpun section 5.3.5, including

some interesting exceptions to the generalizatimve.

5.2 Representations of the perpetrator

The following tables present the distribution of theadlines concerning representations
of the perpetrator, Anders Behring Breivik, betwebe five categories first in The
Daily Telegraph (Table 3) and then in The New Ydriknes (Table 4). The first
category,terrorism would contain the headlines which overtly repnereivik as a
terrorist (there were none). The second categoryne contains headlines which
represent Breivik in a manner that can be seenoawmal when reporting on violent
criminals. The third categoryegative contains those headlines which represent the
perpetrator in a particularly negative way. Therfowcategoryspecial includes those
headlines which do not fit into any of the predefircategories. The fifth categong
direct referencecontains those headlines which do not includeatlirepresentation of

the perpetrator.
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Category Percentage of Number
headlines (total 163)

Terrorism (1) 0.00% 0

Crime (2) 46.63% 76

Negative (3) 1.23%

Special (4) 2.45% 4

No direct reference (5) 49.7% 81

Table 3. Headlines concerning the perpetratoreni.

Category Percentage of Number
headlines (total 23)

Terrorism (1) 0.00% 0

Crime (2) 30.43% 7

Negative (3) 4.35% 1

Special (4) 4.35% 1

No direct reference (5) 60.87% 14

Table 4. Headlines concerning the perpetratorenNNT.

Looking at the above tables, it can be summarizeat the two newspapers’
representations of the perpetrator are similar t-nloti identical — to each other. What
immediately catches the eye in both tables isttieae are exactly zero expressions used
in either of the newspapers which could be allatatéo the first category. | will return

to this later. Other than that, the distributionrepresentations between the categories
looks quite similar to that of the representatiafishe event. Category 2 has most
representations and the number of headlines whiclnded no direct representation is
similarly high. Categories 3 and 4 contain only fewpressions. It can be quickly
summarized that the perpetrator seems to be rdfeammore neutrally than the event, as
there are no category 1 representations and gignify fewer category 3
representations than in the representations oktest. This issue is examined more

thoroughly in section 5.3.3 below.

In category 2, the Daily Telegraph has noticeabtyrarheadlines which fall into this

category than the New York Times. Furthermore, thhe newspapers have also
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differences in their choice of vocabulary withiristltategory. The Daily Telegraph’s
favorite method of referencing Breivik is by usihg name (48 counts, or almost two
thirds of all instances in category 2). “Killer” issed second most often (23 times),
“suspect”twice and “gunman” once. Two headlines have bothek and “Breivik” in
their vocabulary and one has “suspect Anders BgiBieivik”. The New York Times,
on the other hand, prefers the expression “suspauith is used four times (over half
of the total in category 2). Breivik is referredlig name only once and “killer” is used
twice. It is also noteworthy that a significantbrdier portion of the Daily Telegraph’s
headlines fell into category two than those of tew York Times (46.63% vs.
30.43%).

There are in total only three headlines which regné the perpetrator that can be
allocated to category 3. The Daily Telegraph udagsghing gunman” and “quiet man

who became peacetime Europe’s worst mass killed”&me New York Times refers to

Breivik once as a “right-wing monster” (since th& Nhas so many fewer headlines
overall, the single mention pushes its percentageeh than the DT’s which has two

mentions). Connecting something likeughter to mass murder and labeling Breivik
directly as theworst mass killer within the given timeframe do certgirdount as

negatively colored expressions, as does labelimgamonster.

The four headlines from the DT which | allocatetbithe fourth category are all about
the confusion related to the perpetrator’s iderdityl possible accomplices. Three are
phrased as questions: “who is responsible® “who was behind the attack?” — the
third one specifies the question by positing “WasRight group behind the attacks?”
The fourth headline is about “Mysterious group @althe Knights TemplarThe first
three headlines, phrased as questions, are allthierfirst day — the day of the attacks.
The fourth one dates later. As explained in theviptes section, the NYT’'s headline
The Terror from Withinlands in category 4 concerning both the event dre t
perpetrator, primarily due to the vagueness ofviloeding in respect of the object of

reference.

About half of the headlines in the DT (49.7%) ahdee-fifths of those in the NYT
(60.87%) did not contain a direct reference topgbgoetrator. However, most of those
headlines that omit reference to the perpetratdude a reference to the event. Those

headlines can generally be seen to focus on thet éyeobscuring the perpetrator. As
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mentioned in the previous section, there were sbeallines which omitted direct
reference to both the perpetrator and the eveninfire detailed investigation of those

headlines, see subsection 5.3.5 below.

5.3 Noticeable themes and trends

In the following subsections | will review recurgrthemes and trends as well as any
additional points of interest found in the abovealgsis of the news headlines. One
issue which was not readily apparent from the amlput is dealt with here is the

conflicting numbers of victims presented in the dieees. Other themes include the

difference in number of headlines between the tewspapers, the overall prevalence
of category 2 neutral expressions and the tendemaye perpetrator to be represented
more neutrally than the event. Also the contentyvasfous category 4 headlines are
examined here in more detail, followed by analysisthe headlines in category 5,

especially the issue of what is the focus of thosadlines which do not refer to either

the perpetrator or the event directly.

5.3.1 Difference in number of headlines between DAnd NYT

One obvious difference between the data from the mewspapers that immediately
catches one’s attention is the great disparity betwthe numbers of headlines in each.
The Daily Telegraph’s number of 163 headlines igartban seven times as many as
The New York Times’ 23. Although no certain answasito why this is so can be found
— and indeed finding such an answer is by no mearal to the present study’ results
— the disparity is so noteworthy that at least@aty glance to its probable reasons is in

order.

My hypothesis is that this disparity is caused byambination of differences in

reporting norms and customs between the newspapeds differences in the

geographical (and cultural) distance between Urftiedes and Norway, and Britain and
Norway. Redden and Witschge (2010: 173) found thatDaily Telegraph had more
online articles concerning a single topic than atlyer newspaper included in their
study. However, many other British papers includeepending on the news topic,
numbers of articles which were low enough to be mamable to the smaller number of
articles posted by The New York Times. Based orsdh&ndings, a considerable

difference between the norms and customs of rempiti different newspapers can be
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assumed. A similar difference between newspapetbanU.S. and Britain generally
cannot be assumed, since the variety in Britishspewers has previously been found to

be so large.

Another factor which must be taken into account nwwhevestigating the difference in
the number of headlines is the geographical anturalldistance. Great Britain and
Norway are both European countries with a relagiwtlort distance from one to other
and strong cultural ties dating back to the earlgde Ages. The United States, on the
other hand, is far more geographically and alséucailly removed from Norway and
Europe. While news from Norway are foreign affains both countries, it can be
assumed that in the Great Britain, news from suahear country as Norway are
considered more important and interesting thanhe Wnited States, from where
Norway can be seen as simply one Northern Europeantry amongst others. This
assumption is also supported by Burns (2002: 118) states that the proximity of the

event is crucial when determining it newsworthiness

5.3.2 Conflicting numbers of victims

One issue which must be highlighted here is thathitbadlines within the seven-day
timeframe give a variety of different, conflictimyimbers of victims in the attacks. As
mentioned in section 3.2 above, the final numbersaims was 77, 69 of whom died in
the shooting on Utoya island. However, higher estés were published in the media
initially, including in the headlines examined here

The Daily Telegraph published three different eates throughout the period in the
headlines, none of which was ultimately correcte Tilitial victim estimate from July
239 was “at least 87" dead. On the next day, a headbid about “85 young victims”,
implying that this was the number of people killed Utoya island. On July 26 a
headline reported that the police had revised timaber of victims to 76, one lower
than the actual number. The New York Times gave éstimates on the number of
victims, both too high. On July 23he NYT reported that “at least 80" were killed in
the shooting. On July ¥4 a headline claimed that the total number of mistfrom both

the shooting and the bombing was “at least 92”.
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It is highly likely that the number of victims wastially thought to be higher due to the
confusion after the event, with wounded peoplenaké hospitals and likely a number
of people considered missing, with their whereabautknown and initially presumed
dead. A full survey of the reasons of such misdatans does not fall into the scope of
this study, but the issue is important to note néedess. The confusion about the
number of victims, as seen in the newspaper hesgllirs clear evidence of how
accurate information is not easy to come by in sushuation. In effect, the issue of the
number of victims is focused on here to highlidgig tonfusion and lack of information
surrounding the first days after the attacks. Thsomething that has undoubtedly had a
large effect on the production of these news teattsl, thus must be taken into account

in the analysis.

5.3.3 Prevalence of category 2 representations

The second category of neutral representationsstamatlard reporting terminology was

consistently the one which included the most regmtadions in both newspapers and
concerning both the event and the perpetratorll kaaes category 2 included over one
third (yet less than one half) of all headlinesthaligh there were more category 5 “no
representation” headlines in all four cases, oadglthan 20% of the headlines referred

to neither the perpetrator nor the event.

Examining the prevalence of category 2 represamtstithree factors must be taken into
account. First, my initial basis for category 2 vi@sit to contain representations which
can be seen as standard and ordinary for mediartirggpoof serious crime, war,
terrorism and similar man-caused disasters whiad te considerable loss of life. As
such, this is thaormal category — it was indeed my initial prediction ttitawould
contain the largest number of headlines. If the s@sre not so, my reasons for defining
this specific category as it is could well be qiestd. In this light, the prevalence of
category 2 seems to confirm that these types afesspns are indeed the norm.

Second, as mentioned by Hoffman (1998:36), the nedia tends to favor neutral
terminology over expressions which carry significeleological connotations. While |
must acknowledge that this statement is certaiotyumiversally true, especially in the
world of tabloid newspapers, but regarding the mapsrs analyzed in the present
study, both known for their quality, this can b&ea at face value in the current

context. This is indeed the primary reason why tategory is considered the normal
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one as mentioned above. Although Hoffman’s studgaswholly comparable to this
one, dealing with different types of terrorism news different time, the similarity of
these findings to those presented by Hoffman cabeagnored. It is also reasonable to
assume that striving for reporting which is as otiye as possible is a part of many
newspapers’ news policies and many journalistsfgagional norms (Soloski 1997).

The second factor that must be appreciated ighkedteadlines studied here are all from
the first week after the attacks. Thus, they ineldide very first news composed by
these newspapers over the issue. Related to tng ganust be remembered that there
was a great deal of uncertainty and lack of prawéormation on the issue. It was not
initially certain who or which group was behind thé&acks, and Islamic terrorist
organizations were suspected, among others. Thame great confusion about the
number of victims. Breivik also claimed from thearstto be part of a larger
organization, and there was a search for possdadenaplices by the Norwegian police.
This means that a neutral tone would be prefer&gbbeoiding of speculation and
disinformation is desired by the media. This, ofirse, is yet another reason why it can
be assumed that neutral tones are preferred bypagess and journalists.

Using neutral, even vague, terminology is a netessi a situation where accurate
information is scarce and almost all informationtbe event is uncertain, provided that
at least somewhat objective and accurate reprasantaf the issue in question is
desired. As we can infer from previous studiesjngjvan objective representation is
usually an important goal for news media. Thes#éofaccan, in my view, explain the

high number of category 2 headlines.

5.3.4 Perpetrator represented more neutrally thantie event

In the light of the results of analyzing the hea€d, an argument can be made that the
perpetrator is overall represented in a more neotaamner than the event in both of the
newspapers. The key points which support this asginmare as follows. First, there
were zero instances in both newspapers that lak®tetvik directly as a terrorist.
Second, there were also significantly less cate§oexpressions than when concerning
the event, again in both newspapers. In numberge nisan 95% of the Daily
Telegraph’s and over 90% of the New York Times’ diees fell into categories 2

(neutral) and 5 (no direct reference) concerning ferpetrator. While these two
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categories were the two most common also whenrnefeto the event, the number of

headlines was somewhat lower, less than 90% dighdlines in both papers.

Perhaps the most interesting single result of plarg of the analysis is that while both
newspapers referred to the eventt@sorism — although only a few times— neither
directly labeled the perpetrator asearorist. In part this tendency can be attributed to
the lack of information available. As accurate,ifi@le information was very scarcely
available to the media during the first days after attack — as evidenced by conflicting
reports of the number of casualties, for examplabeling a person aerrorist would
likely have been too risky, in case that some neferimation becomes available.
However, the existence of the incident itself carv@denied and thus it can be labeled
more freely — although overt references of terrorege rare also when concerning the

incident.

Another issue is that there are less category Beseptations of Breivik than of the
attack throughout. In the DT, 7.36% of all repréagans of the incident fell into

category three, while only 1.23% of those of thepp#ator went into the same
category. The NYT had 8.7% of representations efiticident and half of that, 4.35%
of representations of the perpetrator, in the thatégory. Again, my hypothesis here is
that it could be considered easier and more inWwith journalistic norms to describe
events in very negative terms than to apply th@seesterms to people. It must be
remembered that at the time when these headlines wiréten, there was no certainty
on even the issue of whether Breivik worked aloneat. In such circumstances, it may
well be easier and more prudent to describe thatea® amassacrerather than the

person who caused it asreonster

5.3.5 Headlines in category 4

Category four is the odd category for those repragi®ns that do not fit anywhere else
or merit special investigation otherwise. Such gaitg could not be expected to contain
many representations, and that is the case. IDThaéwo of the headlines (1.22%) were
allocated to this category concerning the event #our (2.45%) concerning the

perpetrator. In the NYT, a single headline (4.25P4he total) was allocated to this

category regarding both the event and the peretrat
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Of the category four headlines in the DT, five lo¢ tsix had something to do with the
initial uncertainty of the perpetrator of the aksc Two headlines were flat out
questions:who is responsibleand who was behind the attacké third one, likely
backed up with some more available information altbe attacks, posits the question
of whether dar-right groupwas behind the attacks. The fourth is entitlbtySterious
group called the Knights Templaralluding to the possible existence of a terioris
group or network behind the attacks. The fifth aseabout thehistory of Islamic
militant attacks in Europeand based on the headline it appears to givegbacid
information based on the initial misconception thhé attacks might have been
perpetrated by Islamic terrorists. The final catggour headline in the DT, which is
the only one not to directly touch the uncertaisgue, explicitly compares the scene of

the attacks to bkke a war zone

As seen above in section 5.3.2, the lack of aceurdbrmation again characterizes the
representations found in the headlines from tha fiays after the attacks. Instead of
referring to Breivik directly, the first headlinbsve to make do with positing questions
about the identity of the attacker, and later abautther he acted alone or if there was
an organization — right-wing or Islamic — behin@ thitacks. There is even an implicit
reference to Islamic terrorists in the fifth headli published when nothing was certain
about the attacks. This shows that there is a itiefo@onnection between a terror attack
and Islamic terrorists in the modern Western diss®wf terrorism, as mentioned by
Fairclough (2006). There is also speculation of tivbe there was a group or
organization behind Breivik; this speculation isakvident in the category 5 headlines
by the DT discussed at more length in the followsegtion. The sole mention ke a
war zoneis interesting in its own right; the carnage wroulgy the attacks is seen as so

massive that it is directly comparable to war iadtef only crime.

The NYT includes the headlindhe Terror from Withity which | have allocated into
category four related to both the event and th@gieator. It does include the word
terror, which makes it a candidate for the first categdoyt the wording is vague
enough so that it cannot be clearly assessed whiindeadline refers to the event, the
perpetrator or the issue of domestic terrorism larger scale. This makes it a special
case that belongs to the fourth category. This lireads noteworthy as it is both an
explicit reference to domestic terrorism, and thdycheadline which carries even

implicit association of Breivik as a terrorist. Thentents of this article are examined
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more thoroughly in the next chapter, as the NYBpresentative of a category four

article.

Based on the headlines from the DT, uncertaintyhef people or faction behind the
attacks can be seen as a central theme in catégaryrticles; however, there are not
very many of these articles considering the totabant of headlines included in the
data and thus the uncertainty-representations tonedt a category of their own. The
war zone reference is different enough from thealsategory two headlines to merit a
special mention here. The Terror from Within is @f¢he most interesting headlines in
the whole data yet special enough in its vagueseghat it cannot be allocated to any

other category.

5.3.6 Headlines in category 5

As already mentioned, slightly less than half & Headlines do not represent either the
event or the perpetrator directly (slightly ove®®0f the headlines of the NYT do not

refer to the perpetrator). Most of such headlifeswever, do represent the other

instance (perpetrator or event). Only 23 headl{ids11%) in the DT and 4 headlines

(17.4%) of in the NYT include no direct referenoeetther.

The focus of such headlines includes interestinfjerdinces between the two
newspapers. Considering the number of headlin€gsve&sus 4 — it is hardly surprising
that the DT includes more variation in the topi€st® headlines which do not refer to

the event or the perpetrator.

To start with The New York Times, three of the Hews focus on the social and
cultural repercussions of the attack in Norway, #mel fourth focuses on the victims.
The social aftermath is represented with words sisthe past is a foreign countrihat
bothjusticeandvengeanceare necessary, and a declaration that the sowitttige kept
open. The single victim-focused headline focusesaosingle survival story, the

personsfaith in politics unshakedespite the tragedy.

The victims and social issues also form a largaugr@iogether 11 out of 23) of the
headlines in The Daily Telegraph. Notably, these t8sues are intertwined in few of
the DT’s headlines, such &®rway holds minute of silence for victin®urvival stories

(16-year old played dead among bodies to surnare) the social aftermatiPéradise
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lost) are also present. However, two additional typefcus are found in the DT that
were completely absent in the NYT. There are d tt8 headlines which deal with the
effects of the event to the British society, inchgl news about British right-wing
bloggers and statements by Prime Minister Camdranthe threat of similar incidents
happening in Britain is taken under surveillanckere are also a couple of headlines
which are intertwined with those that deal withtBh responses to the attacks, which
speculate the possibility of a larger organizatioeither “The Knights Templar” or

some generic right-wing organization — behind Bkeiv
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6 REPRESENTATION IN ARTICLES

This chapter elaborates on the foundation of thalyars presented in the previous
chapter. Representation of the event and the patpeis analyzed thoroughly in each
article, following the categories presented in firevious chapter's analysis. The
analysis in this chapter focuses on the textuapgmttes level of Fairclough’s CDA,
touching on also the discursive practices levehpgropriate — as mentioned in the
second chapter, these layers do overlap significafihe main discussion related to the
discursive and social practices related to theséuaé properties will be found in
chapter 7. However, in addition to these represiemismand categories, any other issues
worthy of notice are also examined. In particuthrs applies to any recurring patterns
in the articles and any connection to other notess of domestic terrorism.

From The Daily Telegraph, the articlat‘least 87' killed as Norway terror attacks rock
Oslo and youth camm@and from The New York Times the articléslo Suspect
Cultivated Parallel Life to Disguise ‘Martyrdom Oja¢ion’ were chosen for analysis as
representing the first category. In the secondgoateare article®Norway killer Breivik
plagiarized American ‘Unabomber(DT) and Norway Shooting and Bomb Attack
Leaves at Least 92 Dea®lYT). The third category is represented Ngw Zealand
teenager youngest of Norway massacre vic{idis) andA Right-Wing MonstefNYT).
Was far-Right group behind the attackd?T) and the NYT’s especially interesting
headlineTerror from Withinrepresent category four. In the fifth categorg éxamined
articles areBritish police investigating Knights Templar righing radicals(DT) and
Justice? Vengeance? You Need BOIKT).

6.1 Category 1

The Daily Telegraph articl&t least 87' killed as Norway terror attacks rodklo and
youth campis dated July 23 and was thus written very soon after the attaoks t
place. Thus it is not surprising that the articlestent primarily focuses on providing
what information about the attacks is available ahat the immediate responses were,
quoting authorities, politicians, eyewitnesses audvivors. The implications of the
attack for Britain are also touched on. The New RY@imes articleOslo Suspect
Cultivated Parallel Life to Disguise ‘Martyrdom Oagion’ is from a later date — July
25" — and it has a very different focus and tone, dpeiftmost exclusively about the

background of Anders Breivik.
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The DT article quotes a statement by Norwegiandesministry that the perpetrator
was “Anders Behring Breivik, a 32 year-old Norweagiaational”. No additional
information besides the name, age and nationaityiven. However, it is noteworthy
that Breivik is referred to astarrorist twice in the article. He is also referred to as a
gunman At the time when the article was written, it wesported that officials
“believe” Breivik was also responsible for the Oslombing, but “have not ruled out
the possibility that he had accomplices”. Espegifsdm the last part it is evident that at
the time of the writing of this article, there wast much information available. The
description of Breivik is likely brief because thaas the only information available to

the media.

This confusion and lack of information about theatle of the perpetrator is further
backed up by the confusion about the number ofregcevident in the article as well as
the confusion about the perpetrators initially. Hnicle claims that “at least 87 people
were feared dead”, backing the statement with aimfyy reports from the officials. In
the second paragraph of the article, the policeqaied stating that 10 people are
confirmed dead from the shooting and seven frombibm@bing, with the “total was
likely to rise”. However, in the first paragrapletpolice “say that at least 80 people
were killed in the youth camp after initially repiog the death toll at 10”. These two
statements show that the number of victims wasitdytunclear to even the authorities
initially. Furthermore, the people involved in raswy the survivors are reported as
having seen “between 20 and 30 bodies” and “at |B@sdead people” in the water
around the island. The article also reports in#g\ablent confusion about the perpetrator
(although Breivik had been identified at the tinhe tarticle was written). There had
been “repeated warnings that al-Qaeda was plannatck”in countries involved in
the war in Afghanistan, such as Norway. Also “asteone Islamic terror group” had
taken responsibility for the attacks, although dffecials quickly found out that the
attack was not the work of Islamic terrorists.

The attacks were described in very strong and negegrms in the DT article. Breivik
“massacred teenagers” and “mowed down studentsh@island and the victims made
“desperate attempts” to avoid the bullets. The “edul explosion” or the bomb
“devastated” or “caused widespread destruction’odiBs lay strewn among the

devastation” and a journalist said the bombing anes “like a war zone”. The
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Norwegian prime minister Jens Stoltenberg was &alok “struggling to cope with the
enormity of the attack”. Almost every descriptiditloe attacks — either the shooting or
the bomb — had strong adjectives added to emph#sézeeverity and horror of what

happened.

Considering how recent the DT article is — a dagrathe attacks — it can be seen as
somewhat surprising that the teterrorist is used when information seems to be very
scarce. However, one possible cause can be fouttteicomments from British and
U.S. politicians quoted in the article. Presidearddk Obama was quoted as offering
“any support [The United States] can” and co-openain preventing such “horrible
attacks”. The British Prime Minister David Cameraigng with his condolences, was
guoted as saying that the “attacks are a starknaemiof the threat we all face from
terrorism’. One cannot ignore the fact that the British RriMinister has publicly used
the wordterrorism in connection with these attacks, which can b& see‘permitting’
the media to also do so. However, it must be reneeetbthat terrorism is an issue
familiar to the British, and thus the term may Isedi more freely in British media than
for example in the Nordic Countries, so Camerotégesnent is by no means the only
possible cause of the Telegraph usiagorismin their headline. It is simply the one

connection that can be explicitly made based oretkie

The short description of Breivik from #3day is in stark contrast to the NYT article
from 25" day, which provides an entire news article fulifbrmation about Breivik:

the focus is not on the attacks, but mostly on stigating how Breivik became a mass
murderer, based on quotes from people who knew éxpert opinions and even some
guotes from Breivik's manifesto. Regarding the mfesib, a connection is drawn in the
article to an American domestic terrorist: it ismtiened that Breivik copied parts of the
Unabomber’s manifesto to his own. This article adably different to the DT one in

tone as well. Compared to the explicitly negativ@ressions and the word terrorist
used by the DT, the NYT article utilizes less dirdescriptors and somewhat more

reserved terminology.

The attacks are referred to as “mass murder”, “bdmteivik] detonated” and
[Breivik’s] “martyrdom operation”, the last one quoted fromiBkés manifesto. These
words are all quite descriptive of the event aredreot particularly ideologically loaded

with the exception of thenartyrdom operatiomuote. Even then, the loaded term — it is
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hard to argue that a “martyrdom operation” whicade to dozens of innocent victims
does not immediately bring terrorism to mind — isotgd verbatim from the

perpetrator's writing and is not something the palists themselves came up with.
Thus, compared to the DT article, the NYT articésclribes the attack in quite neutral

and detached manner and from a different viewpoint.

Throughout the article, it is almost always thecesi of interviewed people — and most
often in direct quotes — which describe Breivik. &dhsuch source is not used, he is
simply referred to “Mr. Breivik” at all times, newaising descriptive representations
such askiller or terrorist. The descriptions from people who knew sometrabgut
Breivik — former colleagues, classmates and sugbrimarily focus on two areas:
Breivik being “ordinary” and the fact that he wast mlways a right-wing radical. On
the issue of ordinariness, Breivik is referred o ‘ainremarkable, one of the crowd,
easy to forget”, and “quiet but intelligent”. Alf the descriptions seem to underline that
he was perceived as an ordinary person and thethiatthe turned out to be the
perpetrator of these attacks was highly surprisiffiere is also a similar mention to
Breivik's past: he is referred to as “Once a schoglwho was fond of hip-hop and had

a Muslim best friend”.

An interesting fact is that this article seems &adn excellent example of the issues
Powell (2011) highlights in reporting domestic teism. She states that domestic
terrorists are described focusing on the perpeatsaiotelligence, planning and mental
instability, and that domestic terrorists are peadized in media while foreign terrorists
are angry, extremist and often depersonalized. mkdia is also said to search for a
motive for the act. (Powell 2011: 98-100). Reviegvime word choices in the article,
Breivik is said to be “intelligent” and the effortse made to plan his attacks are
highlighted several times: he is said to have Bpatting” the attack, “fine-tuning” the
bomb and to have maintained his double life “mdatiasly”. Although there are no
word choices that would unambiguously label Breiak insane, the article offers
guotes from Breivik’s acquaintances which suggegtva possible “breaking points”
which may have steered Breivik towards this actluding a mention that when
Breivik’s sister moved to United States, Breivikgha to “spiral”. As mentioned above,
a degree of personalization is clearly evidentha article, which indeed focuses on
what type of person Breivik is — and even more tiathewaslike before he became a
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violent extremist. Similarly one can see a degresearching for a motive in how the

article attempts to find the reasons which lechtottagedy.

However, Breivik’'s representation in the articlsamatches two of Powell’s criteria of
reporting foreign terrorism: in addition to represeg Breivik as dangerously well-
prepared and searching for a motive in the actathele highlights Breivik’'s extremist
views and anger. He is mentioned as “dedicatediigd'martyrdom operation” and as
seeing immigrants and people who accommodate therfememies” and “traitors
worthy of execution” In addition to that, he is stated to believe heaipart of
“resistance movement” instead of a terrorist or srrasirderer. An expert is quoted as
saying that Breivik has “an apocalyptic view” arfthtt he sees himself as “part of

history”.

As a whole, the article highlights both traits coomto reporting domestic and foreign
terrorism according to Powell (ibid.). However, ihd that the traits of domestic
terrorism reporting are more overt than the foreigmorism reporting traits. Much
more focus is given to representing Breivik as agéaously intelligent man who
carefully planned his actions and implying — buterestating directly — that he might

not be entirely sane than representing hirsigplyan angry extremist.

6.2 Category 2

The Daily Telegraph articldlorway killer Breivik plagiarized American ‘Unaboeth

is from July 24, two days after the attacks. The article focusea oonnection between
Breivik and a U.S. domestic terrorist, the Unabom@de New York Times article,
Norway Shooting and Bomb Attack Leaves at Lea&i€d] is from the same date. It is
an extensive report of the attacks and what wasvkrad the time about its background,
while also including interesting references to othas of terrorism.

The DT article mentions twice “twin attacke/here “at least 93 people” were killed.
The number of victims is well off the actual numl§ér), which shows that there was
still some confusion and misinformation about thtacks at the time the article was
written. “Martyrdom operation” is also mentioned cen quoted from Breivik's

manifesto as in the above-discussed NYT articleivide is referred to as “(Anders

Behring) Breivik, “the suspect” and “the 32-year old”. Regarding direct
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representations, this article thus utilizes thetrawvord choices that can be seen as

typical for this type of reporting.

However, the main content of the article is not #tacks themselves — they were
already covered the previous day by the DT artilideussed in the previous section.
This article focuses on connections and compatsiween Breivik and U.S. domestic
terrorist Theodore Kaczynski, also known as the ddnaber. Breivik and Kaczynski
are actually referred to agwo terrorists” in the article. The explicit connection
between the two — the fact that Breivik copied pat Kaczynski’'s manifesto — is
mentioned in other articles, and in this one ad.\wwwever, this article delves deeper

into the issue.

Breivik is mentioned to have lifted key sectionsho$ manifesto from Kaczynski's
writings, although he has replaced some words -em@tioned example fdeftist” with
“cultural Marxist” . It is also stated that although Breivik has ineld citations in his
text, Kaczynski has not been credited for his wgtilnterestingly, experts interviewed
for the article think that Breivik was inspired Wgaczynski, and that there are
similarities between the two. A police researclsequoted in the article as saying “The
Unabomber was very intelligent and who [sic] wasoa person that was very difficult

to detect,” about similarities between the two.

This article provides an unambiguous answer toajrtee key questions of this study:
Breivik’'s actions were indeed compared to previcases of domestic terrorism in other
countries, and it was done to the extent that & tha focus of an article two days after
the attacks. It must be noted that in this casBrissh newspaper draws the parallel
between Breivik and an American terrorist. Of ceytbere exists a tangible connection
between the two — the fact that Breivik has usedziaski’'s material as basis for his

writings.

The NYT article describes the attacks in many dififé ways. There are neutral terms
such as “twin attacks...that killed at least 92 pebphd multiple cases of “the attacks”
— standard terminology based on the findings of #tudy, with special note going to
the fact that the assumed number of victims diffesgh from the actual number and
from the estimate of the Daily Telegraph from treme date. However, negative

representations which would have been fallen intthed category in the headline
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analysis are also used: “the deadliest attack ¢sMorld War 11]” as well as these
descriptions: “[Breivik] coolly and methodically ehthem”, “hunting down those who
fled” which evokes a negative reaction by givinglsa detailed account of the act that
seems quite gruesome. However, a third tendencyeateerges in the representations.
The attack is also represented in very detached|yt&al, even clinical terms:
“operation”, “a remarkably meticulous attack” Breivik is also said to have “directed
his firepower”. Finally, the article outright statehatthis is domestic terrorismit
seems that both the negative descriptions and liheatly analytic ones work to
highlight danger — in this case, danger of domestiorism.

There is also a wide variety of phrases used torttesBreivik: “the Norwegian man”
“the suspect”, “Anders Behring Breivikdnd “Mr. Breivik” (the last of which seeming
at this point to represent a standard procedurenfing crime perpetrators in the New
York Times) are the neutral terms used. More dpBee representations come in
guotes from acquaintances and a police officialin“gpving Norwegian obsessed with
what he saw was threats of multiculturalism and IMusmmigration” and “right wing
and Christian fundamentalist, respectively”. In iadd to these, there is also the
definite terrorism connection: Breivik is said tethe Norwegian equivalent to Timothy
McVeigh Here, he is compared to another known domestrortst, again from the
U.S. This can be seen as a justified comparisarcesMcVeigh also targeted the
government over a perceived ‘injustice’, as didiBkeat least to some extent — both

actually bombed a government building in theirekta

In addition to this connection to domestic ternarjBreivik's manifesto is compared
and contrasted to the rhetoric of Al Qaeda. A 1@ expert is quoted as stating that
Breivik’'s writings bear an “eerie resemblance taifwgs] of...Al Qaeda leaders..from
a Christian rather than Muslim point of view”. Badhe said to contain same elements,
such as “accounts of the Crusade’s, “a sense obriwal grievance” and call for
“apocalyptic warfare to...defeat the enemy”. Indettty expert states that Breivik's
writing “seems an attempt to mirror Al Qaeda, ekaict reverse”.

6.3 Category 3
The Daily Telegraph articldNew Zealand teenager youngest of Norway massacre
victims is dated July 28 so it follows the attacks by almost a week. Hisrt article

highlights the human tragedy by focusing on a gngttim of the attack. The New
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York Times articleA Right-Wing Monsteis from 23" day, and focuses again on
Breivik — this time on his agenda and repercussadrigreivik’'s actions on the issues he
has highlighted in his manifesto. The article pd@& yet more interesting connections

to U.S. domestic terrorism and political crime birgt

As for the direct representations of the event peghetrator, the DT article has only a
few. The inevitable “attacksippears once. “The shootings...and bomb attack” ead “
bomb” are also used. In addition to these time&gtral representations, there are three of
the negative category: two instances of “massacre” and a mentd “horrific
shootings”. The perpetrator is represented by usiisgname and the term “lone
gunman”. Additionally, a person who knew Breivik @&hhe was young is quoted
stating that Breivik was a “troublesome child”. $Harticle gives the number of victims
as 76, with a mention that this is not a final nemand the officials believe that the
number may still increase. As the actual numbevictims was 77, this is the closest
estimate in any of the articles studied this fahisTis not surprising as the article
follows the attacks by several days. There is eatigeno significant confusion about
the number as was the case in earlier articles evieeen 15 more victims were

presumed than there actually were.

As a whole, the attacks and Breivik are clearlyindhe focus in this text, and are thus
directly referred to less than in the other articl€he primary focus of this article is
identifying the “believed youngest victinof the attacks: a 14-year old girl born in New
Zealand. The girl’s parents are also interviewedHe article. The police are mentioned
as releasing the names of the victims as theydargified at the moment of the article’s
writing, and the young age of the victims is aghighlighted. The article states that
“most of the victims [whose names were releasedptegious dayjwere less than 20
years old” and “ten of the names released todayemmagers”. When considering this
emphasis on the victims, the negative descriptiteslzed to the event in the article are
hardly surprising. An interesting phenomenon cao &le found regarding the headline:
it speaks of &ew Zealand teenagevhile the contents of the article specify that gimé

in question was born in New Zealand but lived naddter life in Norway. This might
be a case of emphasizing a connection to the Engfisaking world, which would not

be completely unfathomable considering that thespapwer in question is British.
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The NYT article departs from the norm observed #angegarding the representations
of the attacks. The attacks are not specificallgcdbed in this article — the agenda
behind them and the attacks’ impact on Europeaitigmolis discussed instead. The
attacks are referred to onceasneswhich must be “denounced”, but the most of the
representations are more on the third category: sidess murder of helpless

teenagers”,

tragedy”, “the horror in Norway” anteftible atrocity” There is also a
direct terrorism representation: “the Norwegiancs af terrorism”. The representation
of Breivik is also rather different than in the ettarticles. Except when referring to him
by his name, all the representations highlight dothideology and the monstrosity of
his actions: Breivik is referred to as “psychotieologue of the right”, “a true right-
wing radical” and finally in what also gave theiad its headline, “a distinctively right-
wing kind of monster”. These representations cledollow a theme, being almost
uniformly of the kind that were sorted in categ@yn the headline analysis. A more
thorough inspection of the article’s content anéntkes below provides a solid

justification for choosing this type of terminolagy

As it happens to be, the article is clearly rightgvpolitically itself. It argues that
outside of the immediate context, Breivik’'s argumsefin his manifesto) are quite
similar to those voiced by European “mainstreamucal conservatives” including
several political leaders, such as David Cameramgeta Merkel and Nicolas Sarkozy.
The article is actually quite straightforward abthis agenda: it outright states that “On
the big picture, Europe’s cultural conservatives raght” in that immigration and Islam
are a problem in Europe. There is also directaisith of the EU — which is said to be
looking “more like a folly every day” and a perceds European way of handling
conservatism or right-wing politics: there is aastaent that European governing classes
believe that immigration, multiculturalism and retal identity are problems only for

bigots, racists and fascists. This is clearly & véth a social agenda.

The abovementioned agenda is not, however, onjlydige European governments. The
primary agenda, based on the above statementsw&rang. The article presents the
idea that Breivik’'s actions and his motivations wkonot be seen as a reason to reject
all criticism towards multiculturalism right-of-cter political views. Indeed, the article
even states that while Breivik’s actions were badeii the underlying ideology has to be
“admitted”, and warns that it would be easy todsmn criticism to these issues after

such a right-wing act of terrorism. Based on thasgsiderations, the selection of terms
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used to refer to the attacks and Breivik throughbaetarticle leave little to the doubt.
The constant emphasis of Breivik as right-wing nsayve as a sort of reminder that
Breivik’'s underlying ideology — while not his meth® — is indeed shared by
“mainstream cultural conservatives”, such as thiclals target audience (at least
partially) and its writer (almost certainly). Thasea rhetoric emphasizing that an act of
terrorism, and/or a terrible crime, has been daset on a legitimate ideology shared
by a number of people and world leaders. On therdthnd, the focus on the horror and
atrocity of the attacks and reference to BreiviK@s/chotic” and @monster” seems to
be a sort of defense mechanism — a textual waystardte Breivik and his actions from

the ‘good’ conservatives, after such a direct noentf a shared ideology.

The article also contains references to U.S. damestorism and crime: in this case to
ubiquitous Unabomber but also, if quite tangentjalared Loughner, the man who shot
Congress representative Gabrielle Giffords. Thebdnaber, Theodore Kaczynski, is
used in the article in comparison to Al Gore toateea parallel to the relationship
between Breivik and the European conservatives. artiele argues that Kaczynski's

views on modern consumerist society and environatisnt are basically similar to

former U.S. presidential candidate Al Gore’s. Hoemvthe argument continues,
Kaczynski’s methods of terrorism do not discrelé idea, which is still naturally better

pursued through Gore’s political and media actitran terrorism. This is seen as a
parallel situation to the one between Breivik andrdpean leaders such as the
abovementioned Cameron, Merkel and Sarkozy. Orotier hand, Jared Loughner is
mentioned only in passing — it is stated that he im#ially thought to be similar right-

wing extremist to Breivik, but Loughner was actydtbund to be insane. In short, the
NYT article is noteworthy in two aspects. The fisthat the article is unapologetically
right-wing politically in its attitude and actuallpccepts the basic arguments of
Breivik’'s ideology. The other is that of all theadyzed articles, it is the one which most

negatively represents Breivik, as a psychotic manst

6.4 Category 4

The Daily Telegraph article analyzed hevéas far-Right group behind the attacks?
dates from July 23— the day following the attacks — is essentiafigcailation on who
were behind the Norway attacks. The article is ememt after the attacks that while
Breivik was captured when it was written, thereeigdently very little information

made public at that point. The New York Times pjélcarror from Withinis from July
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26" and is a rather introspective text which museghenrecent mass killings in the

U.S. and now in Norway and their possible causes.

The DT article contains only few direct representet of the attacks or the perpetrator:
Breivik is referred to only as “the captured suspend “gunman”. His name is not
mentioned in the article. The event is represeatedbomb’and “shootings”;'attack”
and “terrorist attacks”. Taking into account thelyaublishing date and comparing the
text to the other articles, it is evident that thbiad been very little information about
the attacks available at the time of writing. Th&eno estimate of the number of
victims, and Breivik’'s name is not used at allglikdue to the identity of the captured
perpetrator not being released at the time. Itse aoteworthy that the tersuspecis
used: there is no certainty that the right persas lbeen apprehended — at least this is
not clear to the media. The main content of theclart speculation on who the
aggressors were — which is discussed in the neyiteh — supports this view that the

article has been written with a minimal amount efifred information available.

In the speculation on who was behind the attatlksatticle interestingly holds a stance
that an Arabic terrorist faction — al-Qaeda is #peadly named — is likely to be behind
the attacks, although “a far-Right group” or “righing extremists” are also speculated
as possible culprits. A number of possible motif@sal-Qaeda to attack Norway are
suggested in the article. One is the presence oiv&fpan troops in Afghanistan, and it
is also specified that the Labor party, whose sumcaenp was attacked by Breivik,
authorized the troops’ deployment there. An al-@aéshder is also mentioned as
having said in 2007 that al-Qaeda would target Norif the Norwegian troops
participated in war against Muslims. Attacking npl# targets at once is also quoted as
being a favored tactic of al-Qaeda. However, alffiolslamist groups are presented as
arguably the most likely suspect, intelligence gsial are quoted “refusing to rule out
the possibility” thathe attacks were performed by right-wing extremiétse reason to
suspect this is identified: the fact that the saspge Norwegian. This is in turn
commented on by a reminder that al-Qaeda is knosvrretruit locals and that
Norwegian citizens have been ‘trained’ in the Maldlast. Yet it must also be taken
into account that ever since the September 1lkattiacthe U.S. in 2001, the Western
world has had a tendency to equaéerorism to Al Qaeda and similar Islamic

organization.
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Based on these facts, it can be seen that at thstattacks were likely thought to be
work of Islamic terrorists. However, al-Qaeda dnestgroups are not directly accused
of the act in this text. Instead, a number of guesieasons why they might have done it
are listed, while the possibility that the attack®re perpetrated by right-wing
extremists is also highlighted. An interesting faere is that the representation of
foreign terrorists, when initially suspected foe thct, seems to follow Powell's (2011:
100-103) findings of reporting international terson. The most prevalent possible
motive, Norway’s involvement in Afghanistan, ti@sthe fact that revenge is identified
as one of the key motives of foreign terroristarindia. The article also exclusively
discusses organizations, as opposed to individurathjs regard — Powell identifies ties
to an international terrorist organization anotkey characteristic of foreign terrorism

reporting.

The New York Times article is also quite light anedt representations: the attacks are
described as “killings”, “slaughter” and “tragedwhile Breivik is only referred to by

his name. These few representations are due tat¢héhat the article is structured quite
similarly to the one analyzed in the previous sebttien: this is an opinion piece, not a
direct report of the events. The key ‘agenda’ &f #nticle is that although humans tend
to attribute danger to foreign and outside sourgesst of acts of violence are actually
committed by people of the same background or nality than the victim. Essentially

the article appears to argue that internal thresatsh as domestic terrorism, should be

taken seriously instead of blaming external factionforeign cultures.

The article lists a large number of examples ofjdascale or otherwise notorious
instances of intra-cultural violence. The firstereince is to the Oklahoma bomber,
Timothy McVeigh. The article notes that in both Magh's and Breivik's case, the
authorities’ initial reaction was to suspect “ertists or jihadists” — the DT article
analyzed above gives a perfect example of thifienNorway case. In addition to this
comparison, the article gives more examples: thst krmown U.S. school shootings and
political assassinations such as those of Johndan&dy and Anwar Sadat. Again,
Breivik is compared to McVeigh in terms of scaltheir attacks left a particularly large
number of victims. The latter examples move onrgeiascale of civil wars, referring
both the current ones in Middle East and the histbicase of U.S. civil war, before
literally going Biblical with Cain and Abel referees. The apparent purpose of this

listing is to create a sense of history of intréttmal violence, going as far as citing
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religious texts as having examples of such. A niofent example of ‘blaming the
foreign’ is also given: some of those who cannatept president Obama continue to

falsely claim that he is a foreigner.

Thus, while the topic is different than in the poass NYT article which defended right-
wing values, the underlying idea is the same —ffecireader opinion. In this case, the
article seems to function as a reminder that teaeisof intra-cultural violence is an
existing phenomenon — and an old one at that —namst be lived with. The blame
should not be shifted on external sources. Thelarhiammers the point home with its
conclusion: a quote from an unnamed Norwegian sctwl Breivik: “He’s one of us.”,

further noting that it makes “the tragedy both gaard familiar”.

Regarding the two articles in this category, it trhes noted that there were particularly
few direct representations of both Breivik and thent in both of them. This is
naturally due to the fact that one of the artickess published before almost any
information about the event or its perpetrator weleased, while the other focuses on
the socio-cultural impact of the event rather than event itself. It is also important to
remember that these two articles were selectetuftver study because they both were
issued in the ‘special’ fourth category accordiaghteir headlines, each for a different
reason. Based on this, it cannot be seen as exelssurprising that the direct
representations of the three easily identified gaties of terror, crime and ‘particularly

negative’ are not as ubiquitous here as in motebther articles.

6.5 Category 5

The DT article, British police investigating Knights Templar righting radicals is
dated July 28 and, is mostly about the purported existenceragte-wing group called
the Knights Templar. The NYT articldustice? Vengeance? You Need Bathrom
28" day of the same month, and continues the tredeoNYT’s articles of the socio-
political repercussions of the attacks, in thissclgusing on the dilemma of justice and

revenge.

The DT article is yet another one which has onfgwa direct representations of either
Breivik or the attacks. Breivik is mentioned by rgnmand also referred to as a
“crackpot”. The only reference to the attacks guate by a British right-wing blogger:

“killing [of] innocent Norwegian children in the name of iagdvernment politics”.
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Compared to any of the other articles analyzed,féloe that the attacks are barely
referred to at all immediately catches the attentiside of the above quote, there is no
mention of the event at all. However, considetimgt there have been two full days to
report the incident — plus any other news artiflesn the same day — and the fact that
the focus of the article is not on either Breivik los actions, this is understandable.
After all, there are 163 headlines from seven dalated to the attacks in the DT online

archive — it can hardly be assumed that all of tsbare content.

Instead of Breivik or the attacks, the article’sde is on a possible connection to a
larger network: the article’s person of interesBritish right-wing blogger Paul Ray,
who was suspected of being a part of the allegedpgfThe Knights Templar” which
Breivik mentioned and claimed to be a member dfi;nmanifesto. Unsurprisingly, Mr.
Ray adamantly denies any such connection in hesvi@w in the article, and denounces
Breivik as a crackpot whose actions have “no placeodern civilized society”. The
article does provide the basis on which Ray wapexied of being a member of
Breivik's network, but the basis amounts to bagycgliotes from Breivik’'s writing and
similarity between two people’s online nicknamesjala cannot be seen as actual proof
in any circumstances. Paul Ray is also allowedlkfensive comments, but other than
that, the article is remarkably neutral in its wattbices on whether the allegations are

true or not.

Although considering that there has not been atyaa@roof of the existence of the
alleged “Knights Templar” organization at all iretlyears after the attacks, the article
may initially appear as questionably newsworthycspsion. However, it must be taken
into account that the writers of the article hae¢ lmad years to speculate, merely a few
days — and the threat of anti-multicultural domesdirorist organization is considerable
in a different manner in those circumstances, Jiie to no investigation being
completed and the aftershock of the events stihdp&resh. In that sense, this article
seems to be similar to the previous category’s IBEq) speculating on ideas that were
thought plausible or likely at the time but turrad not to be.

As is the case with the DT article, the NYT pieass lonly few scant references to
Breivik and even less to his deeds. Initially, Bileiis referred to as “the man who has
confessed to massacring 76 people” and later isdh®e paragraphs the attacks are said

to be “amonstrous atrocity”. Later on in the article, thetar refers to a study which
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states that most people accept death penalty ler Wtorst of the worst” and that “Mr.
Breivik qualifies to that distinction”. Neither Bxgk nor the attacks were explicitly
referred to in the headline, and they are not tivagry focus of the article’s body text
either — instead, the prime topic of this articketihe question of what would be a
suitable punishment to Breivik for his crimes. Aentioned above, there are few words
dedicated to the description of the events. Thermievidence of any doubt of who the
guilty party is — although the victim count is ktff, if only by one. This article clearly
presupposes the reader already knows the detadlsnatead focuses on the future. The
article is written by Thane Rosenbaum, who is ateéhd explicitly identified as a law
professor writing a book on revenge — a fact wHidimd important to know before
analyzing the article’s subject matter. This is duehe fact that this is clearly a moral

treatise more than a reporting of what took placlarway.

In this article, the writer compares the situatiortwo topical U.S. cases: one where a
mother is awaiting trial for the suspected murdener own child, and another where a
child murderer is about to be released from priafier 28 years. The first case is
compared to the matter which is about to becomeabpn Norway at the time the
article was written: what will be Breivik's punistemt, as Norway does not use capital
punishment and the normal maximum sentence is adsye prison. The second case is
highlighted via a question — can any prison sergemith a possibility of release be a
just punishment for such cruel crimes, especiatyynfthe point of view of the victims’
families. As this is not an ethical study, | musfrain from discussing these topics
further here and instead focus on what takes piace discursive sense. From this
viewpoint, it is readily apparent that this textigs mentioned above — not a newspaper
report in the strict sense of the word. It is actuallyaagumentative text, not entirely
dissimilar to the NYT article discussed in relatibm category 3:The Right-Wing

Monster

In this particular text, the author argues thaisiin the nature of justice to be also
vindictive, and there is an implicit but recognilalrgument that death would be the
correct punishment in the author's mind. This caos@n can be reached based on
several cues in the text itself. First, the autttates that Norway as a country, with the
maximum of 21 years of prison sentence and nowallp capital punishment, isgally
and morallyunprepared to face the challenge of Breivik. Secath@é author states that

in his opinion, having vengeful feelings is moradlgpropriate. Apart from these, the
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author refers to the biblical “eye for an eye” (kag the second instance in the space
of five articles that the U.S. newspaper includddidal references) as well as popular
revenge-centered stories from Shakespedfi@sletto the 2000 filmGladiator. He
also explicitly states that the man who has se&gears in prison for child murder
has “grossly underpaid for his crimes” and thagdlesystems should...satisfy the needs
of victims to feel avenged”. In the light of thecade arguments, | cannot come to any
other conclusion than that the article presentscisim towards the Norwegian justice
system for only permitting an ‘inadequate’ punishinghe criticism is, of course, not
entirely towards Norway, as examples of perceiahllifes of the U.S. justice system
are also given. Of course, it later turned out that Norwegian justice system has an
option to keep Breivik behind the bars up to indidly, so considering this in
hindsight might well make this argument look indalBut then again, probing the
moral dimensions of justice, crime and punishmenndt fall within the scope of the

present study.
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7 DISCUSSION

In this chapter, the key findings presented inghevious two chapters are considered
more thoroughly, based on the theoretical backgtafmthis study. Discussion of the
findings is organized in sections sorted by theyinal research questions. The key
guestion of how the attacks and Breivik were regmésd in US and British newspapers
is addressed first. References, comparisons anlaststo historic cases of domestic
terrorism are summarized in the following secti@rthird section is dedicated to rough
comparison and contrast between The Daily Telegsaphd The New York Times’
reporting of the incident as can be seen from ithédd data of this study, as well as
discussion on the possible reasons for the diftmenThe fourth section handles other
emergent issues of note which have not warrantesearch question of their own but
are nonetheless interesting. Finally |1 conclude disgussion with a summary of the

limitations of the present study and some suggestior topics for further study.

7.1 How are the Norway 2011 attacks and their perpeator

represented in the two newspapers?

Having now described the data analysis of the ptestedy, it is time to revisit the key
research question: How are the Norway 2011 attasklsheir perpetrator represented in
American and British newspapers? As can be expethed answer is multifaceted
enough that it is impossible to shorthand it in reed or sentence. As a preface to the
actual discussion, three observations can be nfid&, the reporting in both the
newspapers was, concerning most factors, quitdasin8econd, the trends of reporting
the event and its perpetrator which emerged irh#alline analysis did not completely
match the findings from the in-depth analysis of #rticles. Third, the second point
does not necessarily mean that the results oftbenhalyses are in conflict.

As already pointed out in chapter 5, the distrimutof the headlines between the five
categories was highly similar in both newspapexsth bconcerning the event and
Breivik. A large number of headlines did not ditgatpresent Breivik or the attack,

while less than one-fifth of them (14.11% in DT,4% in NYT) directly represented

neither. In both newspapers, and concerning bothetent and Breivik, the great
majority of the representations were in the secoatégory — the category of common
news discourse regarding serious crimes and caémmithe other three categories —

direct terrorism connection (1), overtly negatiepnesentation compared to standard
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news text (3), and the category of phrases of apatierest (4) were all in minority,
with 0% to 8.7% of the total headlines allocatedhese categories concerning either

Breivik or the attacks, per newspaper.

The analysis of the actual articles, on the othemndh presented a slightly different
picture. As has become evident in the previousi@gcthe text content of the articles
included direct references to terrorism — and #isoparticularly negative expressions
associated with category 3 — more often than trelivees did. Breivik is explicitly
referred to as a terrorist in six of the ten agschnalyzed. Five articles’ text contains
descriptions that would have registered in categorge in the headline analysis. Only
one of the articles, The Daily TelegrapBstish police investigating Knights Templar
right wing radicals analyzed under category 5, contains neither cayedoror 3
representations within the text. It is also thacktin which Breivik and his actions
were represented the least, compared to the otlmeshort, this means that the text
content of the articles represents Breivik andausons in a generally more negative

manner and/or represents the act more strongbresism than the headlines do.

The question that immediately arises from thesaiffigs is, of course, what factors can
explain these differences between the representatiothe headlines and those in the
text content? There is no single answer, but aitad# of factors that contribute to this
result can be found. One, and perhaps the mosemill one at that, is the fact that the
headline is a very different instance of text thiaa article’s content. The most obvious
difference is of course that the headline is shorteit can only include one
representation at best, whereas the text can iadaderal. Another factor is that at the
time when the articles were written, there was Jgtlig information available on the
motivation behind the attacks. This means thatraagtion of terrorism was speculative
at best — and a text as short as a headline iwelbsuited for speculation. Mentioning
terrorism in this context would thus require sonmatext or reference to base the
assessment that Breivik is a terrorist. This cartiée to the findings of Hoffmann
(1998: 36) that U.S. newspapers, at least, strareobjectivity and tend to avoid

“terrorism” and its derivatives in news headlines.

Looking at the first DT article, with terrorism memed in the headline, the article
includes a quote where Prime Minister David Camestates that the attacks are

terrorism. The first category NYT article mentioMartyrdom operation which is
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virtually impossible to read as anything other thaerrorism reference in the context of
media report of a mass killing. In both of the gatey 2 articles and the category 3 NYT
article, the terrorism representations are accomegaoy comparison and contrast with
previous domestic terrorism cases. The categoryl 4ilicle stands out as it directly
represents the attacks as terrorism, but offersemtainty of the perpetrator: Islamist
terrorists and #&ar-Right Groupare offered as possible culprits. The key issue e
likely to be the possibility that the attack wouldve been the work of Al Qaeda or
similar group — the cultural impact of the Worldadie Center attacks has all but fused
the wordterrorisminto any suspicious activity performed by Middlagtern people in
the U.S. or Europe. This impact of the WTC attacksmodern Western discourse of
terrorism is in line with Fairclough’s (2006) clasnon the issue. Indeed, based on this
data it appears that a possibility of the attackirta been performed by a Middle-
Eastern group appears to be an equally strongfipasibon for using the word
“terrorism” as a precedent by prominent politiciaos detailed comparisons with
previous mass killers who have been labeled testsorit would appear that acts of
domestic perpetrators are not labeled as terroasmasily as those by foreign groups,
especially groups that have participated in acssified as terrorism previously.

To conclude with a return to the original questitie data indicates that Breivik is
actually seen as a domestic terrorist and his @et&s terrorism. These representations
are invariably connected to some form of exteredf¢nence or basis, such as expert
opinions or detailed comparison to previous testsriThe headlines, for the most part,
do not represent Breivik or his actions as termyidut every one of the analyzed
articles that actually dealt with Breivik or theamks as its primary subject included
either terrorism representations, consistent usexpfessions falling within category 3

for the particularly negative representations, ahb

7.2 Connections to previous domestic terrorists

The second research question of this study wasecoed with references to other well-
known cases of domestic terrorism — a phenomeratnBieivik is also part of, if he is

considered a terrorist instead of “merely” a criatinNaturally, presenting such a
research question already presumes that referemc@sinections would be found, and
indeed they were. To quickly summarize the findifrgsn the previous chapter, a full
half of the analyzed articles — four NYT articlasdaone DT article — included overt

references to other cases of domestic terrorisimgpity the two Americans Theodore
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Kaczynski and Timothy McVeigh. The following sectialelves into more detail

concerning these domestic terrorism references.

Two of the articles — the category 2 one from tileddd category 3 one from the NYT
- include lengthy references to the U.S. domesicotist Theodore Kaczynski, also
known as the “Unabomber”. In all of the cases, éhera clear intention to compare
Breivik to Kaczynski or McVeigh. Regarding Kaczynsthe point of comparison is
quite obvious: both men wrote manifestos detailthgir ideology (and Breivik

apparently plagiarized large amounts of Kaczynsfois his own) and both targeted
their perceived ideological enemies — leftists iacKynski's case, proponents of
multiculturalism in Breivik’s case. This is highlited in the category 2 DT article,
Norway killer Breivik plagiarized American ‘Unaboet. The NYT article,Right-

Wing Monsterfurther highlights that both Kaczynski's and Biikis written ideologies

are not completely out of line with thoughts expgezbs by politicians supporting

ideologies of similar direction.

Another two articles — in this case, the categoand 4 articles from the NYT, include
references of similar scope to another U.S. domeéstrorist Timothy McVeigh. The
category 2 NYT articleNorway Shooting and Bomb Attack Leaves at Leasdéxt]
goes as far as to state Breivik to be the “Norwegquivalent of Timothy McVeigh” —
McVeigh, like Breivik, targeted government struesirand caused an unusually high
number of victims. The category 4 articléhe Terror from Withinfinds another
common denominator: both in McVeigh’s and Breivikkase, the authorities initially

suspected a foreign party to be the perpetrator.

In addition to Kaczynski and McVeigh, the analyzadicles included one-off
references of various terrorists and criminalshsag Jared Loughner, the man who shot
U.S. congresswoman Gabrielle Giffords and was fansdne (he was initially believed
to be a right-wing extremist like Breivik). Howeyethese mentions have little
significance concerning the research questionkisfstudy, and are thus not addressed
further. However, one last point of interest conasy this research questions comes
from what wasnot said: there were no mentions of British inciderdemestic or

foreign, in any of the articles.
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To conclude this question with a short summaryrettveere indeed references to other
acknowledged cases of domestic terrorism. The casesed were both American, and
three of the four references were made by the beSispaper — which in part can
explain why there were no references to any Brit@bes. Another fact is that the cases
of Kaczynski and McVeigh do indeed, as discussethénabove chapters, have many
similarities to the Breivik case, and as such ihas surprising that these two had the
most references. In a way, the fact that so mamylagities were identified between
Breivik and these two acknowledged domestic testeris yet more proof that Breivik
is seen as a (domestic) terrorist — and as disgusgle chapter above, these references

were often used as basis to refer to Breivik a&srafist in the text itself.

7.3 Comparison of the newspapers

The possible differences between the reportindhefNYT and the DT were the topic
matter of the third research question, and theesaa§ any such differences the fourth.
As has been previously mentioned, comparing only hewspapers is no basis for a
reliable comparison between journalistic culturestead, this section approaches the
topic solely from the point of view of comparingdaoontrasting these two newspapers
themselves, without any intention of this to représaccurate comparison of US and
British journalism. In general terms, three notetwprdifferences were found between
the two newspapers. One, the Daily Telegraph hakedly more articles concerning
the topic from the time period than the New Yorkn€s. Two, the DT articles analyzed
tended to be shorter than the NYT ones. Three,N¥& demonstrated a trend for
including articles which delved deeper in the slp@altural and political repercussions
of the attacks.

The difference in the number of headlines in the tvewspapers is of course quite
significant: 163 in the DT versus 23 in the NYT.€elDaily Telegraph has thus
published over seven times as many articles onwgiesite as The New York Times.
This is a major difference, and some thought shélld be directed in attempting to
explain it. One possible explanation is of coursistatice: Great Britain is
geographically and culturally much closer to Norvihgn the U.S. is, so it is hardly
surprising that a British newspaper covers thisctopmore detail than an U.S. one.
Another possible explanation is regional or orgatianal journalistic culture. This is
backed up by the findings of Redden and Witschgd@® they have examined the

intertextual process of producing online articland found out that the online news
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items often share content, and that newspaperstteptoduce new online articles by
copying a part of the content from an old articted eadding updated information.
Interestingly, The Daily Telegraph was specificatigntioned as utilizing this practice,
and was in the study found to have the greatestbeurof online articles within a
specific time period among all the studied newspapeé is also worthy of notice that
two of the NYT articles included a mention that ersion of the same text has also
appeared in the printed version of the newspages.structure of the NYT articles was
also generally more in line with printed newspagpsdicle’s structure, while the DT
articles were structured similar to typical iterosrid on a newspaper’'s website.

Based on the above, the hypothesis can be reabhedhe DT online articles are, at
least to some extent, created directly for onlise, wpdated and used as a basis for later
articles. The NYT articles, on the other hand -abfteast some of them — are online
versions of printed articles. This can offer anlarption to difference in the number of
articles, and also to the difference in articlegkn typical online articles tend to be
shorter than typical printed newspaper articlesthdg point, | have to stress that giving
a concrete answer to this particular question Eossible within the scope of this study,
as the number of articles studied in-depth wasoiaismall to draw a full picture of how

these newspapers construct their online articles.

The third topic of interest is that a full three tbie five analyzed NYT articles A
Right-Wing Monster, The Terror from WitheémdJustice? Vengeance? You Need Both
— focused on the larger-scale repercussions ofattecks and not on the attacks
themselvesA Right-Wing Monstera Category 3 article, is readily identifiableaatext
with an agenda: it is a defense of right-wing pcdit viewpoints while strongly
denouncing the use of terrorism to further thisgoy other) political goalThe Terror
from Withinis a reminder that despite the tendency to atgiblame of attacks such as
those perpetrated by Breivik to foreign sourcesnynacts of violence both recent and
historical have in fact been perpetrated by pefjlen the same country or culture as
the victims. The final article is a moral treatise how difficult it is to find a fitting
punishment for the worst criminals. All of theséicdes are at least tangentially related
to Breivik, but they approach the issue from anothewpoint than simply reporting

the event.
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To summarize, all of the three articles have amdgge and as such alsxplicitly
represent an ideology. The ideologies behind thieles differ from one to the other.
One argues that a political viewpoint is no lesseptable because one proponent of this
viewpoint attempted to further his ideology viartgism. Another reminds that there is
a tendency to attribute negative issues to foraigurces, and this tendency is often
wrong. The third argues that harsh punishmentsaneetimes necessary, and a light
punishment can be unjust in the eyes of some. Tdst mteresting issue at hand is that
while such explicit ideology was not found in anfytbe DT articles, it is present in
three of the five analyzed NYT articles. One intiigg connection that can be made is
between the category 3 article and Blommaert’s $2@@ncept ohegemony- which
can be seen as the prevalent mode of discoursmrBdert asserts that hegemony does
not tolerate anti-hegemonic discourse: the cate8atticle here can be thus interpreted
in the social context as hegemony re-asserting.itBee dominant view here would be
that right-wing political arguments can be made #rebse can be justified. The article
aims to re-establish this view: the fact that oaespn chose to use reprehensible means

to further right-wing ideology does not discredtié tentire ideology.

Another interesting fact in the NYT articles isttizese three articles also all find a way
to bind the subject matter to the U.S. via compmprBreivik’'s actions and their

aftermath to comparable American issues. In effine,issues arising from Breivik’s

actions are connected to existing American isswlgh is an intriguing phenomenon
as similar tendency was not found in the Daily §edph regarding British issues. This
naturally brings to mind Burns’s (2002) idea of xaroity as crucial issue concerning
newsworthiness. The events taking place in relptigistant geographical area are
effectively made more salient to the U.S. readgrsdmnecting them to matters that are

perhaps closer to the ‘intended reader’.

7.4 Other issues

Outside the defined research questions, one tdpicterest appeared prominently in
most of the analyzed articles. This was the isdubowv the confusion and lack of
precise information during the week after the &samfluenced the reporting in the
newspapers. This confusion was primarily highlighire two ways. The first, apparent
in half of the articles, was the incorrect numbkviotims of the attacks. Five of the ten

articles analyzed gave a number of victims, alnabstiys an estimated number or ‘at
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least’ number. None of the five matched the actunal number. The chronologically
first estimate, from July 28mentioned ‘at least 80’ victims. On the followidgy, The
Daily Telegraph reported ‘at least 93’ and The Néwk Times ‘at least 92’ victims.
On July 28, both papers reported 76 victims, only one offabial number, 77.

Another example of confusion regarding the actwehés is the category 4 DT article
Was far-Right group behind the attacHs?s evident from only the headline that at the
point the article was written — it was publishedJuty 23 — the actual culprit of the
attacks was still unconfirmed. Although far-Rigktremists were suspected, suspicion
was also cast on Islamic terrorists, and the arédtually included quite an extensive
list of possible motivations for Islamists to s&ilagainst Norway. This is yet another
item of proof to the assessment that terrorismnishe current media and everyday
discourse of Europe and the U.S. immediately — emstinctively — connected to the
acts of al Qaeda and similar Islamist organizatigdthough the possibility that the
attack was perpetrated by foreign terrorist waslkjyiruled out, the possibility of a far-
Right organization behind Breivik remained an acidealged possibility for some time.
The DT article British police investigating Knights Templar righting radicals
provides an example of this, as it details a mality right-wing blogger who had been

connected to the investigation.

What can we then make of all of this informationfat:-this serves as a concrete proof
within the data of the present study that newsgapez willing to publish incomplete
information when reporting of this type of eveng&econd, the listing of potential
motives for Middle-Eastern terrorists to strike iaga Norway and reporting on people
possibly connected to Breivik and his purportedaaigation shows that in addition to
incomplete information, speculation can also bentbin these texts. | do not mean to
imply that the published information is misleadimgpurpose — | am certain that details
such as the existence and identity of an orgawizdiehind the perpetrator or the exact
count of victims were also vague for the officialsthe time these articles were written
and published, and there is a definite effort seampdating the number of victims day
by day to provide the most exact information avdéa Unfortunately assessment of
how media verifies or not verifies the publishefbrmation does not fall within the
scope of the present study, but both of the pdindsight up here are issues that could
potentially be studied further in another context.
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7.5 Conclusion

In this last section, | will briefly summarize thmdings of the present study, and
conclude with an assessment of the issues regattangtudy’s reliability and topics of
interest for possible further research. Regardiegfindings, it was evident that Breivik
was generally considered to be a terrorist withm actual text of the articles, although
the headlines used primarily neutral language. S¢vef the articles also directly
compared Breivik’'s actions and motives to thos&kmdwn domestic terrorists in the
U.S. The material from the Daily Telegraph and Tew York Times differed in
number of articles and the articles’ general cantanth the DT having a greater
number of articles, generally shorter articles éimel NYT focusing more on social,
political and cultural issues arising from the evdimese differences can to some extent
be explained as the product of different journalistiltures in the two newspapers and
also with factors such as the different culturatl ageographical distance between

Norway and the U.K and Norway and the U.S.

It must also be acknowledged that the present satiyghly limited as research. The
sample is rather small and far from comprehensisehe ten articles analyzed in detalil
cover only slightly more than one tenth of the ltotamber of articles available from the
newspapers from the time period studied. The datacmvers only two newspapers and
thus cannot be considered to prove any actualhhs$aythe differences between U.S.
and British reporting. Due to the limited scopeaoMaster’s thesis, the selection of
topics covered by the research question was nedgssarrow. Issues such as the
social and political repercussions of the eventlistli were touched only tangentially,
and even that only due to the fact that they cosegria significant amount of material
in the analyzed articles. The emergent topic okligiility of published information

and the speculation evident in the articles cowdt e analyzed in detail within the
scope of this study — and in any case would beebedtiited to a study from a

communication sciences or media studies perspective

Indeed, many of the points highlighted above waulake excellent topics for further
study, whether as a linguistic or communicatiorented research. The cultural, social
and political issues connected to reporting oforesm appear in particular to be an
intriguing topic. The confusion and lack of infortimam evident in the news texts in
hindsight is another such topic. In more generahs$e one could easily conceive a

study concerning e.g. the development of linguistigresentations of terrorism in the
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media over the recent years (particularly compapreg and post- World Trade Center
attacks) or comparison between the representatioBra&vik and another domestic
terrorist(s). In an even larger scale, the conweastiand issues of media reporting
concerning any high-profile event, especially ohattis bound to elicit a heavy
emotional response from text consumers, remain rdratetopic of media studies,
whether the study approaches its subject matten fnaguistic or another perspective.
However, even as this study is far from being a p@inensive treatise on the subject, |
hope that it will serve as an example of how a misitiplinary approach, in this case
combining Critical Discourse Analysis with seleckamples of communication
sciences, can provide a more exhaustive pictutkeo$ubject of media analysis than an

analysis which is based rigidly on one discipliméyo
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APPENDIX 1: Headlines in The Daily Telegraph

Oslo attack: killer parked car bomb at door of Pdffice

Norway attacks: police confirm names of furthenistims

Norway shooting: Anders Behring Breivik first wortispolice were 'l am now finished'
Breivik 'linked to' Johnny 'Mad Dog' Adair, Ulsterrorist

Oslo bombing: civil servant's miraculous escape

Norway attacks: killer Anders Breivik told policéve finished now' when he was
arrested

'Fiction became reality’ on Utoya, says novelist

Outrage as Morrissey compares massacre to fast food

UK blogger denies links to Breivik

Norway attacks: 'how we watched and listened asidiner unfolded'
Norway shooting: long process of identifying AndBrgivik's victims begins
Norway attacks: July 28 as it happened

New Zealand teenager youngest of Norway massactiengi

Norway: 16 year-old played dead among bodies tageir

Norway killer sent ‘manifesto’ to BNP

Anders Behring Breivik may have made plans to stagain

Anders Breivik surrendered with hands above head

Norway attacks: police name 14 more victims

Norway ‘will not be intimidated by attacks'

Store CCTV shows moment of Oslo bomb blast

Norway: killer surrendered to police with handsabbis head

Video of Utoya camp on day before attack

Norway Killer: 'no link' to British far-right grougp

Norway attacks: July 27 as it happened

Norway police detonate explosives found on Anderkrihig Breivik's farm
National Front member suspended for defending Beeiv

Torch parade for Norway massacre victims

Norway killings: police response 'could not haverbéster'
Right-wing British blogger fears he provided insypion

Norway terror attacks: July 26 as it happened

Breivik emailed 'manifesto’ to 250 British contacts

Norway's Labour party vows to recover after deadisicks

Police release first shooting victims names

Breivik 'surprised’ he wasn't stopped from shoo@adier

Norway killer: teenager came face to face with Asdgehring Breivik
Mother updated by daughter's texts throughout Uteagedy

Anders Breivik used online war games as 'training’

Norway killings: Mysterious group called the Knightemplar
Norway killings: Breivik's plan for the day

Norway killings: Breivik in his own words

Norway killings: Breivik's countdown to mass murder

Norway killings: Breivik's diary of a killer

Norway Killer's lawyer Geir Lippestad defended iéai

Utoya Island teenagers to revisit scene of massacre

Breivik's stepmother in shock at actions of ‘wedhbved boy'
Norway killer placed on suicide watch

Lawyer: Anders Breivik was on drugs

Glenn Beck: his most controversial quotes

Breivik expected to be killed before reaching islan
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Killer Breivik took drugs to make him 'strong’

Norway attack: photos emerge of Anders Behring\Bkedosing with guns
Justice minister hails 'fantastic’ work by police

Killer praises Japan as model country

Norway attack: prosecutor says killer could get8ars
Norway's luxury prison

Norway killer could be held in 'luxury prison’

Norway killer: English Defence League leader 'newet Anders Behring Breivik'
100,000 people in Oslo march for peace

Police revise Norway death toll to 76

Norway attacks: Europe to study potential far-ritjiveats
Norway terror attacks: July 25 as it happened

British police investigating Knights Templar righing radicals
Norway killer's links to English extremists

David Cameron orders review into threat of far-Rigloups
Anders Behring Breivik' links to British extremists

Breivik came to attention of intelligence servicedarch
Father says Breivik should have turned gun on Himse

The British far-Right is nothing but a rabble

Anders Behring Breivik listened to Clint Mansellrahg spree
Stepbrother of Crown Princess among Anders Braiwiictims
With a smile, Breivik refuses to accept guilt

Norway survivor 'hid under dead bodies'

Anders Behring Breivik in his own words

Glenn Beck: Utoya teens 'like Hitler youth'

Thousands gather for Norway massacre victims psi@es
Investigation into Norway killer's ‘two terror cglklaim
Norway killer's father: my son should have shot $eth
Breivik's father: my son should have killed himself

Anders Behring Breivik's cultural references

Cameron: 'our hearts are with Norway'

David Cameron: UK security must be reviewed

Norway mourns victims

Anders Breivik warns of 'two more terror cells’

The killer was a ‘'mummy's boy'

Norway killer: who were the Knights Templar?

New amateur video of Oslo blast

Norway holds minute of silence for victims

Breivik's estranged parents under armed guardander
Princess's brother among island shooting victims
Norway's royal family leads moment of silence fenror victims
Norway shooting: princess's half-brother amongiwist
Norway shooting: extra security at UK mosques

Norway killer: former PM was main target

Paradise lost

Norway attack: legal process facing Anders BehBrgjvik
Norway attacks: Anders Behring Breivik ‘a bomb wajtto explode’
Norway killer wants to wear uniform at court

There is nothing to study in the mind of Norway?asskiller
Norway shooting: the opening of a wound that mayenéeal
Hunt for Britons linked to the killer

Norway shooting: Anders Breivik's diary of terror
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Norway shootings: July 24 as it happened

Report that warning about the far-Right was ignored

German tourist hailed a hero after saving 30 lives

Breivik had no time for girlfriends but saved moriey prostitutes
Norway killer: Brown, Blair and Prince Charles gats'

Father horrified by Anders Behring Breivik killirgpree

Norway shooting: police response criticised

We can no longer ignore the threat from extrembtrggoups
Norway killer Breivik's grooming plans: make-up andunbed
Norway shootings: Anders Breivik cannot get momntR1 years
Norway Killer Breivik plagiarised American ‘Unabosatb
Norway shooting: Anders Behring Breivik's planneggpears meticulous
Norway killer's London plot to 'seize power' in Bpe

Pope 'prays for the victims' of Norwegian massacre

Father horrified by Anders Behring Breivik killirgpree

Norway shootings: Anders Behring Breivik's parantstate of shock'’
Breivik describes his personal interests

Norway mourns massacre victims

Breivik in his own words: CV describes 'revolutiopaonservative'
Norwegian gunman claims he acted alone

Breivik recorded video before killing spree

Norway attacks: Killer acted alone

Norway attacks: in today's world, nowhere is safe

The laughing gunman who killed 85 young victimse &y one
Breivik posted hate-filled video on YouTube houeddre attacks
Norway attacks: inside the mind of a killer

Norway shooting eye-witness: | saw the corpsesyofrrands
Quiet man who became peacetime Europe's worst kilkess
Anders Behring Breivik was active member of fattigarty
Suspect beckoned campers before shooting them dead
Norway terror attacks: July 23 as it happened

Norway: an insular nation that was clinging toidtgl|
International outrage at Norway attacks

Norway: shooting incidents from the past 20 years
Norwegian royal family meet island massacre sumgvo
Cameron: attacks on Norway are 'absolutely hotrific
Norwegian police detain man carrying a knife

Norway shootings 'beyond worst nightmare'

Profile of suspect Anders Behring Breivik

Norway: The Queen expresses shock at killings

Utoya eyewitness: it's like a nightmare

Norwegian PM: investigation into motive of the akkaongoing
Utoya Island Shooting in pictures

Suspect Norwegian gunman arrested and charged

Mass shooting at Norway island youth camp

‘At least 87 killed as terror attacks rock Norway

‘At least 87" killed as Norway terror attacks r@&lo and youth camp
Was far-Right group behind the attacks?

Amateur video taken just after Oslo bomb blast

Norway attacks: July 22 as it happened

Oslo: 'it was like a war zone'

Norway attacks: timeline of tragedy
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Destruction wrought by Oslo bomb blast

Norway attack: who was behind the attack?
WikiLeaks files show Norway unprepared for terrtinek
Emergency services assess Oslo bomb devastation
Norway attacks: who is responsible?

Carnage in wake of Oslo bomb blast

History of Islamic militant attacks in Europe

Oslo explosion in pictures

Aftermath of Oslo explosion

'One or more bombs' rock central Oslo
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APPENDIX 2: Headlines in The New York Times

At Least 80 Dead in Norway Shooting

Norway Shooting and Bomb Attack Leaves at LeadD8ad

Norway Attacks Put Spotlight on Rise of Right-Wigntiment in Europe
For Labor Party Campers, Island in Norway Turned Fatal Trap
Killings in Norway Spotlight Anti-Muslim Thought ik.S.

Norway Mourns Those Killed in Massacre

Oslo Suspect Cultivated Parallel Life to Disguistaftyrdom Operation’
A Right-Wing Monster

Attack Reignites Immigration Debate in Divided Oslo

After Killings, Unease in Norway, Where Few Pol{carry Guns

The Terror From Within

Survivor Describes Moments of Terror in Attack iniWay

Norwegian Killer's Father: ‘He Should Have Takersiwn Life’
Russia Youth Group and Putin Distance ThemselvesKiller's Compliments
Breivik and His Enablers

Norway Suspect Denies Guilt and Hints He Did Not Alone

Lawyer Says Suspect in Norway Attacks Is ‘Insane’

Norway Suspect Wished to Use Anthrax, but Had Npetise

In Norway, the Past Is a Foreign Country

Justice? Vengeance? You Need Both

Norway’s Premier Vows to Keep an Open Society

Norway Killings Shift Immigrant Debate in Europe

Young Norway Survivors' Faith in Politics Unshaken



