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Abstract

This article examines the roles of the media in the process of political agenda setting.
There is a long tradition of studies on this topic, but they have mostly focused on
legacy news media, thus overlooking the role of other actors and the complex hybrid
dynamics that characterize contemporary political communication. In contrast,
through an in-depth case study using mixed-methods and multiplatform data, this
article provides a detailed analysis of the roles and interactions between different
types of media and how they were used by political and advocacy elites. It explores
what happened in the different parts of the system, and thus the paths to attention
that led to setting this issue in the political and media agendas. The analysis of the
case, a partial policy reversal in the United Kingdom provoked by an immigration
scandal known as the “Windrush scandal” reveals that the issue was pushed into the
agenda by a campaign assemblage of investigative journalism, political and advocacy
elites, and digitally enabled leaders. The legacy news media came late but were
crucial. They greatly amplified the salience of the issue and, once in “storm mode,”
they were key for sustaining attention and pressure, eventually compelling the gov-
ernment to respond. It shows that they often remain at the core of the “national
conversation” and certainly in the eye of a media storm. In the contemporary con-
text, characterized by fierce battles for attention, shortening attention spans and
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fractured audiences, this is key and has important implications for agenda setting and
beyond.
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“Why did it take an initial refusal by Downing Street to meet the Commonwealth
Heads of State, the action of my right hon. Friend the Member for Tottenham and
the many articles written by Amelia Gentleman for this national scandal to come to
light? T have known about this matter for months; other Members have known
about it for years. I do not understand why it took so long for us to realise that
there was a severe and cruel injustice being meted out by the Government”

—(Emma Reynolds, Labour MP, in Parliamentary debate about Windrush trig-
gered by e-petition).

“The key question is how policymakers prioritize issues for action given the flow of
information into the system”

—(Jones and Baumgartner 2012: 7)

Why does an issue that is not new suddenly erupt on the media and political
agendas? How does it burgeon into an important matter, when previously few
people seemed to care about it? Are these eruptions significant influences on
policymakers’ priorities, given the ever-growing tides of information constantly
demanding their attention? Agenda-setting questions have fascinated political
scientists and political communication scholars for a long time and for good
reasons. Unless an issue gets into the political agenda, it will not be discussed,
debated in the legislature or acted upon by the government. High salience in the
media is not absolutely necessary, but research consistently shows that news
coverage is an important factor in making policy change more likely
(Walgrave and Van Aelst 2006), and this is especially marked during “media
storms,” characterized by explosive increases in media attention (Walgrave et al.
2017: 550).

This article explores how agenda setting is affected by the contemporary
political communication environment, where the flows of information are vast
and fast, attention battles fiercer than ever, and there are a number of novel
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types of media and advocacy actors. We ask, “To what extent does our current
understanding of political agenda setting still apply and what needs to be re-
thought?” We approach these underresearched question through an in-depth
case study design, focusing on a single policy event. We use a multiplatform
mixed-methods approach, combining quantitative content analysis to identify
the frequency, and hence salience, of the issue across different outlets and plat-
forms; digital trace data of electronic petitions and Google trends; in-depth
interviews with key actors; and document analysis about the case. This combi-
nation enables us to develop a detailed understanding of the complex dynamics
between the different actors and platforms, and the conditions that enabled
these practices to occur.

The selected case took place in the United Kingdom and became known as
the “Windrush scandal”: the mistreatment of lawful citizens as a result of hostile
immigration legislation. The case received much media and political attention
during April to June 2018 although, as we shall see, the underlying issue arose
far earlier. The attention resulted in the resignation of a senior minister and a
partial policy change. For our purposes, it is key that the issue received explosive
media attention, became highly salient in the political agenda, and that there
were a number of different actors involved. All this makes it a rich case study to
explore the complex dynamics we are interested in.

This article makes two key arguments. First, that a thorough understanding
of agenda setting necessitates a broadening of focus. In the Windrush case, there
were a number of actors and platforms—old, new and hybrid—that were impor-
tant in the process. They offered a range of paths of attention to those advo-
cating the case and contributed, to varying degrees, to putting the issue on the
agenda. They were part of a campaign “assemblage” which comprises “multiple,
loosely coupled individuals, groups, sites, and media technologies” (Chadwick
et al. 2015). In this case, the assemblage combined a journalist from The
Guardian, a legacy news organization that has been at the forefront of digital
renewal; a small number of political and advocacy elites, including a handful of
MPs (led by Labor’s David Lammy, born to parents from the Windrush gen-
eration) and equality, immigration and legal aid charities, digital advocacy
organizations (change.org and 38 Degrees), crowdsourced opinion leaders,
and a variety of digital platforms, including social media and electronic peti-
tions. These dynamics would have been overlooked if, as is common, the
research design had included only one type of media; alternatively, if focused
on digital media, it would have overestimated their role.

This takes us to our second key finding. Legacy news media organizations
were crucial in this case, showing that they still often are at the core of the
“national conversation” and certainly at the eye of a media storm. To be
clear: the distinctive role of legacy news media organizations is not defined by
technology. Almost all outlets these days have digital dimensions in the produc-
tion, distribution and promotion of news, and for some (including The
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Guardian), a combination of old and new media logics have become central to
their business and journalistic models (see Chadwick and Collister 2014). But
nonetheless, it matters that these organizations existed before the internet rad-
ically transformed the media environment, and are hence still strongly shaped by
the logic, norms, and organizational forms of the previous era. This means that
those at the top of this group still have the symbolic capital, user reach and
loyalty, and the necessary resources (financial, expertise, and access) to produce
quality content, and hence can command a central place in the media system
(Nielsen 2016).

In the case of Windrush, although most of the legacy news media came rel-
atively late to the case, they played two key functions: amplifying attention and,
crucially, sustaining it. Furthermore, it was the storm mode, that is, explosive
and sustained attention (Boydstun et al. 2014) that, we will argue, was crucial in
helping to maintain the issue on the agenda and pushing the government to act.
In the contemporary context, characterized by fierce battles for attention, short-
ening attention spans, and fractured audiences, this is key and has important
implications for agenda setting and beyond. It also provides an important
reminder that we must not underestimate the continuing importance of legacy
media organizations, but also that we must understand them and their implica-
tions in new contexts.

Dynamics of Political Agenda Setting in the Hybrid Media
System

The roles of the news media in the policy process have been thoroughly studied.
A key dimension, and our focus here, is their roles in political agenda setting.
Whereas in communication studies, agenda setting is concerned with media
influence on the issue priorities of the public, the main question for political
agenda setting is “how policymakers prioritize issues for action given the flow of
information into the system” (Jones and Baumgartner 2012: 7). Media political
agenda setting refers specifically to the impact of the news media coverage on
political priorities: to what extent and how do the media contribute to establish-
ing the political agenda and, potentially, force a policy response (Walgrave and
Van Aelst 2016, 2)? This question is often studied along with the counterhypo-
thesis, that is, that the media largely follow political elites and hence have a
weak independent influence. This literature shows, first, that the influence
between media and politicians can apply in both directions and is often recip-
rocal, although recent studies tend to show stronger media than political effects
(Walgrave et al. 2017). Second, the degree and kind of media influence is con-
tingent on a number of factors, including type of issue (Soroka 2002;
Vliegenthart and Walgrave 2008), who promotes it and “owns” it (Green-
Pedersen and Stubager 2010; Thesen 2013), and the characteristics of the
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coverage, including prominence, persistence, congruence, and framing
(Walgrave and Van Aelst 2006). Media storms appear to be of particular impor-
tance in this regard because they boost the influence of the news in the political
agenda “into a higher gear” (Walgrave et al. 2017: 550). Storms, according to
Boydstun et al. (2014), are identified by three criteria: a high level of attention
(prominence), after an explosive increase (distinctiveness), with a certain dura-
tion (frequency). Finally, it has become clear that rather than conceptualizing
this process as a battle of politicians against the media, it is more productive to
understand it as actor-centered, that is, a range of political actors trying to use
the media strategically to advance their positions in intra-elite power battles
(Sevenans 2018; Van Aelst and Walgrave 2016). This includes politicians but
also issue advocates such as corporations, interest groups, and nongovernmental
organizations (NGOs).

However, while this body of literature is large, and insightful, it is also the
case, that existing agenda-setting theories are only partially successful at
explaining the dynamics of the contemporary environment, and then only by
combining different literatures and approaches which are not integrated often.
The first problem is that most of the existing a number of studies have focused
exclusively on news media narrowly defined, that is, news coverage in legacy
media, especially newspapers. This has, of course, historical reasons and is not
without merit given that a number of studies suggest that these media are still
important for agenda building and intra-agenda setting (e.g. Guo and Vargo
2015; Pfetsch et al. 2015). Nonetheless, their prominence can be neither assumed
nor, crucially, discounted. Moreover, we need to know how they interact with
other types of media.

In this regard, the emerging literature—mostly from the United States—on
intermedia agenda setting in the hybrid media system shows that the agenda of
different types of media are often homogeneous, highly interdependent and self-
referential (Vargo and Guo 2017; Wells et al. 2018). As a result, a common
national agenda still appears to exist, especially for high salience issues
(Atkinson et al. 2014; Hellsten and Vasileiadou 2015; Meraz 2011). However,
it is not clear, especially outside the U.S. and electoral contexts, how this homo-
geneity arises. Nor, more importantly for this article, do we know much about
how it affects political agenda setting. Therefore, it is important to look at a case
of political agenda setting across the media system. Moreover, most agenda-
setting studies have taken macro-approaches based on time-series data. While
this is helpful for exploring causality, it does not address the complex interac-
tions underpinning this process (Jones and Baumgartner 2012; Jungherr et al.
2019). This leads to our research question as well as shaping our case study
design: What were the roles and interactions of different types of media and
actors in the process of political agenda setting in this case?

Second, it is not only about actors and their interactions, but crucially also
about the changes in the conditions in which they do so. Actors and sites beyond
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newsrooms now strongly contribute to news production, from NGOs who
increasingly provide “boots on the ground” for international reporting
(Powers 2016) to Twitter users who, intervening in real time, shape the journal-
istic narratives of media events (Chadwick 2011). Moreover, there are also
plenty of other actors vying for attention beyond mass media and professional
journalists, including new types of both media and advocacy actors, a distinc-
tion that is in itself increasingly blurred. In fact, contemporary societies are
characterized by acute information over-abundance and fractured audiences.
As a result, the battle for attention, of both the public and political elites, is
now fiercer then ever (Webster 2014). There can no longer be assumed to be one
centralized media flow, but multiple flows; rather than A framing cascade, there
are several (Entman and Usher 2018), and it is uncertain where the next tsunami
might come from, or which ones policymakers will feel compelled to pay atten-
tion to. This is compounded by the fact that the rhythm of the “information
cycle” in the hybrid media system has sped up at a rapid pace (Chadwick 2011,
2017). This makes the mismatch between the slow bureaucratic policy process
and media’s short attention span even greater. At the same time, it creates a
potential divergence between the rhythms of legacy news media—which even
when publishing online are still heavily shaped by genres, professional norms
and organizational patterns of the previous era—and the accelerated rhythms
and looser norms of new forms such as blogs, trending hashtags, and viral
memes.

A small number of studies have taken a multiplatform and actor approach
(e.g. Chadwick and Dennis 2017; Graeff et al. 2014; Wright 2015) precisely in
the assumption that “in a hybridized system, no one single account tells the
whole story” (Wright 2015: 429). However, despite the popularity of the concept
of hybridity, this literature is surprisingly limited, and mostly focuses on con-
tentious politics (e.g. Bennett et al. 2018; Tufekci 2013) or electoral politics (e.g.
Faris et al. 2017; Wells et al. 2018), as well as being very U.S.-centric. We know
remarkably little about how it applies to the political agenda-setting process.

Finally, it is important to consider that the same changing conditions have
also affected the advocacy environment. They have expanded the paths to atten-
tion (Tufekei 2013) and facilitated the formations of sociotechnical assemblages.
Drawing on the work of Deleuze and Guattari (1983) and Latour (2005),'
assemblages can be defined as a group of heterogeneous units—including indi-
viduals and groups but also nonhuman elements such as technologies, hence the
emphasis on the sociomaterial relations—with permeable boundaries and inter-
active and interdependent relationships, that work together for some time for a
common project. The units are often only loosely related and the assemblage
ephemeral, but it is greater than the sum of its parts because “action results from
linking together initially disparate elements” (Miiller and Schurr 2016: 30). This
includes organizing without organizations and connective action (Bennett and
Segerberg 2012) but also the work and infrastructures of hybrid (Chadwick
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2017) or “third generation” (Karpf 2012) digital advocacy organizations, such as
MoveOn, 38 Degrees, change.org, and GetUp. These are characterized by their
multi-issue focus and rapid response, and they are hybrid in the sense that they
rely heavily on digital technologies, combined with offline campaigning and a
dependence on linkages with the news media agenda (Chadwick and Dennis
2017; Vromen 2016).

In short, given these changes in the political communication environment,
existing findings about political agenda setting cannot be assumed to apply. We
must look at different types of media in interaction with other actors, paying
attention to the role of assemblages, including new actors and platforms, while
avoiding overlooking legacy actors, which are often still at the core of the
system.

The Case: The “Windrush Generation”

The case is about the impact of hostile immigration policies toward a group of
people who became known as the “Windrush generation.” They arrived between
1948 and 1973, invited by the U.K. government to fill acute labor shortages.
However, for various reasons, many of these people and their descendants did
not have the documents currently requested to prove their right to citizenship
and, as a result, some were later treated as illegal immigrants. This was a con-
sequence of new immigration policies in place since 2012 and exacerbated with
legislation from 2014 and 2016. These policies have aimed to create, in the words
of the then Home Office Secretary and later Prime Minister, Theresa May, a
“really hostile environment” for illegal immigrants. As a result, elderly
Caribbean-born people who have been living and working in Britain for decades
were deprived of their citizenship rights and, in some cases, were deported. The
numbers are unclear, but some have estimated that there are over fifty thousand
people who could be potentially affected (House of Commons UK 2018).
Moreover, there are other larger groups in potentially similar situations, includ-
ing those born in other Commonwealth countries, as well as, post-Brexit, mil-
lions of EU citizens settled in the United Kingdom.

This problematic situation had been going on since at least 2012 (see
Gentleman 2019 for a detailed history of the case). A number of NGOs and
the High Commissioners of some of the affected Caribbean countries made
several public warnings over the years to the government. There was no
response, nor was the issue covered by the news media aside from the occasional
mention. This changed from late 2017, and especially in early 2018 (see the
summary of key events in Table 1). But why, and what were the roles of different
actors? From November 2017, Amelia Gentleman, from The Guardian, started
regularly publishing articles about Windrush, after being alerted to it by an
NGO in October 2017. For months, she focused on detailed individual cases
based on interviews with over twenty Windrush victims and featuring a
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Table I. Summary of Key Dates and Events.

Date

Event

2013-2017
November 2017

March 10, 2018

March 23
April 6

April 12
April 13

April 15

April 16

Evening

April 17,2018

April 18

April 23
April 25

April 26
April 27

April 29
From April 30

NGOs and Commonwealth high commissioners warn govern-
ment of the situation

Amelia Gentleman at The Guardian starts publishing feature pieces
focused on individual cases

Amelia Gentleman publishes article about Albert Thompson
(pseudonym) being refused cancer treatment by the NHS

First Change.org petitions about the case launched

Question at PMQs about Albert Thompson

Petition for Albert Thompson created by a citizen in 38 Degrees

Parliament electronic petition launched by Patrick Vernon. It
explicitly links victims with the “Windrush generation”

Commonwealth High Commissioners of twelve Caribbean nations
publicly demand action from the Home Office

38 Degrees petition chosen to be supported by the organization.
Change.org petition reaches over 360,000 signatures

End of Easter Parliament recess

Government confirm to The Guardian that they reject formal dip-
lomatic request to discuss the problems at the Commonwealth
heads of government meeting

Start of biannual Commonwealth Heads of Government Meeting
in London

MPs letter: 140 MPs from all parties signed a letter to Theresa May,
expressing concern and calling on her to find a “swift resolution
of this growing crisis.” It also refers to the Parliament petition,
which by then had reached over 100,000 signatures. Daily Mail
(bestselling newspaper online and offline) promotes the
Parliament’s petition

Amber Rudd, Home Office Secretary, apologizes for the
“appalling” actions of her own department toward Windrush-
era citizens and promises a task force

PM Theresa May apologizes at Commonwealth leaders meeting
and promises to waive fees and other easing bureaucratic
measures

Windrush is one of main topics of PMQs, including fresh apology
from the PM

Free cancer treatment for Albert Thompson confirmed

Windrush discussed at PMQs and Rudd to Parliament (Home
Office Select Committee)

Rudd to Parliament (Urgent Questions)

Leak to The Guardian shows Rudd had been informed about
immigration targets, and hence had misled Parliament

Rudd resigns

New Home Office secretary promises new enquiries and a com-
pensation fund

Note. NGO = nonprofit organization; NHS = National Health Service; PMQs = Prime Minister Questions.
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consistent combination of investigative journalism and a strong human-interest
focus to capture the readers’ attention (personal interview). Channel 4 also
broadcast two of these stories in January and February. However, as we shall
see, there was little repercussion until the first feature about Albert Thompson in
The Guardian on March 10, 2018. Thompson (a pseudonym) had been living
legally in the United Kingdom for forty-four years but was denied access to free
treatment for prostate cancer, which is a right for citizens. The fact that
Thompson’s case was about health care is significant because the National
Health Service (NHS) is object of much national pride and it is an issue that
is perennially high in citizens” agenda. On that day, the first petition related to
Windrush on change.org was launched, reaching 100,000 signatures within two
weeks, followed a few days later by crowdfunding for his treatment. In the next
two weeks, other petitions about the same person were created, on change.org
and on 38degrees.org. On the day of the first article about Thompson, there was
also a question in Parliament about the case at Prime Minister Questions
(PMQs), as an attack on the government’s health policy, an issue “owned” by
the opposition; the Prime Minister seemed unaware of the case.

On April 6, Patrick Vernon, an equality activist who has been campaigning
for the celebration of the Windrush generation for years, launched a
Parliamentary e-petition. This was key because it was only at this point that
what had been treated as a disparate set of individual cases became “branded”
as the “Windrush generation” (Gentleman and Vernon, personal interviews),
with its well-known allusions to the struggles and contributions of Caribbean
immigrants in the United Kingdom. This petition was supported by a strategic
coalition of several equality, immigration and legal aid NGOs, and a small
number of MPs led by David Lammy. Just ten days later, it had gathered
over 150,000 signatures, hence comfortably passing the 100,000-threshold
required to trigger a debate in Parliament. It was also at this point that the
other petitions gained substantial support, including the change.org petition for
Thompson, which reached over 400,000 signatures. Moreover, it was then that
38 Degrees decided to throw institutional support behind its citizen-initiated
petition, which until then had been languishing below fifty signatures (personal
interview with the petition’s creator). Given the number and pace of petition
signing, this might appear at first as an example of “organizing without organ-
izations.” However, it had elites and organizations at its core: a combination of
political and advocacy actors taking the window of opportunity to push for an
issue they have been campaigning on for a long time. In this campaign assem-
blage, however, new forms of digital participation were also important, for
gathering support and, as we shall see, helping to amplify the overall visibility
of the case.

As the petitions were fast attracting signatures, a different type of elite got
involved: diplomats, specifically the High Commissioners of twelve Caribbean
nations. It was not the first time that they had raised their concerns, but they
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took advantage of a new window of opportunity and joined the elite campaign
alliance, and broader assemblage, that was forming. On April 12, they used the
incoming Heads of Government Commonwealth summit to put pressure on the
government, “demanding action from the Home Office” in what Barbados’ high
commissioner called “guerrilla diplomacy” (Hewit 2018). The government con-
firmed to The Guardian, on the 15th, that they have rejected the meeting request.
On April 16, the first day after Parliament’s Easter recess, Labor MP David
Lammy delivered a letter to demand action from the PM signed by 140 MPs
from all parties. It was the first but not the last MPs’ actions to draw attention
to the case in Parliament and, by doing so, attract the media’s interest.
Parliament then became a key site for the assemblage. Over the next few
weeks, the opposition MPs strategically used a number of Parliamentary instru-
ments, including PMQs, Urgent Questions and summoning the Home Office
Secretary to the Select Committee, to keep pressure on the government and
enhance the newsworthiness of the issue.

It is from this point in mid-April that the issue of Windrush gained momen-
tum on the political agendas (both Parliament’s and government’s) and, ulti-
mately, provoked a storm in the news media. Moreover, within a short period,
the government’s response escalated from apologies, to the announcement of
bureaucratic measures, the launch of an independent commission, to the resig-
nation of the Home Office Secretary and, eventually, the announcement of a
financial compensation scheme for those affected worth up to six hundred mil-
lion pounds.?

This combination makes Windrush a potent case for the aims of this article.
In addition to high and explosive salience, it led to policy change even if, as the
literature shows is most often the case (Walgrave and Van Aelst 2006), change
was to an important extent symbolic. Moreover, there are two other character-
istics that make it particularly interesting. First, a range of different types of
actors were involved in a campaign assemblage (political elites, traditional and
hybrid advocacy organizations, activists and digitally enabled crowds and opin-
ion leaders), exploiting platform affordances and news media logics to support
their aims. Second, it was to an important extent driven by an investigative
journalist in a legacy news organization at the forefront of digital reinvention.

This demonstrates how the media are both an arena for other political actors,
and actors themselves. Moreover, it reflects important features of the current
media environment. Investigative journalism and its use to advocate a cause are
of course not new. But there were some features of how it developed that are
distinctive to the contemporary communication environment. First, there is the
use of this type of investigation by media organizations not only for general
brand-building, highly necessary in the current hyper-competitive environment,
but also as a potential route to income generation, via regular donations and
crowdfunding initiatives. Second, there is the influence of analytics in the cov-
erage, which is in part why the issue was relentlessly covered by The Guardian:
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“the interest from our readers was very high” (Gentleman, personal interview)
as shown in internal metrics, as well as emails and Twitter. Finally, typical of
The Guardian’s hybrid approach, the stories were published in the print version
but with additional features online, and were promoted by Gentleman’s and
other Guardian accounts on Twitter. At the same time, it is not all about the
new. The fact this was a legacy organization—with high prestige, expertise and
resources—was also crucial. The Guardian not only had a senior journalist
working relentlessly on this, but also assembled a team to investigate Amber
Rudd’s involvement and received leaked information that was key to her
resignation.

As any single case study, the case has clear limitations in terms of generaliz-
ability. But for the aims of this article, the richness of the case and the depth we
can achieve are key. The next section will first discuss the issues related to
research design, and then the methodology, explaining the approach and detail-
ing the process of data collection.

Approach, Methods, and Data

To examine the roles and interactions between the various actors, a first crucial
step was to uncover when the case received attention in different elements of the
media system. To achieve this, we used a combination of quantitative content
analysis to uncover the patterns of salience over time across different platforms
and, to better understand the roles of different actors, we carried out a small
number of elite interviews (see Supplementary Information) and complementary
document research, including the analysis of parliamentary proceedings and
historical background about the actors and issues that led to the case. In com-
bination, this helped us to develop an in-depth and rich understanding of the
case as a whole. For the content analysis, we used a combination of data
sources, covering legacy and new types of media (digital native, alternative,
and social). We first identified key legacy news outlets: the two main national
TV news bulletins in each of the three main channels (BBCI1, ITV, and Channel
4),> and the print versions of all top-selling national newspapers, including
tabloids and broadsheets. Second, we added key digital native news sites
(Buzzfeed and Huffington Post) and “alternative partisan brands” with the
highest reach in the left and right (Media Reform Coalition 2019; sece
Supplementary Information). Third, we include social media, specifically
Twitter. The rationale is twofold: first, plain data accessibility; second,
Twitter’s reach. Their users are nothing like the population: it is disproportion-
ally used by political and media elites, and those who are more politically
engaged; in this case, however, this is an advantage as these groups are likely
to be key in amplifying the salience of the case (Harder et al. 2017: 280).

The timeframe for all sources was the same, based on the chronology of the
case: March 1 to May 30, 2018.* Newspaper articles and broadcasting
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transcripts were retrieved using LexisNexis and The Guardian’s APIL.> Relevant
articles in alternative news sites were identified using a Google search and
retrieved from the individual media sites. For all media types, we followed
similar—but platform-tailored—keyword search strategies. For press, broad-
casting, and alternative news sites, we searched for “Windrush” and “Albert
Thompson” (details in Supplementary Information). After cleaning for false
positives and duplicates, the final sample comprises 1,771 pieces: 1,263 newspa-
per articles; 245 TV segments; and 263 pieces from alternative digital outlets. We
purchased a full data set from Twitter’s Historical PowerTrack, using a query
developed from an earlier sample we had obtained from Twitter’s REST API as
the scandal unfolded. After removing false positives from the data (see
Supplementary Information), the final Twitter data set contains 1,769,940
tweets posted by 251,459 unique users.

The second main sources of data were electronic petitions. We focus on the e-
petition to Parliament as the data provided by the U.K. Government Digital
Service is highly detailed, but also use the interviews to reconstruct the evolution
over time of the other petitions. Finally, we included the analysis of Google
trends, as a proxy of public attention to the issue compared with other search
terms. Although undoubtedly not a representative measure of public opinion
(Trevisan et al. 2018), it offers a reliable “public driven gauge of salience”
(Boydstun et al. 2014: 526) that has been used in a number of studies of
agenda setting (Bennett et al. 2018; Boydstun et al. 2014; Graeff et al. 2014).

Analysis

The key question for political agenda setting is at what point do issues get on the
political agenda, breaking the equilibrium that had meant that until then,
although the issue had been already identified as problematic by some, nothing
had been done about it. As explained in the case section, we know that the
government’s response started, or certainly accelerated, from April 16. We also
know that The Guardian published several articles over a few months before
then. But what happened in between? What was the tipping point for the shift in
attention-allocation and why?

First, we focus on the evolution of the issue for the legacy news media. As
Figure 1 shows, Windrush had barely been covered until April 16, despite sev-
eral earlier articles in The Guardian and some coverage by Channel 4. There is
some coverage at the end of the preceding week when the high commissioners of
the Caribbean countries complained, but it is still sparse.

From April 16, there is a sudden surge; so much so that it can be categorized
as a “media storm” following Boydstun et al.’s (2014: 518) definition that it
should last at least seven days, have an explosive (at least a 150 percent) increase
in attention to an issue from one week to the next and, over one week, 20 percent
of front-page stories must be devoted to the issue. In this case, as shown in
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Figure |. Timeline of key events combined with daily number of newspaper articles, main TV
news bulletins, alternative sites articles, and tweets referring to Windrush and/or “Albert

Thompson.”
Note. PMQs = Prime Minister Questions.

Table 2, there is indeed an explosive increase: the number of pieces referring to
the issue grew, in that week, twenty-three times: from nineteen to 445 units. It is
also enduring: the attention remains high for over three weeks. Only in the
fourth week is there a substantial decrease—more slowly in newspapers, with
its larger news-holes, than on TV. Moreover, a similar pattern of explosiveness
is also present in the number of front-page stories/broadcasting opening
headlines.

The presence of the storm is crucial because in “storm mode, the media
agenda matters more for the governmental agenda”: it leads to “a powerful
political stampede ... as political actors try to outrun each other” (Walgrave
et al. 2017: 550). And indeed, when combined with the timeline of events and
Figure 1, we can see that this is the start of the issue breaching the attention
tipping point on the political agenda. More specifically, it starts when the then
Home Office Secretary is summoned to attend Minister Questions in Parliament,
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Table 2. Number of Articles Per Week before and During Storm.

Front Pages &

Week No. Dates Total Opening TV Headlines
-l April 2 to 8 I 0
0 April 9 to 15 19 2
I April 16 to 22 445 62
2 April 23 to 29 367 40
3 April 30 to May 6 389 37
4 May 7 to 13 97 10

Note. This includes daily number of newspaper articles and main TV news bulletin items in selected outlets
referring to Windrush and/or “Albert Thompson.”

apologizes and promises several light reparative measures, and the PM reverses
her decision not to discuss the issue with Commonwealth leaders. Importantly,
this was also the day after the delivery of the letter signed by 140 cross-party
MPs and the day that the Commonwealth summit was opening.

The salience of the issue on the political agendas (both Parliament and gov-
ernment) remains, as the political fallout of the issue continues, pushed by the
opposition using several parliamentary instruments. This, in turn, feeds the news
media’s criteria of newsworthiness: not so much about the Windrush issue itself,
but about the political ins and outs. In fact, the timeline clearly indicates that
salience in legacy news media was associated with typical news values: elite
involvement; the partisan battle for blame allocation in Parliament, party con-
ferences and local elections; the fallout of a senior minister; and the political
scandal dimensions of the issue. It continues, and in fact peaks, when Rudd
resigns. Ultimately, the key is that there was a reciprocal influence between elites
(advocacy and opposition) strategically feeding the newsworthiness of the issue,
the governmental response, and news media attention in ratcheting effect and at
higher pace because of the storm mode.

The second step in our analysis is to incorporate newer types of media,
specifically a combination of digital native news sites (i.e. Huffington Post
and Buzzfeed), the most popular online partisan news websites, and Twitter.
The analysis reveals that, for this case, there was little “alternative” in the
patterns of salience: new and legacy media’s are similar. Figure 1 (above)
shows that, like most legacy news media, these new media sites only started
focusing on the issue from April 16. Twitter is somewhat different: it shows
higher activity earlier and has a clear peak on April 13, both related to the
petitions. Despite these noteworthy differences, the overall pattern is similar
to that of the other media types. Indeed, there is, as shown in Table 3, a high
degree of correspondence in the evolution of the coverage, as shown by the high,
significant correlations in daily frequencies (March 1-May 31) between all four
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Table 3. Correlations between Daily Numbers of Alternative Site Articles, Newspaper
Articles, and Main TV News Bulletin in Selected Outlets as well as Tweets Referring to
Windrush and/or “Albert Thompson” (March 1-May 31, 2018).

Alternative Newspaper TV Twitter
Alternative 0.835%#* 0.87 I##* 0.87 ¥
Newspaper 0.835%** 0.787%** 0.7427%+*
TV 0.87 I+ 0.7877%* 0.9027%%*
Twitter 0.87 | ##* 0.7427%%¢ 0.9027%#*

iy < 01,

media pairings (TV, newspapers, alternative, and Twitter). In this case at least,
these newer types of media did not appear to have played a leading role, but they
did contribute in volume and pervasiveness to the storm. Twitter, as further
discussed below, was important at an earlier stage, but subsequently not that
different.

The importance of the storm is also clear from the analysis of the data from
Google trends, which we use as a proxy for general public interest on the issue.
To have comparative points of reference, in addition to Windrush, we also
searched for immigration (the more general issue) and Rudd (the name of the
former Home Office secretary). In Google trends, numbers express search inter-
est in a topic (or query shares) relative to total queries for selected topics at a
given time and place, in this case the United Kingdom. The 100 is given to the
maximum day-peak for the term with the highest volume of searches in the
chart; the other numbers are essentially percentages relative to this peak
(Bennett et al. 2018: 665; Boydstun et al. 2014: 526; Graeff et al. 2014).

Figure 2 shows that, whereas the search patterns for immigration were spread
across the timeframe, there is a sudden and substantial rise in interest in
Windrush. The surge materialized at the exact time, from April 16, when the
news media got into “storm mode” and the government started to respond.
Although the resignation of Rudd led to the highest search volume, it is
short-lived. In contrast, the query share for Windrush remained high for
almost three weeks, closely matching the period of high salience in legacy media.

In short, the analysis of the case so far shows that legacy news media continue
to be crucial in the process of political agenda setting, especially in storm mode.
They are key in the way that they rise and feed on attention from political elites,
as well as for creating substantial interest from the public at large. That said,
there were also other dynamics at play. We will now turn to the role of petitions,
hybrid digital organizations, and digitally enabled “crowds” and their leaders.

We focus on the Parliament petition as we have complete data for it. Unlike
public interest at large (as indicated by Google trends above), Figure 3 shows
that, for a small but significant number of people, the Windrush victims were on
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Figure 2. Google search volumes from Google trends data.
Note. Region: United Kingdom only. Search dates and terms as shown.

their agenda since at least early April, which is consistent with the earlier atten-
tion on Twitter (Figure 1, lower panel). By April 10, the Parliament petition had
reached over twenty-five thousand signatures and by April 15, that is, before
news coverage got into storm mode, it had over 120,000 signatures. This puts the
petition among the top 1 percent in terms of signatures in the history of
Parliament (UK Government and Parliament 2019). Equally, petitions on
38 Degrees and, especially, change.org—about Windrush in general and
Albert Thompson specifically—had high levels earlier, well before the start of
the storm.

So, on one hand, sustained legacy news media attention to the issue came
later than that of a digitally enabled crowd of engaged citizens. The differences
between Figures 1 and 3 are confirmed by the Pearson correlation, which shows
that petitions have risen relatively independently from patterns of salience in
news media coverage (r=-.156; p > .10; see details in Supplementary
Information). On the other hand, the highest peak in the number of signatures
comes the day legacy news media started to pay substantial attention to the issue
(16/4), showing the importance of news media in amplifying interest. It was also
only then that the government’s response and the public interest, as measured by
Google trends, materialized. Moreover, legacy news media (especially the press
but not just The Guardian) continued to cover the issue longer, including in a
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Figure 3. Daily number of signatures for the Windrush Parliament petition.
Source. U.K. Government Digital Service.

number of front covers (Table 2), while interest from the public (Figure 2) and
digitally enabled crowds in Twitter (Figure 1) started to dwindle faster, essen-
tially flattening after May 4.

But we should not disregard the earlier popularity of the petitions, which
started when the news media—other than The Guardian—were barely covering
the issue. Digital petitions are rapid response mechanisms for activists and dig-
ital advocacy organizations (Karpf 2012; Vromen 2016). Like other forms of so
called “click-activism,” they are “interventions in the attention ecology”
(Tufekci 2013: 854) that provide novel and fast pathways for raising attention
to advocacy causes. Enabled by social media platforms, they can create an
integrative mechanism between a small committed group of advocacy actors
and sections of the public at large, who sign and share it. Table 4, based on
data about the sources of the referral to the Parliament’s e-petition page, pro-
vides clear evidence of this: most of the petition signers arrived from social
media (first Twitter closely followed by Facebook). This is consistent with a
previous study of two hundred petitions that shows that two thirds of all visitors
to the petitions’ site arrived via these platforms (Hale et al. 2018). Access to the
petition directly from links in legacy news media sites played a role, but small
and comparable with those of search engines.

The petitions then went on to play an important role in interdependence with
other actors. Even if they represent a very small proportion of the population,
signatures, as other kinds of attention metrics, elevate perceptions of the wor-
thiness of an issue, creating further attention from other actors such as politi-
cians, journalists, and platforms (Zhang et al. 2018: 3163). And indeed, the first
piece published on BBC online about the Windrush scandal referred to the
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Table 4. Source of Referrals to Parliament’s Windrush Petition.

Organization/Platform N %
Twitter 77,348 440
Facebook 67,347 38.3
Legacy news media 10,797 6.1
Search engines 10,083 5.7
Email 2,582 1.5
Instagram 1,828 1.0
Mumsnet 1,035 0.6
Canary 657 04
Brixton_buzz 559 0.3
Change.org 110 0.1
Others 3,644 2.1
Grand Total 175,990 100.00

Source. Authors’ analysis based on data from the U.K. Government Digital Service.
Note. Referrals from sources that could not be identified are excluded from the sample.

petitions’ metrics as one way to explain the importance of the story, as did
several politicians. Moreover, other outlets, including the best-selling Daily
Mail, directly promoted the petition in their coverage. But it is not just about
numbers: petitions are also an opportunity for activists to both get a sense of
what might be popular and to re-frame the issue. In this case, the 38 Degrees and
change.org petitions indicated the high resonance of Thompson’s case as it
quickly became associated with the cherished NHS. Moreover, the
Parliamentary petition—set up by Vernon—was key to re-branding the previ-
ously disparate individual cases as the “Windrush generation” and quickly gath-
ered support through social media networks.

The final element of the analysis is based on Twitter data. We first identify the
opinion leaders in the conversation (Papacharissi and de Fatima Oliveira 2012)
measured by the number of retweets, and second, we analyze the hyperlinks
included in any tweets about the issue. We coded the top 20 accounts in four
broad categories based on their bios: politician, professional journalist or media
organization, activist (which also includes campaigner and blogger), and celeb-
rity. We chose to redact some nonorganizational twitter handles due to privacy
concerns. The logic behind the redaction is that we did not want to expose
Twitter users who are not otherwise public figures (e.g., who chose to appear
on TV, radio or in newspaper articles with their real name) or have given us
explicit consent to feature their names.

Table 5 indicates the prominence of two different type of elites in the Twitter
conversation. On one hand, there are a number of activists, with thousands of
followers and a history of digital campaigning (especially on issues of race and
the national health system), who became “crowdsourced elites” (Papacharissi
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Table 5. Opinion Leaders on Twitter in the Windrush Debate.

% of All
Name Retweets Retweets Favorites Mentions Tweets Followers  Type
|. DavidLammy 146,417 10.07 275,346 427,868 236 384,961 Politician
2. ameliagentleman 64,232 442 95,826 80,144 234 32,424  Journalist
3. HackneyAbbott 42,964 2.96 65,163 61,768 216 213,799 Politician
4. DancingTheMind 26,699 1.84 32,781 23,752 125 51,151 Activist
5. doctor_oxford 20,622 1.42 22,793 18429 45 41,697 Activist
6. CarolinelLucas 19,610 1.35 37,790 19903 25 312,026 Politician
7. Rachael_Swindon 17,372 1.20 23,986 16,348 123 60,359 Activist
8. jeremycorbyn 16,388  1.13 29,848 27,208 20 1,833,010 Politician
9. D_Rsvam? 13,681 0.94 12,879 12,393 527 12,412 Activist
10. Harryslaststand 13,361 0.92 25,542 11,998 100 181,245  Activist
I1. JaGesMelvQIle* 12,999  0.89 18,085 11,669 17 88,845 Activist
12. TomLondoné 12,765 0.88 18910 11,578 124 37,419 Activist

13. davidschneider 12,604 0.87 28,582 11,793 10 340,329 Celebrity
14. AngelaRayner 12,574 0.87 20,764 11,504 42 90,256 Politician

15. joannaccherry 12,212 0.84 19,231 12,526 74 27,316 Politician
16. DawnButlerBrent 11,662  0.80 18,012 19,438 43 34,960 Politician
17. ToryFibs 11,438 0.79 9,190 10,652 6 95,101 Activist
18. NHSMillion 10,177  0.70 5,609 9,328 20 347,201  Activist
19. mrjamesob 9,830 0.68 19,953 20,268 67 330,911  Journalist
20. AFgylePoz* 9,720 0.67 13,588 8,686 82 4,150 Activist

Note. Ordered by number of retweets; numbers are taken from the data set and may have changed since.
NHS = National Health Service.
a. This name has been altered due to concerns with the privacy of the account owner(s).

and de Fatima Oliveira 2012) on the issue. The activists among the top 20
accounts were responsible for 10 percent of the retweets in the overall
Windrush conversation and a remarkable 26 percent when looking only at the
prestorm period, which indicates how important these few individuals were early
on (see Supplementary Information). Second, there are several politicians on the
list, led by David Lammy, whose tweets were shared so widely that they made
up a remarkable 10 percent of all retweets in the Windrush conversation.
Lammy is a Labor MP and child of parents from the Windrush generation
who was highly involved in the issues from day one. He took the window of
opportunity—and his strong digital presence—to campaign for the Windrush
victims, and race and immigration issues more generally, as well as using the
issue strategically for the purposes of party-competition. Lammy aside, the
number of politicians among the opinion leaders in the Twitter conversation
shows their enduring importance in policy debates in the media, not only, as
consistently shown in the literature, in professional news coverage, but also in
the Twittersphere.
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Table 6. Most Often Linked Domains in Tweets Referencing to Windrush.

Rank Hyperlink to® n %
I theguardian.com 72,221 324
2 petition.parliament.uk 31,512 14.1
3 bbc.co.uk 30,294 13.6
4 gofundme.com 7,635 34
5 change.org 6,850 3.1
6 independent.co.uk 5,428 2.4
7 huffingtonpost.co.uk 4,088 1.8
8 youtube.com 3,390 1.5
9 mirror.co.uk 3,058 1.4
10 facebook.com 2,572 1.2
I skwawkbox.org 2,528 1.1
12 you.38degrees.org.uk 2,274 1.0
13 channel4.com 2,200 1.0
14 action.labor.org.uk 1,732 0.8
I5 telegraph.co.uk 1,357 0.6
16 dailymail.co.uk 1,339 0.6
17 inews.co.uk 1,138 0.5
18 timeshighereducation.com 1,081 0.5
19 itv.com 928 04
20 news.sky.com 927 0.4
21 Others 40,582 18.2
Total number of URLs 223,134

Note. URL = Uniform Resource Locator.

a. Different URLs with the same organization domain were aggregated. Some tweets did not contain
hyperlinks or only referenced twitter, that is, quoted other tweets, and so are not included (1,553,097). Of
the above, some included one URL (210,878) and others more than one (5,983).

In contrast, with the exception of The Guardian’s Amelia Gentleman at #2,
journalists and news legacy media accounts are not that prominent, with only
one other journalist (@mrjamesob, a talk radio host with a strong record of
speaking-out online) in the top 20. This does not mean, however, that legacy
news media did not play an important role in the Twitter conversation. But they
did so not so much through the journalists’ or media’s Twitter accounts but, as
we shall see, via the news items they published which were widely shared.

Table 6 shows analysis of the hyperlinks included in any tweets about the
issue between March 1 and May 31. First, the role of The Guardian is again
striking, not only in breaking the story but also in amplifying it: over 30 percent
of the URLs in tweets came from the newspaper. Second, it was other legacy
news media organizations who were the object of the majority of the links on
Twitter, with the BBC playing a leading role. This is an important indicator of
their enduring importance in creating and sustaining a national conversation,
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even, or rather especially, in the highly fractured audience environment that
characterizes contemporary media systems. Finally, fascinatingly, this list
shows the range of organizations and platforms that play a role in the process
in the hybrid media system, ranging from the electronic petitions and
YouTube—where mostly videos from legacy media about the topic were
shared—to digital native news sites, partisan blogs, and digital advocacy organ-
izations. Altogether, the analysis of the most visible twitter accounts and the
hyperlinks highlights the diverse set of actors involved, including both new and
hybrid, but also the enduring importance of political elites and legacy news
media. It also shows the interdependence across platforms, including between
electronic petitions, social media sharing, and coverage in legacy news media.

Discussion and Conclusions

We set out to examine the roles of different types of media in political agenda
setting in the hybrid media system. How do they interact with other actors and
platforms? How do they contribute to reaching the attention “tipping-point,”
pushing the issue into the government’s agenda and help to overcome inaction?
Our case study shows the continuing importance of legacy news media in polit-
ical agenda setting, especially in storm mode. It also uncovers the distinctive
roles of other actors as well as clear evidence of similarities in patterns of cov-
erage across media types.

The analysis shows that, in the case of Windrush, the issue was first brought
into the public sphere by persistent coverage by an investigative journalist in a
legacy news media organization at the forefront of digital reinvention, joined by
a strategic alliance of advocacy and political elites. For these elites, this was not
“news,” there was no revelation from the media coverage (cf. Sevenans 2018).
But the early coverage by The Guardian was important as a signal of a window
of opportunity, and so was the attention and re-framing of the issue enabled by
the digital petitions gathered by actors and technical artifacts in the campaign
assemblage, including crowdsourced leaders (Papacharissi and de Fatima
Oliveira 2012) and hybrid advocacy organizations.

But, perhaps surprisingly, given the emphasis on the new and digital in some
of the literature, the case shows that legacy news media—such as the BBC,
Channel 4, and Daily Mail, among others—played a crucial role. It was only
when they reached “storm mode,” and both media and political actors tried to
outrun each other in a sudden frenzy, that friction against action was overcome,
and there was a government response. We uncovered three key roles for legacy
news media in this process: initiating, amplifying, and sustaining attention to the
issue. First, a news legacy outlet (The Guardian) raised the issue and gave it
persistent coverage when practically no one else was paying attention, helping to
gather and energize the campaign assemblage and to generate a sense of
ongoing-ness about the issue. It was later also crucial in cross-media diffusion,
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by providing both the material about individual cases for news media rehashing
in their coverage, and the most popular hyperlinks for social network sharing.
Arguably, a similar initiating role could be played by a different type of media.
But The Guardian is a remarkable example of organizational hybridity among
news outlets and was hence in some ways uniquely positioned. It combines, in
particularly successful ways, old and new media logics, including the resources
(budget, journalistic expertise, and access), prestige, and brand recognition and
loyalty of top legacy news organizations with the enhanced reach, timeliness,
promotional opportunities, and constant feedback of digital. Moreover, its cur-
rent business model partly relies on donations, some project-specific, which
encourages sustained investigative stories like Windrush.

Second, when legacy news media other than The Guardian eventually devoted
significant attention to Windrush, they were key to amplifying the visibility of the
issue and compelling the government’s reaction. It was also only at this point that
public attention increased substantially. This response was very much in unison,
that is, at the same time and following very similar patterns across legacy news
media outlets. Moreover, it quickly moved into “storm mode,” receiving longer
sustained attention from the news media and an explosive response from govern-
ment. This leads us to the third, and key, role of legacy news media: sustaining
attention over time, and hence putting continuing pressure on the government
both directly and indirectly by facilitating the opposition’s role. In turn, this fed
the newsworthiness of the issue. The key is that there was a reciprocal influence
between strategic elites (advocacy and opposition) feeding the newsworthiness of
the issue, the governmental response, and the legacy news media attention in
ratcheting effect and at a higher pace because of the storm mode.

Interestingly, it is in fact some of the most-criticized characteristics of legacy
media that helped to sustain the attention: first, their “obsession” with process,
partisan battles, and political scandal; second, how in mediatized fashion elites
strategically fed this (news)media logic; and finally, the pace of the news cycle.
Although historically criticized for its short attention span, the legacy news
media (including those like The Guardian with a strong digital presence) do
not tend to move into and out of stories as quickly as digital actors in the
system. Stories that “go viral,” due to digital networked sharing by multiple
nodes, receive fast large-scale attention that tends to fade quickly (Nahon et al.
2011). In contrast, although news media storms are also characterized by high
explosive attention, the attention is more likely to be sustained, which is to do
with professional norms and allocation of resources, especially when in storm
mode. Specifically, there is inter alia a lowering of gatekeeping thresholds for the
story and related issues, resources re-allocation to the coverage of the topic, and
higher imitation—and thus competition—across multiple news outlets
(Boydstun et al. 2014). It is then in their interest to stay “locked” in the
storm, especially, as in this case, if elites keep talking about it and providing
fresh newsworthy angles on the issue. In contrast, new digital actors (e.g.
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whether crowd-based such as viral memes or hashtags, or blogs and small digital
media organizations) do not have the same institutional constraints to move fast
into a breaking story nor, conversely, the same incentives to “stay locked.”

Although these dynamics can make legacy news media slower to react, they
also give them potentially larger and more sustained discursive power (Jungherr
et al. 2019), especially as the battles for attention are becoming fiercer, collective
attention spans shorter (Lorenz-Spreen et al. 2019) and audiences more frac-
tured. Clearly, legacy news media are no longer the only path to attention. But,
as in this case, in many media systems, they are still at the core of national
conversations, directly due to enduring reach and resources, and indirectly by
providing a large proportion of the original news content referred to on other
platforms. This role is key and has significant implications for agenda setting
and beyond, both in terms of what is included—as in this case—but also exclud-
ed, if not fitting with the legacy news media norms. Moreover, it indicates that,
in this communication environment, the dynamics of media storms (and the
legacy news media’s roles in them) are likely to become ever more important.

These insights are the result of deep-diving into one case. This approach also
means that our analysis has some limitations in terms of generalizing beyond the
particularities of the case and the political and media systems in which it took
place. But it is an important starting point for comparative work, and hence has
cross-national relevance. The impact of digital disruption on the communication
environment, and thus on the relationship between media and politics, is global,
but its effects are undoubtedly mediated by national characteristics. This article
uncovered the enduring significance of legacy news media organizations and their
relationship with elites, especially in storm mode. But the features of the U.K.
media system, with its very strong legacy news media core that has now translated
also into digital consumption patterns (Majo-Vazquez et al. 2019), were key to the
dynamics we uncovered. This is different from the United States, the focus of most
of the previous studies, but not unlike other countries in Western Europe, that also
have strong public service broadcasters and other legacy media organizations with
large reach, prestige, and resources. In which ways these dynamics are shaped by
the characteristics of different media systems, including the strength of legacy
organizations but also, for example, the degree of political parallelism, is a key
question for future research to pursue. Equally, what happens in cases where,
although there is (digitally enabled) activism, there is no strong elite involvement
nor partisan and process dimensions, potentially dampening the interest of legacy
media? We hope that the insights from this article and methodological approach
are applied in the future to other cases to answer these questions.
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Notes

1. There are differences between the two approaches (i.e. actor-network theory [ANT]
and assemblage thinking), but, for the purposes of this article, they are close enough to
combine them. See Miiller and Schurr (2016) for differences and similarities; see
Nielsen (2009) and Chadwick (2011) for applications of the concept to electoral cam-
paigns and news production, respectively.

2. The compensation scheme was formally launched almost twelve months after it was
announced, in March 2019. It is still unclear whether most of those affected will be
able to claim because of the burden of proof required. The funds for specific circum-
stances have also been considered ungenerous by NGOs (Daghlian 2019). The total
amount will depend on the claims accepted, with estimates varying between two hun-
dred and six hundred million pounds.

3. Channel 4 has one evening bulleting, but it is twice as long, and hence equivalent.

4. We also searched for the six months prior and other victims’ names to check for earlier
attention to the case. As this was minimal, we do not include it in the results.

5. We used The Guardian’s API because LexisNexis does not differentiate between print
and online version for this outlet.
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