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ABSTRACT 

Indonesia has a long list of bombing attacks and the latest terrorist attack occurred in Kampung 
Melayu (KM), Jakarta in May 2017. During terrorist attacks, individuals utilize dual screening, 
the use of two separate screens for videos and social media simultaneously (Lin & Chiang, 2017), 
for obtaining, producing, and disseminating information, increasing the public’s role in crisis 
communication. A growing body of literature has explored dual screening, but little scholarly 
research has investigated dual screening use for crisis communication; thus, this study attempts to 
investigate the dual screening use during terrorist attacks in Indonesia. 

This mix-method research proposes three research questions: (RQ1) What patterns of terrorism-
related social media communication were shown during the KM bombing terrorist attack based on 
the Twitter content analysis? (RQ2) During different stages of the crisis response process, what 
kinds of media behaviors did Indonesian dual-screeners from various groups perform during the 
terrorist attack? (RQ3) What motivated Indonesian dual screeners from various groups to use this 
new mode of crisis communication during terrorist attacks? To answer RQ1, this study analyzed 
the content of 7,101 tweets during peak days of the KM terrorist attack and coded it using the 
framework from Haverin and Zach (2010) (i.e., action-related, emotion-related, information-
related contents). In response to RQ2 and RQ3, this study recruited 21 Indonesian dual screeners 
from various groups (incident-related actors, digital participants, and local journalists) for in-depth 
interviews. The semi-structured interviews asked about respondents’ media behaviors during 
stages (i.e., observation, interpretation, choice, dissemination) of crisis responses and their 
motivations (i.e., social, cognitive, affective motives) to use dual screening during terrorist attacks. 

Twitter content analysis showed that the tweets during peak days of the KM bombing dominantly 
promoted action-related messages, such as to unite in combating terrorism, to stop posting or 
sharing pictures or videos of victims, and so on, confirming the role of social media to mobilize 
people during crisis. Moreover, the Twitter users also posted emotional content, for instance 
emotional venting, offering prayer, expressing sympathy, and expressing solidarity. It is also 
noteworthy that most Twitter mobilizers were government institutions and security, reflecting their 
effort to draw public’s attention on crisis situations. These mobilizers mostly tweeted action-
related and information-related content. The identification of Twitter mobilizers also helped 
identify digital participants for the in-depth interviews.  

The results of in-depth interviews suggested interviewees used multiple platforms (e.g., social 
networking sites, mainstream media, and mobile instant messengers) in different stages of crisis 
response process. They sought KM bombing information mostly through TV contents with the 
complementary of many other channels (e.g., online news portals, YouTube video, social media). 
Interestingly, for the communication purposes, incident-related actors were more comfortable to 
use mobile instant messengers (e.g. WhatsApp) to personally chat with their close friends or family 
members to inform them of their conditions. Journalists engaged more in group chats with their 
colleagues on mobile instant messengers (e.g., WhatsApp) for information exchange, while the 
digital participants were also vocal on open platforms, such as Twitter, allowing them to share the 
general information regarding the incident and accompanying photos and videos. Furthermore, the 
findings indicate social motives (e.g., social capital, social presence, sociability) and cognitive 
motives (e.g., information seeking, information appraisal, information sharing) as motivators to 
engage in dual screening at the time of crises. Another notable finding was the participants, 
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particularly the digital participants, used dual screening to achieve social change, for instance 
asking others to stop circulating the photos of victims, not to be afraid, and so on. However, the 
dual screeners also utilized dual screen for emotional coping purposes, such as for venting 
emotions and for conveying or receiving emotional support.  

As for contributions, the findings provide valuable insights in applying Communication Mediation 
Model (CMM) to the context of dual screening in crisis communication research by understanding 
the effects of crisis information consumption and social media discussions on people’s crisis 
response-related behaviors. This research also extends the application of Crisis Response 
Communication Model (CRCM) by explaining dual screening use during the crisis process of 
terrorist attacks. Practically, the study offers beneficial insights for the government and other 
authorities in regard to crisis management, particularly on designing strategies to produce crisis 
information and effectively disseminate it on suitable media platforms during terrorist attacks or 
the like. 

Keywords: dual screening, crisis response, terrorist attack, communication mediation model, 

Twitter content analysis 
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1 

CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1. Research background 

Indonesia is seen as being prone to terrorism due to bombing attacks, killing hundreds of 

people (Rivett-Carnac, 2016). The latest terrorist attack was in May 2017 when a group of 

terrorists, suspected to be The Islamic State of Iraq and Syria (ISIS) militant group, mounted two 

suicide bombs in Kampung Melayu (KM) bus station, Jakarta, and caused three deaths and 10 

injured. Effective public crisis communication for emergency responses, like terrorist attacks in 

Indonesia, is crucial to warn people to protect them from harm, dampen public’s anxiety, and 

facilitate assistances or relief efforts (Wray et al., 2004).  

Furthermore, the emergence and rapid developments of information and communication 

technology (ICT) in recent years have clearly changed many aspects of the public’s 

communication, including communication during crises. In the past, the public could only utilize 

mainstream media (e.g., TV, radio, and newspaper) for seeking and consuming information during 

crises. Past studies found TV as an important medium to broadcast and disseminate crisis 

information massively because it is regarded as a highly credible medium by audiences in many 

countries (Zhang et al., 2014). However, social media has empowered passive users to be able to 

actively seek, share, and create user-generated content (text, audio, and video) to reach a broad 

audience during crisis, increasing the role of the public in civic engagement and crisis management 

(Palen & Liu, 2007).  
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Advancements in screen and mobile technologies allow people to watch videos anywhere 

and anytime on selected platforms and gadgets including TV, tablets, or smartphones (Lin & 

Chiang, 2017). While people watch videos, they are able to simultaneously engage in social media 

on another screen, for example, a user can access a video on one screen when tweeting video-

related information on a separate device for a two-way interaction during video viewing (Vaccari 

et al., 2015). The practice of using a screen to participate in conversations while watching 

audiovisual content on a separate screen is conceptualized as dual screening (Lin & Chiang, 2017). 

This emerging dual screening also plays an important role at the time of crises as it shapes people’s 

media behaviors for crisis communication. Individuals used multiple platforms at the time of crises 

(Liu et al., 2011). They not only used mainstream media for seeking information when crises 

occurred, but also utilized social media concurrently in order to obtain, produce, and disseminate 

crisis information (Jin et al., 2014). Moreover, people used another screen such as mobile phone 

or laptop for backchannel communication for the purposes of contacting family or friends, 

browsing alternative information sources, and discussing disastrous events on the digital forum 

(Sutton et al., 2008). Abud (2013) also found that aside from using TV for obtaining information, 

Indonesians utilized their mobile phones to communicate with their family members or friends and 

to open their social media during crisis situations. 

In recent years, the rapid diffusion of dual screening has attracted scholars to investigate 

factors that motivate dual screening use (Gil de Zúñiga et al., 2015; Han & Lee, 2014), impacts of 

dual screening use on users’ attitudes and opinions (Cameron & Geidner, 2014), and the 

development of dual screening strategies for TV production (e.g., persuading audience to discuss 

about TV programs via Twitter Hashtag during TV viewing) (Kroon, 2017). Other studies focus 

on dual screening’s implications in political participation. Hayat and Samuel-Azran (2017) 
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examined the echo chamber effects regarding Americans’ second screen interactions on Twitter 

during the 2016 U.S. election. Lin and Chang (2017) investigated the relationship of social factors 

(i.e., sociability, social presence, and bridging social capital) and dual screening use and how this 

influenced online and offline political participation after the 2016 Taiwanese presidential election. 

Barnidge, Gil de Zúñiga and Diehl (2017) attempted to explain how dual screening use could shape 

users’ political views or opinions on social media. Although most aforementioned political-related 

dual screening studies examine the western contexts, little scholarly research has investigated dual 

screening use for crisis communication, especially in Asia.  

Another research void is also identified in literature of crisis communication, especially 

regarding the research subjects, as many existing studies in crisis communication mainly look at 

how governments or other public organizations use their communication channels, primarily social 

media, for crisis management. For example, Tagliacozzo and Magni (2017) explained how 

government communicated with citizens using social media in post-disaster phase. Kešetović, 

Marić, and Ninković (2017) analyzed how local authorities handled crisis communication through 

mainstream media and social media when floods and landslides hit Serbia. Norris (2017) explored 

how digital humanitarian organizations utilized user-generated content platforms engaged in 

updating information of European refugee crisis and an earthquake in Ecuador in 2016. So far, the 

public’s dual screening behaviors in crisis situations, such as terrorist attacks in Indonesia have 

not been investigated. 

Considering the trend of dual screening use during crisis situations and the aforementioned 

research gaps, this study investigates the linkage between dual screening use (using social media 

while video viewing) and crisis communication by conducting Twitter content analysis and in-

depth interviews with 21 Indonesian dual screeners from various groups (i.e., incident-related 
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actors, digital participants, and local journalists). Focusing on the KM bombing attack, the Twitter 

content analysis identifies trends and prevalent messages of tweets during the crisis (e.g., emotion-

related, information-related, action-related). The Twitter content analysis also finds the key 

mobilizers with high engagement levels (LeFebvre & Armstrong, 2016) to understand these 

influential opinion leaders on the Twitter platform during terrorist attacks.  

The Twitter content analysis also helps identify the digital participants, one group of 

interviewees in the next step of research. However, this investigation attempts to understand the 

public’s dual screening behavior in general, while digital participants are only one group of the 

public. Tandoc and Takahashi (2016) suggested other groups involved in crisis situations other 

than digital participants, including incident-related actors (survivors and their family members or 

friends, and affected residents) and local journalists who reported the bombing incident. These 

three groups with varying degrees of involvement have different behaviors during a crisis. 

Therefore, in order to gain more comprehensive insights about the public’s dual screening 

behaviors, these three groups are interviewed to identify the differences and similarities of their 

media behaviors in stages of the crisis communication process and to investigate their motivations 

to use dual screening at the time of terrorist attacks.  

 This research grounds upon Communication Mediation Model (CMM) as the theoretical 

foundation. As CMM postulates that individual’s media consumption mediated by interpersonal 

interactions will influence individuals’ participatory behaviors or engagement, Lin and Chiang 

(2017) justified its suitability to serve as the theoretical basis for dual screening use. In this study, 

dual screening users utilize one screen for crisis-related videos and another screen for backchannel 

communication via social media. Thus, the CMM can provide an appropriate theoretical 

framework to examine dual screening use for crisis communication. Moreover, this study also 
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adapts Crisis Response Communication Model (CRCM), coined by Hale, Dulek, and Hale (2005), 

to understand the public’s crisis response process during a terrorist attack (i.e., observation, 

interpretation, choice, and dissemination). However, in the context of terrorist attack, dual 

screeners do not only utilize screen media for informational purposes, but also for maintaining 

interactions with others to seek support or vent their emotions and thus this study adds a dimension 

of “connectivity” as an underlying behavior to the stages of CRCM. 

This present study explores the media behavior and dual screening use during terrorist 

attacks in the context of bombing cases in Indonesia. Between 1997 and 2002, Indonesia has 

encountered at least 90 bombing attacks. A total of 224 people died from the manmade disasters 

and 340 people were injured (Pusponegoro, 2004). A recent attack occurred on May 24, 2017, 

when two bombs exploded in Kampung Melayu bus station, Jakarta, which caused the death of 

three police officers and the injuries of ten people (Movanita, 2017). Afterwards, police officers 

identified the two suicide bombers (Chan & Soeriaatmadja, 2017) and the Islamic State of Iraq 

and Syria (ISIS) militant group claimed ownership of the attack (Adyatama, 2017). Another 

bombing incident occurred in February 2017 in Bandung. A lone attacker, who later was killed by 

the police, was suspected to be linked with a radical network sympathetic to ISIS (Chan & 

Soeriaatmadja, 2017). Since 2000, there were at least 15 bombing cases in Indonesia, including 

the famous 2002 Bali bombing with 202 people killed (Yusmadi, 2016). Despite the long list of 

terrorist attacks, Indonesia has one of the “world's most determined campaigns against terrorism” 

(Beech, 2010). The government has made significant progress in the effort of combating terrorism 

as the government has been able to weaken the terrorist networks, causing less major bombing 

incidents to occur in this country since 2009 (McBeth, 2016; McKay & Webb, 2015). Moreover, 

through the National Counterterrorism Agency (BNPT) Republic of Indonesia, the government 
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also utilizes the internet and social media to communicate with the public and spread positive 

content in order to inform as well as to protect the public from terrorism (BNPT, 2017). 

Aside of the long list of terrorist attacks, this country has been known as a leading social media 

nation with more than 80 million social media users and the daily use of three hours and 16 minutes 

per person (Loras, 2016; Nguyen, 2017). This nation has more than 50 million Twitter users, 

posting more than 4.1 billion tweets in 2016 alone (Prihadi, 2015; Ador, 2016). Jakarta, the capital 

of Indonesia, is recognized as the most active city on Twitter, while another large city in Indonesia, 

Bandung, is in sixth place (Lipman, 2012). In addition, there were more than 126 million registered 

Facebook users in Indonesia by July 2017 (Statista, 2017). Indonesia has the highest Facebook 

penetration and became the fourth largest Facebook user in the world (Loras, 2016). Indonesia’s 

Digital Consumer Behavior Report (Daily Social, 2016) revealed that Facebook, Instagram, Path, 

and Twitter were the most popular social networking sites in Indonesia, while Blackberry 

Messenger, WhatsApp, Line, and Facebook Messenger were the top mobile messaging 

applications. In regard to dual screening, Indonesia also has a high rate of multi-screen 

consumption with over 23% more media time spent than counterparts in other Asia Pacific 

countries (Millward Brown, 2014). In the context of a crisis, Abud (2013) conducted a study about 

the crisis communication pattern in the Jakarta Flood 2013 and found that participants used social 

media during the disaster, such as accessing Facebook, Blackberry Messenger or Twitter for 

gaining information and contacting their family or friends. In sum, Indonesia is a suitable research 

context to carry out this investigation regarding dual screening use for crisis communication. 
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1.2. Research purposes 

This investigation attempts to understand Indonesians’ dual screening use during terrorist 

attacks. First, this study scrutinizes the social media conversations as a response to the terrorist 

attacks by conducting Twitter content analysis to analyze the prevalent messages on Twitter and 

the key mobilizers or the most influential users. The next step of this study is in-depth interviews 

with 21 Indonesian dual screeners from various affected groups to gain the insights about media 

behaviors in different stages of crisis response process (i.e., observation, interpretation, choice, 

dissemination). Furthermore, the findings also shed light on Indonesian dual screeners’ 

motivations to use dual screening during terrorist attacks, particularly how individual socio-

psychological factors (e.g., affective, cognitive, and social motives) motivate their dual screening 

use during terrorist attacks. This study also elaborates the differences and similarities of personal 

motivations to use dual screening and the media behavior during terrorist attacks from various 

affected groups (i.e., incident-related actors, digital participants, local journalists). 

 

1.3. Research significance 

With respect to theoretic significance, as previously mentioned, there are mainly two 

research gaps identified for this study to address. First, existing dual screening studies center 

around the context of political communication and have not elaborated its implications in crisis 

communication, particularly related to media behaviors during terrorist attacks. Second, in the 

crisis communication literature, most investigate authorities’ (governments and formal 

organizations) crisis management strategies and responses, but only few of them discuss how the 

public or specific media users respond to a crisis, such as terrorist attacks. Therefore, this current 

study could expand the literature of dual screening, especially in the context of crises by taking 
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the perspective of the public in responding to crisis situations. This research also extends the 

application of CMM to the dual screening literature during crises and CRCM to describe the dual 

screeners’ crisis response process during terrorist attacks.  

 Furthermore, the terrorist attacks cause many negative outcomes, such as public panic. For 

instance, according to the survey conducted by The Research and Development Department 

(Litbang) of Kompas (cited in Belarminus, 2017), 87.9% of the respondents in Indonesia felt 

worried about possible recurring bombing terrorist attacks. Therefore, to mitigate the negative 

effects of the terrorist attacks, effective crisis communication strategies are required as the forms 

and sources of crisis information could influence how individuals respond to the crisis (Liu et al., 

2011). Considering the aforementioned factors, the findings of this study present beneficial 

insights about people’s dual screening use during terrorist attacks, which can be useful for 

governments and non-profit organizations to develop effective crisis communication strategies 

regarding content/message creation and information dissemination. This investigation also 

provides insights about the narratives discussed by the public, the key influencers during terrorist 

attacks, and the public’s media behavior (e.g., the public’s communication channels and 

information source) which could help the authorities communicate with the public at crisis 

situations and eradicate the negative effects caused by the crisis. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

This chapter delineates the theoretical foundation of this research by elaborating existing 

studies regarding dual screening use and crisis communication. In previous studies, some 

researchers use second screening to describe the simultaneous use of social media during video-

viewing (Barnidge et al., 2017; Gil de Zuniga et al., 2015); yet, the term second screening indicates 

using the main screen for video-viewing and another screen for complementary treat social media 

activities (Vaccari et al., 2015). However, users’ attention on video-viewing and on social media 

use shift swiftly; hence, it is hard to determine which screen is primary and secondary (Gil de 

Zuniga et al., 2015; Lin & Chiang, 2017). Thus, this current study adopts Lin and Chiang (2017, 

pp. 240)’s dual screening definition, referring to “the use of one screen device to engage in social 

and communicative activities while viewing audiovisual content on another.” After explaining the 

theoretic basis, the CMM, the first section focuses on people’s media behaviors during crisis 

communication under the framework of the CRCM (Hale, Dulek & Hale, 2005), in order to explore 

how the public respond to crisis, particularly a terrorist attack. The following section discusses 

research about dual screening and motivation studies. The last section elaborates the past studies 

of Twitter content analysis in crisis communication. 

The theoretical framework of this study is based on CMM. Coined by McLeod et al. (2001), 

CMM proposes that the relationship between information consumption and individual’s 

participation is mediated by interpersonal interaction. CMM implicitly posits that communication-

related activities mediate the influence of media use on an individual’s participation (Lin & 

Chiang, 2017). By having the interaction with the others, individual can digest and make sense of 
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the information gathered from the media, triggering their participatory behaviors (Shah et al., 

2017). Therefore, interpersonal communication activities, such as discussions, channel the effects 

of mass media on an individual’s civic engagement (Mcleod & Shah, 2009). Past studies show that 

users’ media consumption and interpersonal discussions mold individual participatory behaviors 

(Gil de Zúñiga et al., 2014; Lee, 2012; Shah et al., 2007). For example, Lee (2012) suggested that 

interpersonal talk mediated the effect of satirical humor consumption on political participation. 

Shah et al. (2007) also found that news media consumption indirectly influenced political 

consumerism through the effect on interpersonal political talk. 

As the latest technological advancements shape the media system and audience behaviors 

tremendously, it is necessary to reevaluate the mediated communication model. Shah and his 

colleagues (2017) proposed the revised CMM, centering the integration of media consumption and 

communication activities via offline or online platform in shaping individuals’ participatory 

behavior. Some studies provide some evidence on how online interaction can also mediate the 

effect of media use on participation (Gil de Zuniga et al., 2014; Lee et al., 2013); for example, Gil 

de Zúñiga et al. (2014) found that the relationship between social media news use and an 

individual’s political participation was mediated by their political expressions on social media. As 

dual screening enables video consumption and online social discussions, the study of Lin and 

Chiang (2017) shows that CMM can serve as a commendable theoretical basis to investigate dual 

screeners’ online and offline participation. In regard to crisis communication, some studies found 

that the public’s crisis communication behaviors (e.g., acceptance to organizations’ crisis strategy) 

were affected by the combined impacts of crisis information consumption from traditional media 

and social media as well as word-of mouth interaction and interactions with organizations 

experiencing the crisis or third parties (social media influencers or journalists) who cover stories 
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about the crisis (Austin et al., 2012; Liu et al., 2011). Since dual screening can accommodate crisis 

information consumption and online communication activities related to a crisis, CMM is an 

appropriate framework for the theoretical foundation in this present study.   

 

2.1. Dual screening       

Today many people watch live TV shows while also enhancing that experience by using 

another screen to interact with the TV content (Gil de Zúñiga & Liu, 2017). The use of another 

device to connect to the internet or social media during linear TV-watching is conceptualized as 

second screening (McGregor et al., 2017). Second screening has become prevalent in use various 

countries where it becomes more and more habitual for people to watch videos on multiscreen 

devices. During this process, the user uses the second screen device to obtain more information 

about the TV program or they can discuss the show online in real time (Barnidge et al., 2017). 

Studies have indicated that over one third of all television users are utilizing second screens in the 

UK and the US (Hayat & Samuel-Azran, 2017). Nielsen, in association with Yahoo, released a 

report that revealed 35% of American viewers use a second screen to discuss or look up show-

related information with others (Bauder, 2012). Another survey in Canada counted 36% second 

screeners, who discuss videos or look up video-related information (MTM, 2015). Accenture 

Report (cited in Flomenbaum, 2015) concurred that 87% of the global population had experiences 

with using two screens concurrently, while 59% of citizens in North America used laptops or 

computers along with TV, simultaneously.   

To be noted, recent literatures have started to examine the nature of these online discussions 

among second screeners while watching various genres of TV shows, such as sports, entertainment 

and politics. Kroon (2017) investigated how viewers established conversations through second 
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screening while watching FIFA World Cup 2014. Larkin and Fink (2016) also conducted a study 

to understand how a second screen could facilitate fans’ fantasy sport and team while watching 

the sports game. Van Es (2016) discussed the TV production strategy of using social media during 

the show (i.e., NBC show, “The Voice”) to maintain audience engagement. Giglietto and Selva 

(2014) examined the linkage between scenes of political shows and type of commentaries and 

people’s participations in Twitter activities.  

One problem with the term ‘second screening’ is that it asserts that when switching 

between screens, TV is primary and social media is secondary (Vaccari et al., 2015); however, 

video viewing could be the secondary activity if users assert their attention to other screen related 

tasks (Lin & Chiang, 2017). Thus, this study chooses to use a similar concept, dual screening, 

which describes media multitasking behavior characterized by swiftly switching attention on two 

different screens for various tasks (Lin & Chiang, 2017). This form of communication behavior 

can occur when users use one screen for watching videos, while engaging in another screen to 

search video-related online information or interact with others via social networking sites (Gil de 

Zúñiga et al., 2015). The concept of dual screening contains two different aspects, information 

seeking and social media discussions that might motivate users to engage in dual screening 

practices (Barnidge et al., 2017). Comparatively, there are more second screening studies than dual 

screening research. 

Dual screening is noted as a communicative practice that adjusts the relationship between 

the media and their audiences (Anstead & O’Loughlin, 2011). As a result of dual screening, these 

practices also supply further pathways for the public to participate and engage in public 

conversations or debates about events as they see them occur in the video-content (Gil de Zúñiga 
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et al., 2015). Dual screeners can also establish a sense of community with others beyond their 

physical and network boundaries through interactions on social media (McGregor et al., 2017). 

 

2.2. Crisis communication  

A crisis can be understood as an unexpected event, such as a disaster or an organizational 

crisis that can interrupt normal routine or business and possibly form undesirable effects (Grunig 

et al., 2011). One example of a crisis is terrorism. Canel and Sanders (2010) argued that terrorism 

could be regarded as a crisis for several reasons. First of all, terrorist attacks are incidents that can 

cause uncertainty and disrupt the routine. Moreover, terrorist attacks disrupt some aspects of 

communication, particularly political communication, as the terrorists attempt to attack the 

democracy or alter government regulations. An incident can also be considered as crisis when it 

potentially damages one’s reputation. For this reason, a terrorist attack is seen as a crisis because 

it affects authorities’ reputation who are responsible for emergency response. 

Although terrorist attacks can be categorized as a crisis, this man-made disaster has 

different characteristics compared to natural disasters and other type of crises. Terrorist attacks 

induce a higher degree of uncertainties as no one knows why the incident occurs and what will 

happen afterward, making it unclear whether the situation is already over; while during natural 

disasters, such as earthquake and tornado, the victims can see what is happening and they know 

how to act (Kaniasty & Norris, 2004). Moreover, the impact of natural disaster is usually localized 

to a particular affected area, but the effect of terrorist attacks can go beyond geographical 

boundaries and those who are threatened directly by the incidents (Shaluf et al., 2003). Therefore, 

aside from the physical destruction caused by the bomb, terrorist attacks can engender negative 

psychological effects, such as public fear and panic (Boscarino et al., 2003). These characteristics 
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result in a different approach of crisis communication as it is important to be more systematic and 

evidence-based in informing the public about terrorist attacks to dampen public panic and fear 

(Wray & Jupka, 2004). A study conducted by Boscarino et al. (2003) also indicated that in regard 

to terrorist attacks, the public showed more likelihood to assess available information more 

carefully and wait for communications from authorities or police before taking any decisions or 

actions.  

In the field of crisis and risk communication, government and organizations’ crisis 

response systems have been exhaustively investigated (Hayes et al., 2017; Paraskevas, 2006). Fink 

(1986) developed four stages of crisis life cycle which consists of prodromal crisis, acute crisis, 

chronic crisis, and crisis resolution stages. This framework covered three different stages of crisis, 

from the initial event, recovery, and resolution. Coombs (2014) suggested four stages of crisis 

management for emergency, comprised of prevention, preparation, response (including recovery), 

and revision. Although crisis management for organizations has been well-examined, there are 

only a few studies that discuss the crisis response steps from the perspective of the public. This 

study will adapt the framework developed by Hale, Dulek, and Hale (2005) to explore how the 

public responds to a crisis, particularly terrorist attacks. They proposed a crisis communication 

response model with four different phases: observation, interpretation, choice, and dissemination.  

The first phase, observation, is related to information gathering. Upon the occurrence of a 

terrorist attack, individuals seek and collect all relevant information related to the crisis event. 

People look for information through many channels, including mainstream media and social media 

(Steelman et al., 2015). There are two kinds of information seekers: passive information receptors 

and active information seekers. For passive individuals, they do not proactively look for 

information related to the crisis event, but they are passively exposed to such information while 
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consuming news outlets or social media. On the other hand, active information seekers consciously 

search the relevant information through the channels they have (Van Velsen et al., 2012).  

The next step is interpretation, which involves constructing the meaning of information 

gathered from the previous step (Garisson et al., 2001). During emergency, there is a time pressure 

that requires individual to look for information swiftly and thus there is a risk of having inaccurate 

data (Hale et al., 2005). Therefore, on this phase, the public also evaluate the crisis-related 

information by assessing its relevance and accuracy. People distinguish the relevant and irrelevant 

information with the context of the ongoing crisis event (Hale et al., 2015). Dual screening users 

also utilize the second screen to verify and check the accuracy of information that they gather 

(Yates & Partridge, 2015). They also use another screen to interact and discuss about the situation 

with other users (Lin et al., 2017).  

After interpreting all gathered information, people continue to the next step, choice. On 

this phase, individuals examine the general picture of the crisis event from the previous step and 

consider about alternatives they can implement in order to respond to the crisis event. Due to the 

nature of crisis, individuals must quickly understand the ongoing situation, then consider and 

decide various actions that can help them to prevent and reduce the negative effects as a result of 

the crisis (Hale et al., 2005). They must have critical evaluations to every possible solution and 

implement the ideas afterward (Lin et al., 2017).  

Once someone already has the alternatives, the next step is implementing the solutions. 

One of the actions is dissemination. This phase entails information exchange with other users (Hale 

et al., 2015). The public contributes in effective crisis response by disseminating information that 

they have learnt from the previous phase through some communication channels, mainly social 

media. The information provided by the public will not only help their peers, but also other entities, 
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such as media outlets, authorities, and other agencies, to give assistance during the crisis 

(Ostermann & Spinsanti, 2011). There are two different roles of the public in regard to this 

information experience: information brokers and information producers. After learning about the 

situation, the public can be a ‘gatekeeper’ by filtering relevant information and distributing the 

most crucial and useful information to the public. Social media also enables individuals to act as 

citizen reporters by providing a platform for users to create and broadcast their own content (Yates 

and Partridge, 2015). 

In the study of mobile communication, users do not only utilize smartphones for 

information exchange, but also to connect with other people through social networks (Cheng et 

al., 2015). During a crisis, users also use their social media to communicate with other people (Veil 

et al., 2011). Similarly, people also use dual screening to get in touch with other users (Weeks & 

Holbert, 2013). Hence, there should be another additional dimension as an underlying activity to 

cover this social purpose, which can be conceptualized as connectivity. In the context of crisis 

communication during a terrorist attack, Dorn et al. (2007) defined connectivity as individuals’ 

connection with other people, various organizations, resources and information which allows them 

to respond to the terrorist attacks or other incidents. Establishing social connection is important 

during crisis, including terrorist attacks, as it will develop feelings of connectedness or 

togetherness with other people, build collective coping (how people will comfort each other during 

and aftermath of crisis) and encourage people to offer help or assistance (Yates & Partridge, 2015).  

In conclusion, terrorist attacks have different characteristics compared to other kinds of 

crises as terrorist attacks are able to induce a high degree of uncertainty and the effects caused by 

the incident can go beyond the affected areas. These characteristics influence the crisis 

communication during terrorist attacks because individuals become more careful in evaluating 



 

DOI:10.6814/THE.NCCU.IMICS.006.2018.F05  
 

17 

information regarding the incidents. Hence, an examination about the public’s crisis 

communication in the context of terrorist attacks is necessary. Derived from past literatures, the 

crisis response process comprises five different phases. After a crisis occurs, individuals’ crisis 

response communication is initiated by observation, characterized by information gathering 

related to the terrorist attack. This step is followed by interpretation (making sense of the 

information), choice (action plan to respond crisis), dissemination (information exchange with 

other users), and concluded by connectivity (maintaining contact with other people).  

 

2.3. Motivations to use dual screening 

Past studies have investigated individuals’ motivations to utilize the emerging media 

behaviors, dual screening. Dias (2016) found two dimensions that motivated people to utilize 

multi-screening: utilitarian (e.g., helping users’ life) and affective motive (e.g., establishing a sense 

of connectedness). Another study highlights the use of dual screening for informational purposes 

and discussions (Gil de Zúñiga et al., 2015). Han and Lee (2014) identified several motivations to 

use dual-screening, such as discussing TV content, informational purposes, getting to know others’ 

thoughts, sense of presence and suggesting TV programs to others.  Lin and Chiang (2017) 

revealed several social factors of dual screening (i.e., social presence, bridging social capital, and 

sociability) associated with dual screening usage. These existing literatures primarily emphasize 

two types of motivations: informational and social motives.  

In the context of crisis communication, Stephens and Malone (2009) suggested three 

different motives to an individual’s media use during crisis: social, cognition (information), and 

affection (emotion). The public uses media, particularly social media, due to social-related factors, 

such as building sense of connectedness (Yates Partridge, 2015), bonding and bridging social 
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capital, and communicating with the authorities (Kim & Hastak, 2017). Individuals also use media, 

particularly traditional media and social media, for informational purposes, such as information 

seeking and information sharing (Liu et al., 2011). Affective aspects play an important role in 

evoking an individual’s intention to use media. It is crucial to examine affective factors or 

emotional aspects in this research as they are found to trigger people’s responses to crises and they 

help people to cope with emergencies and risky situations (Tandoc & Takahashi, 2016). To 

integrate motivations of dual screening and crisis communication, this study explores these three 

socio-psychological factors affecting users’ motives to adopt dual screening and respond during 

terrorist attacks: social, cognitive, and affective motives. The following literature review will 

discuss relevant past studies.  

2.3.1. Social motives 

Dual screening provides opportunities for users to connect with other people and serves as 

a platform for discussion or opinion sharing with others (Weeks & Holbert, 2013). This situation 

will motivate them to discuss and reflect various cases (Lin & Chiang, 2017). Many studies in dual 

screening or other related studies, like social TV, have identified social aspects (e.g., social 

presence, social capital, and sociability) as strong predictors that affect the users’ attitude or 

intention to use (Hwang & Lim, 2015; Lim et al., 2015; Lin & Chiang, 2017; Shin, 2013). In the 

context of crisis, social aspect has been identified as a predictor of media use. During and after a 

crisis, individuals use social media to connect with their community (e.g., group of people living 

in the same geographical area or sharing the same interest) (Houston et al., 2015). People also use 

social media to build a sense of social presence; thus, they will not feel alone when facing the crisis 

(Yates & Partridge, 2015). Considering the aforementioned studies, this study proposes to integrate 

social motives in explaining individuals’ motivations to use dual screening during a crisis by 
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adapting the three social motives of dual screening use from Lin and Chiang (2017): perceived 

social presence, bridging social capital, and sociability. 

2.3.1.1. Perceived social presence 

Online communication creates the sense of togetherness or connectedness in a virtual 

community (Yates & Partridge, 2015). Individuals project other users as ‘real people’ in a digital 

environment (Zhan & Mei, 2013). This kind of perception is conceptualized as social presence and 

has been regarded as an important aspect of individuals’ social motivations in using 

communication technologies, particularly online media (Lowenthal & Dennen, 2017; Song & 

Hollenback, 2015). In CMC studies, social presence is described as “a psychological variable that 

goes beyond the virtual presence of other social actors and generates subjective experiences of 

closeness and connectedness in mediated communications” (Lin & Chiang, 2017, pp. 246).  

Many studies have identified the effect of social presence on users’ intentions and 

behaviors in the context of digital interaction (Han & Lee, 2014; Kim et al., 2017; Lin & Chiang, 

2017; Shin, 2013). Dual screening allows the users to develop the feeling of togetherness through 

interaction on a second screen (Nicovich et al., 2005) and users enjoy a sense of group viewing 

although they are not physically together (Wohn & Na, 2011). This kind of experience can occur 

due to the immediacy and responsiveness of the communication activity on the second screen 

during linear TV-viewing (Johns, 2012). In the context of crisis, social presence could provoke 

certain affective and emotional effects (Hjorth & Burgess, 2014). Hence, it is important to acquire 

the sense of presence of others to encourage prosocial behaviors, for instance fundraising or 

volunteering (Uchida, et al., 2014).  
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2.3.1.2. Perceived social capital 

Social capital can be understood as “resources embedded in a social structure which are 

accessed and/or mobilized in purposive actions” and it stems from any social relationship as well 

as networks (Lin, 1999, pp. 35). Generally, social capital provides support and positive influence 

on participants’ interactions in a social network (Helliwell & Putnam, 2004) as it can escalate 

individuals’ commitment to support their community and activate weak ties in a social network 

(Ellison et al., 2007).  

Social capital can be categorized into three different dimensions: bonding, bridging, and 

linking social capital (Kim & Hastak, 2018). Bonding social capital occurs in the relationship 

between participants with emotional attachments, for instance family and close friends (Lin et al., 

2017). On the other hand, bridging social capital focuses on the exchange resources among 

individuals from various backgrounds within a social network, derived from conversations and 

communications on social media (Lin & Chiang, 2017). Lastly, linking social capital focuses on 

bigger networks as it emphasizes on the relationship between communities and other influential 

organizations, for instance authorities, police, and so on (Nakagawa & Shaw, 2004). Social capital, 

particularly bridging social capital, can occur from conversation and communication via social 

media (Skoric et al., 2009). Dual screening users that watch video develop a higher likelihood to 

have social interaction with people from diverse networks and therefore, they are exposed to 

information related to the issues being discussed (Lin & Chiang, 2017). 

Bridging social capital plays an important role in the context of crises, especially the post-

crisis phase as individuals want to connect with their community member to discuss the disaster 

response and recovery (Houston et al., 2015). Aldrich & Meyer (2015) identified the crucial role 

of bridging social capital for resilience by emphasizing the importance of formal institutions’ 
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efforts to build up social infrastructure at the community level. Several social resources, for 

instance strong bonds between community members, influence of opinion leaders, commitment of 

residents, and other social aspects, have been identified as factors that affect victims’ recovery 

(Joshi & Aoki, 2014). Social media during a crisis could bridge social capital for crisis recovery, 

especially in building social networks, leadership, and support systems (Dufty, 2012). 

2.3.1.3. Sociability 

Dual screening is sometimes recognized as a type of Social TV because video viewers are 

able to interact with other audience members using an array of social media applications (Lin & 

Chiang, 2017). Shin and Kim (2015) defined perceived sociability in the context of social TV as 

the technology-mediated characteristics in a communicable environment that facilitate the state of 

being sociable, where viewers can have interactions with each other in a pleasant environment. 

This current study adapts the definition by Lin and Chiang (2017), describing perceived sociability 

as how the social policies and technical features of online communities accelerate and facilitate 

group members’ social interactions, particularly for shared purposes.  

Sociability is a crucial component in interactions via dual screening because it is essential 

for viewers to feel comfortable in order to communicate within a technology-mediated 

environment. Thus, it is reasonable to assert that generating more sociability will result in the 

improvement of the behavior of the users (Shin, 2016). A study conducted by Wang and Sun 

(2016) found that sociability affected the users’ intentions to utilize social media. Shin’s STV 

study (2013) found that perceived sociability had a positive effect on the users’ attitude and 

intentions to use STV. Furthermore, another study demonstrated that, when mediated by bridging 

social capital, perceived sociability of STV indirectly had a positive association with loyalty to 

programs, for example, users kept watching videos and consuming social media for 
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communication purposes (Lin et al., 2016). 

Information technological cues involved in dual screening can affect individuals’ perceived 

sociability of the online environment (Gao et al., 2010). Haciyakupoglu and Zhang (2015) 

identified two different technological factors: technological affordance and technological barrier. 

They are also related to dual screeners’ perceived sociability. Technological affordance is defined 

as how users interact with technological tools (Wijekumar et al., 2006). Technological barrier is a 

problem related to the technology’s function that arises during the usage, which will potentially 

damage users’ perceptions of the system (Haciyakupoglu & Zhan, 2015). 

2.3.2. Cognitive motives 

Cognition refers to the ability to understand the extent of potential risk that a community 

might encounter and then act on that information; thus, information plays a vital role in individuals’ 

cognition (Comfort, 2007). Information is an important resource in a crisis, as people react to the 

situation based on the information they digest cognitively (Steelman et al., 2015); therefore, this 

present study focuses on informational motives to drive dual screeners’ media behaviors and crisis 

responses during terrorist attacks. Information-related factor has been identified as something 

affecting someone’s intention to use media channels (Conway & Rubin, 1991). Information need 

is often considered as one of the major forces to use media, including traditional TV-viewing 

(Rubin, 1983). However, the nature of dual screening as a practice of using multiple media types 

and devices simultaneously provides a different lens to see how cognitive motives drive someone 

to engage in dual-screening. Gil de Zúñiga, Garcia-Perdomo, and McGregor (2015) explained that 

individuals used dual screening for two different motives related to cognition, information seeking 

and information appraisal. Chadwick, O’Loughlin, and Vaccari (2017) also suggested that dual 

screening users’ motivations related to cognitive engagement were to obtain information and share 
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information. Therefore, this study will investigate three informational purposes: information 

seeking, information appraisal, and information sharing. 

Information seeking has been seen as a factor that drives individuals to use dual screening 

(Gil de Zúñiga et al., 2015). Dual screeners actively and purposively look for information by 

watching or reading contents from the mainstream media and social media (Vaccari et al., 2015). 

In the crisis-related context, there is a tremendous need for obtaining updated information from 

any available media to cope with uncertainty and unstable situations (Shklovski et al., 2008). Many 

people also attempt to consume some media simultaneously, as there are many actors that can 

provide information using different forms of media, such as journalists, NGOs, authorities, and so 

on (Austin et al., 2012). Traditional media channels, such as TV, have been used to obtain credible 

information from authorities during a crisis, so people rely on mass media more than social media 

(Steelman et al., 2015). Nonetheless, individuals still use their social media for information 

seeking, as social media is still one of the most popular sources of information during a crisis in 

many countries (Kim & Hastak, 2018). Thus, dual screening use for information fulfillment during 

crisis situations has become a common practice.  

Moreover, in regard to the dual screening practice, the complementary screen provides 

another feature, information appraisal, which is characterized by using the second screen to obtain 

additional information beyond what the video content offers and to clarify unknown information 

(Han & Lee, 2014). A report released by Nielsen (2012) asserts that 36 to 44% of individuals age 

35–64 utilized another screen device, such as tablets, to acquire more information about the video 

content they watched (Gil de Zúñiga et al., 2015). During a crisis, social media can provide 

supplementary information to the mass media and therefore many users consume social media to 

fill the gaps of information that are not covered by traditional media, such as TV, radio, and 
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newspaper (Yates & Partridge, 2015). People also need information appraisal to clarify and verify 

the information acquired from the third party, such as social media influencers (Austin et al., 2012). 

Furthermore, in the CRCM, there are four stages of crisis response process: observation, 

interpretation, choice, and dissemination (Hale et al., 2005). Information appraisal is crucial in this 

process, particularly in two stages, interpretation and choice. In the interpretation phase, 

individuals try to make sense and assigned meaning to the crisis. Then in the choice stage, 

individuals examine the whole picture of the crisis (Hale et al., 2005); thus information appraisal 

is crucial to give more information about the crisis and help individuals understand the situation. 

Another informational motive is information sharing, referring to the activity of 

disseminating information to the community or network (Stieglitz & Dang-Xuan, 2013). Han and 

Lee (2014) also found that users prefer to use dual screening for sharing information with their 

friends, as dual screening provides a venue for information dissemination (Han & Lee, 2014). 

Social media, in particular, enables users to disseminate information using a low-cost 

technological solution (Lin et al., 2014). Users assess and quickly verify the news they obtain 

through social media, then they produce or circulate content to be publicly accessible on social 

media (Chadwick et al., 2017). Sharing information is crucial in crises as sometimes traditional 

media could not reach the location; thus, citizens’ information will be tremendously helpful in 

these situations (Toriumi et al., 2013). 

2.3.3. Affective motives 

When crises occur, it generates a different perspective on viewing motivations of media 

use as it affects people’s emotions, such as creating anger and sadness (Ibrahim et al., 2008). 

Therefore, in disaster-related research, another crucial component to be explored is coping, the 

effort to respond an experience of an intense event or after a stressful situation (Eckenrode, 1991). 
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There are two kinds of coping, one of them is emotion-focused coping, described as the way to 

control emotion distress in the aftermath of an event (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Media can 

facilitate emotional coping during and after a crisis by becoming a channel for emotional support 

(Perez-Lugo, 2004). Social media particularly becomes a platform for individuals to manage their 

feelings about a disastrous event (Tandoc & Takahashi, 2016). Thus, the affective motives of 

media use should be integrated in the context of crises, including terrorist attacks. Jin (2010) 

suggested two dimensions related to emotional-coping that might motivate individuals to use 

media, emotional support and emotional venting. 

2.3.3.1. Emotional support 

In a crisis situation, there are many kinds of resources that people can give or obtain 

through their social network, including emotional support (Hikichi et al., 2016). Emotional support 

occurs as an exchange among some individuals by showing attention and affection, confirming the 

individual’s worth, as well as confiding in one another (Lincoln et al., 2003). Emotional support 

reflects a solidarity behavior and it becomes a common practice among survivors of a crisis in 

order to prevent trauma in the future (Drury et al., 2016).  

In a crisis situation, people use social media, for instance Twitter, as a channel to seek or 

accept emotional support (Wilensky, 2014). In particular, Twitter allows users to provide 

emotional support after crises by facilitating virtual bonding, information sharing, and resolution 

request (Jin et al., 2014). Individuals can also use social media to comfort and reassure other people 

(Yates & Partridge, 2015). Bautista and Lin (2015) identified several behaviors related to 

emotional support, such as giving tribute to the victims, showing sympathy or condolences, and 

praying for the victims as well as their families. 
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2.3.3.2. Emotional venting 

Crises, such as terrorist attacks most often are very overwhelming, creating negative 

affective emotions (Jin, 2010). Some of these emotions are anger, sadness, fright, and anxiety (Jin 

et al., 2007). There is a necessity for the public to cope with such emotions and one of these 

strategies is emotional venting (Jin, 2010). This behavior is understood as expression of grief, 

anger, or any other negative feeling (Parlamis, 2012). Emotional ventilation can help people to 

reduce stress from such events and prevent future trauma (Pfefferbaum et al., 2014). Furthermore, 

a study by Nils and Rime (2012) demonstrates how venting can provide various benefits, including 

emotional recovery and stress reduction.  

Liu et al. (2014) identified emotional venting as a factor that motivates someone to use 

social media during crises. Social media offers a proper environment for users to share their 

feelings by diminishing social constraints (Baker & Moore, 2008). Thus, the public can use online 

platforms, such as social media, to express or vent negative emotions after a crisis, such as a 

bombing attack (Guo, 2017). By utilizing social media for sharing their emotions, users can feel 

more ease emotionally (Neubaum et al., 2014). 

In sum, based on aforementioned past studies, this research identifies three socio-

psychological factors (i.e., social, cognitive, and affective motives) that can motivate people to 

engage in dual screening during terrorist attacks. Social motive is one aspect that drives an 

individual to use dual screening during a terrorist attack, and it consists of social presence, bridging 

social capital, and sociability. With regard to cognitive motive, information is a crucial component 

of cognition as it affects how someone responds to a crisis (Steelman et al., 2015). Hence, this 

study focuses on informational factors of dual screening use during a terrorist attack, comprising 

of information seeking, information appraisal, and information sharing. Lastly, affective factors, 
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such as emotional support and emotional venting, also drive someone to use dual screening during 

a crisis. 

 

2.4. Social media and crisis communication 

 Social media communication is an important element in dual screening practice as this 

behavior emerges after being facilitated by online platforms (Barnidge et al., 2017). Video viewers 

use another screen to obtain more information beyond the content they watch (Gil de Zuniga et al., 

2015) and to share the information they have acquired (Chadwick et al., 2017). As individuals 

watch videos on one screen, they usually utilize another screen to react to the video content through 

online media, such as social media (Atifi & Marcoccia, 2017). Dual screeners also interact on 

social media by making comments online, looking at what other people post, and having 

conversations in real time (Cameron & Geidner, 2014). 

The rise of social media has altered the way people respond to a crisis situation. Individuals 

across the globe use social media to convey their thoughts and feelings regarding crises (Terpstra 

et al., 2012). Open social micro-blogging platforms, such as Twitter, are increasingly utilized by 

people from many countries to create and disseminate content as crisis responses in various ways, 

ranging from positive responses (e.g., calling social support or assistance for resilience, giving 

advices, and sharing information), to more social disruptive responses (e.g., spreading fake news, 

rumor, and negative comments) (Burnap et al., 2014). 

 The recent KM bombing case in Jakarta on May 2017, also sparked extensive reactions on 

social media, especially Twitter. Twitter was the first platform used to broadcast news about this 

bombing (Sodikin, 2017). The users kept using this platform to update the situation and post 
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pictures from the location (Yunus, 2017). Aside from sharing information pertaining to the event, 

some users also utilized Twitter to show their social support, such as expressing condolences or 

offering prayer to the fallen victims (Pangerang, 2017). 

 Twitter use in crisis communication has attracted some scholars to investigate the online 

discussions on this platform during crisis situations. Acar and Muraki (2011) examined the types 

of contents shared through Twitter during an earthquake and tsunami in Japan. The findings 

indicated the similarity of tweets posted on the affected and non-affected areas and most contents 

on Twitter were related to warnings, calling for help or assistance, and updates regarding the 

events. Bruns et al. (2012) investigated the patterns of conversations on Twitter as responses to 

the 2012 Queensland flood, which identified five categories: direct experience, help and 

fundraising, media sharing, discussions and reactions, and information. Heverin and Zach (2010) 

also analyzed tweets about the shooting of police officers in Seattle and found some types of 

contents on this platform, for instance emotion-related, information-related, and action-related 

tweets. Bautista and Lin (2015) also investigated tweets pertaining social support messages for the 

victims of #Fallen44 in the Philippines and identified three main codes: informational support (i.e., 

posting or sharing pictures, posting or sharing news articles, posting or sharing personal comments, 

providing status updates, posting or sharing videos, asking questions), emotional support (paying 

tribute, expressing sympathy, offering prayer, expressing grief and shock), and non-social support 

(spamming, expressing anger, expressing humor). 

 With the increased popularity of Twitter, users utilize this platform differently and each 

person might play a different role within this digital network (Jackson & Welles, 2016). One of 

the most important role is influencers or mobilizers. These mobilizers are crucial as they have the 

ability to influence the diffusion of messages and to shape digital conversations (Albalawi & 
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Sixsmith, 2015). They can frame the online conversations by attracting the public’s attention to a 

certain issue and enforce their agenda to the public (LeFebvre & Armstrong, 2016). 

Past studies use various indicators to identify these mobilizers, such as the numbers of 

followers (Romero et al., 2011; Quercia et al., 2011) and also the interactions, such as retweets, 

replies, and mentions (Boyd et al., 2010). Lefebvre and Armstrong (2016) used these two 

indicators to identify the mobilizers during crisis situations by analyzing users who had great 

numbers of followers and retweets. They then categorized them into several types of mobilizers, 

including key mobilizers (users that post a lot of tweets and generate a great amount of retweets), 

unwitting mobilizers (users that post tweets once or twice, but generate a great amount of retweets), 

moderate influencers (users that actively post tweets and generate quite a lot of retweets), and 

passionate participants (users that keep tweeting but cannot generate a lot of retweets).  

Retweet is an important aspect of Twitter as Liu et al. (2014) suggests that retweets is 

currently taking over the original content. Retweet could serve as a validation to someone else’ 

thoughts (Boyd et al., 2010). Thus, the higher retweets someone gets, the higher power that he/she 

can mobilize other Twitter users. However, this current study adjusted Lefebvre and Armstrong’s 

(2016) digital participants’ categories by expanding ways to classify engagement from just 

retweets to replying and giving favorites. Therefore, these three types of interactions are 

accumulated to measure the engagement of audience, replacing the original definition of 

generating retweets only. The definition of the categories after the adjustments used in this study 

are key mobilizers (active Twitter users with high engagement rate), unwitting mobilizers 

(tweeting occasionally with high engagement rate), moderate influencers (active Twitter users with 

quite high engagement rate), and passionate participants (tweeting frequently with low 

engagement rate). However, the Twitter content analysis performed in this study elaborates more 
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on identifying the most influential users on the social media conversations based on their 

engagement rate. 

In addition to digital participants, there are other groups of public who are affected by the 

crisis occurrence, for instance incident-related actors (people who are directly affected by the 

situations, such as survivors and their family and friends, witnesses, bystanders, and so on) and 

the local journalists who report the events (Tandoc & Takahashi, 2016). These three groups with 

different roles have various levels of involvement in a crisis. Incident-related actors, especially the 

survivors and affected residents are the most affected group by the incident. In addition, journalists 

are involved in an incident by reporting the happenings objectively for working purposes. During 

a crisis, journalists that play a role of detached observers have the time pressure to seek information 

and report latest and accurate news for audiences. Although journalists have to be objective and 

professional on the field, they are still affected by the pressure and tragedies on the locations 

(Berrington & Jemphrey, 2003). Furthermore, the effects of a crisis, like terrorist attacks, go 

beyond geographic boundaries (Shaluf et al., 2003) and thus it can affect public in general. The 

active public then reacts to the crisis using social media (Liu et al., 2011) and categorized as digital 

participants. Figure 1 illustrates the different levels of involvement among different crisis groups. 

Starting from the center and moving to the outer rim, it implies the most influenced by the crises 

or terrorist attacks to the least influenced. Taking into account of these levels of involvement, this 

investigation attempts to explore and find the differences and similarities of different groups’ 

media behaviors during stages of crisis communication process (i.e., observation, interpretation, 

choice, dissemination) and their motives as well as the use of dual screening. 
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Figure 1. Crisis groups with varying involvement 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHOD 

This exploratory study takes a mixed method approach to conduct Twitter content analysis 

and semi-structured in-depth interviews to answer the following three research questions: 

RQ1.  What patterns of terrorism-related social media communication were shown during 

the terrorist attack (i.e., the KM bombing attack) based on the Twitter content analysis? 

RQ2. During different stages of the crisis response process, what kinds of media behaviors 

did Indonesian dual-screeners from various groups perform during the terrorist attack? 

RQ3. What motivated Indonesians from various groups to use dual screening during 

terrorist attacks (e.g., affective, cognitive, and social motives)? 

The advantages of this integrative research design include enabling researchers to obtain 

comprehensive and holistic understanding of the area of the enquiry, to seek the answers for 

different research questions, to enrich the diversity of perspectives as by combining both 

researchers’ and respondents’ views, and to enhance the credibility of the findings (Bryman, 2008). 

The mixed method approach of Twitter content analysis and in-depth interview has been widely 

used by many scholars (Anagnostopoulos et al., 2017; Schreiner, 2018; Vobič et al., 2017).  The 

meshing of data from Twitter content analysis and qualitative analysis generated from the 

interviews can complement each other and result in comprehensive and insightful understanding 

of dual screening crisis communication. Twitter content analysis can provide Indonesians’ social 

media crisis responses during terrorist attacks, while the qualitative data from the interviews can 

explore individuals’ experiences, particularly their dual screening use during terrorist attacks 

(Kinnison et al., 2017).   
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Therefore, to answer the RQ1, the content analysis was conducted to understand the social 

media communication by examining contents on Twitter, the major social media in Indonesia, 

during the terrorist attack. Aside from examining the prevalent messages on social media, the 

content analysis also analyzed the key mobilizers or the most influential users on Twitter and 

helped identify the digital participants recruited for the following step of the study, in-depth 

interview. Next, to answer RQ2 and RQ3, semi-structured interviews were employed to explore 

Indonesians’ media behaviors in different stages of the crisis response process and their 

motivations to use dual screening during terrorist attacks.  

Content analysis of tweets is a technique that allows researchers to investigate information 

and content patterns in texts, including tweets (Small, 2011). Twitter content analysis can be used 

to monitor numerous events happening in public (Gul et al., 2016) and to show communication 

patterns (Ogan & Varol, 2017). Past Twitter content analysis research also examined online 

discussions during crises, such as the study by Acar and Muraki (2011) on the response of Japan’s 

tsunami case, Heverin and Zach’s (2010) examination of Twitter’s discussion about violent crisis 

in the Seattle-Tacoma, Washington, and Bruns et al.’s (2012) investigation on Twitter’s 

conversations regarding the South East Queensland Floods.  

This study focuses on analyzing the social media communication on the major platform in 

Indonesia, Twitter. It is often used as a conversational platform to discuss many social issues and 

political events (Gul et al., 2016). Twitter, as an open platform, allows citizens to express their 

viewpoints. Sometimes, anti-government content was disseminated on Twitter when traditional 

media, due to licensing issues, did not cover such news under censorship constraint (Ogan & Varol, 

2017). With more than 50 million users, Twitter is an important online platform in Indonesia used 

to discuss various topics, especially during crisis situations. Jakarta, the capital of Indonesia, is 
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recognized as the world’s most active city on Twitter (Lipman, 2012). In 2016, Indonesian users 

posted more than 4.1 billion tweets (Ador, 2016). Furthermore, as Twitter users utilize hashtags to 

associate the content of their messages to intended or established topics (Kongthon et al., 2012), 

analyzing a myriad of relevant tweets under key hashtags is a way to understand netizens’ 

perspectives in responding to specific topics.  

This present study employed Twitter content analysis to understand Indonesians’ social 

media communication regarding the KM bombing attack by investigating the trends and prevalent 

messages of tweets in three types of emotion-related, information-related, and action-related 

contents under the framework of Heverin and Zach (2010). Twitter content analysis also identified 

the most influential digital participants on Twitter during the KM bombing attack which also 

helped recruit the interviewees for the next step of the study. 

The second part of the mixed method study is the in-depth interviews with Indonesian dual-

screeners who have used dual screening the KM bombing attack. Qualitative research method is 

“an attempt to tap the deeper meanings of particular human experiences and are intended to 

generate qualitative data” (Rubin & Babbie, 2011, pp. 437). It allows researchers to acquire 

meaningful and fruitful insights about a social phenomenon (Attride-Stirling, 2001) and make 

sense of the process of that phenomenon (Rubin & Babbie, 2011). It has been a popular method 

utilized in crisis and risk communication (Austin et al., 2012; Hale et al., 2005; Yates & Partridge, 

2015). Qualitative methodology often uses interviews to gather the qualitative data (Padgett, 

2017). Interview is a conversation between two or more people with a particular structure and goal 

determined by the interviewer (Kvale, 2007), in order to obtain wealthy and complex information 

(Cavana et al., 2001). In-depth interview enables researchers to explore participants’ experiences 

to gain deeper understanding of their viewpoints and meaning construction (Kvale & Brinkmann, 



 

DOI:10.6814/THE.NCCU.IMICS.006.2018.F05  
 

35 

2009). As this study attempts to understand dual screeners’ experiences in media use during a 

bombing crisis, in-depth interviews are an appropriate method to be employed here. 

This study conducted in-depth interviews with Indonesians dual screeners by recruiting 

digital participants identified through the Twitter content analysis by sending them personal 

messages on Twitter. Although this platform is the largest social media used for crisis 

communication during terrorist attacks (Listiyani, 2017), Twitter is not the only channel. As this 

study aimed to understand the motivations and media behaviors of Indonesian dual screeners along 

the crisis communication responses process during the KM bombing attack, the recruitment of 

interviewees went beyond only Twitter users. Thus, this research also recruited other affected 

groups (incident-related actors and local journalists covering the KM bombing) suggested by 

Tandoc and Takahashi (2016). 

 

3.1. Data collection 

3.1.1. Twitter content analysis 

For the data mining, this study utilized the Python library Tweepy to connect directly to 

Twitter streaming API. This study focused on tweets using the hashtag #KamiTidakTakut that 

emerged quickly after the attack and was consistently used for the KM bombing incident. The 

duration of tweet collection is from May 24, 2017, when KM bomb detonated until June 5, 2017, 

when the conversations subsided. The total number of tweets collected is 7,685. Python library 

Tweepy is also able to retrieve the metadata of the tweets which will be useful for this study, for 

instance the username, date, numbers of retweets, numbers of favorites, texts of the tweets, 

locations, mentions, hashtags, and permalinks.  
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During the preliminary analysis, this study identified that most of the tweets were in 

Indonesian and a small amount were in English, French, Japanese, Thai, and Korean. As the coders 

were able to understand multiple languages, all tweets in Indonesian and English were analyzed 

directly while tweets in other languages were analyzed after translation. After further 

identification, some tweets in Japanese and in Thai were not posted by Indonesians and as this 

current study attempted to explore how Indonesians responded toward the terrorist attack, the 

tweets posted by non-Indonesians were eliminated from the analysis. The preliminary analysis also 

identified irrelevant tweets from the dataset. Irrelevant tweets to the KM bombing were mostly 

advertisements, discussions about other topics, or jokes. In total, there were 584 tweets removed 

after identifying the language of the tweets and irrelevant tweets, leaving 7,101 tweets for further 

analysis. 

This study also identified the Twitter mobilizers based on their engagement rate (retweet, 

reply, favorite). LeFebvre and Armstrong (2016) distinguished four types of digital participants on 

social media participation during protests or emergency: key mobilizers, unwitting mobilizers, 

moderate influencers, and passionate participants. In Twitter content analysis, this study focused 

more on identifying the most influential users based on their engagement rate and listed the top 15 

mobilizers which mostly belong to the categories of key mobilizers and unwitting mobilizers. This 

study also utilized the examination of the digital participants to recruit the interviewees for the 

next step of the study. However, most participants belonging to these categories were mostly the 

government institutions/ individuals or security forces while this study would like to understand 

the dual screening experience of the public’s dual screening use. Thus, this investigation also 

identified other digital participants who used dual screening to discuss about KM bombing attack 

to be recruited for the in-depth interviews. 
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3.1.2. In-depth Interview 

This research conducted in-depth interviews with the different affected groups: incident-

related actors (survivors and their family members/friends and affected residents), digital 

participants, and journalists who covered the terrorist attack. In total, there are 21 Indonesian dual 

screeners from the three aforementioned groups interviewed in this study. Each group consisted of 

seven respondents. There are some other criteria to be fulfilled by the participants. All respondents 

must be active dual screeners who own at least two screen devices (TV, smartphone, laptop, tablet, 

and so on). Moreover, they should have prior experiences of dual screening use during the KM 

bombing case in May 2017.  Users aged 20 to 35 are most active dual screeners (SWAonline, 

2017) and major social media users in Indonesia (Emarketer, 2016), which is the age selection 

criterion for interviewees. 

The purposive and snowball sampling was employed to recruit the respondents of this 

study. However, there are different recruitment methods for each respondent group for recruiting 

the digital participants, the first-step Twitter analysis was used to identify dual screeners on 

Twitter. As previously mentioned, the in-depth interview recruited digital participants who 

discussed KM bombing attacks. The most influential users on Twitter such as the top 15 key 

mobilizers were primarily government-related institutions or individuals, thus they did not fulfill 

the criteria. Interview invitations were sent to Twitter users belonging to these categories through 

Twitter direct messages or tweets. Moreover, for the journalists group, the researcher observed the 

online articles or videos about the KM bombing that appeared on Twitter and contacted the 

reporters to be interviewed. These journalists then referred other journalists who also had reported 

the incident. To assure the variability, each journalist could only refer another person. These 
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journalists work for different media, including TV, online news portals, and newspapers. Lastly, 

to recruit the incident-related actors, the researcher observed activities on social media and also 

announced the recruitment information on these platforms. People who responded to the 

advertisement were contacted to schedule the interview.  

Prior to the interview, all respondents must sign the consent form (see Appendix A). They 

were allowed to terminate the interview process if they felt uncomfortable. All collected data from 

the interviews was treated as confidential information as this study only used personal data for 

research purposes only. To protect the personal data, the respondents of this study were under 

name codes (I for incident-related actors, D for digital participants, J for journalists). There were 

34 questions for the interview to answer the three proposed research questions and covered four 

aspects: filtering questions, demographic questions, motivations of dual screening use, and crisis 

responses of terrorist attacks. The questions were also translated into Indonesian by the researcher 

and another Indonesian speaker was recruited to recheck the translation to ensure the meaning was 

not altered (see Appendix B). Each interview took place for around 30 to 60 minutes and the 

conversations were audio recorded for transcription and analysis. This research had the interview 

guides in English and Indonesian. All interviews transcripts in Indonesian were translated into 

English. Along with the researcher, another Indonesian speaker was recruited to recheck the 

translation in order to ensure the meaning of the conversations was not lost or altered in translation. 

The participants were offered IDR 50,000 phone credit as the incentive. 
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3.2. Data analysis  

3.2.1. Twitter data analysis 

There are at least seven steps in the process of content analysis, including “formulating the 

research questions to be answered, selecting the sample to be analyzed, defining the categories to 

be applied, outlining the coding process and the coder training, implementing the coding process, 

determining trustworthiness, and analyzing the results of the coding process” (Shieh & Shannon, 

2005, pp. 1285). To develop the code scheme, this study employed a hybrid approach, combining 

inductive and deductive approach to the coding (Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 2006). By 

implementing this approach, the code scheme has a balance of existing framework (deductive 

approach) and emerging codes from the data (inductive approach). The deductive coding was 

adapted from the theoretical framework. The inductive approach was used to identify emerging 

codes during data analysis.  

This research adapted the codes from Heverin and Zach (2010) who argued that individuals 

use Twitter to manage and disseminate information related to the crisis and categorized crisis-

related Twitter contents into emotion-related, information-related, and action-related messages. 

Emotion-related content is further developed three sub-codes (emotional venting, offering prayer, 

and expressing sympathy), based on Bautista and Lin (2015). The fourth sub-code, expressing 

solidarity, was identified from the data analysis. Bautista and Lin (2015) also categorized 

informational tweets into some sub-codes, such as posting or sharing crisis pictures or videos, 

news, personal comments, and status updates. The sub-codes of action-related tweets (i.e., calling 

to unite, calling to stop posting sensational pictures or videos, reminding to stay safe, and 

promoting enforcement of anti-terrorism law) were emerged after the analysis. Table 1 shows the 
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final code scheme of the Twitter content analysis. However, although each tweet could only have 

140 characters, one single tweet might contain a lot of messages. There were several tweets in this 

study that contained more than one sub-code in one tweet and therefore these tweets were coded 

to multiple sub-codes as long as they could fulfill the criteria of the operational definition. 

Prior to coding the whole dataset, 300 tweets were randomly retrieved from the pool to test 

the intercoder reliability. Along with the researcher, an Indonesian speaker was recruited and 

trained to independently code the tweets based on the code scheme. The Cohen Kappa from this 

preliminary test was 0.899, implying acceptable intercoder reliability. The disagreements from this 

preliminary test were reviewed for better agreement rate on the rest of the data.  

Table 1 

 Code Scheme for Twitter Data Analysis 

Code Operational Definition Sample Tweet 

Action-related 

Tweets for calling an action, such as telling other individuals to be safe, to praise law 
enforcement, and to annotate online profiles (Heverin & Zach, 2010) 
Calling to unite Asking other Indonesians to 

unite to counter terrorism 
Mari bersatupadu melawan teroris 
ISIS #KamiTidakTakut [Let’s 
unite to counter ISIS terrorist 
#WeAreNotAfraid] 

Calling to stop posting 
sensational pictures or 
videos 

Asking other Indonesian to 
stop circulating the pictures 
and the videos of the victims 
or the event 

Stop share the victim's photos! It's 
not funny #PrayForJakarta 
#KamiTidakTakut 

Reminder to stay safe Asking other Indonesians be 
more cautious and stay safe 

Everyone please stay safe 
#PrayForJakarta 
#KamiTidakTakut 

Promoting enforcement 
of anti-terrorism law 

Encourage the government to 
enforce anti-terrorism law 

Indonesia's president @jokowi 
vows to revised of anti-terrorism 
laws after latest terror attacks 
#KamiTidakTakut 
pic.twitter.com/Z21dkyBa6K 
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Emotion-related 

Tweets containing emotional content such as personal emotional statements (Heverin & 
Zach, 2010) 
Emotional venting Expressing emotional 

distress, shock, and disbelief, 
anger, sadness over the 
bombing attack 

F*CK TERRORISM !!! F*CK 
F*CK !!! #prayforjakarta 
#kamitidaktakut #jakarta 

Offering prayer Offering prayers for the 
victims and the country 

#PrayForJakarta May the soul of 
the victims rest in peace 
#KamiTidakTakut 
#KampungMelayu 
#WeStandTogether 

Expressing sympathy Expressing condolences to 
victims 

Deepest condolences for all the 
victims of suicide bombing in 
kampung melayu, Jakarta. 
#PrayForJakarta 
#KamiTidakTakut 

Expressing solidarity Expressing the solidarity or 
support for the police and the 
country 

DUKUNG POLRI..!!! 
#KamiTidakTakut [SUPPORT 
INDONESIAN POLICE..!!! 
#WeAreNotAfraid] 

   

Information-related 
Tweets contain information sharing activities (Heverin & Zach, 2010) 
Posting or sharing news Sharing news stories related 

to the Kampung Melayu 
bombing attack 

Bom Kampung Melayu, Netizen: 
#KamiTidakTakut http:// 
detik.id/6PP8nd via @detikinet 
pic.twitter.com/Pa3dlKPLtO 
[Kampung Melayu Bombing, 
Netizen: #WeAreNotAfraid 
http:// detik.id/6PP8nd via 
@detikinet 
pic.twitter.com/Pa3dlKPLtO] 

Posting personal 
comments 

Posting personal opinions 
about the Kampung Melayu 
bombing and the terrorist 
attacks 

The terrorism that Isis had done is 
NOT what Islam teach us, all 
religions teach us to loves others 
#KamiTidakTakut 
#manchesterattack 
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Providing status updates Real-time posting of 
activities and observations 

2 people confirmed died in the 
suicide bomb blast, at bus 
terminal Kampung Melayu, 
Jakarta. #KamiTidakTakut 

Posting or sharing crisis 
pictures or videos 

Posting or sharing pictures 
related to the incident of 
Kampung Melayu bombing 
attack 

ini lokasi meledaknya teror bom 
kampung melayu 
#KamiTidakTakut 
#PrayForJakarta 
#PrayForIndonesia 
pic.twitter.com/ZWndybiJg8 [this 
is the location where the 
Kampung Melayu bomb exploded 
#WeAreNotAfraid 
#PrayForJakarta 
#PrayForIndonesia 
pic.twitter.com/ZWndybiJg8] 

3.2.2. Interview data analysis 

This study employed data thematic analysis to analyze the data gathered from the 

interviews. This analysis technique is able to find, analyze, and describe the patterns within the 

data (Braun & Clarke, 2006) and is suitable for interpretation (Vaismoradi et al., 2013). Braun and 

Clarke (2006, pp. 16-23) also suggest six phases in analyzing the data, “1) familiarizing yourself 

with the data, 2) generating initial codes, 3) searching for themes, 4) reviewing themes, 5) defining 

and naming themes, and 6) producing the report.” As what has been described on the phases, 

thematic analysis often focuses on codes and themes (Marks & Yardley, 2004).  

This study identified four codes and 14 sub-codes based on previous literature review and 

research questions and one code that emerged after the analyses (see Table 2). In response to RQ2, 

this study adapted the CRCM framework with four phases of crisis response process (observation, 

interpretation, choice, and dissemination) (Hale et al., 2005) and made an adjustment to add the 

code “connectivity” as an underlying activity to fit the context of dual screening use in social media 
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and video viewing (Dorn et al., 2007). In order to answer RQ3, many existing literatures have 

examined the social, cognitive, and affective factors to use dual screening. According to the dual 

screening study by Lin and Chiang (2017), social factors (social presence and bridging social 

capital) were identified as predictors influencing dual screening use which influenced online and 

offline political participation. Shin (2013) also found sociability as a predictor affecting intention 

to use STV. Social change was also found as a social factor to use dual screening after analyzing 

the interview data. Gil de Zuniga and colleagues (2015) suggested two cognitive motives: 

information seeking and information appraisal. Additionally, Chadwick et al. (2017) also 

identified information sharing as one of the cognitive factors. Hence, this present study adapted 

these three sub-codes for cognitive motives (e.g., information seeking, information appraisal, and 

information sharing). Lastly, the sub-codes for affective motives (e.g., emotional support and 

emotional venting) were adapted from Jin (2010). 

Table 2.  

Code Scheme for Interview Data 

Codes Subcodes Definition Reference 

Crisis Response Process 
 Observation Gathering data regarding unfolding 

crisis events 
Hale, Dulek, 
Hale, 2005 

 Interpretation Assigning meaning to those ongoing 
crisis events observed in the 
observation and assessing information 
within the context of the current crisis 
to determine both its accuracy and its 
relevance 

Hale, Dulek, 
Hale, 2005 

 Choice Examining the overall picture of the 
crisis situation that emerged from the 
interpretation step, discuss the 
viability of candidate action 

Hale, Dulek, 
Hale, 2005 
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alternatives, and choose those 
alternatives to implement 

 Dissemination Information exchange with the public Hale, Dulek, 
Hale, 2005 

 Connectivity A need to communicate with his or 
her friends over social media and 
hence suggests it to others.  

Quan-Haase & 
Young, 2010 

Motivations       

Social motives Social presence Psychological variable that goes 
beyond the virtual presence of other 
social actors and generates subjective 
experiences of closeness and 
connectedness in mediated 
communications 

Lin & Chiang, 
2017 

 Bonding social 
capital 

Providing useful information or new 
perspectives for one another between 
individuals in tightly-knit, 
emotionally close relationships, such 
as family and close friends. 

Ellison et al., 
2007 

 Bridging social 
capital 

Exchange resources among 
individuals from various backgrounds 
within a social network, derived from 
conversations and communications on 
social media 

Lin & Chiang, 
2017 

 Sociability How the technical features 
(technological affordances and 
technological barriers) and social 
policies of online communities 
advance group members’ social 
interactions for shared purposes 

Lin & Chiang, 
2017 

 Social Change Insisting social change in response to 
the collective disadvantage 

Van Zomeren et 
al., 2004 

Cognitive motives Information 
seeking 

Getting up-to-date information. Gil de Zuniga et 
al., 2015 

 Information 
appraisal 

Obtaining additional information 
about the content they are watching 
beyond what the video offers and to 
clarify unknown information 

Han & Lee, 
2014 
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 Information 
sharing 

Spreading information to online 
communities or networks   

Stieglitz & 
Dang-Xuan, 
2013 

Affective motives Emotional 
support 

Exchange between individuals that 
involve expressing care and affection, 
validating the person’s worth, and 
confiding (listening to problems)  

Lincoln, Taylor 
& Chatters, 2013 

Emotional 
venting 

Expressing anger and other negative 
emotions  

Parlamis, 2012 

 In sum, to answer the three proposed research questions, this study employs Twitter content 

analysis to obtain the insights about online discussions during terrorist attacks (RQ1) and in-depth 

interview to understand Indonesian dual screeners’ media behavior in different stages of the crisis 

response process (RQ2) and their motivations to use dual screening under the KM bombing crisis 

(RQ3). The Twitter content analysis examines in total 7,101 tweets while the interview data are 

gathered from 21 Indonesian dual screeners from three different groups: incident-related actors, 

digital participant, and journalists. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

 

This chapter outlines the results of Twitter content analysis and interviews. The first section 

presents the overview of the tweets’ trends, prevalent messages about the KM bombing, and the 

identification of key mobilizers as well as their tweets’ contents about the KM bombing. The next 

section describes respondents’ dual screening behaviors during the terrorist attack. It also 

encompasses the Indonesians’ dual screeners’ media behaviors in different stages of the crisis 

response process and their motivations to use dual screening during terrorist attacks. 

 

4.1. Twitter content analysis results: Twitter Trends and key messages 

 In response to RQ1, this study analyzed 7,101 tweets bearing the virally spread hashtag 

#KamiTidakTakut which was used to respond to the KM terrorist attack. This section further 

elaborates the results of Twitter content analysis. After presenting the trends of the tweets from 

the content analysis and the word cloud analysis, the relations of Twitter content with Google 

Trend data and offline activities are also discussed in this section. Moreover, this part explains the 

most prevalent messages appeared on Twitter and analyzes the top 15 influential Twitter 

mobilizers during KM bombing attack. 

4.1.1. Twitter trends of KM bombing attack  

When analyzing the trends of tweets during the KM bombing crisis (May 24 to June 5 

2018), the period can be divided into two parts: storm (when the Twitter conversations reached the 

climax) and post-storm (when the conversations started to subside) (see Figure 2). During the 
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storm phase, the number of tweets increased from 1,994 tweets on May 24 to 4,173 tweets on May 

25. The number of tweets on May 24 was lower compared to May 25 as the bombing detonated at 

9 pm, leaving only three hours for Twitter users to post their remarks on May 24. The tweets 

plummeted to 682 tweets on May 26. On the post-storm phase, the tweets declined from 73 on 

May 27 to only two tweets counted on June 5. Among 7,101 tweets retrieved, there were 5,326 

unique users who posted tweets embedding the hashtag #KamiTidakTakut. A total of 4,398 unique 

users (82.58%) tweeted only once during the period of time. The biggest number of tweet posted 

by a single user was 28 times.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. Distribution 

of Tweets during KM Bombing (#KamiTidakTakut)  

 A word cloud analysis for tweets during the storm phase (May 24-26 2017) and post-storm 

phase (May 27- June 5 2017) was performed to visualize the most dominant words or themes of 

tweets during these two phases based on the frequency of words used on the tweets. During the 

storm phase (see Figure 3), the words appeared were highly related to moral support, not only for 

the victims, but also for the community (e.g., Jakarta citizens) in general, for instance 

Storm Post-Storm 
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“PrayForJakarta” which reflects offering prayer to Jakarta (the city where the bombs blasted). 

Apart from that, there were also “turut”, “berduka”, “cita” (deep condolences), “semoga” 

(hopefully/please let), and “safe”. Some other words, such as “bisa” (can), “kita” and “kami” (we), 

“mari” (let us), “bersama” (together), “tetap” (still), and “lawan” (counter), spoke about optimism 

and sense of togetherness after the terrorist attacks.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3. Word cloud for storm phase 

During the post-storm period, the word cloud had different directions. Several new words 

emerged, indicating new thrust or action-provoking, such as “KamiAkanLawan” (we will fight), 

“AksiSimpatikLawanTeroris” (sympathetic act to counter terrorism), “TendangTerorismeISIS” 

(kick ISIS terrorism), “GebukRadikalisme” (beat the radicalism), “GebukTeroris” (beat the 

terrorist), and “waspada” (beware). Interestingly, a lot of words related to the authorities might 

appear as Twitter users quoted what these authorities said or conveyed their moral support to them. 

These words were “Jokowi” (Joko Widodo, Indonesia’s president), “DivHumasPolri” 

(Department of public relation, National Police of Indonesia), “Polri” (National Police of 

Indonesia), “kamihumaspolri” (We are the public relation of National Police of Indonesia), 
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“Aiptu” and “Hiskam” (Aiptu Lalu Hiskam, Indonesian Police), and “LukmanSaifuddin” 

(Minister of Religion).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4. Word cloud for post storm phase 

Figure 5 presents the trend generated by Google Trends, describing the public’s interest in 

the topic over time. Corresponding with the tweet distribution, the peak of the public’s interest 

also occurred on the second day (May 25, 2018), plunged dramatically on May 26, and kept 

declining steadily onward.  

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 5. The trend of the public’s interest on the KM bombing  

based on Google Trend 
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Furthermore, the offline activities regarding the KM bombing attacks were also identified 

(see Appendix C). The important offline activities mostly occurred during the storm phase (May 

24 to May 26). The two suicide bombs detonated on May 24 2017 evening in KM bus station, 

Jakarta. Not long after the bombs blasted, the national police started to conduct further 

investigation. The hashtag #KamiTidakTakut (we are not afraid) also exploded on Twitter and 

became the worldwide trending topic on this social media platform. The following day, on May 

25 2017, Indonesia’s president, Joko Widodo made his official speech to respond to the terrorist 

attack and expressed his condolences. The National Police Chief, Gen. Tito Carnavian, also made 

his official statement and released the names of the victims. One of the victims was also buried 

that day. The bus stop was started to be repaired. The next day, May 26 2017, the National Police 

Chief released the name of the two suicide bombers after prior identification and the national police 

also arrested five more people suspected to be related to the incident. ISIS also claimed 

responsibility of the bombing attacks. Furthermore, the bus stop returned the operation regularly. 

Considering the aforementioned activities, it might explain why the tweets were dominantly posted 

during the storm period (May24-26 2017). 

4.1.2. Messages types of Twitter communication during terrorist attacks 

The results of content analysis from 7,101 tweets indicated that nearly half of total tweets 

(48.76%) posted action-related content, while emotion-related content and information-related 

content represented 29.27% and 22.27% of the total tweets respectively (see Table 3). There were 

four sub-categories under action-related content (i.e., calling to unite, calling to stop posting 

sensational pictures or videos, reminder to stay safe, promoting enforcement of anti-terrorism law), 

The sub-codes for emotion-related and information-related contents were mostly adapted from the 
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past study. However, expressing solidarity, which was the sub-category under emotion-related 

content, and all sub-codes under action-related content were identified after the analysis. 

Table 3  

Count and Percentage of All Tweet Codes 

Code Count Percentage 

Action-related 3457 48.46% 

     Calling to unite 3069 43.02% 

     Calling to stop posting sensational pictures or videos 209 2.93% 

     Reminder to stay safe 172 2.41% 

     Promoting enforcement of anti-terrorism law 7 0.1% 

Emotion-related 2088 29.27% 

     Emotional venting 804 11.27% 

     Offering prayer 565 7.92% 

     Expressing sympathy 509 7.14% 

     Expressing solidarity 210 2.94% 

Information-related 1588 22.27% 

     Posting or sharing news  776 10.88% 

     Posting personal comments 360 5.05% 

     Providing status updates 241 3.38% 

     Posting or sharing crisis photos or videos 211 2.96% 
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Action-related Twitter messages 

The action-related content yielded four sub-codes and the first one was a calling to unite 

(43.02%). Many of the citizens encouraged the other Indonesians to show to the terrorists that they 

were not afraid of the bomb and they wanted all Indonesians to unite in order to save the nation as 

well as to counter terrorism in Indonesia. For instance: “be cautious and don’t be afraid to unite to 

counter terrorism that troubles Indonesia #wearenotafraid.” Unity became the dominant topic as 

two weeks before the event, there was a heated controversy about a governor in Indonesia, named 

Ahok, which involved racial and religious issues. This case put Indonesia’s tolerance on trial and 

polarized the public. Therefore, once these bombs exploded, the public wished for all Indonesians 

to be together in order to face the incident. For example: “All Ahokers and Ahok haters please stop 

fighting each other. There are terrorists who are our common enemy. We must unite 

#WeAreNotAfraid.” Another sub-code under action-related content was a calling to stop posting 

crisis pictures or videos (2.93%) which encouraged the public not to post or to share any pictures 

or videos of the fallen victims as a sign of respect for the victims and their families. During the 

terrorist attacks, there were many pictures or videos displaying the bodies of the victims circulating 

on social media. By spreading them, the public believed that it helped terrorists to spread fear. 

Besides, it was also disrespectful to the victims and family. One of tweets under this sub-code was 

“Don’t help terrorist by also spreading the fear and pictures of the victims. They want us to 

overreact and live in fear.” The third sub-code was a reminder to stay safe (2.41%). The public 

warned each other to stay safe and be cautious of the surroundings. For instance: “Please stay safe 

everyone! #WeAreNotAfraid.” Lastly, tweets about promoting the enforcement of the anti-

terrorism law (0.1%) were shown, which encouraged the government to enforce the anti-terrorism 

law in Indonesia. For example: “Anti-terrorism law is urgent. @DPR_RI (The House of 
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Representatives of the Republic of Indonesia) should not be off guard if they do not want victims 

any more. The terrorists are really barbaric. #WeAreNotAfraid #PrayForJakarta.”  

Emotion-related Twitter messages 

Following the action-related contents, the public also tweeted emotion-related messages, 

analyzed with four sub-codes (i.e., emotional venting, offering prayer, expressing sympathy, and 

expressing solidarity). The first sub-code was emotional venting (11.27%). Through Twitter, the 

public expressed their sadness, shock, anger and some other negative emotions, such as “Do you 

think it's cool to bomb the world into pieces? Someday you're going to pay. You'll never get away! 

A*shole! #WeAreNotAfraid.” The following sub-code was offering prayer (7.92%). The citizens 

prayed for the fallen victims and the family. Another sub-category containing emotion-related 

message was expressing sympathy (7.14%) which contained messages expressing condolences to 

those affected by the terrorist attacks. For example: “My deep condolences to the tragedy in my 

hometown - my birthplace, Jakarta. #WeAreNotAfraid #PrayForJakarta #PrayforIndonesia”. 

Lastly, the sub-code of expressing solidarity (2.94%) was identified under emotion-related content. 

Through the tweets, citizens also expressed their support for the president and security forces, such 

as Indonesia National Police, for their effort in combating terrorism. One of the tweets was “Keep 

your spirit, Indonesian Police #IndonesiaiIsNotAfraid #WeAreNotAfraid.” 

Information-related Twitter messages 

Nearly one-fourth of the tweets also contained information-related messages. There were 

four categories under this code (i.e., posting or sharing news, posting personal comments, 

providing status updates, posting or sharing crisis photos or videos). The first one was posting or 

sharing news (10.88%), for instance news articles covering the incident. The following sub-code 

was posting personal comments (5.05%) which mainly discussed about terrorism and its 
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association with religion. Through Twitter, the users would like to inform the public that terrorism 

had no religion and there was no association between Islam and terrorism. For instance: “Terrorism 

is NOT ABOUT religion, because there is NO religion that teaches violence #PrayForJakarta 

#WeAreNotAfraid.” The users also tweeted status updates (3.38%) or the latest update of the 

incident. Many of them also posted or shared crisis pictures or videos (2.96%), such as the victims 

or the situation of the bombing locations (e.g., Figure 6). 

 

Figure 6. Examples of pictures shared on Twitter 

Prevalent messages on Storm and Post-Storm Phase 

Figure 7 illustrates the content posted by Twitter users during storm phase (May 24-26 

2017) and post-storm phase (May 27 – June 5 2017). On both phases, the action-related contents 

dominated the conversation on Twitter. However, the emotion-related contents took bigger portion 

compared to informational messages on storm phase. During this phase, Twitter users vented their 
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anger and sadness to respond the bombing attack, offered prayer to the victims, and expressed 

condolences to the victims and family. Small portion of the emotional contents also expressed 

solidarity toward the national police and the government. In contrast, on post-storm phase, there 

were more information-related contents compared to emotion-related message. On this phase, 

Twitter users still shared news articles and photos or videos of the event. Many of them also still 

made comments about the incident, especially about the association of Islam and terrorism. 

Furthermore, only small number of messages containing status updates found on this phase. 

 

Figure 7. Prevalent Messages on Storm and Post-Storm Phase 

 

Key Twitter Mobilizers during the KM bombing 

The Twitter content analysis also identified 15 Twitter mobilizers during the KM bombing 

who were the most influential opinion leaders on Twitter to stir Twitter conversations and public 

opinions during the incident. The Twitter mobilizers were identified by their engagement levels 

(i.e., numbers of retweets, favorites, and replies). Shown in Table 4, most of key mobilizers were 
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the authorities from government institutions or security forces, such as the Ministry of 

Communication and Information, Ministry of Village, Development of Disadvantaged Regions 

and Transmigration, Indonesian Air Force, Traffic Management Center Jakarta Metropolitan 

Police, and so on. Other mobilizers included politicians, writers, Islamic organization and activists, 

as well as news organizations. 14 out of 15 mobilizers tweeted during the storm period. With 

regard to the retweet rate only, the 7,101 tweets examined in this study were able to trigger 30,668 

retweets, while the 15 mobilizers were able to generate 22,064 retweets (72% of the total retweet). 

Tweets with the largest number of retweets was posted by @_TNIAU account (Indonesian Air 

Force) which generated 4,845 retweets.  

Furthermore, the tweets from key mobilizers mostly contained action-related content and 

informational messages, for example “22:20 the Indonesia National Police is currently handling 

the explosion at Kampung Melayu bus station, East Jakarta. The traffic is rerouted temporarily 

#WeAreNotAfraid” (number of engagement: 680). Among them, only few tweets posted 

emotional messages, for instance, to express condolence and solidarity, a user tweeted, “Deepest 

condolence to the deceased police officers and their family. Thank you police officers for your 

hard work #WeAreNotAfraid” (number of engagement: 1,210). The authorities shown as 

mobilizers in this case, such as Indonesian Military, Traffic Management Center Jakarta 

Metropolitan Police, Public Relation of Indonesia National Police, and so on, were prominent 

entities during a crisis that damaged Indonesia’s security (e.g., terrorist attacks) and were often 

interviewed by media outlets. Moreover, the politicians identified as mobilizers (i.e., Fahri 

Hamzah and Tsamara) also often became the spotlight due to their controversial statements. Some 

entities (e.g., Islamic Youth Organization, Islamic activist) were related to religion as terrorism 

was often associated with Islam. 
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Table 4 

Most influential Twitter users during KM Bombing 

No Twitter User Total 
Tweet 

Engagement Followers Tweet Period Occupation Categories 

1 _TNIAU 7 14055 241,000 24-25 May Indonesian Air 
Force 

Key 
Mobilizers 

2 Fahrihamzah 9 4091 624,000 25 May Politician Key 
Mobilizers 

3 Puspen_TNI 2 2354 166,000 25 May Communication 
Division of 
Indonesian Military 

Unwitting 
Mobilizers 

4 TMCPoldaMetro 22 2214 7,400,000 24-25 May Traffic 
Management 
Center Jakarta 
Metropolitan 
Police 

Key 
Mobilizers 

5 DivHumasPolri 5 2014 1,030,000 28-29 May Public Relation of 
Indonesia National 
Police 

Key 
Mobilizers 

6 bakohumas 4 1943 9,975 24-25 May Public Relation of 
Ministry of 
Communication 
and Information 

Key 
Mobilizers 

7 gp_ansornu 4 1664 16,600 25 May Islamic Youth 
Organization 

Key 
Mobilizers 

8 kemkominfo 4 1324 721,000 24-25 May Ministry of 
Communication 
and Information 

Key 
Mobilizers 

9 kompascom 4 1177 6,860,000 24-25 May News Outlet Key 
Mobilizers 

10 Dennysiregar7 2 999 646,000 25 May Writer  
11 yusuf_dumdum 5 872 8,226 24 May Islamic Activist Key 

Mobilizers 

12 tribratanews 4 724 2,665 24-25 May News Portal of 
Indonesia National 
Police 

Key 
Mobilizers 

13 KemenDesa 1 686 524,000 24 May Ministry of 
Village, 
Development of 
Disadvantaged 
Regions and 
Transmigration 

Unwitting 
Mobilizers 

14 TsamaraDKI 1 616 61,600 25 May Politician Unwitting 
Mobilizers 

15 DamailahRI 2 559 29,300 24 May National 
Counterterrorism 
Agency 

Unwitting 
Mobilizers 
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To conclude, Twitter content analysis suggested action-related contents as the most 

prominent message during the KM terrorist attack as the public would like to ask the other 

Indonesians to unite to combat terrorism, stop posting sensational pictures or videos, remind the 

others to stay safe, and encourage the government to enforce anti-terrorism law in Indonesia in 

order to prevent another terrorist attack in the future. Moreover, the findings of Twitter mobilizers 

indicated the authorities, such as the government institutions or security forces, were able to 

generate higher engagement rate under crisis situation, indicating their ability to drive public 

attention. 

As most key mobilizers present the voices from government institutions/individuals or 

security forces, they were not the interview target for individual participants who fit criteria of 

ordinary citizens and thus could not be recruited for the next step of in-depth interview research 

which aims to explore the perspectives of individuals from different public groups (i.e., incident-

related actors, digital participants, journalists). This current study then identified other digital 

participants who discussed about the KM bombing attack to be recruited for the in-depth 

interviews as a group of digital participants. 

 

4.2. General description of the interviewee’s profiles 

 The 21 interviewees recruited in this study came from three different groups: incident-

related actors (survivors and their family members/friends as well as affected residents), digital 

participants, and local journalists (see Table 5). Each group consisted of seven interviewees. They 

were all Indonesians and active dual screeners during the KM bombing attack. Their average dual 
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screening time was five hours per day for watching videos (e.g., news videos, TV shows, etc.) and 

engaging in social media discussions related to videos on their daily routines. Most of them were 

considered as social media heavy users based on the fact that 16 of them used social media (mobile 

chatting applications and social networking sites) more than eight hours per day. The average time 

of social media use was 10 hours per day. 62% of the participants were female, while the other 

38% were male. The age of participants ranged from 20 to 32, with the average age of 26 years 

old. Majority of participants had obtained a bachelor’s degree, except one participant who was still 

pursuing her undergraduate study and another participant who had already obtained his master’s 

degree. 

Table 5 

 Respondents’ Profile 

Respondents  Gender Age Occupation Dual 
Screening 
Usage 
(hour) 

Group 

I1 Female 26 Sales Manager 8 Incident-related Actor 
(affected resident) 

I2 Male 24 Civil Servant 4 Incident-related Actor 
(affected resident) 

I3 Female 20 Student 3-4 Incident-related Actor 
(friend of survivor) 

I4 Male 23 Designer 2-3 Incident-related Actor 
(survivor) 

I5 Female 27 Freelancer 10 Incident-related Actor 
(affected resident) 

I6 Female 26 Doctor 1-2 Incident-related Actor 
(affected resident) 

I7 Female 24 Banker 7-8 Incident-related Actor 
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(affected resident) 

D1 Male 32 Officer 2-4 Digital Participant 

D2 Male 30 Entrepreneur 5 Digital Participant 

D3 Female 25 Entrepreneur 2 Digital Participant 

D4 Male 26 Editor 3-4 Digital Participant 

D5 Male 24 Theatre Coach 4 Digital Participant 

D6 Female 26 Writer 1-2 Digital Participant 

D7 Male 26 Freelancer 8-9 Digital Participant 

J1 Male 25 Online Journalist 3.5 Journalist 

J2 Female 26 Newspaper 
Journalist 

5-6 Journalist 

J3 Female 25 TV Journalist 2-3 Jour  Journalist 

J4 Female 25 TV Journalist 5 Journalist 

J5 Female 26 Newspaper 
Journalist 

3 Journalist 

J6 Female 25 TV Journalist 3 Journalist 

J7 Female 26 TV Journalist 9 Journalist 

 With regard to the dual screening device use, most incident-related actors used laptops and 

smartphones simultaneously for their daily routine, while the digital participants had more varieties 

of combinations, such as laptops and smartphones, TV and smartphones, laptops and tablets, or 

two smartphones concurrently. Moreover, most journalists utilized TV and smartphones for dual 

screening on daily basis. The dual screening behavior was different during terrorist attacks, 

especially with regard to the combination of utilized screens. This would be further elaborated in 

the section of motivation to use dual screening during terrorist attacks.  
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4.3. Crisis response communication process 

This section explains the process of crisis response from three groups (i.e., incident-related 

actors, digital participants, and journalists), starting from observation, next interpretation, then 

choice, and finally dissemination (Hale et al., 2005). These are sequential stages which flow from 

the observation to the dissemination although after reaching the dissemination, it can repeat to the 

observation stage again. Furthermore, connectivity is also discussed as it spreads throughout every 

stage of the process. 

With regard to the crisis response communication process during the terrorist attacks, the 

process among the three groups mostly occurred on the storm phase for the digital participants and 

journalists; while for the incident-related actors, they responded during the storm and post-storm 

phases. The incident-related actors tended to feel concerned about the issue of bombing attacks 

relatively longer than the other groups. I5 who resided very close to the bombing attack and often 

passed by KM bus station mentioned that the bombing attack was very frightening. “Because it’s 

close to my home, so I’m scared, because of the proximity.” She even avoided passing the road in 

front of the KM bus station for a month, as she was afraid that there would be the explosion of 

another bombing. Therefore, she kept observing the news regarding the incident for the next two 

weeks. Similarly, other incident-related actors also continued monitoring the news about the 

incident until approximately one to two weeks after the occurrence. In contrast, the digital 

participants and journalists were concerned for a shorter period of time. The majority of digital 

participants only cared about the bombing attack for around one to seven days. D6 explained that 

the reason why she did not follow the news regarding the incident for a long time was because her 

house was relatively far from the bombing location and the incident occurred in the place that she 

rarely visited. Similarly, D5 only looked for information regarding the KM bombing attack for a 
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day. He mentioned that as he did not have any relatives living close to the bombing location, he 

did not think it was very necessary to seek information about the event for a long period of time. 

Furthermore, the situation was slightly different for the journalists as it really depended on how 

long they were assigned to the incident by their editors. Once they were deployed on another task, 

they did not really follow the news about the incident anymore. However, most of the journalists 

responded to the event for only less than a week. 

4.3.1. Observation 

 The first stage of the crisis response process was observation which is defined as collecting 

information regarding the event (i.e., terrorist attacks). The phase was started when the individuals 

first heard about the bombing attack. All participants from the incident-related actors’ group 

mentioned that they first learned about the event through social media, particularly WhatsApp and 

Facebook. 43% of participants in this group who were affected residents (I2, I5, and I6) revealed 

that they first got the news about the KM bombing attack through a family group chat on 

WhatsApp. On this application, the family members of these three affected residents had their own 

group chats and one of the group chat members updated the news to this group; thus they received 

the notification about the incident. The other two of participants belonging to this group (I1 and 

I7) were personally contacted by their family or friends via WhatsApp. As their family or friends 

knew that they lived nearby the area, their circle reached them via WhatsApp to ask about the 

participants’ current conditions. I3 whose friend was a friend of a victim mentioned that she knew 

the incident when she browsed her Facebook account. On her homepage, one of her friends shared 

an amateur video about the condition of the location post bombing attack. Lastly, I4 was in the 

location as he was a survivor of the bombing attack.  
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Additionally, some participants also mentioned that they did not only receive news 

regarding the event, but they also received graphic contents, such as the photos or videos of the 

victims, via group chats on WhatsApp. Most participants had also watched amateur videos, 

displaying the explosion or the body of the victims, from the social media, like Twitter and 

Facebook, or mobile instant messengers, such as WhatsApp. However, they did not actively look 

for those video. For example, I7 mentioned that she received a lot of amateur videos on WhatsApp 

group chats. Similarly, I1 also got some videos and photos related to the incident. However, the 

contents circulated through social media mostly did not pass through censorship, therefore some 

incident-related actors did not rely on social media as information source. I1 even refrained herself 

from getting any multimedia content on social media because of the disturbing contents, “So in 

social media, I have to be very careful to screen the information. From that moment, I set my 

WhatsApp not to download automatically for pictures because those broadcasts, disturbing 

broadcast. So, yeah, I’m being more careful of using this social media.”   

Most digital participants also received news about the incident from social media. 43% of 

the digital participants (D1, D3, and D6) knew about the bombing attack from Twitter by observing 

posts made by their friends on the Twitter timeline. The other 43% of the participants (D2, D4, 

and D7) got the information through WhatsApp. Not long after the bomb detonated, the 

participants received either personal chats from their friends and family or someone updated the 

news on the group chat. Some of the participants also mentioned that they saw some photos or 

videos about the bombing, such as the condition of the victims or the location, through this 

platform. Lastly, D5 noticed that there was a bombing attack after watching TV. 

 Similar with the group of incident-related actors, six of seven journalists also first heard 

about this bombing incident from WhatsApp, while another journalist received a phone call from 
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her editor. All of the journalists joined a group chat only for reporters on WhatsApp. On this group 

chat, other journalists helped one another by updating any news, including the bombing attacks. 

Therefore, a lot of journalists relied on the group chats to gather background information of the 

events, including bombing attacks. For instance, J5, a 26-year-old newspaper journalist, shared her 

opinion about how important the chat group was to gain initial information: 

As what I have mentioned before, we personally do not monitor news, TV, read newspaper, 
and so on every minute, every second, and every hour. Sometimes our colleagues in the 
WhatsApp group are more updated about the news and they like to share the news they 
read on the group. So, we (the other journalists) also become well-informed. 

 Participants from all groups mentioned when they knew that a bomb exploded, they 

directly started to gather more information related to the incident. There were two kinds of 

information that they wanted to know: news regarding the event and the conditions of their friends 

or family. All incident-related participants wanted to know the basic information (5W1H) of the 

bombing attack, for instance, what actually occurred where the bomb took place, who the main 

actors were, how many victims died or were injured, how this could have happened, and so on. 

Moreover, they also wanted to get the information about their family and friends to ensure that 

they were fine. 

 In order to acquire information regarding terrorist attacks, the incident-related actors relied 

on mainstream media, such as TV and online news portals. They either watched live reports or 

breaking news on TV or they looked for further information by reading articles provided on online 

news portals aside from monitoring social media, such as Twitter. The participants belonging to 

incident-related actors group perceived these two platforms (TV and online news portals) credible 

and the fastest in publishing news compared to the other platforms. I1, a 26-year-old sales manager, 
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said she was in disbelief when she heard the information about the bombing attack, she went to 

somewhere else to watch TV as she did not have her on TV, as stated: 

I watch it on TV because it’s a breaking news. It’s so big. Because it’s on Ramadan’s eve, 
one day before the Ramadan and everybody was getting ready to start the fasting and stuff 
like that and then it happened, so it’s kind of a shock. Everybody is reporting that event. 
So, I remember I went to my friend’s office to watch the news and all the horrible effects 
after that and the investigation. 

In addition to mainstream media, 57% of participants mentioned that they also monitored social 

media, such as Twitter, Facebook, and Instagram, in order to obtain more information about the 

event. Social media had the ability to update the content in real-time and therefore it was very 

useful to obtain background information about the bombing attack. 

For digital participants, TV and Twitter were the main information sources during the 

terrorist attacks. 71% of the participants mentioned that after knowing of the incident, they 

watched TV to learn more about this event. D2, a 30-year-old entrepreneur, said that TV could be 

a main reference during crises, such as terrorist attacks, as TV would broadcast breaking news for 

these kinds of events. Furthermore, 71% of participants belonging to this group also kept an eye 

on their Twitter timeline due to its ability to update tweets in real-time, hence they could keep 

track of the ongoing situation. In addition to these two channels, some digital participants also 

collected more information regarding the bombing attack through WhatsApp and online news 

portals. 

Lastly, the journalists relied mostly on WhatsApp and TV to obtain information regarding 

the incident. On WhatsApp, they had the group chats for journalists that could supply them with 

the latest news. All of the journalists also watched TV to see the visuals of the incident and also to 

gain more updates about the terrorist attack. Though the journalists claimed to use TV as a source, 



 

DOI:10.6814/THE.NCCU.IMICS.006.2018.F05  
 

66 

more than half of them used smartphones to stream the TV content, because they were observing 

this content as they were moving to the scene. Moreover, some journalists also still checked online 

media to gain supplementary information about the bombing attack. J7, a 26-year-old TV 

journalist, stated that information from online news outlet could be used as a background 

information and usually this platform provided quite comprehensive information. Additionally, 

Twitter was also utilized by some journalists. Although the credibility of Twitter as an information 

source was still questionable, this platform offered additional information as J6, a 25-year-old TV 

journalist, shared her view about Twitter as a crisis information source: 

(From Twitter we can get) More like the condition of people out there whether they become 
more panic, whether they become apathy, or as mentioned before, there are sympathy for 
the victims instead or maybe on social media appears some speculations that we never 
thought before. Although sometimes they are not correct, but we can take it into our 
consideration. 

Besides gathering event-related information, all participants also contacted their friends 

and family to know about their conditions just in case they were affected by the incident. They 

also asked their friends and family whether they had already heard about the bombing attack. Most 

participants from all of the groups used mobile messaging applications, particularly WhatsApp 

and Line, for this purpose. Some digital participants also reached their friends using Twitter, as 

they did not have their friends’ personal contact, so they saw that their friends had tweeted 

something about the bombing attack. 

During the observation stage, most participants from all groups also admitted that they kept 

an eye on the information or updates from the authorities, particularly the Indonesian National 

Police. More than half participants from all groups listened to the announcement or speech from 

the Indonesian National Police Chief, Police-General Tito Karnavian. Aside from releasing some 
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official information related to the incident, one message he conveyed at that time was to encourage 

all Indonesians not to be afraid of the bombing attacks. For some participants, what he said did not 

only make them more well-informed, but it also calmed them down. For instance, I6, a 26-year-

old doctor, mentioned that by following the information from the police, it reduced the uncertainty 

that occurred from the chaotic situation, so she could ensure that everything was safe already, thus 

appeasing her anxiety caused by the incident. Moreover, the ordinary citizens did not have any 

capacity to investigate the incident on their own, hence they relied on the authorities to figure out 

what actually happened, for instance I1, a 26-year-old sales manager, said “I think I simply believe 

them because they are the one who is in charge of this investigation, so I didn’t really check it 

myself because I don’t have the knowledge and the capability to do so.” 

4.3.2. Interpretation 

 Following the observation phase was the interpretation when the individuals made sense 

of the information they had gathered and evaluated the accuracy and relevance of the information. 

Some participants stated that the information regarding terrorism was very messy and complex. 

Moreover, many fake news were also circulated under this crisis situation. I6, a 26-year-old doctor, 

explained that in the beginning, information about the terrorist attack was confusing and unclear, 

as a lot of media outlets or other information sources, such as social media, were not able to report 

in-depth coverage regarding the incident. Considering the aforementioned situations, individuals 

must put more effort in evaluating the information in order to make sense of the information that 

the participants had acquired from the observation stage and to obtain thorough understanding 

about the event. Participants from all of the groups exhibited similar methods towards gaining a 

holistic picture of the bombing attack, for instance comparison, verification, and discussion. 
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 Comparison became a recurring theme in interpretation stage. Most participants agreed that 

using multiple channels to obtain information was crucial during a crisis to collect as much 

information as possible. Most participants used TV, online news portals, and social media such as 

Twitter, Facebook, and Instagram for information-seeking purpose. This behavior enabled them 

to distinguish the relevant and irrelevant content as well as find the differences and similarities 

from the news to ensure the consistency of information. By accessing various channels, they could 

construe the chronology of the event which allowed them to have better comprehension about the 

terrorist attacks. I1, 26 years old, sales manager, shared her experience in comparing the 

information from different sources: 

As I’ve told you I opened a lot of media sources from my mobile news apps and YouTube 
videos of the event, even the CNN that I think report it as well. CNN Indonesia I mean. 
And… yeah, so I just compare those information, even from the Line messenger, I compare 
the information and I just google them and see what other people say and basically they 
are saying the same thing. 

During the interpretation stage, participants also assessed and determined the veracity of 

the information by verifying the messages they received. 86% of participants from incident-related 

actors group relied heavily on mainstream media, particularly TV, to conduct the fact-checking. 

During a terrorist attack, one screen that they consumed the most was TV. They perceived TV as 

credible news platform during a crisis like a terrorist attack, besides they knew that TV would 

cover the event and have a breaking news segment. Aside from TV, some participants also browsed 

online news portals for verification. Once the bombing attack occurred, online news portals would 

cover the incident and publish the articles right away. However, this platform commonly only 

covered the surface of the incident, thus it could not be the main source for validating information. 

Similarly, digital participants also used mainstream media, particularly trustworthy online news 

portal and TV for verification. However, half of the participants belonging to this group also used 
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social media for checking the facts. They utilized Twitter to validate the information as well as 

updates that they got from or group chats WhatsApp group chats. 

 In order to deeply understand the incident, participants from incident-related actors group 

and digital participants group also discussed about the event with their family or friends through 

mobile instant messengers, such as WhatsApp and Line, both in personal or group chat. Through 

the discussion, they were able to exchange information. Moreover, two digital participants also 

mentioned that they used Twitter for discussion as they perceived this platform more convenient 

and they did not have personal contact of some friends on Twitter, thus they utilized this platform 

to connect to those friends.  

The interpretation process for journalists was practically different. In order to gain the facts, 

journalists used their smartphone to stream TV contents. Aside from that, they also used online 

news portals or social media to obtain background information. However, journalists had an access 

to contact reliable information sources, such as police, government officials, and so on. Therefore, 

they also contacted and interviewed them or they relied on the press release or broadcast message 

on WhatsApp from the authorities. For journalists group, all of them claimed that they discussed 

the issue with their colleagues via WhatsApp group chat. On this channel, the other journalists 

would give the latest updates and they also could also converse about the incident via group chat. 

4.3.3. Choice 

 After capturing the clear picture of the bombing attack, participants moved to the next 

stage, choice, which was defined as examining the holistic picture of the crisis situation (e.g., the 

terrorist attacks) from the previous steps (i.e., observation and interpretation), discussing possible 

solutions, and implement the solutions. Therefore, on this phase, individuals reviewed the overall 
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information that they had and considered some possibilities of solutions on how to respond to a 

terrorist attack. There were various actions that incident-related actors did in response to the 

terrorist attack. Nonetheless, many of them agreed that they discussed about the possible solutions 

with their close ties (e.g., family members and friends) via mobile instant messengers, such as 

WhatsApp and Line. For example, I2, whose house was nearby the KM bombing attack. When the 

bomb blasted, he was on his way home. Although he had monitored the information about the 

traffic through media outlets and Twitter, he still talked to his friends about which way he should 

take via WhatsApp group chat. Similar story was shared by I1 who also on her way home close to 

the bombing attack. She talked to her boyfriend and some other friends on WhatsApp about the 

safe route to get back home. Another story was conveyed by I4. Knowing that her friend became 

a victim of the bombing attack, she contacted her friend via Line to make sure that the friend was 

okay and to ask about what she could do for her before taking any action.     

 For the digital participants, after observing and interpreting the information that they had 

obtained, the choice stage occurred to consider what contents they would like to tweet or share on 

their social media to respond to the terrorist attack. D1 shared that before tweeting something on 

Twitter, he made sure all information were correct, “I cross-checked again the information on TV 

and online news portal, before I finally tweet it”. This was important for him as he wanted to avoid 

causing negative effects, “I don’t want people to get more panic by sharing unverified 

information.” Similarly, D2 also discussed about what content he should share on social media, 

particularly Twitter, with his friends via WhatsApp group chat. Prior tweeting the content 

regarding the KM bombing attack, he discussed with his friends on that group chat about what 

hashtag they should embed on their tweets.  



 

DOI:10.6814/THE.NCCU.IMICS.006.2018.F05  
 

71 

This stage was also important for journalists with regard to editorial decisions. After 

collecting enough information related to the bombing attack, the journalists claimed that they 

should review and discuss what to do with their editors before taking any further steps. 

Furthermore, for TV journalists, there were some visual considerations that they need to take into 

account for the importance of video recording as J4, a 25 years old TV journalist, explained, “I 

just contacted the office, (tell them) what the situation on the location is. Then, I look for the good 

location to get information. (Then) Look for the best spot where I can get the best angle for live 

(report).” 

4.3.4. Dissemination 

 After having considerations about how to respond to the incident, the following phase was 

dissemination. During this stage, crisis participants spread out the information they had to their 

peers. For the incident-related actors group, there were two kinds of information that they 

disseminated, information about themselves and regarding the event. All incident-affected 

participants also mentioned that they shared the information about themselves to calm their family 

and friends down. They let their inner circle knew whether they were fine, where they were at the 

time of the incident, what they were doing, and so on. I4 who was a survivor from a bombing 

attack said that because of the incident he got a lot of phone calls or messages from his relatives 

or friends on his mobile instant messengers or even from his social media, asking about his 

condition. Thus, he told them that he was fine in order to make them less worried. All participants 

utilized mobile online messenger, particularly WhatsApp and Line to inform their conditions to 

their relatives and friends. Additionally, four of seven participants broadcasted that they were safe 

using Crisis Response feature on Facebook (see Figure 8) due to its ability to reach wider audience, 
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including their friends whom they did not often personally contact with. One of them also tweeted 

about her condition on Twitter as she considered Twitter convenient to use. 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 8. Crisis response feature on Facebook. 

Apart from sharing about their own condition, 71% of incident-related that they passed on 

the incident-related information, such as telling that there was a bombing attack, how the condition 

of the traffic in their neighborhood, sharing news articles about the bombing incident, and so on, 

to their family members and friends through mobile instant messengers. The incident-related actors 

only talked about surface information and did not go in depth. They considered sharing information 

was important as they were close to the location of the bombing. I5, a 27 year-old affected resident 

whose house was very close to the KM bus station, said that she was really frightened by the 

bombing attack as the incident was in her neighborhood. Therefore, she thought that informing 

other people about the event was important to warn other people not to come or to get closer to the 

area.  

The incident-related actors also mainly communicated through mobile online messengers. 

Most of them did not share the information to wider circles through open social media platform 

because there had been a lot of information circulated in the public space, thus they deemed it 

unnecessary to spread more information related to the event to their weak ties via open social 
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media platforms, for instance Twitter, Facebook, or Instagram. I1, a 26-year-old sales manager, 

expressed “Because it’s already very viral, everybody knows. I didn’t see myself need to spread 

the information anymore because I think it’s already everywhere all over the place.” Furthermore, 

they did not consider themselves as a credible news source so that inhibited them from circulating 

information on open social media platforms. When being asked why she avoided to disseminate 

information in the open platforms, I6, 26 years old, doctor, answered: 

Because I’m afraid to say something wrong on social media. If it’s on WhatsApp, it seems 
like more private, the probability of people misunderstands it is not as big as on Instagram 
or Twitter. I also don’t have the courage to share the news that I don’t know whether it’s 
right or wrong. Then even if I share, I only want to share the news article. I’m not brave 
enough to share my own personal insights. 

In addition, I5 and many other incident-related actors believed that sharing photos and 

videos about the bombing attacks should be avoided. I1, a 26-year-old sales manager, said that she 

received photos of the victims on her WhatsApp group chat and she got really scared, besides she 

thought it was inappropriate: 

There were a lot of disturbing information and disturbing pictures going through mobile 
messengers. If you ever heard pictures of the head of the terrorist right after exploded… I 
saw very a disturbing picture of his head on the TransJakarta busway right after the event. 
Somebody took that picture and made it viral and those kind of information, I don’t think 
that’s appropriate for anyone. 
 

Knowing that it was a horrible experience to get exposed with those graphic contents, I1 and other 

incident-related actors refrained themselves from spreading photos and videos. Only one of them 

shared a video on WhatsApp. I3, a friend of a survivor, sent her mother an amateur video which 

recorded the explosion of the bomb, to show her mother that the terrorist attacks really occurred. 

 For the digital participant group, 57% participants claimed that they disseminated 

information related to the event to others. They let their friends and family members knew that 

there was a bombing attack, shared the link of articles about the bombing attack, and so on. For 
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some digital participants, like D1, a 32-year-old officer who resided and worked in Jakarta, 

spreading information about terrorism was important. He described terrorism as a dangerous issue 

because, “we don’t know when they (the terrorists) want to attack us and where.” Furthermore, 

previously having several experiences of bombing attacks, he knew how chaotic and uncertain the 

situation was, and therefore he wanted to calm other people by sharing information “I already 

experienced how confusing the information was during the Thamrin terrorist attack (a terrorist 

attack occurred in Jakarta on 2016). I don’t want other people to encounter the same thing”.  

In contrast with the incident-related actors group, the digital participants shared not only 

textual information that they obtained from news outlets, but also pictures or videos related to the 

incident, including the condition of the victims on their social media. There were two platforms 

utilized to disseminate the information: WhatsApp and Twitter. D2, a 30-year-old entrepreneur, 

stated that he used WhatsApp to share the photos or videos of the victims as he had some group 

chats on this platform, therefore it was more convenient to distribute the photos and videos. The 

main purpose of sharing this photos and videos was to inform other people, especially those who 

lived far away from the location of the bombing attack. Nonetheless, he did not post any of these 

pictures or videos on his open social media platform because, “Those (the photos and videos) are 

really scary. There might be people who do not accept this and say ‘Why do you need to share 

this?’.”  However, Twitter was still used to spread the information regarding the bombing attack 

due to its ability to reach broader and wider audiences. D3, a 25-year-old entrepreneur who passed 

by the road nearby the location mentioned that she posted photos and video on Twitter regarding 

the situation of KM that she took by herself. She did that because she wanted to update her Twitter 

circle about the current situation and to remind the other to be more cautious because she perceived 

the terrorist attack as a frightening event.  
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Dissemination was also crucial for journalists since this was their main responsibility as 

reporters. However, aside from publishing information through media outlets, the journalists group 

also utilized dual screening to spread the news for working and personal purposes to their circle, 

particularly their colleagues, family, and friends. With regard to work purposes, all journalists used 

WhatsApp to inform their colleagues about the most recent situation. It was necessary to provide 

the latest update on the group chat to help other journalists in doing their responsibilities. J1, a 25-

year-old online news journalist, emphasized the importance of sharing information for working by 

stating, “Because there are many locations (that we need to cover), not only the location on the 

bombing attack, but there are also people at the hospital. For instance, there was my friend who 

shared ‘Oh this minister comes to visit the victim.’ Then, I’m at the bombing location also inform 

them if the location has been opened, the buses have started to operate again, for example”. Apart 

from that, the journalists also mentioned that they personally shared the information to their family 

and friends through mobile instant messengers, such as WhatsApp and Line. Two journalists 

mentioned that they would not share the information unless their friends or family asked them 

about the incident. J3, a 26-year-old TV journalists said that she needed to disseminate the 

information because she was perceived as credible information source by her relatives and friends. 

She stated:  

In my case, there are my family group chat and other groups chats like people from my 
church (on WhatsApp) that ask me (about the bombing attack) and they know I am a 
journalist and they always think I know everything although I am not. So I just give them 
enough information that I think appropriate and credible. I ask them not to believe the 
hoax. I am always like that. 

 On the mobile instant messengers, all journalist shared textual information and one of 

them also shared pictures of the incident to her friends, but with prior approval. J3 described her 

experience:  
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But I asked them (friends) first, ‘Do you guys want to see the pictures? If you don’t want 
to see, I will only give you the text.’ ‘Oh yeah, it’s okay.’ I gave them some pictures of the 
victims, but not the terrible one. If the text, I only sent the press release from the police. I 
didn’t want (to give) the result of my own writing. 

 Most journalists also stated that they did not want to post any information regarding the 

incident through their open social media platform. First, they did not want to generate public panic 

by circulating more information about the incident. Some journalists mentioned that some 

information that they received were still under investigation and not verified, hence they were 

afraid they would mislead the public and engender panic. Second, they also need to maintain their 

professionalism, for instance, J6, a 2s-year-old TV journalist revealed that “I do not share anything 

on social media because I do not want to take any risk if the information is wrong, the information 

is too early, still under investigation. Everything is still speculation”. Moreover, they had published 

the news about the event through their workplace and they assumed there had been a lot of 

information circulated already, thus they believed it was unnecessary to disseminate more. Lastly, 

it was just not their habit to share the information to their social media. However, there were two 

journalists that stated they posted contents related to the bombing attack on Instagram. One 

journalist posted a picture of flowers on the location to express his condolence. Another journalist 

posted photos of the situation on the location and the screenshot of herself when she was on air. 

4.3.5. Connectivity 

 Connectivity appeared as an underlying activity in every stages of the crisis response 

process (i.e., observation, interpretation, choice, and dissemination). However, the purpose of 

connectivity was different in each stages for the incident-related actors, digital participants, and 

journalists. Additionally, there were also various platforms utilized by the participants to have 
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social connections with their family members, friends, colleagues, and also the weak ties, like their 

social media friends.  

 For the incident-related actors, it was necessary to maintain connections with their close-

ties, for instance family members and friends, for various purposes. In most stages, they used 

mobile instant messengers, such as WhatsApp and Line, while some also utilized open social 

media platforms like Facebook. During the observation phase, they connected to their family 

members and friends to gain initial and further crisis information. For I1 who was having dinner 

outside when the bomb exploded, she might not notice that there was a bombing attack nearby her 

home if her boyfriend and other friends did not contact and inform her. I7 who was nearby the 

location of the bombing also relied on her friends to acquire information as she perceived her 

friends as credible information source, “My friends are credible. They do not share random 

information. If it’s a group (WhatsApp group chats) that I don’t know, the group with strangers, I 

won’t (believe). So, I believe them, I directly believe them.” On the interpretation phase, the 

incident-related actors discussed with their friends and family members about the occurrence via 

mobile instant messengers in order to make sense and verify the information that they had. For 

instance, I3 discussed with her friends about the incident through Line group chat and they 

compared the articles that they found. Once she found that most articles contained similar 

information, she was convinced about the validity of the information. Moving to the choice stage, 

the incident-related actors interact with their family members and friends via mobile instant 

messengers to brainstorm the best solutions in response to the terrorist attack. Lastly, the incident-

related actors shared the information regarding the event and their own condition to their family 

members and friends during the dissemination stage. By sharing these information, they could 

make their inner circle less worried, besides they also could warn people to avoid the impact of 
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the bombing attack. Media also played an important role to help the incident-related actors 

distribute the information. For I6 who had many friends from outside Indonesia, Facebook’s crisis 

response feature helped her to inform those friends about her condition instantly. 

In contrast with the incident-related actors, the digital participants did not only connect to 

their close ties, but even more with their weak ties, for instance like-minded people encountered 

on social media. Therefore, the conversation channels that they had included social media, 

particularly Twitter, as well as mobile instant messengers, for instance WhatsApp. During the 

observation, the digital participants first knew about the incident from personal or group chats on 

WhatsApp and also when they browsed through their Twitter timeline as someone that they 

followed tweeted about the event. Digital participants also connected to their Twitter for finding 

information. Many of them considered Twitter as one of the fastest information channels during 

the terrorist attacks. They still used this platform regardless many fake news circulated in this 

platform. On the next stage, interpretation, the digital participants used Twitter to discuss about 

the incident as but they had many people with the same concern on Twitter. Aside from that, to 

check the accuracy of an information, D3 also stated that she compared many tweets on Twitter. 

Information posted by many people was reliable for her and some other participants. Some also 

used WhatsApp during this stage, for instance, D1 who contacted his trustworthy friend to verify 

an information. On the choice stage, digital participants mostly focused on considering what to 

tweet in response to the terrorist attacks. D2 firstly discussed with his friends via WhatsApp group 

chats to talk about the hashtag and content they would like to tweet before they posted it on Twitter. 

This was crucial for D2 because he believed that by having many people tweeted the same contents 

simultaneously, they could make bigger impact. On the last stage, dissemination, the digital 

participants also shared information through WhatsApp and other open social media platforms 
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(e.g., Twitter). They thought it was important to make people surrounding them aware with this 

issue and therefore they could avert from the negative impact. 

 During the observation phase, most journalists relied on WhatsApp group chats whose 

members were also journalists. These group chats played an important role for them. J1, an online 

journalist, mentioned that connections built through these group chats helped their work 

tremendously, especially in information gathering as they received many information on this 

channel, including press release or official statements from the authorities. On the interpretation 

stage, the journalists often discussed with their colleagues about the incident to get better 

understanding about the event. Through the discussion, they were exposed to various perspectives 

or they could also compare the information from different people. Because of the networks that 

they had, the journalists could also verify the information by contacting the authorities, for instance 

J5 used WhatsApp to personally contact the bus station officials in order to validate the information 

she had obtained. During the choice stage, the journalists, especially TV journalists, needed to 

maintain their connection with the editors before taking editorial decision. They used WhatsApp 

to connect to their editors as they were in the location while their editors monitored them from the 

office. On the dissemination stage, the journalists utilized WhatsApp to share the information to 

their colleagues. By doing so, the information cycle on the group chats could be maintained. In 

addition, the journalists also shared the information to their close ties, such as family members and 

friends. J3 also mentioned that she would like to clarify the wrong information spread in her family 

group chat on WhatsApp by supplying them verified information.  

 In sum, all three groups of participants went through every stage of the process, from 

observation, to interpretation, to choice, and finally, to dissemination. There are various activities 

and platforms used within the stages. Moreover, it was found that connectivity occurred in all 
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stages of the crisis response communication process. There were various reasons of connectivity 

in each stages. Table 6 summarizes the process of the three groups. 

Table 6 

Summary of Crisis Response Communication Process 

    
Incident-Related 

Actors 
Digital 

Participants 
Journalists 

Observation Initial 
Information 

WhatsApp (group 
and personal chat) 

Twitter and 
WhatsApp 

WhatsApp group 
chat for journalists 

 
Information 
source 

Mainstream media 
(TV and online 
news portals) 

TV and Twitter TV and WhatsApp 
group chat for 
journalists 

 
Connectivity Connecting to 

family members and 
friends for gaining 
initial and further 
crisis information 

Connecting to weak 
ties for obtaining 
crisis information 

Connecting to 
colleagues for 
having crisis 
information 

Interpretation Comparison Comparing information from TV, online news portals, and social 
media (Twitter, Facebook, and Instagram) for gaining better 
understanding. 

 
Verification Mainstream media 

(TV and online 
news portals) 

TV, online news 
portal, Twitter 

Contacting reliable 
information 
sources, TV, online 
news portal 

 

Connectivity Discussing about 
the event with their 
close ties on 
WhatsApp or Line 

Discussing about 
the event with not 
only their close ties, 
but also their weak 
ties on WhatsApp 
and Twitter 

Discussing about 
the event with their 
colleagues on 
WhatsApp group 
chat besides 
verifying the 
information from 
reliable sources 

Choice Activities 
(Connectivity) 

Discussing possible 
solutions with close 
ties (e.g., family 
members and 
friends)  

Considering what 
contents to tweet or 
share on their social 
media to respond to 
the terrorist attack 
with friends 

Discussing editorial 
decisions with 
editors 
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Platform Mobile instant 
messengers, like 
WhatsApp and Line  

WhatsApp WhatsApp 

Dissemination Activities 
(Connectivity) 

Disseminating the 
information about 
their own conditions 
and the incident 

Disseminating 
information about 
the event in various 
forms (text, 
pictures, videos) 

Disseminating 
information to 
colleagues,   family 
members and 
friends  

 

Platform WhatsApp, Line, 
Facebook (Crisis 
Response Feature) 

WhatsApp and 
Twitter 

WhatsApp and Line 

  

Purposes To make others less 
worried about them 

To warn other 
people about the 
event 

For work purposes 
and for clarifying 
wrong information 

 

 

4.4. Motivations to use dual screening during terrorist attacks 

In general, with regard to the dual screening behavior during terrorist attacks, the 71% of 

incident-related actors used to the combination of TV for watching the breaking news and 

smartphone for other purposes, while the rest used their laptop for viewing video and smartphone 

simultaneously. This situation occurred as most participants belonging to action-affected group 

relied on TV to obtain information during the crisis situation, such as watching the live report or 

breaking news. The dual screening use still varied in digital participants group. Most of them used 

the combination of TV for videos and smartphone for other activities, followed by TV for watching 

live reports and laptop, and the usage of two smartphones at the same time. Similarly, the dual 

screening behavior during a terrorist attack was also different for the journalists. Five out of the 

seven journalists utilized two smartphones at the same time because they did not have access to 

television when they were on the location of the incident; hence, they streamed the TV program 
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through their smartphones and the other phones for communicating or searching additional 

information.   

 This section further elaborates three motivators to use dual screening during terrorist 

attacks. The first one is social motives which included perceived social presence, perceived social 

capital, sociability, and social change. The following motivations are cognitive aspects which 

contained information seeking, information appraisal, and information sharing. Lastly, this section 

also explains the emotional motives, for instance emotional venting and emotional support, as 

many of the participants engaged in dual screening behavior to channel their negative feelings or 

to convey and accept emotional support. 

 

4.4.1. Social motives 

Perceived social capital  

Bonding social capital and bridging social capital were identified as motivators to use dual 

screening. All participants in incident-related actors agreed that they did dual screening to maintain 

the established relationship with their close ties, such as family members and friends, leading to 

the motivation of bonding social capital. This occurred as they shared information they received 

from TV content and other sources to one another, cared about the others, and kept reminding each 

other to stay safe. As a result, they strengthened the ties within their inner circle. I1, 26, sales 

manager, described her experience, “A lot of my friends are saying ‘hey take care, we’re really 

worried about you, just be safe. Don’t go near the area by yourself,’ and stuff like that and I do 

this to my friends who reside in Jakarta, just to comfort each other.” On the other hand, only two 

participants belonging to this group experienced the sense of bridging social capital. This might 
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occur because during the terrorist attacks, they intensely communicated with close ties, such as 

their family members or friends; thus, not many participants in this group interacted with weak 

ties.  

 Similarly, all journalists also agreed that the terrorist attacks strengthened the relationship 

with close ties, especially their colleagues, and thus, it motivated them to dual screen. During 

terrorist attacks, participants became closer with the other journalists through dual screening 

interactions, such as doing information exchange or obtaining information supplied from their 

colleagues. Moreover, the journalists felt that some of their coworkers also paid more attention to 

them. For example, some asked them to take care as well as be more careful on the location, and 

so on. These circumstances brought them closer with the other journalists. Furthermore, similar 

with the group of incident-related actors, only two participants in this group felt dual screening 

could bridge social capital. For J2, 26 years old, newspaper journalist, her interactions on Twitter 

were able to increase the sense of connectedness among Indonesians as it united Indonesians from 

various backgrounds to counter terrorism.  

 In contrast with the other groups, only three respondents from the digital participants were 

motivated to use dual screening because of perceived bonding social capital. D1 shared his 

experience that during the terrorist attack, all of his family members were at home already and 

they lived quite far from the bombing location; thus, they did not really discuss about the incident 

or ask each other’s condition, unlike the incident-related actors. However, 71% of participants in 

this group experienced the sense of community through their dual screening interactions.  

Consequently, they were triggered to use dual screening. D7, 26 years old, freelancer, explained 

that he encountered many like-minded people during his interaction through dual screening, for 

instance he encountered many people who believed that terrorism damaged the reputation of Islam, 
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similar to what he also believed. The interactions with like-minded people then built the sense of 

togetherness. 

Perceived social presence 

 Interactions occurred during dual screening practice were proven to establish the sense of 

companionship beyond physical boundaries and this sense of others’ presence drove many 

respondents to engage in dual screening under a crisis situation, particularly the terrorist attacks. 

71% of incident-related actors who used dual screening to contact their family members and 

friends during the bombing experienced social presence feelings of their close ties. I3, 20-years-

old, student who was a friend of a victim stated that during the KM terrorist attack, she discussed 

about the incident intensely with her friends through mobile instant messengers, for example they 

kept updating about the current situation of the incident while watching the video from TV.  This 

made her feel like she had a conversation directly, though in reality she communicated with her 

friends through messengers. This social presence also occurred when they had conversations with 

their close ties to talk about their conditions. The sense of others’ presence indirectly helped them 

calm themselves and made them less worried as they thought they did not get through this chaotic 

situation alone.  

However, only half of digital participants felt the social presence of other people during 

dual screening use. It occurred when they had interactions with the weak ties on the social media. 

D6, 26 years old, writer, explained that during the incident, she did not have interaction with her 

close ties, “We were busy with ourselves instead. I mean, at that time my family members were 

immersed with their phone as well. So, busy with themselves.” Therefore, she connected more 

with her weak ties, especially on Twitter, to discuss about the incident. She felt like sharing the 

common concern with her followers on Twitter, especially since they posted something embedding 



 

DOI:10.6814/THE.NCCU.IMICS.006.2018.F05  
 

85 

a specific hashtag. “When there was an incident, it seems like we (she and the other social media 

users) protect each other. We protect each other by sharing information, for example, when there 

was something happened, we used certain hashtag. So we can feel safe on our way home.” 

Moreover, the other half of digital participants did not develop the feeling of companionship as 

terrorist attacks were not what people surround them concerned about; thus, they had less 

interactions related to this topic.  

Furthermore, most journalists (86%) developed the feelings of co-viewing during their dual 

screening practice as they watched the video while interacting with their colleagues on the other 

screen, in particular on WhatsApp group chats for information exchange and discussion, and that 

motivated them to engage in dual screening. For instance, J3, 25 years old, TV journalist, explained 

that she felt the sense of companionship during her dual screening experience as they concerned 

and commented on the same topic and this feeling triggered her to keep using dual screening. J4, 

25 years old, TV journalist, also felt the social presence of others through information exchange 

with her colleagues. When she was in the location during the event, her friends on the other 

locations helped her by supplying more information regarding the incident to her and therefore she 

felt like they were there with her. 

 Sociability 

Another social dimension which could trigger someone to use dual screening was 

sociability, the ease and comfort of having interaction via technology-mediated environment. Most 

participants from the three groups agreed that they were comfortable in having interactions through 

dual screening as dual screening was able to facilitate their information seeking and 

communication with other people; for this reason, they were motivated to engage in this behavior. 

During the terrorist attack, D4, a 26-year-old editor, claimed that dual screening practice was 
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convenient for him as it allowed him to engage in two activities simultaneously -- watching videos 

about the terrorist attack on TV while discussing about the incident on the WhatsApp group chat.  

Moreover, the participants from all groups did not encounter major technical issues during their 

dual screening experience; thus, there was no crucial factor that inhibited them to engage in dual 

screening. However, some of the participants felt uncomfortable to interact on social networking 

sites as these platforms were open for public and the participants were afraid of being judged by 

the other people or they provoked public panic during terrorist attacks if they shared something on 

these open platforms. For instance, J2, 26 years old, TV journalist, said, “On social media, there 

are couple things that I keep for myself. There are several information that I hold…. On social 

media, it’s very judgmental and it’s for public’s consumption. So, no matter you want it or not, 

you need to be cautious with your behavior on social media, be cautious with your word. So, you 

will be more expressive on messenger.”   

Social Change 

 Social change was a sub-code emerged among the digital participants in particular. Three 

of seven digital participants and one participant from incident-related actors group, who was also 

a Twitter user, stated that they were using dual screening to motivate the public to make a 

difference. They promoted these narratives through Twitter because of its ability to reach a bigger 

audience in a short time. There were several messages that Twitter users would like to convey: 

asking for other Indonesians not to share the photos of the victims, encouraging other people to 

not be afraid, clarifying that there was no association between terrorism and any religion, and 

asking for the public to stay away from the location of the bombing as once the bomb detonated, 

many people even attempted to get closer to the bombing site. One of the examples could be 

discerned in a tweet posted by D1, 32 years old, officer: “A reminder during terrorist attack. 



 

DOI:10.6814/THE.NCCU.IMICS.006.2018.F05  
 

87 

Always retweet with care, think twice before you share unconfirmed news. #Kamitidaktakut.” In 

the interview, he commented about other Indonesians who shared unverified information about the 

bombing attack on their social media, but it would only aggravate the situation by engendering 

public panic. Thus, he was triggered to use dual screening to suppress these social problems and 

achieve collective advantage.  

For I5, an incident-affected resident whose house was close to the KM bus station, she also 

tweeted as would like to warn people to avoid the incident location as she observed from the 

breaking news on TV that many people even came to the site just to check out what happened 

there. “I was concerned by people that when there was an incident occurred, they went to the 

location instead. They did not avoid the place, but they came to watch it just like a parade. I was 

concerned with that, I mean, there were many people there.”  

4.4.2. Cognitive motives 

Information seeking 

Other than social motives, cognitive aspects also stimulated individuals to use dual 

screening. Drawing from the interview data, participants from all groups agreed that they did dual 

screening to acquire information regarding terrorist attacks. In crisis response communication 

process, information seeking was crucial, particularly during the initial stage, observation. On this 

stage, individuals gathered all information related to the incident in order to understand the crisis 

situation before proceeding to the next phase. 

Information seeking was important for most participants from incident-related actors. As 

they lived around the area, obtaining more information could help them to anticipate future 

incident. I6 said that she looked for information regarding the incident just in case the terrorists 
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were in his neighborhood. Aside from avoiding the danger, the participants also would like to 

know how the incident impacted the traffic in their neighborhood, for instance I2, a 24-year-old 

civil servant whose house was close to the bombing location, seek information to know whether 

the traffic around his house was being rerouted or whether there was traffic congestion. Thus once 

the incident-related actors heard about the bombing attacks, they directly looked for further 

information through mainstream media, such as TV or online portal news because these two 

channels were perceived as the most credible and updated channels compared to the other 

platforms. Only two participants claimed she looked for the videos regarding KM bombing attack 

on YouTube as she thought it was more convenient for her.  

Similar with the incident-related actors, information seeking was also important for digital 

participants. There were various reasons why they would like to delve into the incidents. For 

example, D2 would like to know whether there was somebody that he knew became the victim of 

the incident. D1, who resided in Jakarta, was afraid that there would be another bombing attack 

occurred nearby his residence. D3, who was outside at that time and needed to pass by the location 

of the incident, searched for information to ensure whether it was safe to use the route she usually 

took. For the digital participants, TV remained as the most credible information source. As they 

could not see the incident on their own, the visual displayed on TV content helped them to 

understand the situation and verify that the incident really took place as explained by D2, “My 

main reference is TV. If there is no news about it on TV, it means it’s not a big occurrence…. The 

bomb at Cicendo for instance (another bombing attack occurred in Cicendo, West Java, on 

February 27, 2017). It was broadcasted on TV after couple hours which means it was not a big 

bomb.” Apart from TV, the digital participants also monitored their social media and some of them 

actively search the information on Twitter due to its ability to give updates in real-time.  
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Moreover, for the journalists, information seeking was important as it was a part of their 

job to gain comprehensive information and transmit it to the audience. The journalists group relied 

more on the WhatsApp group chats, whose members were all journalists, to obtain more 

information about the incident. Aside from that, they also watched TV screen or streamed TV 

channels on their smartphone to watch live updates or breaking news about the event.  They also 

checked the information on online media as it was one of the fastest information channel.  

Apart from the abovementioned information channels, several participants from all groups 

also looked for information through search engines, such as Google, or social media, for instance 

Instagram and Facebook. In addition, some participants mentioned that information that they 

searched during terrorist attacks was the motives of the bombing attack, the situation in the 

location, the number of the victims, the impact of the bombing, and so on.  

Information appraisal 

All participants agreed that they would like to use dual screening for obtaining additional 

information and verifying the information they had previously collected which were categorized 

as information appraisal. This motivation was heavily related to the interpretation stage of crisis 

response process as people evaluated varieties of information that they had gathered and tried to 

make sense of the reality.  

Many participants from all groups thought that TV as their main information source could 

not supply them enough information or sometime it was not even very credible. D3, a 25-year-old 

entrepreneur who watched TV content regarding the incident, was very skeptical about the 

information she received from TV because most often, TV sensationalized the stories, besides it 

was repetitive and could not provide detail information about the incident. I7 explained that during 



 

DOI:10.6814/THE.NCCU.IMICS.006.2018.F05  
 

90 

the bombing attack, she felt that the information provided by TV was repetitive and only on the 

surface – it did not go in-depth. Additionally, J4, a 25-year-old TV journalist, mentioned that due 

to time pressure, there was a possibility that the news broadcasted on the TV was not yet verified, 

although J6, another a 25-year-old TV journalist, argued that TV could always revise the wrong 

information that they had broadcasted directly.  

Apart from that, under a crisis situation like a terrorist attack, there were also a lot of 

uncertainties and fake news circulated. The incident-related actors were surprised to hear that there 

was a bombing attack occurred nearby them. Some of them thought it was fake news or hoax. For 

instance, I6 who first heard about the incident from WhatsApp group chat said, “When people are 

in panic, they just directly copy and paste (the information) to the group chat. Previously, there 

have been many occasions that they are only hoax.” I3, who watched the amateur video on 

Facebook was also very skeptical about the content that she saw, “Because there must be many 

accounts on Facebook which spread fake news.” Not only the incident-related actors, the digital 

participants also agreed that the news about the terrorist attacks were prone to be hoax. D4 stated 

that the crisis information, especially from social media, might be hoax and they were 

untrustworthy. As he was not in the location, he could not verify it with his own eyes. Therefore, 

according to him, even the pictures circulated on social media could be manipulated as people 

could claim any kind of explosions as terrorist attacks. Consequently, in order to solve the 

aforementioned conditions, the participants utilized multiple platforms to get additional 

information and assess the validity of information by comparing them. 

For incident-related actors, although they relied heavily on TV, all of them still utilized 

other platforms to obtain deeper information regarding the news and compare that information in 

order to have better understanding about the incident. Apart from TV, most participants belonging 
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to this group used credible online news media to compare the information that they had. Some 

participants also monitored their social media while watching news on TV. They also 

communicated with their friends or family members through WhatsApp or Line to discuss about 

the event. I3, for example, said that “I used Line to discuss and get additional information from 

my friends in a group chat” as she thought that the information that she had from the video was 

not enough. I2 also said that he compared the news he got from several TV channels, online news 

portals, and Twitter in order to obtain more convincing information about the incidents.  

The digital participants also used similar platforms for acquiring additional insights about 

the incident. They used TV as their main information source and at the same time they also checked 

their social media or browsed through online portal news. One digital participant also checked the 

video on YouTube. Additionally, some of them rechecked the information to their family members 

or friends that they trusted, as mentioned by D1 who first learnt about the incident from Twitter, 

“I check my group chat (on WhatsApp) where there is a police officer among the members to 

verify the news.” 

Most of the journalists said that they used multiple platforms concurrently to get additional 

information. Most of them utilized the combination of WhatsApp group chats, online news portals, 

and TV. J4, a TV journalist, stated that during her way to the location of the bombing, she used 

two smartphones at the same time -- one smartphone to stream TV channel while using another 

phone to browse the online news portal or to acquire information from WhatsApp group chats. 

Aside from these channels, some journalists also used Twitter to get additional information. J2, a 

newspaper journalist, compared the information from several channels, for instance TV, online 

news portals, and WhatsApp group chats, to ensure that there was a bombing attack at KM bus 

station. Additionally, she also used Twitter as a complimentary information source. She believed 
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that Twitter could also supply additional information, “Because on Twitter, the information from 

netizens is faster. There were several tweets from the netizens, and it was true that there was a 

bomb at Kampung Melayu.” Nonetheless, due to their occupation, journalists had a special 

privilege to contact credible source, such as the authorities; thus, they could verify the information 

directly. J5, a newspaper journalists told that during the terrorist attack, she sent some messages 

on WhatsApp to the management officer of the bus station and the National Police, to do fact-

checking. 

Information sharing 

Participants from incident-related actors group used dual screen to share information, 

particularly information about their own condition. As they were directly affected by the event, 

there was a need to share their current state to their circle in order to make the others less worried 

about them. They shared this through mobile instant messengers. I1 who lived nearby the location 

shared her story: 

So my other friends in other area are afraid about me. They worry if I was home or if I 
happen to pass the road or the terminal, the station when the bomb happened. So, a lot of 
people are asking: How are you?, Where are you? How are you feeling?, Are you affected 
by the bomb? and stuff like that. I got a lot of those questions, so I used that (mobile instant 
messenger) to communicate with my friends.… So it’s more into the communication, to 
tell them I’m okay.” 

Four of seven participants of incident-related actors group also did a safety check in via 

crisis response feature on Facebook to share their condition with their social media circle. Three 

participants from this group also shared the information regarding the events to their inner circle; 

one participant shared the video of the event on WhatsApp while the other two participants shared 

textual information, such as the traffic nearby the location, and so on. Most of them did not share 

the news regarding the bombing attack because they were busy with themselves as they were 
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directly affected by the incident or because they thought it was unnecessary as the others could 

obtain the information from media outlets. I4 who was a survivor said, “Because I am a victim. In 

that short period of time, I do not even think about sharing on social media.” In addition, they 

thought that there were media outlets that informed the public, thus they did not need to do it 

anymore. 

Four of seven digital participants said that they used dual screening to spread the 

information they had to the others. In contrast with incident-related actors, the digital participants 

did not only share the general information in the format of text, but they also circulated the photos 

or videos of the victims or the situation in the bombing location. D2, a 30-year-old entrepreneur, 

explained that he shared the multimedia contents on mobile instant messenger application, 

specifically WhatsApp. On this platform, he had several group chats and he cross-shared the 

photos or videos regarding KM bombing, for instance he would send a photo or video that had not 

been distributed to that particular group that he received from the other group chats. Moreover, 

D3, 25 years old, entrepreneur, also posted photos and videos related to KM on her Twitter 

account. She said, “It’s important (to share the information) because they (the other Twitter users) 

also need to know the condition of the traffic and the area of bombing attack, so the other can be 

more cautious and they will not be surprised.” 

 All journalists also admitted that they utilized dual screening to share the news regarding 

terrorist attacks to their family, friends, and colleagues. Most participants gave some information, 

including the information they collected from TV, to their inner circle in order to dampen their 

panic or to clarify if there was wrong information circulated on their circle. Some of them also 

said that they sent the information only if their family and friends asked them because they did not 

want to spread more panic. Aside from that, they also mentioned that their inner circle perceived 
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them as credible source, thus they were expected to share some information by their family or 

friends. Moreover, all journalists also shared the information to their colleagues as all of them had 

their own group chat for journalists on WhatsApp and it was a habit to keep updating information 

on their WhatsApp groups. J3, a TV journalist, shared that while watching the breaking news from 

TV channels, she engaged in her mobile instant messengers, particularly WhatsApp, to share the 

information she acquired to her office group chat in order to help other journalists who also made 

a reportage about the incident. There was only one participant that shared the information through 

open platform, particularly Instagram. The other participants argued that there was no need to share 

information through social networking sites as they already had their own media organization to 

spread the information or they did not want to engender public panic by posting something about 

the incident through their open-platform social media. 

4.4.3. Affective motives 

Emotional support 

 For incident-related actors, interactions through dual screening allowed them to receive 

emotional support from others, especially from their family and friends. As they were directly 

affected by the bombing, people surrounding them showed their care by asking their conditions, 

trying to comfort them, or reminding them to stay safe through mobile instant messengers, such as 

WhatsApp. I7, 24 years old, banker, shared that her family contacted her after knowing about the 

event. As they knew that she was attending an event nearby the location, they became more 

attentive to her by asking her not to go back by bus (the bus station was the location of the 

bombing). They wanted someone to drive her home or for her to take the train.  

  While watching TV news about the incident, it reminded the incident-related actors about 

their friends living nearby the locations as well. During the TV viewing, some of them also 
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contacted their friends using mobile instant messengers, such as WhatsApp, to give emotional 

support, such as comforting other friends who resided around the bombing area. However, they 

did not post emotional support-related content on any open social media platform like Twitter 

because they considered the crisis as a personal matter which would be better to keep private. I3, 

20 years old, student, explained, “I did not post it on social media. Pray. I just pray. Because in 

social media it is too… how should I say this, it’s only on social media you pray for them. 

Superficial. So, instead of posting something, it’s better to be personal. Keep it personal.” 

Among digital participants, four of seven participants expressed their condolences through 

Twitter after knowing about the incident and watching the TV content about the incident. D6, a 

26-year-old writer, said that mentioned that she was shocked to know that there was a terrorist 

attack that occurred in the crowded public space. Therefore, while watching the breaking news on 

TV, she tweeted her condolence on Twitter. According to her, Twitter as an open platform, was a 

proper channel to convey this message due to its ability to reach a wide range of audience. 

Consequently, the tweets she posted could be read by the public, including the victims. 43% of 

digital participants also felt supported, especially when someone replied or retweeted their posts. 

 Similarly, all journalists also received and gave their emotional support through their 

interactions via dual screening. They felt their colleagues cared about them as their friends who 

kept reminding them to watch out for themselves on the bombing site. On the other hand, they sent 

mobile instant messengers to show affection to their friends in the location as well by asking them 

to take care via. While watching breaking news on TV, J3, a TV journalist, found her friend was 

reporting live. She contacted her friend via WhatsApp to ask her to be careful on duty. The 

journalists also felt emotionally supported when someone on the group chat agreed and thanked 

them for the information they shared. The majority of journalists did not convey their emotional 
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support to the victims on open social platforms as they already expressed it in person to the victims 

when they met in the location. Only one journalist posted his condolence to the fallen victim of 

the bombing attack (see Figure 9). 

Figure 9. Instagram post for emotional support. 

Emotional venting 

 The event of the bombing attack that the participants watched on TV content also 

engendered negative emotions among the incident-related actors, such as panic, shock, fright, and 

sadness. While watching the news about the incidents, the respondents used mobile instant 

messengers, such as WhatsApp and Line, to express these feelings as they communicated with 

their family members and friends while watching TV content, such as breaking news or live 

reports. I6 who worked nearby the location mentioned that the video she watched frightened her 

and therefore she contacted her friends through WhatsApp to convey her fright. The conversation 

she had helped her calm herself afterward.  However, none of incident-related actors shared 
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negative emotions through the open social media platform as they believed these kinds of 

expressions were personal and posting them on a public space could potentially make people even 

more worried about them.  

The incident also made the journalists upset, scared, shocked, and sad. Similar with the 

incident-related actors, all journalists who maintained objectivity in news reporting only shared 

the emotions evoked during TV content viewing with their colleagues that they kept in touch via 

mobile instant messengers, particularly WhatsApp. They did not project these feelings through 

social media due to their timely news work. J7, 26 years old, TV journalist, supported this 

statement: “There was no other emotion I shared online because I want to focus on doing my job.” 

Also, it might be considered as unprofessional to express personal emotions toward news events. 

In contrast, 57% of digital participants preferred to express the emotions induced while 

watching TV content openly in digital space, such as Twitter. They felt venting on social media 

could help them to calm themselves and they felt like they shared this feeling with many other 

people. D4, 26, editor, shared his experience: 

Sometimes by posting something, it feels like you share your burden, in my opinion. 
Additionally, we are also looking for like-minded people…. On Twitter, my followers can 
see that. On Path (a U.S.-based social media platform), they can also see that, but on Line 
or WhatsApp, we can only share it on group chat which is useless. Sometimes, it even 
makes me more scared and panic. 

 

Drawing from the abovementioned findings, the participants used dual screening for three 

purposes: social, cognitive, and affective motives. With regard to the social factors, social capital 

was found important to drive someone to use dual screening during terrorist attacks, however 

bonding social capital was more crucial for incident-related actors and journalists, while for the 

digital participants, bridging social capital was prominent. Aside from that, perceived social 
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presence in dual screening was important as it helped the participants to cope with the situation. 

Sociability was also found as a driver to use dual screening aside from social change which was 

identified as an influential factor, particularly for the digital participants. Moreover, the 

participants also used dual screening for cognitive-related purposes, such as information seeking, 

information appraisal, and information sharing. These activities were facilitated by various media 

platforms from mainstream media (e.g., TV, online portal news) and social media (mobile instant 

messenger such as WhatsApp and Line as well as open social media platform, for instance Twitter 

and Facebook). The last motivator was emotional motives as the participants used dual screening 

to vent their negative emotions or to give and acquire emotional support. Table 7 outlines the 

motives of dual screening use at the time of the KM bombing terrorist attack. 

Table 7 

Summary of the Motivations to Use Dual Screening During Terrorist Attacks 

    
Incident-Related 

Actors 
Digital Participants Journalists 

Social 
Motives 

Social 
Capital 

All participants 
developed bonding 
social capital with 
family members 
and friends. 
Only two 
participants 
developed bridging 
social capital. 

All participants 
perceived bonding 
social capital with 
colleagues. 
Only two participants 
experienced bridging 
social capital. 

71% of participants 
experienced bridging 
social capital while 
three of them 
perceived bonding 
social capital. 

 
Social 
Presence 

71% experienced 
social presence 
feelings of their 
close ties through 
interactions. It 
helped them to 
calm themselves 
and ease worries. 

Half of participants 
perceived social 
presence of their 
weak ties as they 
shared common 
concerns on Twitter. 

81% felt the presence 
of their colleagues 
through interactions 
on WhatsApp for 
information exchange 
and discussions. 
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Sociability Participants were comfortable of having interactions through dual 

screening as it facilitated informational and communication-related 
activities at the same time. No major technical issues encountered. 

 
Social 
Change 

Only one incident-
related actor used 
dual screening for 
social change 
(tweeting to urge 
people to stay 
away from the 
location). 

Digital participants 
used dual screening 
for social changes 
(e.g., stopping 
posting photos, 
encouraging to not be 
afraid, clarifying the 
associations between 
terrorism and 
religion). 

None of the journalists 
used dual screening 
for social change. 

Cognitive 
Motives 

Information 
Seeking 

Through 
mainstream media 
(TV and online 
news portals) to 
beware future 
incidents and 
avoid danger. 

Through TV and 
Twitter to know the 
victims and the 
impacted areas, and 
to anticipate future 
incidents. 

Through WhatsApp 
group chats, TV, and 
online news portals for 
work purposes 

 

Information 
Appraisal 

Occurred when TV could not provide enough information or to 
verify the information 

  
Using online news 
portal and social 
media 

Engaging in social 
media or browsing 
through online news 
portals 

Utilizing the 
combination of 
WhatsApp group chats 
with news colleagues 
and online news 
portals 

 

Information 
Sharing 

To make others 
people less 
worried about 
them 

To warn others about 
the event 

For work purposes and 
for clarifying wrong 
information 

Affective 
Motives 

Emotional 
Support 

Receiving and 
giving emotional 
support to the 
close ties via 
WhatsApp during 
TV viewing  

Four participants 
expressed their 
condolences through 
Twitter after 
watching videos 
about the incident 

Receiving and giving 
emotional support to 
colleagues via 
WhatsApp during TV 
viewing  
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Emotional 
Venting 

Using WhatsApp 
and Line to 
express negative 
feelings to family 
members and 
friends while 
watching TV 

57% preferred to 
express emotions 
openly in digital 
space like Twitter. 

Sharing negative 
emotions with their 
colleagues via mobile 
instant messengers, 
particularly WhatsApp 
during TV content 
viewing for working.  
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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION 

 

The fifth chapter comprises three different sections. The first section presents the general 

conclusion of this current study. The second section discusses the findings of this study of this 

study, including the public response on Twitter, the public’ crisis response communication model 

and the motivations of dual screening use during a crisis in the context of terrorist attacks in 

Indonesia. The last section delineates the limitations of the study and direction of future 

investigation. 

 

5.1. Conclusion 

This present investigation sheds light on the dual screening use during a bombing attack 

by analyzing the crisis response on a social media platform (i.e., Twitter), exploring the process of 

the public’s crisis response, and explaining the Indonesian dual screeners’ motivations to engage 

in dual screening during a terrorist attack. This current study also analyzes and compares three 

different groups of public, adapting the interviewee’s criteria of Tandoc and Takahashi (2016): 

incident-related actors, digital participants, and journalists. This research analyzes the differences 

as well as the similarities of dual screening behavior among these three groups. 

 Drawing from Twitter content analysis, it was clearly seen that Indonesians responded to 

terrorist attacks only for a short period, approximately two to seven days. The dominant response 

on Twitter during the terrorist attacks was action-related contents. Indonesians would like to 

encourage the others to unite and join the effort to combat terrorism, reminding other citizens to 
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stop circulating the pictures or videos of fallen victims, asking the other to stay safe, and giving 

pressure to the government to enforce terrorism law. Apart from that, the users also conveyed 

emotional contents while informational contents were minimal. Another noteworthy finding was 

during the terrorist attacks, government institutions and security forces were able to generate high 

engagement, particularly on Twitter, exhibiting their power to mobilize people under a crisis 

situation. 

This current study also scrutinizes the crisis response process of Indonesian dual screeners 

during terrorist attacks. Mobile instant messengers as well as social media, such as Twitter and 

Facebook, played an important role in informing the public regarding the terrorist attacks as most 

participants gained initial information about the incident from these channels. Dual screeners then 

consumed multiple platforms to obtain more complete information, both information related to the 

event and the condition of their family or friends. For this purpose, the three groups interviewed 

in this study exhibited different patterns: incident-related actors accessed mainstream media, for 

instance TV and online news portal, digital participants used Twitter, WhatsApp, and TV for 

seeking information, and journalists consumed TV as well as WhatsApp. Nonetheless, TV was 

seen as an important news source by all groups of participants as they watched breaking news or 

live reports on TV screens, or streamed it through their smartphones during the terrorist attacks. 

After having enough information, dual screeners interpreted the details they had collected 

by comparing news from various platforms, conducting fact-checking, as well as discussing it with 

their friends and family using dual screening. Furthermore, the choice stage was crucial for 

incident-related actors to decide what they should do in response to the crisis. The digital 

participants also discussed about possible content on Twitter during this stage. In the choice stage, 

the participants needed to discuss with the others (e.g., family members, friends, colleagues) about 
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the best solutions before proceeding to the next stage. The following phase was the implementation 

of the solution, the dissemination stage. All participants spread various kinds of information 

through different channels. Most incident-related actors shared information about the event in 

general as well as their own condition using mobile instant messenger (e.g., WhatsApp) and the 

crisis response feature on Facebook. More than half digital participants shared not only textual 

information, but also pictures and videos related to the incident, for instance amateur videos 

showing the bombing site and the victims, via WhatsApp and Twitter. Lastly, the journalists 

supplied the information for the other reporters using group chats on WhatsApp and also through 

personal chat to their family and friends. Additionally, it was important to note that connectivity 

occurred in many stages of the crisis process as individuals needed to connect to their family 

members, friends, colleagues, and other parties for various purposes, such as discussion, checking 

their conditions, and so on. 

 With regard to motivation of using dual screening during a terrorist attack, the data from 

in-depth interviews with 21 Indonesian dual screeners from various backgrounds (incident-related 

actors, digital participants, and journalists) proved that individuals used dual screen under a crisis 

situation for social purposes. In the time of crises, incident-related actors and journalists preferred 

to communicate with their close ties using mobile instant messengers while the digital participants 

utilized both open platforms, such as Twitter, as well as mobile instant messengers to discuss and 

interact with weak ties, for instance other netizens. Dual screening was also considered convenient 

and the interaction facilitated by dual screening could also develop a sense of companionship 

which led to dual screening use. Some digital participants also attempted to solve collective 

problems and make a change through the usage of dual screening. In addition to the social 

motivation, cognitive motives also appeared as salient factors. During a terrorist attack, individuals 
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used multiple platforms to see and to verify the information they had previously acquired. 

Moreover, some of them also shared the information they obtained to warn their friends and family 

or to raise public awareness about the incident. Lastly, the discovery also suggested emotional 

aspects as the drivers to dual screening use as Indonesians engaged in dual screening to reduce 

negative outcomes (e.g., panic, fear, sad, and so on) induced by terrorist attack. In order to release 

the negative emotions, they expressed their feelings to the others and received or accepted 

emotional supports from the other people. 

 

5.2. Discussions 

 Based on the findings drawn from the interview data, aside from using multiple platforms 

(e.g., mainstream media, social media) to acquire crisis information, Indonesian dual screeners 

also engaged in online discussions via mobile instant messengers or open social media platforms 

with their close ties (e.g., family members, friends, colleagues) and weak ties (e.g., like-minded 

people). The online conversations shaped the initial crisis information that the participants had 

previously acquired and provoked them to respond to the terrorist attacks through various forms, 

for example sharing crisis information, offering help, praying, or giving emotional support to the 

victims and other affected individuals, and so on. These findings are in line with the concept of 

CMM (Shah et al., 2017) which suggests that media consumption mediated by communicative 

behaviors (online and offline) can influence someone’s participation. The findings also denote that 

dual screening helps individuals respond to crisis situations more efficiently, particularly terrorist 

attacks, by facilitating information-related and communication-related activities simultaneously. 

With regard to crisis response on Twitter, the daily distribution of tweets indicates that 

participants cannot maintain their engagement for a long period of time and therefore 
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conversations about terrorist attacks cease quickly. The interview data also sustains this finding as 

most participants mentioned that they were only concerned about the incident for two to seven 

days. This is congruent with existing studies of social media activism in Indonesia (Lim, 2013), 

suggesting that although an issue might emerge quickly, it does not take a long time for 

Indonesians to lose their interest in the topic, allowing the issue to dissipate. The excessive amount 

of contents circulated on social media, short attention spans, and disperse conversations contribute 

to the discontinuance of discussion (Lim, 2013). 

 The results of Twitter analysis also assert action-related content as the most dominant 

response of Indonesians during the terrorist attacks. The public would like to collectively solve 

problems emerged in the society using online platforms. The data from the interviews also affirms 

the findings as half of the digital participants in this study used online platforms to encourage other 

people to do something as a response to terrorist attacks and to achieve a social change. These 

findings support the previous study which argues that the advent of social media can positively 

contribute to society and citizens’ participation (Gil de Zúñiga et al., 2012). This could happen 

because social media have the ability to mobilize people and to attract public attention in a short 

period of time (Tufekci, 2014). Nonetheless, there are still many skeptical views with regard to 

social media use and its relation to participation. Concepts like slacktivism (lazy activism) and 

clicktivism (click activism) challenge the worthiness and effectiveness of digital activism because 

people perceive this kind of activism as something superficial since the participants actually do 

nothing and social media cannot mobilize participants to the offline activity (Gladwell, 2010; 

Morozov, 2009). 

Apart from action-related contents, the tweets also contain a relatively significant amount 

of emotional messages. One of contents is emotional ventilation which indicates that online 
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platforms can facilitate emotional coping on the aftermath of crisis situations (Takahashi et al., 

2015). Some other themes under this content are related to social support, such as offering prayers, 

expressing sympathy, and moral support. Many studies have previously found that individuals will 

be more likely to mourn over celebrities’ death because of their popularity (Courbet & Fourquet-

Courbet, 2014).  However, there are still some conditions which influence someone to extend their 

support to non-celebrities’ death, for instance fallen victims of terrorist attacks, as it is seen as 

ritualistic behaviors (Bautista & Lin, 2015). 

The findings of content analysis also accentuate the importance of the authorities during 

crisis situations. Many government institutions or security forces possess a high engagement rate, 

even higher than celebrities. During the interview, many participants also mentioned that they seek 

information from the authorities, such as the Indonesian National Police. In many occasions, 

celebrities are the one that can draw public’s attention using their persona (Tufekci, 2014). 

However, in the context of a crisis, the authorities play an important role and hold more power to 

attract the public. One possible reason that might affect this behavior is because Indonesians have 

developed positive sentiment and trust toward government. Based on the survey report by Gallup 

World Poll in 2016, Indonesia has the highest rank with regard to trust and confidence in the 

government (Kuwado, 2017). Citizens believe that the government has been very responsive and 

can provide reliable protection and services to the society (Sari, 2017).  

This study also delves into the different stages of crisis response process (i.e., observation, 

interpretation, choice, and dissemination) in response to terrorist attacks. The first stage of this 

process is observation when the individuals start to gather the information regarding terrorist 

attacks. It should be noted that most of participants in this study first learn about the news from 

interpersonal interaction on social media, particularly WhatsApp and Twitter. After getting the 
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initial information, they looked for further information on the media they are convenient with, 

sustaining the findings of investigation conducted by Austin et al. (2012) which suggest that when 

individuals are exposed to an information from a third party, they will be more likely to look for 

information on other news sources. This will be different if the initial information is obtained from 

an organization as the people will be less likely to look for additional information. 

This research also analyzes connectivity as underlying activity in each stages of the crisis 

response process. In every phase of the process, it appears that there is always a need to connect 

to other people for various purposes via social networking sites (e.g., Twitter, Facebook, 

Instagram) or mobile instant messengers (e.g., Whatsapp, Line). During the observation, 

participants look for information regarding the terrorist attacks from their family members, friends, 

colleagues and any other parties or just to check in their condition. On the interpretation phase, 

participants discuss about the incident with other people in order to get clearer picture or the 

contact the other to validate the information they have acquired. The following phase is choice. 

The connectivity is demonstrated by the journalists when they get in touch with their editors to 

discuss about what they should do. Lastly, there is a need to connect to the others in order to 

disseminate the information that the participants have obtained on the previous stages. 

The interview data suggests different media behaviors among three groups (incident-

related actors, digital participants, and journalists). The incident-related actors and journalists 

mostly utilized mobile instant messengers to communicate to their close ties (e.g., family members, 

friends, and colleagues) and limited their activities on open social media platforms, while the 

digital participants also used social media, such as Twitter, enabling them to establish relationships 

with weak ties. Interestingly, the three public groups investigated in this study sought crisis 

information from different main sources (TV and online news portal for incident-related actors, 
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TV and social media for digital participants, and WhatsApp group (news professionals) as well as 

TV for journalists). Another notable finding is the information sharing behavior during terrorist 

attacks: digital participants were more likely to share the crisis information they had, compared to 

the incident-related actors and journalists. The rising popularity of citizen journalism using user-

generated content platforms like Twitter might encourage ordinary people to share the information 

they have on crisis situations (Farinosi & Treré, 2014). Furthermore, Indonesian social media 

users, especially Twitter participants, are also known to be very active in passing crisis information 

on online platforms (Chatfield et al., 2013). 

The outcomes of the Twitter content analysis and in-depth interview also complement each 

other with regard to individuals’ motivations to use dual screening under a crisis situation. During 

the interview, one of the social drivers to utilize dual screening during terrorist attacks is to attain 

social change which is reflected in the action-related content and interestingly only occurs mostly 

within digital participants. Moreover, the interviewees often consider Twitter as an information 

source and a channel to spread the information. Investigation of the tweets proves that a lot of 

information can be acquired from this platform as many media organizations or individuals share 

and post tweets containing information about terrorist attacks. Additionally, as mentioned in the 

interview, individuals need to express the negative feelings induced by terrorist attacks to calm 

themselves and to convey or even receive emotional support which can be facilitated by dual 

screening practice. These behaviors are also reflected on the tweets that contain emotional 

messages as a part of the mechanism to cope with the terrorist attacks. 

 The results of motivations to use dual screening also support past studies of dual screening 

(Chadwick et al., 2017; Lin & Chiang, 2017) suggesting the influence of social dimensions (i.e., 

social presence, social capital, sociability) on individuals to engage in dual screening behavior. 
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During the interview, many participants, especially among incident related actors and journalists, 

admitted that they felt the sense of other people’s presence by watching videos on one screen and 

having interactions related to the videos on the other screen. This encourages them to engage in 

dual screening which is also found on previous literature (Han & Lee, 2014). This feeling helps 

the participants in this study to cope with the plight of post terrorist attack as they feel like being 

accompanied by the others (Yates & Partridge, 2015), besides it also enhances the excitement of 

watching the videos. Moreover, past studies of dual screening in political communication also 

discover bridging social capital as one motivator to use dual screening for political purposes (Lin 

& Chiang, 2017). However, in the context of terrorist attacks, this only appears prevalent for digital 

participants, but not for incident-related actors and journalists. Although some participants from 

these two groups are still motivated by bridging social capital, they develop more bonding social 

capital. One possible explanation is individuals belonging to incident-related actors and journalist 

groups communicate more intensely with their close ties during terrorist attacks, while digital 

participants engage in interactions with weak ties.  

 Results of in-depth interviews also show that cognitive aspects, particularly information 

seeking, information appraisal, and information sharing, are drivers to use dual screening which 

are consistent with the findings of an earlier investigation by Gil de Zuniga et al. (2015). During 

crisis situations, such as terrorist attacks, in order to know more about the incident, individuals use 

multiple platforms to look for information (Austin et al., 2012). TV still becomes primary 

information source, especially under a crisis situation. Although the viewership of traditional TV 

in many parts of the world keeps declining over the years (Business Insider Intelligence, 2017), 

TV still has the highest penetration (96%) in Indonesia, compared to the other platforms, such as 

internet (44%), radio (37%), and newspaper (7%) (Media Indonesia, 2017). In addition, 
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Indonesians put a lot of trust in TV to obtain crisis information, even more than their own family 

members or friends and other media platforms (Abud, 2013).  

It is important to note that the context of terrorist attacks provides some more insights 

regarding the motivation to use dual screening. Emotional aspects, such as emotional venting and 

emotional support, are still not well-explored in the literature of dual screening and this study finds 

these emotional dimensions play moderately significant roles in encouraging individuals to utilize 

dual screening during a crisis situation. Crises like terrorist attacks can affect someone’s emotion 

and evoke certain feelings, like sadness and fear (Small et al., 2006). Dual screening is found to 

be able to facilitate the emotional coping by providing platforms to vent the emotions and convey 

emotional support. 

 There are also some different motivations to use dual screening among the three groups 

recruited in this study (incident-related actors, digital participants, and journalists). As has been 

previously mentioned, incident-related actors and journalists wanted to maintain their established 

network with their close ties, referring to bonding social capital, while the digital participants 

tended to bridge social capital with weak-ties like netizens who cared about the same terrorist 

attacks. Moreover, incident-related actors and journalists perceived social presence from their 

close ties, while the digital participants wanted to experience the sense of companionship of weak 

ties. Digital participants also used dual screening to promote social change, a motivation which 

did not really appear prevalent in the other two groups. Furthermore, the incident-related actors 

and journalists used multiple mainstream media to look for crisis information, such as TV and 

online news portal, while the digital participants also sought information through social media, 

particularly Twitter. The incident-related actors and journalists shared their negative emotions 

engendered by watching breaking news or live reports through mobile instant messengers to their 
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close ties, such as family members, friends, and colleagues. The incident-related actors refrained 

from venting on an open social media platform as they did not want to make people feel more 

worried about them.  As for the journalists, they attempted to maintain their professionalism in 

objective news reporting. In contrast, the digital participants were more outspoken in conveying 

personal negative emotions on open social media platforms as they believe, by doing that, they 

can share their burden with their social media friends. 

 

5.3. Research contributions 

This research provides contributions in dual screening literatures by explaining the 

implications of dual screening use in crisis situations, particularly terrorist attacks. This study 

investigates a less-studied group, young Indonesian dual screeners in Indonesia, and how they 

watch TV video content, particularly breaking news or live reports related to the terrorist attacks 

on the TV screen or through TV streaming, while simultaneously connecting to social media on 

another screen for crisis information seeking, sharing, and commenting. Moreover, the context of 

crisis communication provides different perspectives to understand the motivations of dual 

screening use as most studies in political communication emphasize on the social and cognitive 

dimension only, but during a crisis, emotional aspect as another key factor driving people to use 

dual screening that has not been well-explored. 

In a nutshell, this proposed research will contribute in theory and in practice. With respect 

to theoretic contributions, the findings of this study advance the research of dual screening and 

media use as well as the users’ crisis responses during terrorist attacks. This scholarly investigation 

also offers important insights in applying CMM to the dual screening research during crises. Under 

crisis situations, individuals discussed with their close ties or even weak ties about the information 
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related to the incidents that they have collected from the media in order to make sense the crisis 

situation and it triggers them to respond to the crisis by instance giving emotional support to the 

victims, sharing information, and other participatory behaviors. Next, it investigates what kinds of 

socio-psychological factors (e.g., social, cognitive, and affective motivations) are associated with 

dual screening behaviors during terrorist attacks, which expands the understanding of the 

relationship between identified constructs and dual screening use for crisis responses. Moreover, 

the findings of this study shed light on how dual screeners observe, interpret, choose, and 

disseminate crisis information as well as maintain connectivity with others during terrorist attacks 

which contributes to future crisis response process research by adjusting the CRCM (Hale et al., 

2005) to explain the crisis response process of dual screeners during terrorist attacks. Connectivity 

should be integrated in the CRCM as the advent of social media and the advancement of 

communication technology have facilitated individuals to connect with the other. In the context of 

crises, these social connections are inseparable from the crisis response process as they are 

important for individuals to cope with the incidents. 

As for practical contributions, Twitter content analysis in this study traces the patterns of 

online conversations during terrorist attacks and explicates the narratives circulated regarding the 

incident which present beneficial insights for government, security forces, and non-profit 

organizations to develop crisis communication strategies, particularly effective content/message 

creation to tackle negative messages circulated during the incident. It is clearly seen that action-

related content is the dominant message on the online platform and therefore government or any 

non-profit organizations which concern about terrorist attacks could amplify more messages 

containing these topics to foster positive message circulated on social media and eradicate negative 

contents spread on the online sphere.  
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However, to trigger the virality of messages in the online sphere, the stakeholders are 

required to identify the key mobilizers in advance in order to establish a better mechanism to 

support message dissemination (Austin et al., 2012). The content analysis conducted in this study 

suggests that the authorities, particularly government institutions and security forces, possess 

higher rate of engagement on online platforms perhaps due to their credible crisis information. 

Therefore, the word-of-mouth communication for crisis communication might be successful if the 

messages are produced and posted by the authorities; hence, the government institutions or security 

forces could set their agenda and communicate it through online platforms. 

The media behaviors investigated in this study also offers contribution to the information 

dissemination strategy during terrorist attacks as it explains the media and communication 

channels utilized by the public to seek information. The findings offer the government beneficial 

insights about the effect channels to communicate and reach the audience during crisis situations. 

While currently the Indonesian government has invested more resources into creating their own 

websites to communicate with the public (Badan Nasional Penanggulangan Terorisme, 2017), it 

turns out that these websites might not be the appropriate channels to reach the public. There are 

mainly three platforms used by the public to seek further information on crisis situations: TV, 

credible online news portals, and social media. Thus, the government could distribute crisis 

information through these channels. 

 

5.4. Limitations  

 The researcher acknowledges several limitations in this study. The first limitation is the 

sampling. Most participants reside in Jakarta, Indonesia, the location at which the incident 

occurred, therefore the results may not be able to be generalized and applied to the other 
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demographic groups since location of residence might influence the individuals’ behaviors during 

a crisis situation. Additionally, this study found that most participants used mobile instant 

messengers to respond to the terrorist attacks. It is important to retrieve the participants’ 

conversations on mobile instant messenger in order to understand more deeply about their 

behaviors and responses during terrorist attacks. However, the researcher failed to obtain the 

conversations of the participants’ mobile instant messengers due to several factors. The 

conversations on mobile instant messengers are considered private for the participants. Moreover, 

there are some technical problems, for instance it is hard to track back the conversations from a 

long time ago or participants may have deleted the conversation and cannot retrieve it again. 

Therefore, this study relies only on the interview data and the observation on their open social 

media platform to analyze their behaviors during terrorist attacks. 

With regard to the Twitter content analysis, this present investigation attempts to 

understand online conversations related to terrorist attacks by retrieving Twitter data, a widely 

used platform for online discussions in Indonesia. Previous studies used the same method to gain 

insights about the public’s online responses at the time of crisis situations. However, there are still 

some other online channels used for online crisis discussions (e.g., Facebook, blog, YouTube) 

which were not explored in this study. Therefore, future studies can conduct comprehensive 

investigations regarding the online response during terrorist attacks by analyzing other social 

media content. The use of Twitter content analysis presents several problems to understand online 

opinions about crisis communication. First, it is difficult to mine all tweets embedding the hashtag 

as Twitter restricts historical data retrieval. Consequently, this study only analyzes a limited 

number of tweets to scrutinize the conversations. Furthermore, as an open platform, the tweets are 

potentially contaminated by fake accounts, spam, promotional messages, robots and so on. Manual 
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data cleaning has been conducted to address this problem; however, there are still possibilities that 

tweets from fake accounts and robots are still analyzed in this study. To address these weaknesses, 

future research can consider using a mixed-method approach to analyze different datasets for 

complementary or triangulating purposes, similar to this present research.  
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Appendix A 

Consent Form 

Please read this consent agreement carefully.  

Purpose of the research:  

The purpose of this research is to understand people’s dual-screening behavior during terrorist 
attack. The findings of this research will be presented as master thesis for International Master’s 
Program in International Communication Studies (IMICS) at National Chengchi University, 
Taiwan. It will be conducted by Jeffry Oktavianus, a graduate student at National Chengchi 
University in Taipei, Taiwan, under the supervision of Dr. Trisha T. C. Lin, an associate 
professor at College of Communication, National Chengchi University, Taiwan.  

What you will do in this study:  

First, you will answer some interview questions, which will take about 45 minutes. Next, you 
will allow the researcher to look at your social media activities related to bombing terrorist 
attacks. If it is alright, the research will obtain the screenshots of the social media texts, with 
your approval, for analysis.  

Benefits/Risks:  

Your participation in this study will contribute to research in the field of dual screening and crisis 
communication. There are no anticipated risks associated with participating in this study.  

Voluntary Withdrawal:  

As your participation in this study is voluntary, you may withdraw from the study at any time 
without penalty.  

Confidentiality:  

Your personal data in this study will remain confidential and they will be used only for research 
purposes. Your responses will be assigned an ID number with no link to your name or other 
identifying information. All data and consent forms will be stored safely. The findings will be 
presented only for academic use, including master thesis, and/or published in journals, books, 
etc.  

Contact Person:  

If you have any questions about the study or your rights as a respondent, feel free to contact the 
researcher, Jeffry Oktavianus (jeffry_oktavianus@yahoo.com), or his supervisor, Dr. Trisha T.C. 
Lin (trishlin@nccu.edu.tw).  

 

Thank you very much for your time and effort. We highly appreciate your help in this research.  
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Sincerely,  

 

Jeffry Oktavianus 
Graduate Student 
International Master’s Program in International Communication Studies (IMICS) 
National Chengchi University  
Email: jeffry_oktavianus@yahoo.com 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Agreement: The purpose and the nature of this study have been sufficiently explained to me. I 
agree to participate in this study voluntarily. I understand that I am free to withdraw at any time 
without giving any reason and without any penalty. If you agree to participate in this research, 
please select yes. 

 

 Yes______ No_______  

 

Name in print (optional): _____________________ Date: ___________________  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

DOI:10.6814/THE.NCCU.IMICS.006.2018.F05  
 

133 

Surat Persetujuan 

 

Harap membaca surat persetujuan ini secara teliti. 

Tujuan penelitian: 

Penelitian ini bertujuan untuk memahami penggunaan dual-screening saat terjadi kasus 
penyerangan teroris. Temuan dalam penelitian ini akan disampaikan dalam bentuk tesis magister 
untuk program IMICS, National Chengchi University, Taiwan. Penelitian ini akan dilakukan 
oleh Jeffry Oktavianus, mahasiswa magister National Chengchi University di Taipei, Taiwan di 
bawah supervisi Dr. Trisha T. C. Lin, associate professor di Fakultas Komunikasi, National 
Chengchi University, Taiwan.  

Jenis partisipasi:  

Pertama, Anda akan menjawab beberapa pertanyaan wawancara yang akan berlangsung sekitar 
45 menit. Kemudian, Anda juga setuju untuk mengijinkan peneliti melihat aktivitas media sosial 
Anda terkait penyerangan teroris. Jika Anda setuju, peneliti akan mengambil cuplikan gambar 
dari media sosial Anda untuk kepentingan analisis. 

Keuntungan/Resiko:  

Partisipasi Anda dalam penelitian ini akan berkontribusi dalam penelitian di bidang komunikasi. 
Tidak ada resiko dalam partisipasi Anda di penelitian ini.  

Pembatalan partisipasi:  

Anda berpartisipasi secara sukarela dalam penelitian ini dan Anda dapat mundur sewaktu-waktu 
tanpa adanya denda.  

Kerahasiaan:  

Data pribadi Anda dalam penelitian ini akan dijamin kerahasiaannya dan akan digunakan hanya 
untuk tujuan penelitian. Jawaban Anda akan ditampilkan dengan kode ID yang tidak terkait 
dengan nama atau identifikasi Anda. Semua data dan surat persetujuan akan disimpan dengan 
aman. Hasil penelitian akan disampaikan dalam bentuk tesis magister dan/atau dipublikasikan di 
jurnal, buku, dan sebagainya.  

Kontak:  

Jika Anda memiliki pertanyaan seputar penelitian ini atau hak Anda sebagai peserta, silahkan 
menghubungi peneliti, Jeffry Oktavianus (jeffry_oktavianus@yahoo.com), atau supervisor-nya, 
Dr. Trisha T.C. Lin (trishlin@nccu.edu.tw).  
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Terima kasih atas waktu dan partisipasi Anda. Bantuan Anda dalam penelitian ini sangat 
dihargai.  

 

Salam Hormat,  

 

Jeffry Oktavianus 
Mahasiswa Magister 
International Master’s Program in International Communication Studies (IMICS) 
National Chengchi University  
 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Persetujuan: Tujuan dan jenis penelitian ini sudah disampaikan kepada saya dengan baik. Saya 
setuju  untuk berpartisipasi dalam penelitian ini secara sukarela. Saya paham bahwa saya dapat 
mundur sewaktu-waktu tanpa perlu memberi alasan dan tanpa denda.  

Jika Anda setuju untuk berpartisipasi, silahkan pilih Setuju. 

Setuju______ Tidak Setuju_______  

 

Nama: _____________________ Tanggal: ___________________  
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Appendix B 
Interview Questions 

 
 

1.     Filtering questions (If the answer 
is no, then they will be rejected.)  

How old are you? (20-29 years old) 

Do you own more than two screen devices? 

Are you a smartphone user? 

Are you a social media user? 

(Dual screening definition: using one screen for watching videos 
while engaging in another screen to search video-related online 
information or interact with others via social networking sites) 

Have you had prior experiences of dual screening for Kampung 
Melayu bombing attack? 

2. Demographics Name 

Sex 

Job 

Education 

3. Dual screening use 1. What are the screen devices that you use most for dual 
screening? How many hours per day do you use dual screening? 
What activities do you do while use dual screening? Why do you 
use dual screening? 

2. What screen do you use to watch videos (TV programs, 
Youtube videos or other OTT videos online) and why? How 
many hours per day do you usually watch videos on screen 
devices? (On each screen?) 

3. What kinds of social media do you frequently use for video 
viewing-related activities? What screens do you use for such 
activities? How many hours per day do you connect to your 
social media? 

4. What kinds of dual screening activities you have done during 
the Kampung Melayu terrorist attack? (Watch what kinds of 
videos or other media content? What kinds of information 
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behaviors? How did you use social media for what kinds of 
activities and for what purposes? 
 
5. Use the timeline to describe your related dual screening 
behaviors for the Kampung Melayu terrorist attack? (When you 
just found out this bombing; 24 hours; the lasting time for related 
behaviors) 

4. Observation 6. Which social media channel do you think the most trustworthy 
in providing information about KM terrorist attack? Why? 
 
7. How did you feel about the crisis information from TV 
medium? Why? To what extend do you believe in TV news or 
information about KM bombing?  Why? 
 
8. How did you feel about the crisis information from social 
media sources? Why? To what extend do you believe in such 
information from social media during KM terrorist attack? Why? 
 
9. How did you first know about the information of the 
Kampung Melayu terrorist attack? How did you look for related 
information from which media sources and about what kinds of 
subjects?  What kinds of observation you had about this bombing 
attack on traditional media and social media (topics discussed, 
sentiments, information sources, quality and credibility, etc.)? 

10. Which mode of crisis information did you prefer: text, 
picture, or videos Why? How about during the Kampung Melayu 
terrorist attack? Please elaborate. 
 
11. Who were the public figures or opinion leaders that you 
sought their opinions during KM bombing attack? What kinds of 
content they expressed and how did that affect you? 

5. Interpretation 12. How did you make sense of the information about the 
Kampung Melayu terrorist attack? 

6. Choice 13. What did you consider/plan to do after obtaining and 
understanding the information about the Kampung Melayu 
terrorist attack? How long did  it take for you to make these 
plans? 

14. What kinds of preventive actions or measures did you take 
after the Kampung Melayu terrorist attack?  Please elaborate. 

7. Dissemination 15. How did you distribute information related to the Kampung 
Melayu terrorist attack (posting personal views? Sharing media 
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info or others’ views, commenting, etc.? On which platforms?)? 
16. Whom did you disseminate information about the Kampung 
Melayu terrorist attack? (When, how, what content, and why?) 
17. Do you think it is important to disseminate information when 
bombing/terrorist attack occurs? Why? 

8. Connectivity 18. Whom did you connect or contact during Kampung melayu 
terrorist attack? Why? 

9. Social presence 19. When you used your social media while watching video 
about the Kampung Melayu terrorist attack, did you have the 
feelings of co-viewing with other online users who watched or 
discussed about this case? Why and how? Please elaborate. 

10. Bridging social capital 20. Whom did you use dual screening to interact with during the 
Kampung Melayu terrorist attack? What did you do with them? 
(Ask about heterogeneous netizens with weak ties who felt 
concerned about this incident; ask close-tie friends/family 
members) 

21. According your experience during terrorist attack, do you 
think interaction through dual screening helped you to improve 
the sense of belonging in specific online communities?  Please 
share your experiences. 

11. Sociability 22. How do you think dual screening can facilitate your online 
social interactions during the Kampung Melayu terrorist attack? 
Elaborate with examples. 
 
23. What kinds of technological affordances of dual screening 
you experience when using it during the Kampung Melayu 
terrorist attack? What was the impact on your online social 
interaction? 
 
24. What kinds of technical problems of dual screening you 
experience when using it during the Kampung Melayu terrorist 
attack? What was the impact on your online social interaction? 
 

12. Information seeking  
 
 
 
      Information sharing  

25. How did you use dual screening to seek information during 
the Kampung Melayu terrorist attack? How did you seek 
information? (On what platforms? From what sources? What 
kinds of topics and tones? For what purposes). Please share your 
experience. 
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26. What kinds of information did you share by using dual 
screening during the Kampung Melayu terrorist attack? How did 
you share (On what platforms? From what sources? To whom? 
What kinds of topics and tones? For what purposes) 

13. Information appraisal 27. How did you know that crisis information that you got was 
true and accurate by using dual screening about the KM 
bombing?  
 
28. How did you evaluate the information quality and verify the 
content about information related to the K M bombing by dual 
screening? 

14. Emotional support 29. How did you feel after knowing about the KM terrorist 
attack? 
  
30. How did you express support (e.g., sympathy or condolences 
to the victims) by using dual screening during KM bombing 
terrorist attack? Why? 

31. Did you feel that you receive emotional support from others 
online or on social media by using dual screening during  KM 
bombing? How? Please elaborate. 

15. Emotional venting 32. How did you use dual screening to express your negative 
emotions about the KM bombing incident? What kinds of 
emotions and content did you express online through dual 
screening?  

 
 

1.     Filtering questions (If the 
answer is no, then they will be 
rejected.) 

Apakah Anda memiliki dua atau lebih perangkat berlayar (i.e. 
tablet, HP, dll)? 

Apakah Anda pengguna smartphone? 

Apakah Anda pengguna media sosial? 

(Definisi dual screening: menggunakan satu layar untuk 
menonton video dan layar lainnya secara bersamaan untuk 
mencari informasi mengenai isi video tersebut secara online atau 
berinteraksi dengan orang lain melalui media sosial 

Apakah Anda mempunyai pengalaman dual screening ketika 
bom Kampung Melayu? 
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2. Demographics Nama 

Jenis Kelamin 

Pekerjaan 

Pendidikan 

3. Dual screening use 1. Apakah jenis perangkat berlayar yang Anda paling sering 
gunakan untuk dual screening? Berapa jam per hari Anda 
menggunakan dual screening? Aktivitas apa yang Anda lakukan 
ketika dual screening? Mengapa Anda menggunakan dual 
screening? 

2. Layar apa yang Anda gunakan untuk menonton video 
(program TV, Youtube atau video OTT online lainnya) dan 
mengapa? Berapa jam per hari biasanya Anda menonton video 
pada perangkat berlayar Anda? (Pada setiap layar?) 

3. Media sosial apa yang Anda sering gunakan untuk aktivitas 
yang berkaitan dengan menonton video? Layar apa yang anda 
gunakan untuk aktivitas tersebut? Berapa jam sehari Anda 
menggunakan media sosial? 

4. Kegiatan dual screening apa yang Anda lakukan ketika bom 
Kampung Melayu? Video apa yang Anda tonton?  Seperti apa 
perilaku informasi? Bagaimana penggunaan media sosialnya dan 
kegiatannya seperti apa dan tujuannya apa? 

5. Mohon gunakan timeline untuk menggambarkan perilaku dual 
screening Anda ketika bom Kampung melayu (ketika baru saja 
mengetahui berita tersebut; 24 jam kemudian, berapa lama 
perilaku tersebut) 

4. Observation 6. Media mana yang Anda pikir paling terpercaya dalam 
menyediakan informasi tentang bom KM? Mengapa? 

7. Bagaimana menurut Anda informasi dari TV? Mengapa? 
Sejauh apa Anda percaya berita atau informasi dari TV tentang 
bom KM? Mengapa? 
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7. Bagaimana menurut Anda informasi dari media sosial? 
Mengapa? Sejauh apa Anda percaya berita atau informasi dari 
media sosial tentang bom KM? Mengapa? 

9. Bagaimana Anda pertama kali tahu informasi tentang bom 
KM? Bagaimana Anda mencari informasi tentang bom KM? 
Dari media apa dan tentang apa? Observasi apa yang Anda 
lakukan tentang kasus bom ini di media tradisional dan media 
sosial (topik, sentimen, sumber informasi, kualitas dan 
kredibilitas, dll)? 

10. Mode informasi apa yang anda lebih suka: teks, gambar, 
video? Mengapa? Bagaimana ketika kasus bom KM? Mohon 
jelaskan. 

11. Siapa figur publik yang opininya Anda dengarkan ketika 
bom KM? Konten seperti apa yang mereka nyatakan dan 
bagaimana itu memengaruhi Anda? 

5. Interpretation 12. Bagaimana Anda menelaah informasi bom KM tersebut? 

6. Choice 13. Apa yang Anda pertimbangan/rencanakan setelah mendapat 
dan memahami informasi seputar bom KM? Berapa lama yang 
Anda perlukan untuk membuat rencana tersebut? 

14. Tindakan pencegahan apa yang Anda lakukan setelah bom 
KM? Mohon jelaskan. 

7. Dissemination 15. Bagaimana Anda mendistribusikan informasi seputar bom 
KM? (Mengepos pandangan pribadi? Membagikan info dari 
media atau orang lain? Melalui medium apa?)  

16. Kepada siapa Anda membagikan informasi seputar bom 
KM? (Kapan, bagaimana, konten apa, dan mengapa?) 

17. Apakah menurut Anda penting untuk membagikan informasi 
ketika terjadi kasus pengeboman? Mengapa? 

8. Connectivity 18. Siapa yang Anda hubungi ketika terjadi bom KM? Mengapa? 
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9. Social presence 19. Ketika Anda menggunakan media sosial ketika menonton 
video tentang bom KM, apakah Anda merasa seperti sedang 
menonton dengan orang lainnya dengan pengguna media sosial 
lain yang juga menonton dan membicarakan kasus ini? Mengapa 
dan bagaimana? Mohon jelaskan. 

10. Bridging social capital 20. Ketika melakukan dual screening, dengan siapa Anda 
berinteraksi saat bom KM? Apa yang Anda lakukan? 

(Tanyakan seputar warganet yang memiliki hubungan yang tidak 
erat yang juga merasa peduli pada insiden ini; tanyakan 
mengenai teman dekat/keluarga?) 

21. Menurut pengalaman Anda ketika ada kasus pengeboman, 
apakah Anda merasa interaksi melalui dual screening membantu 
Anda meningkatkan rasa kebersamaan dengan komunitas online 
tertentu? Mohon jelaskan pengalaman Anda. 

11. Sociability 22. Bagaimana menurut Anda dual screening dapat memfasilitasi 
interaksi sosial online Anda ketika bom KM? Mohon jelaskan 
dengan contoh. 

23. Kemudahan teknologi dari dual screening apa yang Anda 
alami ketika menggunakan dual screening pada bom KM? Apa 
dampaknya terhadap interaksi sosial Anda? 

24. Masalah teknis apa yang Anda alami ketika menggunakan 
dual screening pada bom KM? Apa dampaknya terhadap 
interaksi sosial online Anda? 

12. Information seeking 25. Bagaimana Anda menggunakan dual screening untuk 
mencari informasi saat bom KM? (Menggunakan platform apa? 
Dari sumber apa? Topik apa? Tujuannya apa?) Mohon jelaskan 
pengalaman Anda. 

      Information sharing 25. Informasi apa yang Anda bagikan menggunakan dual 
screening ketika bom KM? Bagaimana Anda membagikan? 
(Menggunakan platform apa? Dari sumber apa? Kepada siapa? 
Topik apa? Tujuannya apa?) Mohon jelaskan pengalaman Anda. 
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13. Information appraisal 27. Bagaimana Anda tahu bila informasi tentang bom KM yang 
Anda dapat menggunakan dual screening adalah benar dan 
akurat? 

28. Bagaimana Anda mengevaluasi  dan memverifikasi kualitas 
informasi mengenai bom KM menggunakan dual screening? 

14. Emotional support 29. Apa yang Anda rasakan setelah mengetahui bom KM? 

30. Bagaimana Anda mengekspresikan dukungan (simpati, duka 
untuk korban) menggunakan dual screening ketika bom KM? 
Mengapa? 

31. Apa Anda merasa mendapat dukungan dari orang lain secara 
online atau melalui media sosial menggunakan dual screening 
ketika bom KM? Bagaimana? Mohon jelaskan. 

15. Emotional venting 32. Bagaimana Anda menggunakan dual screening untuk 
mengekspresikan emosi negatif seputar bom KM? Emosi dan 
konten apa yang Anda ekspresikan secara online melalui dual 
screening? 
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APPENDIX C 

Offline Activities Regarding Kampung Melayu Attack 

 

Date  Event 
24 May 2017 Two suicide bombs hit Kampung Melayu bus station, Jakarta. 
24 May 2017 #KamiTidakTakut (We are not afraid) was on the worldwide 

trending topic list of Twitter immediately after the attack. 
25 May 2017 President of Indonesia, Joko Widodo, expressed his condolence. 
25 May 2017 The National Police Chief released the official statement and list 

of the victims. 
25 May 2017 The bus station started to be repaired post bombing attack. 
25 May 2017 One of the victims killed in the incident was buried. 
26 May 2017 The National Police Chief stated his analysis about the motives 

of the bombing and confirmed the identity of suicide bombers 
26 May 2017 ISIS claimed responsibility for the bombings. 
26 May 2017 The TransJakarta Kampung Melayu bus stop operated regularly 

again after being bombed. 
26 May 2017 National Police arrested five people suspected in relation to the 

bombing attacks. 
2 June 2017 Police arrested three more suspects related to the incident. 
7 June 2017 Police arrested two militants, suspected to be the 'motivators' of 

the bombing. 
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