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Abstract 

This chapter challenges the conventional wisdom that quantitative and qualitative researchers 

have nothing in common. In reviewing the major approaches to terrorism research, we not only 

dispel prevailing myths surrounding the quantitative-qualitative debate, but also highlight 

promising methodological avenues for innovative research in the future. Foremost among these 

methods is the paradigmatic case study approach combined with prison ethnography. Employing 

a mixed-methods approach, we identify four paradigmatic cases of American lone wolf terrorism 

dating back to 1940. Key lessons are then presented from ethnographic research on terrorist 

inmates in Saudi Arabia, Israel, and the United States. The essay contributes to the recent move 

by terrorism scholars to openly discuss and evaluate their research methods in an effort to 

improve the quality of fieldwork on terrorism. 
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Introduction 

Terrorism research is currently divided into two warring camps fueled by a sort of 

methodological narcissism. On one side stand quantitative researchers who scour previous 

reports looking for commonalities of terrorism which are then coded and spun into trend lines, 

bar graphs and statistical formulae. On the other side of the divide stand the qualitative 

researchers looking for a story, or a narrative about why people become terrorists and what sets 

them apart from those who don’t. And never the twain shall meet. Quantitative researchers 

accuse qualitative researchers of being unduly influenced by their own worldview. Objectivity 

can never be achieved when solipsism rules the day. Qualitative workers fire back with a more 

damning charge: in pursuit of elegant statistical explanations of terrorism, quantitative 

researchers first turn people into categories and then simply study the categories, thereby 

sacrificing their humanity. 

 It is actually a very silly argument. Quantitative research on terrorism is typically created 

through the study of databases. Using standard definitions of terrorism, these databases are 

generally derived from open sources such as prior research, terrorist memoirs, government 

reports, court records and media sources. In constructing a database, researchers usually get 

“down in the weeds” of the open source material in order to develop the “who, what, when, how 

and why” of a terrorist incident. In other words, quantitative researchers develop a narrative 

about terrorism. Although they do write stories about terrorism, in constructing their databases 
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quantitative researchers must necessarily think in terms of narrative because there is no other 

way to make sense of “who, what, when, how and why.” All terrorism research is a search for 

consistencies in the narratives. Once aggregated, consistencies are used to deduce or test various 

theories of terrorism. The conventional wisdom that quantitative and qualitative research on 

terrorism has nothing in common is therefore misguided.  

This chapter critically reviews two major qualitative approaches to terrorism research: 

case studies and ethnography. As will be shown, both approaches have contributed to the 

cumulative development of knowledge in terrorism research, and they hold up well when 

compared to other research methods. Yet we also seek to dispel the prevailing myths surrounding 

the use of case studies and ethnography in terrorism research in order to highlight promising 

methodological avenues for future research. 

 

The Case Study in Terrorism Research 

The most commonly used method in qualitative research on terrorism is the case study, which 

involves the intensive examination of an individual unit of a class of phenomena. The individual 

unit, or “central subject” (Abbot, 1992) in a case study can be social actors or groups but also 

events, connections or states of affairs (Swanborn, 2010). Examples of case studies in terrorism 

research include Sageman’s (2008) study of Ahmed Omar Saeed Sheikh, the man who 

kidnapped Wall Street Journal reporter Daniel Pearl, who was later beheaded by al-Qaeda; 

Stern’s (2003) study of biological weaponry used by the militant group The Covenant, the 

Sword, and the Arm of the Lord; and Simon’s (2000) analysis of chemical terrorism in the case 

of Muharem Kurbegovic (the “Alphabet Bomber”). Again, in these studies researchers began 

with open sources to develop a narrative of the “who, what, when, how and why” of a terrorist 
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incident. To this, some researchers add fieldwork involving interviews and mail correspondence 

with terrorists and significant others, including counterterrorism officials, spouses, ex-lovers, 

siblings, employers, friends and lawyers.  

The case study method is particularly suited to terrorism research because it not only has 

the capacity to analyze in depth a small number of cases, but also the ability to discover the 

sequence of individual trajectories leading to terrorism. Becker (1992: 208) argues that case 

studies focus on process, or “the temporal dimension in which phenomenon occurs in specific 

settings.” According to Becker, social processes form a narrative analysis that has a story to tell. 

These stories form the basis for inductive theory building. Burawoy (1998) and Flyvbjerg (2006) 

make the point that even one deviant case increases the empirical content of theory construction. 

 All of this raises two compelling questions for case study research on terrorism. Are all 

cases worthy of study? If not, how does the researcher select a case over others? Below, we 

argue that these questions of qualitative research are best answered through basic quantitative 

research. Here, the twain shall meet. 

 

The Paradigmatic Case Study 

One analyst has argued that the capacity of a case study to contribute to theory development 

“depends on the case one is speaking of and how it is chosen” (Flyvbjerg, 2006: 225). There are 

various strategies for case selection which are not necessarily mutually exclusive. The selection 

of paradigmatic cases is still an under-used strategy that holds particular promise for terrorism 

research. A paradigm is a typical example of something, or a model. Paradigmatic cases are 

carefully selected examples extracted from a larger phenomenon (Pavlich, 2010). As applied to 

terrorism research, the process of isolating pivotal cases from a database is a deliberate research 
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tactic that can reveal key elements of the terrorism phenomenon. Think about the problem of 

lone wolf terrorism.  

 Our research for the National Institute of Justice is built on a database containing 98 

cases of lone wolf terrorism in the United States between 1940 and 2013 (Hamm and Spaaij, 

2015). A total of 38 cases occurred before the terrorist attacks of 9/11 and 60 took place after 

9/11. We constructed the database by assembling a mountain of open source material, and then 

analyzing the material across 21 variables generating 2,058 original data points. It is the largest 

and most comprehensive database ever created on lone wolf terrorism. From the 98 cases, we 

faced the challenge of selecting several for case studies. Our goal was to identify the 

paradigmatic cases. Wieviorka (1992) suggests that paradigmatic terrorism cases are 

distinguished by their unity with an historical synthesis. Equally important, we were required to 

identify cases that were not paradigmatic. Ragin (1992) refers to this process as delimiting cases 

from the universe of cases. Understanding each paradigmatic case not only required an 

understanding of each delimited case, but it also fostered an appreciation for the uniqueness of 

all cases. Describing the reasoning behind our delimiting process may serve the broader purpose 

of determining what precisely is representative about paradigmatic cases in terrorism studies. 

 

The Pre-9/11 Cases 

 A careful reading of the literature reveals that lone wolf terrorists tend to see themselves 

as historical figures (Spaaij, 2012) and some have undeniably changed American history through 

their violence. Two cases from the pre-9/11 era make this point.  Palestinian émigré Sirhan 

Sirhan’s June 5, 1968 assassination of presidential candidate Robert F. Kennedy in Los Angeles 

cut down a prominent American statesman in the midst of what was a transformative period for 
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Kennedy, foreclosing on a range of future options over the Vietnam War, rural poverty and 

racism. And when Martin Luther King died at the hands of James Earl Ray in Memphis on April 

4, 1968, part of the nation’s conscience died with him. 

 Sirhan is significant because his assassination of Bobby Kennedy was the first major 

incident of political violence in the United States stemming from the Arab-Israeli conflict in the 

Middle East. In terms of political grievances, there is a through-line from Sirhan to the lone 

wolves Hussein Kholya, an Iranian extremist who hijacked a plane from Texas to Mexico in 

1983; Palestinian Mir Aimal Kansi who assassinated two CIA employees outside Agency 

headquarters in 1993; Palestinian Rashid Baz who machine-gunned 15 Jewish boys on the 

Brooklyn Bridge in 1994; and Palestinian Ali Abu Kamal who shot seven tourists on the 

observation deck of the Empire State Building in 1997.  

 The importance of James Earl Ray to the history of American lone wolf terrorism cannot 

be overstated. The King assassination directly inspired lone wolf Joseph Paul Franklin, the only 

racially motivated serial killer ever pursued by the FBI, in connection with the killing and 

wounding of 23 people, primarily mixed-race couples, between 1977 and 1980. Franklin’s 

murderous rages were enabled by various figures within the racist right, but none were more 

important to him than a friendship he formed with Jerry Ray, brother of James Earl Ray. In 

essence, the racially bigoted killing spree of Joseph Paul Franklin was a copycat of the Martin 

Luther King assassination, writ large (Ayton, 2011). Other pre-9/11 cases of racially motivated 

lone wolf terrorism include Joseph Christopher’s 1980 killing spree in Buffalo, New York, 

leaving 12 African American victims, some beheaded; Leroy Moody’s 1989 Southern mail-

bombing spree injuring or killing 41 African Americans and a white federal judge; neo-Nazi 

Larry Shoemake’s 1989 shooting rampage in a black neighborhood of Jackson, Mississippi, 
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killing and wounding nine; Eric Rudolph’s historic Southern bombing campaign which left 120 

people wounded or killed between 1996 and 1998; white supremacist Benjamin Smith’s 1999 

Midwestern killing spree leaving 12 victims; Bufford Furrow’s shooting at a Los Angeles Jewish 

Community Center in 1999 leaving six victims; and Richard Baumhammers’ 2000 shooting 

rampage against Jews and Asian immigrants in Pittsburgh, killing and wounding six. James Earl 

Ray was the model for this long trail of bloodshed. 

Contrast these cases to the lone wolves Floyd Simpson, a self-described Christian 

segregationist who murdered a civil rights worker in Alabama in 1963 over a dispute about 

Jesus, or the sexually confused Cleveland spree killer Frank Spisak who dressed like Hitler and 

killed or wounded four out of what can only be described as a general hatred of the human race, 

or the black supremacist Ronald Taylor, a follower of Hitler and Timothy McVeigh, who killed 

and wounded five white people during a mass shooting in Wilkinsburg, Pennsylvania, in 2000. 

Simpson, Spisak and Taylor had little influence on future terrorists and their identities have been 

largely consigned to the dustbin of history. Conversely, Sirhan Sirhan and James Earl Ray are 

household names. They represent paradigmatic cases of lone wolf terrorism in the pre-9/11 era. 

The point is this: not all terrorists are (equally) worthy of a case study. Or to use Kenney’s 

(2013) more formal observation, knowledge of “dark learning” is not randomly distributed 

among illicit actors.  

 

The Post-9/11 Cases 

 Since 9/11, some things have changed and some have not. It is doubtful that history will 

be kind to the lone wolf Floyd Corkins, a gay-rights activist who in 2012 stormed the 

conservative Family Research Council in Washington intent on committing mass murder. 
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Corkins fired three shots at an unarmed guard from close range and missed him twice before 

causing a slight injury. Nor will posterity likely record the name Francis Grady, who in 

firebombing a Wisconsin abortion clinic in 2012 caught himself on fire as security cameras 

recorded the whole thing, leading to his immediate arrest. Also quickly forgotten will be anti-

government extremist Raulie Casteel who fired 24 shots at passing motorists on Michigan 

highways in 2012, injuring one. Again, none of these lone wolves are likely to inspire future acts 

of terrorism. 

 Like Sirhan and Ray, lone wolves of the post-9/11 period have continued to target public 

figures, the most serious case being Jared Loughner’s 2011 shooting of Representative Gabrielle 

Giffords and 18 of her supporters at a town hall meeting in Tucson. But there has been a major 

shift in modus operandi as well. This involves the targeting of police and the military. A total of 

12 law enforcement officers were killed or wounded by lone wolf terrorists in the 60 years 

preceding 9/11. This figure doubled in the first 13 years following 9/11 when the number of law 

enforcement personnel killed or wounded by lone wolves rose to 24. All of these attacks were 

bracketed by the years 2009 through 2013—the years coinciding with the presidency of Barack 

Obama. 

The shootings began with white supremacist Richard Poplawski’s killing and wounding 

of five Pittsburgh policemen inside his mother’s home in 2009. A paroxysm of lone wolf 

violence against law enforcement followed the Poplawski incident: Joshua Cartwright’s killing 

of two Florida policemen in 2009;  James von Brunn’s firefight with officers inside the 

Washington Holocaust Museum in 2009; Byron Williams’ shootout with the California Highway 

Patrol in 2010; Wade Page’s shooting of a police officer eight times during his 2012 massacre at 

the Sikh temple in Oak Creek, Wisconsin; Thomas Caffall’s shootout with police in College 
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Station, Texas, in 2012; Christopher Dorner’s rampage against the Los Angeles Police 

Department in 2013; followed by Paul Ciancia’s slaying of a TSA officer at Los Angeles 

International Airport at the end of 2013.  Lone wolf attacks against law enforcement before 9/11 

were motivated by black power, the Palestinian question and abortion. Since 2009, attacks on 

law enforcement have stemmed from anti-government and white supremacy anger over the 

election of the nation’s first African American president. The paradigmatic case here is Richard 

Poplawski. 

     Not a single member of the U.S. military was targeted by lone wolf terrorists prior to 

9/11. Even at the most turbulent period of protest against the Vietnam War, lone wolves did not 

attack military personnel. Since 9/11, lone wolves have killed or wounded 47 members of the 

military. Lone wolves have also attacked military bases or have been arrested in thwarted attacks 

against military installations. All of these terrorist events were bracketed by the years 2009 to 

2011. In every case but one (anti-government extremist John Bedell who shot two military police 

outside the Pentagon in 2010), they were conducted by al-Qaeda sympathizers infuriated over the 

wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. 

The attacks originated with Carlos Bledsoe’s drive-by shooting at an Army recruiting 

center in Little Rock, Arkansas, on June 1, 2009, killing one soldier and injuring another. 

Bledsoe became the inspiration for Nidal Hasan’s copycat attack on Fort Hood five months later, 

killing 13 soldiers and wounding 30 others in the deadliest terrorist attack against the United 

States since 9/11. Hasan boldly acknowledged this connection shortly after Bledsoe’s attack by 

telling a superior officer at Fort Hood, “Maybe we should have more of these [attacks]” (Lee, 

2009).  Hasan, in turn, was the inspiration for Naser Jason Abdo’s attempted bombing at Fort 

Hood in 2011. Other attacks include Yonathan Melaku’s shooting spree at military facilities in 
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Northern Virginia in 2010 and an attempted bombing of Arlington National Cemetery in 2011; 

Antonio Martinez’s attempted bombing of the Army recruiting center in Cantonsville, Maryland, 

in 2010;  Khalid Aldawsari’s 2010 attempted bombing of the homes of three former soldiers who 

were stationed at Abu Ghraib and the Dallas home of former President George W. Bush;  

Rezwan Ferdaus’ attempted bombing of the Pentagon with  an explosives-laden model airplane 

in 2011; and Jose Pimentel’s bombing attempt against U.S. troops in New York City in 2011. 

These were all lone wolf jihadists who either carried out or attempted to carry out attacks with 

identical targets, ideological motives and religious inspiration. The paradigmatic case is Carlos 

Bledsoe.  

 

Historical Synthesis 

 This, then, was the delimiting process used to cull four paradigmatic cases of lone wolf 

terrorism from a universe of 98. Sirhan Sirhan, James Earl Ray, Richard Poplawski and Carlos 

Bledsoe demonstrated comparable modus operandi at different points in history marked by 

common political contentions. Ideologues that drew from the toxic wells of Middle Eastern 

politics and American anti-liberalism, they engaged those ideologies in service of a particular 

criminal transgression: homicide. Each of the cases is historically significant because they 

functioned as models for a strain of future terrorist attacks with similar cultural borrowings.  

This is what Wieviorka (1992) meant by asserting that paradigmatic terrorism cases are 

distinguished by their unity with an historical synthesis. The obvious point being that 

paradigmatic cases should be selected for case study research, and/or other cases within the 

strain since they represent the terrorist phenomenon at hand. Each paradigmatic case also 

evidenced a notable level of tradecraft, although the skills were not as developed as those often 
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seen in members of terrorists groups with their elaborate training camps, terrorist manuals and 

organizational resiliencies (cf. Spaaij, 2012). Even so, each paradigmatic case represented the 

defining criminological trait that makes terrorism tragic and dangerous: stealth, the ability to 

attack with surprise.     

 

Ethnography in Terrorism Research 

Ethnography is derived from the Greek ethno, meaning “people,” and graphos, “depict.” Also 

known as fieldwork, ethnography is as old as human curiosity about the lives of others. 

Sociologists trace its origins to the explorer Marco Polo when he recorded his travels in China 

during the thirteenth century (Applebaum and Chambliss, 1997). Ethnography comes in many 

forms, but a common feature is that it seeks to develop a deep understanding of social practices, 

relationships and meaning-making processes through direct engagement with human actors, to 

whom it gives center stage (Brewer, 2000; Hammersley and Atkinson, 2007).1  

Ethnography has a limited history in terrorism research due to a variety of reasons 

ranging from researcher safety and the difficulty of gaining access to terrorists, to the dreaded 

Institutional Review Boards (IRBs) and the fact that fieldwork is an extremely time-consuming 

activity. As an al-Qaeda expert put it: “If you research terrorist groups you will likely kill your 

academic career before it starts” (quoted in Horgan and Stern, 2013, n.p.).  

 The restricted use of ethnography in terrorism studies is borne out by data. Before the 

9/11 attacks, Martha Crenshaw (2000: 410), the acknowledged dean of terrorism research, 

observed that “the study of terrorism still lacks the foundation of extensive primary data based 

                                                           
1 Such engagement can vary from longer-term immersion in conventional ethnography to a process of more 
intermittent engagement as, for example, in virtual ethnography which “transfers the ethnographic tradition of the 
researcher as an embodied research instrument to the social spaces of the Internet” (Hine, 2000: 257). 
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on interviews and life histories of individuals engaged in terrorism.” Since 9/11, a thousand new 

books have been added to the terrorism literature each year. An average of four new books on 

terrorism is published each day; one book appears every six hours. Still, it is estimated that only 

one percent of these works have included direct contact with terrorists (Silke, 2008, 2014).  

While some intrepid terrorism researchers have conducted what is called “high-risk 

ethnography” (Taarnby, 2013) in such remote conflict zones as Afghanistan, Pakistan, 

Chechnya, Darfur, Sudan, Somalia and war-torn Lebanon (Dolnick, 2013; Kaplan, 2010; 

Ranstorp, 1996), Silke’s rigorous review of the literature led him to conclude that “very few 

published attempts have been made to systematically study terrorists outside of a prison setting” 

(2008: 9). 

 

Prison Ethnography  

The prison offers a unique opportunity for studying terrorists. Why? To begin with, that is where 

many terrorists are. As of 2010, an estimated 100,000 suspected terrorists were in custody 

around the world (Kruglanski et al., 2010). In the United States, there were 362 federal prisoners 

serving lengthy sentences on terrorism-related charges at the end of 2011. Most (269 inmates) 

were involved in international terrorism, including dozens of al-Qaeda members and supporters, 

with another 93 inmates locked up for domestic terrorism (Shane, 2011). Compared to conflict 

zones, prisons are controlled and relatively safe environments for both the researcher and the 

terrorist. Once sentenced to prison, terrorists have time to rest, read and reflect on their past 

behaviors. Researchers can benefit from this contemplative state and engage in detailed dialogue 

with terrorists, seeking answers to such vital questions as: What makes a young person adopt 

extremist views? How does the Internet affect that transformation? What triggers an extremist to 
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turn violent? And what kind of signals does someone give off before turning violent? (Sageman, 

2013).  

Among terrorism ethnographers, there is universal consensus that academia is currently 

ill-equipped to handle social science research activities in high-risk environments, including 

prisons. Terrorism ethnography has therefore become “a highly specialized academic sub-

discipline which is only performed by experienced and qualified researchers” (Taarnby, 2013: 

206). Next, we identify key lessons learned from ethnographic research on imprisoned 

terrorists.2 

The Saudi Research     

The most widely known work is Ballen’s (2011) book Terrorists in Love, focusing on 

Saudi militants who once fought inside Iraq and Afghanistan. According to Ballen, in 2008 he 

assisted a high ranking member of the Saudi Ministry of Interior in purchasing a condo in 

Washington and enrolling his son in an American graduate school. In exchange for his help, 

Ballen was invited to Saudi Arabia and given unprecedented access to inmates at the Riyadh 

Care Center—the special Saudi prison for rehabilitating jihadists. Ballen conducted life history 

interviews with 43 inmates, two of whom were selected for inclusion in his book. Both were 

failed suicide bombers—one horribly disfigured in the blast—who belonged to Al Qaeda of Iraq 

(the forerunner of ISIS). Interviews were conducted in the Care Center reception area in the 

presence of a prison psychologist and an interpreter. Each interview lasted approximately seven 

hours.  

Ballen is a former federal prosecutor devoted to reversing trends in Islamic radicalization, 

not a social scientist, and his research can be criticized on several methodological fronts. For 

                                                           
2 For a creative approach to the study of terrorists released from prison, see Orsini, 2013. 
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one, it is unclear whether the selected two inmates were representative of the 43 jihadists. This 

leaves open the possibility that they were selected to demonstrate crucial points that the author 

intended to make; namely, that al-Qaeda is inherently corrupt, especially from an Islamic 

viewpoint. Another problem concerns the constant presence of the prison psychologist. Because 

the Care Center functions as a compulsory rehabilitation program, the psychologist’s presence 

may have encouraged inmates to make pro-social statements in the hope of making a favorable 

impression on the psychologist. These concerns aside, Ballen’s interviews offer a rare glimpse 

into what al-Qaeda expert Peter Bergen calls in the book’s Foreword “the intangible emotional, 

cultural, psychological, and religious factors that are often overlooked in terrorism studies.” 

Ballen (2011: xiv) attributes this success to not only his empathy for the inmates, but to the 

“radicals’ own need to convey their stories—and to an outsider, where they would not lose face 

before their closest peers.” Ballen discovers a therapeutic value in the life history interview. 

Most terrorists “feel an overwhelming imperative to justify their lives,” he concludes, “whether 

from guilt or a psychological need to purge their inner demons—or…from deeply held religious 

beliefs…they believe it is a duty of their faith to share [their stories] with others” (xv). Ballen’s 

work is consistent with research showing that terrorists who have disengaged from their 

movements are willing to disclose information based on life history interviews (Horgan, 2013). 

 

The Israeli Research 

The need for radicals to “convey their stories” is confirmed by a study of imprisoned 

terrorists in Israel. Between 2004 and 2006, Berko and associates (2010) conducted interviews 

with 26 female Muslim Palestinian prisoners in custody of the Israel Prison Service. Sixteen 

were members of Hamas or Fatah who had committed terrorism offenses (all at the direction of 
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male dispatchers): eight were would-be suicide bombers and eight had aided and abetted 

terrorists. The remaining ten subjects were conventional criminals. The terrorists were 

interviewed in wings (cellblocks) of a prison designated for security prisoners. At first, the 

terrorist inmates were reluctant to speak with researchers, believing that the interviews were an 

attempt by the Israeli authorities to interrogate them or acquire additional information on their 

mission or contacts on the Arab street. The researchers overcame this reluctance by persuading 

inmates to tell their life stories as part of an academic study. “Once they felt confident that the 

interview involved academic research,” note the authors, “and as they realized that the questions 

focused on their private lives, social experiences and personal views, their hesitation to talk 

dissipated” (Berko et al., 2010: 674). The researchers went on to discover differences between 

terrorists and conventional criminals regarding personal background factors and the manner in 

which their crimes were influenced by the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. Most notably, criminal 

women saw themselves as outcasts in their own communities and expressed a desire to be 

integrated into a Western oriented society like Israel; while terrorist women viewed their acts as 

honorable and logical outcomes of their political oppression and expressed negative attitudes 

toward Israel. 

Likewise, beginning in 2002 Merari (2010) led a pioneering study of imprisoned male 

Palestinian would-be suicide bombers belonging to Hamas, Palestinian Islamic Jihad and Fatah 

(see also Schweitzer, 2013). Notably, twelve prisoners were asked to participate in the research 

and eleven agreed. Crucial to this recruiting success was the support of Prison Service staff that 

accompanied researchers into the wings, arranged convenient places for the interviews to take 

place, and helped to convince prisoners that the researchers were not undercover government 

agents but academics. The research plan was based on the idea that “the way to reach the deepest 
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feelings and thoughts of the surviving suicide bombers [was] by means of open and informal 

direct interviews held over a longer period of time and not in a single meeting” (Schweitzer, 

2013: 79). The study produced biographies of each terrorist, focusing on motivations for the 

suicide attacks (including money for their families, personal revenge and religion and heaven). 

While Merari found no dominant motive for suicide bombings, he concluded that the critical 

personality element involved in terrorism is “the youngster’s vulnerability to external influence” 

(146).         

 

The American Research 

Two American studies involve fieldwork with imprisoned terrorists. The first is Hamm’s 

(2013) research considering the premise that U.S. prisons are fertile ground for recruiting 

terrorists. Life history interviews were conducted with 30 felons who had undergone conversions 

to Islam and various white supremacy faiths during their incarceration, including members of a 

fringe group of Sunni Muslims at California’s New Folsom Prison called Jam’iyyat Ul-Islam Is-

Saheeh (The Assembly of Authentic Islam, or JIS), who from their prison cell organized a 

terrorist cell intent on attacking Army recruiting centers, Israeli government facilities, and 

synagogues in Los Angeles on the symbolic date of September 11, 2005. Interviews were 

arranged by prison chaplains and gang intelligence officers. Each interview lasted roughly 90 

minutes and was conducted inside prison chapels with no officers, chaplains or other inmates 

present. Several cases were drawn from the interviews and examined for trajectories or “turning 

points” leading to radicalization. The research examined the extent to which turning points were 

embedded in experiences deriving from prison social networks, clandestine communication 

systems, radical religious beliefs and the influence of charismatic inmate leaders—all of which 
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can enable the transformation of an individual’s criminal tendencies into terrorist causes. 

Because transformations are by definition human processes, inmates do not “snap” and become 

radicalized. Rather, the prison experience slowly influences inmates to adopt extreme political 

views, often through a series of “escalation thresholds,” and possibly to commit later terrorist 

acts.  

The other American study is Stern’s (2003) analysis of the “lone-wolf avenger” Mir 

Aimal Kansi, a Pakistani immigrant to the United States who assassinated two CIA employees in 

1993. In 1999, Stern wrote to Kansi at the Sussex One State Prison in Virginia where he was on 

death row, requesting to speak with him. Stern began exchanging letters with Kansi and Kansi 

responded with enthusiasm about the prospect of meeting Stern. Stern continued the 

correspondence for five months and in late 1999 she was allowed onto Sussex death row to 

interview Kansi. Because of the rapport she had built during her letter writing, Stern was able to 

directly ask Kansi about his motive for attacking the CIA. Other questions followed, exploring 

Kansi’s childhood, parental influences, education and religious experiences, Kansi’s favorite 

literature, and his obsession with Osama bin Laden. This was 1999, two years before bin Laden 

captured worldwide attention for the 9/11 attacks. Still interested in the factors that led to Kansi’s 

terrorism, upon leaving death row Stern continued her correspondence with Kansi until his 

execution at Sussex in 2002. Stern’s study would provide an essential principal of lone wolf 

terrorism research a decade later. “Lone wolves often come up with their own ideologies that 

combine personal vendettas with religious or political grievances,” she wrote (172).   

By and large, however, researchers have been denied access to the U.S. prison system for 

the purpose of interviewing terrorists (see Monahan, this volume). Overcoming this challenge 

demands not only a comprehensive research management plan, but also persistence and a 
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commitment to working within the system. The research process begins by identifying a pool of 

potential terrorist inmates for interviewing and finding out through open sources where those 

terrorists are imprisoned. Terrorists are incarcerated at all levels of the American correctional 

system—from the Bureau of Prisons (BOP) to state facilities and even county lockups.  Each 

correctional system will have policies on the written application process for gaining access to 

inmates. Applications must recognize exchange theory (Emerson, 1976), showing how research 

access to terrorist inmates will somehow benefit the correctional system in terms of security and 

staff training surrounding such vital issues as prisoner radicalization and the potential terrorist 

threat emanating from prisons. Any attempt to skirt the formal application process—such as 

trying to influence decisions by arranging an informal meeting with agency officials either prior 

to making an application or after one has been declined—will be perceived as an effort by the 

researcher to seek special treatment, and will be automatically denied. Being denied access to 

one correctional system does not imply denial by all systems and the researcher must be flexible 

enough to change direction when necessary, pursuing available options relentlessly. Also, being 

denied access to terrorist inmates for one research project does not necessarily mean that all 

projects will be denied. Hamm’s (2013) research on prisoner radicalization was denied by the 

BOP in 2007, yet several years later the BOP approved his access to lone wolf terrorists in 

federal maximum-security prisons across the country (Hamm and Spaaij, 2015). In short, there is 

no substitute for hard work and following the rules.        

 

Implications for Prison Ethnography 

The implications of this literature for the ethnographic study of incarcerated terrorists are 

as follows: 
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• Official support for the project is crucial. Most importantly, the project must be 

supported by prison staff. 

• The intentions of the research must be clearly communicated to prison staff and 

inmate participants. This includes a management plan for conducting interviews with 

inmates. The plan must specify the location and duration of the interviews; the 

identification of those present during the interviews; and a time schedule for the 

research. 

• Researchers must investigate the inmates in advance, finding specific information on 

them. A period devoted to mail correspondence with the inmates should precede the 

interviews. This phase is necessary for establishing rapport with the prisoners and 

creating an open and productive atmosphere. 

• Researchers should choose quality over quantity. Multiple interviews/letters of 

correspondence with the same inmate are preferable to multiple interviews/letters 

with as many prisoners as possible. Similar questions must be asked of all prisoners 

participating in the study. 

• The purpose of the correspondence and interviews is not to simply collect 

information, but to elicit data that can be used in academic analysis. 

 

Structuring the Prison Interview 

Post (2008: 9) has famously argued that most terrorism researchers “have never laid eyes upon a 

terrorist, much less spoken with one.” He is right, of course, but it is also worth remembering 

that interviewing terrorists is not a skill taught at universities. Dolnik (2013) further contends 

that academics are not a group widely known for their interpersonal skills, which is why they are 
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often stereotyped as socially awkward. He goes on to note that “most academics are not very 

good listeners” and in interviewing terrorists “academics will typically find themselves talking 

precisely to simple, not very well educated men…who tend to have a very one-dimensional view 

of the world” (242). Our research on incarcerated terrorists offers several suggestions in this 

regard. 

  Foremost is that academics must learn how to become active listeners. In prison, the old 

saw that “God gave you one mouth and two ears for a reason: You should listen twice as much 

as you talk” is not an empty slogan. Active listening is a requirement for empathy, the 

knowledge of the plight of another and the basis for thick description (also known as emic 

interpretations), conveying in academic writing what experience itself would convey (Bourgois, 

2002; Geertz, 1973). Following Max Weber, cultural criminologists call this Verstehen, denoting 

a process of subjective interpretation on the researcher’s part, or a degree of sympathetic 

understanding between researcher and subjects of study (Ferrell and Hamm, 1998). It is within 

this context that the face-to-face prison interview achieves its superiority as a research method in 

terrorism studies. It allows the researcher to make a connection not to a “subject” but to another 

human: In this case, a terrorist. Prison ethnography is more than interviewing, though, since 

fieldwork also allows the researcher to make contemporaneous observations on inmates’ 

speaking styles, sibilance, the way they handle memories of joy and sorrow, the physical and 

psychic toll prison has taken on them, how they carry themselves around other prisoners and 

what guards may say about them. These interviews and observations are the essence of primary 

data on terrorism because it represents information that has never been seen in open sources.      

   Successful interviews are retrospective and semi-structured, covering a range of life 

history “storylines” (Agnew, 2006). Life-course criminology is especially suited to this task due 
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its capacity to encompass a broad range of theoretical elements across the entire discipline of 

criminology. The influence and analytical power of life-course criminology is so substantial that 

one prominent theorist has argued that “Life-course criminology is now criminology” (Cullen, 

2011: 310).  Terrorism scholars working from both quantitative (Freilich et al., 2014; Kerodal, et 

al., 2014) and qualitative perspectives (Bjorgo, 2013; Hamm, 2012, 2013; Simi, forthcoming) 

have incorporated the life-course framework into their studies. 

  For terrorist inmates, life history interviews address such questions  as living 

arrangements since adolescence, education and school experiences, employment history, 

physical and mental health, social relations (including gang involvement), military experiences, 

drug use, engagement with the criminal justice system, the inmate’s search for identity through 

religion and politics (especially influential books and Internet sources), and the social networks 

that made possible their immersion in extremist ideology. For each of these areas, prisoners may 

be prompted with this essential turning point question or some variant thereof: “What 

experiences would you say have been important for you, considering the way your life is today?” 

       Interview data are documented in field notes and only pencil and paper are used. No tape 

recorders are used since they are normally banned by prison security. No quid pro quo is offered 

to prisoners for their participation, such as cash payments or favors. Moralizing about an 

inmate’s political or religious beliefs is counterproductive, no matter how offensive they may 

seem. Being honest and treating everyone with respect are crucial to any ethnographic project.   

  The majority of interview questions follow from an inmate’s spoken narrative about their 

life. Questions must therefore be kept as open as possible, allowing a prisoner to mention and 

develop topics for themselves that they are not asked about. This technique allows the researcher 

to summarize what the inmate has said, encouraging them to elaborate on it or adjust it if they 
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want to. The feedback technique will not only clarify what the inmate intended to say, but it will 

help establish trust by showing that the researcher is attentive and interested in the inmate’s life 

story. In this way, any tendency on the researcher’s part to force the narrative forward will be 

controlled, since inmates will naturally do it themselves. 

  It is important to remember that interviews with terrorist inmates are not freewheeling 

conversations. They are semi-structured, guided discussions intended to reveal information on 

how a person evolves into a terrorist. As such, most questions relate to the period leading up to 

the terrorist event, or to the “left of bang.” By keeping this focus, the researcher can determine 

whether, for example, terrorists integrated personal frustrations with wider political, social and/or 

religious causes. 

These techniques only work, of course, if terrorist inmates voluntarily agree to participate 

in a study. Researchers stress the importance of effective recruitment methods and they are 

essential, but the fact is that some terrorists will refuse to participate regardless of recruitment 

methods. Some will refuse because they have legal cases pending, some will refuse because they 

do not want the attention, some will refuse because they are completely unfamiliar with social 

science research, and some will not participate unless they get something out of it such as 

money, a conjugal visit or even release from prison. Some terrorist inmates will only agree to 

exchange correspondence with no interest in an interview (in which case the researcher should 

use the correspondence.) And still others will issue de facto refusals because they will not sign 

mandatory informed consent statements, especially when the research is government-sponsored. 

This is the least surprising reason of all. Terrorist inmates typically demonstrate contempt for 

state authority (contempt for government is by definition a core terrorist belief) and that includes 



23 
 

official forms. And so it is. To paraphrase a former U.S. Defense Secretary, you must study the 

terrorist you have, not the terrorist you might want. 

When confronted with these setbacks and we have experienced them all, researchers have 

only one option and that is to move on to other relevant cases. This is why we focus on 

paradigmatic cases and others within a strain of terrorism that can serve as backup cases to be 

explored when selected inmates refuse to participate. Failing that, researchers can still fall back 

on open sources. After all, the research goal is to produce insightful, well-written case studies of 

terrorism. Interviews are a means to that end, not an end in itself. Virtual ethnography and other 

online research methods can be valuable complementary methods in this regard, especially 

considering the growing volume of online activity among (would-be) terrorists (e.g. Hamm and 

Spaaij, 2015).   

 

Interpreting Primary Data 

  No matter what primary data is gathered from terrorist inmates, be it 

interviews/observations or correspondence only, a problem common to all qualitative research is 

validation. This will manifest itself in the prisoners’ recounting of turning points in their process 

of violent development. Recounting is prone to attribution error, social desirability, prior 

substance abuse, the effects of time on memory, and potential mental illness. It is also prone to 

prevarication and manipulation. The data collected from terrorists will therefore represent only 

the recreation of turning points as each prisoner comprehends them at the moment. The 

recounting is not necessarily an accurate and objective portrayal of the turning points as they 

were experienced in real time. Researchers typically control for threats to validity by 

triangulating data. Two triangulation methods may be used. First, the primary data can be 
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compared to statements of people with knowledge of the inmate at the time of their turning 

points. Because terrorist inmates have been the focus of media attention, law enforcement 

investigations and legal proceedings, statements of parents, friends, classmates and spouses can 

be found in open sources. Second, assuming that there is some sociological pattern to the turning 

points leading to criminal violence—and research on life-course theory suggests that there is 

(Laub and Sampson, 1993)—the terrorist inmates in a study can be compared to one another. 

  Finally, the validity of primary data on terrorists may be vulnerable to a bias in 

researcher/subject interactions (Horgan, 2004). As Merari (2012: 103) notes about the 

Palestinian would-be suicide bombers, prisoner responses “may be skewed by their desire to 

impress the interviewers favorably.” To control for this, throughout the data analysis the logic of 

analytic induction may be applied, searching for “negative instances” that challenge the 

researcher to progressively refine empirically-based statements of terrorist inmates (see Katz, 

1983). This method will allow the researcher to dig back into the data and look for responses that 

might have been prejudiced by a researcher/subject bias.  

 

Conclusions 

This chapter contributes to the recent move by terrorism scholars to openly discuss and evaluate 

their research methods in an effort to improve the quality of fieldwork on terrorism (Dolnik, 

2013; Horgan, 2013; Kenney, 2013). It has also been an exercise in demystifying various aspects 

of terrorism research, beginning with the myth that quantitative and qualitative researchers have 

nothing in common. Among qualitative researchers, it is generally assumed that even one case 

study of a terrorist provides empirical support for the conceptualization of terrorism. But this 

suggests that any case study will do and that the limitations of opportunity sampling do not apply 
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to terrorism research. Both assertions are wide of the mark. Our analysis of lone wolf terrorism 

indicates that not all cases are created equal. The paradigmatic case study approach in particular 

holds greater promise for the terrorism studies community than has previously been 

acknowledged. 

 Another exploded myth is that terrorism research is best conducted through high-risk 

ethnography in conflict zones. How else, we might ask, can researchers better understand a 

young man who joins Al-Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula (AQAP) than by traveling to Yemen 

and interviewing a member of AQAP? Yet first-hand accounts paint a different picture. For 

instance, Dolnik (2013: 246-47) concludes that “The majority of time spent in conflict zones 

involves procrastination, frustration, and idleness, combined with a myriad of phone calls to 

contacts, and followed by endless hours and days of waiting for a phone call that may or may not 

be returned…This state of ‘confusion’ and ‘uncertainty about anything’ is possibly the greatest 

‘danger’ of field research.” We have argued that the prison offers a viable alternative because the 

researcher has greater control over uncertainty, if the research is effectively managed. To be 

sure, prison research on terrorism has its share of problems, but phone calls to gatekeepers are 

usually returned. If not, e-mail is a click away. And prisoners either agree to participate in a 

study or they do not. There is no confusion about that. Nor does prison research really represent 

“high-risk ethnography” inasmuch as there is no evidence that a researcher has ever been harmed 

or threatened behind bars. In the final analysis, even the worst of prisons may be safer than the 

best of conflict zones. 

 Yet the fact remains that the dangers of terrorism research are real and the greatest threat 

may come after research is published. In 1980, Italian Professor Sergio Lenci was attacked in his 

Rome architecture studio by members of the leftist terrorist group Prima Linea. Lenci was tied, 
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gagged, shot in the head and left for dead. Although a motive was never confirmed, Lenci 

survived the assault and went on to write that his attackers may have been outraged by prison 

design work that Lenci had published years earlier, which had come at the detriment of  

imprisoned Prima members (Glynn, 2013). His story is a cautionary tale for us all. 

                    

References 

 
Abbott, A. (1992) “What Do Cases Do? Some Notes on Activity in Sociological Analysis,” in 
C.C. Ragin and H.S. Becker (eds.), What is a Case? Exploring the Foundations of Social 
Inquiry. New York: Cambridge University Press. Pp. 53-83. 
 
Agnew, R. (2006) “Storylines as a Neglected Cause of Crime.” Journal of Research in Crime 
and Delinquency, 43: 119-147. 
 
Appelbaum, R.P. and W.J. Chambliss (1997) Sociology. New York: Longman. 
 
Ayton, M. (2011) Dark Soul of the South: The Life and Crimes of Racist Killer Joseph Paul 
Franklin. Washington, DC: Potomac Books. 
 
Ballen, K. (2011) Terrorists in Love: True Life Stories of Islamic Radicals. New York: Free 
Press. 
 
Becker, H.S. (1992) “Cases, Causes, Conjunctures, Stories, and Imagery,” in C.C. Ragin and 
H.S. Becker (eds.), What is a Case? Exploring the Foundations of Social Inquiry. New York: 
Cambridge University Press. Pp. 205-216. 
 
Berko, A., E. Erez and J. L. Globokar (2010) “Gender, Crime and Terrorism: The Case of 
Arab/Palestinian Women in Israel.” British Journal of Criminology, 50: 670-89. 
 
Bjorgo, T. (2013) Strategies for Preventing Terrorism. New York: Palgrave. 
 
Bourgois, P. (2002) In Search of Respect: Selling Crack in El Barrio. New York: Cambridge 
University Press. 
 
Brewer, J. (2000) Ethnography. Philadelphia, PA: Open University Press. 
 
Burawoy, M. (1998) “The Extended Case Method.” Sociological Theory, 16: 4-33. 
 
Crenshaw, M. (2000) “The Psychology of Terrorism: An Agenda for the 21st Century.” Political 
Psychology, 21: 405-20. 



27 
 

 
Cullen, F.T. (2011) “Beyond Adolescence-Limited Criminology: Choosing Our Future.” 
Criminology, 49: 287-330. 
 
Dolnik, A. (2013) “Up Close and Personal—Conducting Field Research on Terrorism in Conflict 
Zones” in A. Dolnick (ed.), Conducting Terrorism Field Research: A Guide. New York: 
Routledge. Pp. 224-50. 
 
Emerson, R. M. (1976) “Social Exchange Theory.” Annual Review of Sociology, 2: 335-362. 
 
Ferrell, J. and M.S. Hamm (eds.) (1998) Ethnography at the Edge: Crime, Deviancy and Field 
Research. Boston: Northeastern University Press. 
 
Flyvbjerg, B. (2006) “Five Misunderstandings About Case-Study Research.” Qualitative Inquiry, 
12: 219-245. 
 
Freilich, J.D., S.M. Chermak, J. Gruenewald, R. Belli and W. Parkin (2014) “Introducing the 
United States Extremist Crime Database (ECDB).” Terrorism and Political Violence, 26: 372-
384. 
 
Geertz, C. (1973) The Interpretation of Cultures: Selected Essays. New York: Basic Books. 
 
Glynn, R. (2013) Women, Terrorism, and Trauma in Italian Culture. New York: Palgrave 
Macmillan. 
 
Hamm, M.S. and R. Spaaij (2015) Lone Wolf Terrorism in America: Using Knowledge of 
Radicalization Pathways to Forge Prevention Strategies. Washington, D.C.: National Institute of 
Justice. 
 
Hamm, M.S. (2013) The Spectacular Few: Prisoner Radicalization and the Evolving Terrorist 
Threat. New York: New York University Press. 
 
Hamm, M.S. (2012) “Prisoner Radicalization and Sacred Terrorism: A Life-Course Perspective” 
in R. Rosenfeld, K. Quinet and C. Garcia (eds.) Contemporary Issues in Criminological Theory 
and Research. Belmont, CA: Wadsworth. Pp. 173-198.  
 
Hammersley, M. and P. Atkinson (2007). Ethnography: Principles in Practice (3rd ed.). London: 
Routledge. 
 
Hine, C. (2000) “Virtual Ethnography: Modes, Varieties, Affordances” in N. Fielding, R.M. Lee 
and G. Blank (eds.), The SAGE Handbook of Online Research Methods. London: Sage. Pp. 257-
270. 
 
Horgan, J. and J. Stern (2013) “Terrorism Research Has Not Stagnated.” The Chronicle of 
Higher Education, May 8. Accessed June 16, 2014 at 
http://chronicle.com/blogs/conversation/2013/05/08/terrorism-research-has-not-stagnated/ 

http://chronicle.com/blogs/conversation/2013/05/08/terrorism-research-has-not-stagnated/


28 
 

 
Horgan, J. (2013) “Interviewing the Terrorist—Reflections on Fieldwork and Implications for 
Psychological Research” in A. Dolnik (ed.), Conducting Terrorism Field Research: A Guide. 
New York: Routledge. Pp. 187-205. 
 
Horgan, J. (2004) “Interviewing Terrorists: A Case for Primary Research” in A. Silke (ed.), 
Researching Terrorism: Trends, Achievements, Failures. London: Frank Cass. Pp. 73-99. 
 
Kaplan, J. (2010) “The Fifth Wave: The New Tribalism.” Terrorism and Political Violence, 19: 
545-70. 
 
Katz, J. (1983) “A Theory of Qualitative Methodology” in R.M. Emerson (ed.), Contemporary 
Field Research. Boston: Little Brown. Pp. 127-48. 
 
Kenney, M. (2013) “Learning from the ‘Dark Side’—Identifying, Accessing and Interviewing 
Illicit Non-State Actors” in A. Dolnik (ed.), Conducting Terrorism Field Research: A Guide. 
New York: Routledge. Pp. 26-45. 
 
Kerodal, A.G., J. Freilich, S. Chermak and M. Suttmoeller (2014) “A Test of Sprinzak’s Split 
Delegitmization Theory of the Life Course of Far-Right Organizational Behavior.” International 
Journal of Comparative and Applied Criminal Justice, Oct.: 1-23.  
 
Kruglanski, A.W., M. Gelfand and R. Gunaratna (2010) “Detainee De-radicalization: A 
Challenge for Psychological Science.” APS Observer, January. 
 
Laub, J.H. and R. J. Sampson (1993) “Turning Points in the Life Course: Why Change Matters 
to the Study of Crime.” Criminology, 31: 301-25. 
 
Lee, T. (2009) “Was Madman Nidal Hasan Part of a Sleeper Cell?” Fox News Interview with 
Col. Terry Lee. Nov. 6. 
 
Merari, A. (2010) Driven to Death: Psychological and Social Aspects of Suicide Terrorism. New 
York: Oxford University Press. 
 
Monahan, J. (this volume) “The Individual Risk Assessment of Terrorism: Recent 
Developments.” 
 
Orsini, A. (2013) “A Day Among the Die-Hard Terrorists: The Psychological Costs of Doing 
Ethnographic Research.” Studies in Conflict and Terrorism, 36: 337-51. 
 
Pavlich, G. (2010) “Paradigmatic Cases” in A. Mills, G. Durepos and E. Wieber (eds.), 
Encyclopedia of Case Study Research. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. Pp. 646-48. 
 
Post, J. (2008) The Mind of the Terrorist: The Psychology of Terrorism from the IRA to Al 
Qaeda. New York: Palgrave Macmillan. 
 



29 
 

Ragin, C.C. (1992) “Casing and the Process of Social Inquiry,” in C.C. Ragin and H.S. Becker 
(eds.), What is a Case? Exploring the Foundations of Social Inquiry. New York: Cambridge 
University Press. Pp. 217-226. 
 
Ranstorp, M. (1996) Hezbollah in Lebanon: The Politics of the Western Hostage Crisis. New 
York: Macmillan. 
 
Sageman, M. (2013) “The Stagnation of Research on Terrorism.” The Chronicle of Higher 
Education, April 30. Accessed June 16, 2014 at 
http://chronicle.com/blogs/conversation/author/msageman/ 
 
Sageman, M. (2008) Leaderless Jihad: Terror Networks in the Twenty-First Century. 
Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press. 
 
Schweitzer, Y. (2013) “Conversing with the Adversary: Interviewing Palestinian Suicide 
Bombers and their Dispatchers in Israeli Prisons” in A. Dolnik (ed.), Conducting Terrorism Field 
Research: A Guide. New York: Routledge. Pp. 78-90. 
 
Shane, S. (2011) “Beyond Guantanamo, a Web of Prisons for Terrorist Inmates.” New York 
Times, December 11. 
 
Silke, A. (2014) E-mail message to Mark Hamm, May 4. 
 
Silke, A. (2008) “Research on Terrorism: A Review of the Impact of 9/11 and the Global War on 
Terrorism” in H. Chen, E. Reid, J. Sinai, A. Silke and B. Ganor (eds.), Terrorism Infomatics: 
Knowledge Management and Data Mining for Homeland Security. New York: Springer. Pp. 27-
49. 
 
Simi, P. (forthcoming) “Childhood Trauma and Adolescent Misconduct as Precursors to Violent 
Extremism: A Life-Course Criminological Approach.” Criminology. 
 
Simon, J.D. (2000) “The Alphabet Bomber (1974)” in J.B. Tucker (ed.), Toxic Terror: Assessing 
Terrorist Use of Chemical and Biological Weapons. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. Pp. 71-94. 
 
Spaaij, R. (2012) Understanding Lone Wolf Terrorism: Global Patterns, Motivations and 
Prevention. New York: Springer. 
 
Stern, J. (2003) Terror in the Name of God: Why Religious Militants Kill. New York: Ecco. 
 
Swanborn, P. (2010) Case Study Research: What, Why and How? London: Sage. 
 
Taarnby, M. (2013) “Professionalizing High-Risk Field Research in Academia” in A. Dolnik 
(ed.), Conducting Terrorism Field Research: A Guide. New York: Routledge. Pp. 206-23. 
 

http://chronicle.com/blogs/conversation/author/msageman/


30 
 

Wieviorka, M. (1992) “Case Studies: History or Sociology?” in C.C. Ragin and H.S. Becker 
(eds.), What is a Case? Exploring the Foundations of Social Inquiry. New York: Cambridge 
University Press. Pp. 159-172. 

 

 

  
 

 

 

  

  

        

 

   

 


