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Abstract
Background: Extreme risk protection order (ERPO) laws are a tool for firearm violence prevention (in effect in 19
states), often enacted in the wake of a public mass shooting when media coverage of gun violence tends to spike. We
compared news media framing of ERPOs in states that passed and those that considered but did not pass such laws
after the 2018 mass shooting in Parkland, Florida.
Methods: We conducted a content analysis of 244 newspaper articles about ERPOs, published in 2018, in three pass‑
ing (FL, VT, RI) and three non-passing states (PA, OH, CO). Measures included language used, stakeholders mentioned,
and scientific evidence cited. We use chi-square tests to compare the proportion of articles with each measure of
interest in passing versus non-passing states.
Results: Compared to newspaper coverage of non-passing states, news articles about ERPOs in passing states more
often used only official policy names for ERPOs (38% vs. 23%, p = .03), used less restrictive language such as “pre‑
vent” to describe the process of suspending firearm access (15% vs. 3%, p < .01), mentioned gun violence prevention
advocacy groups (41% vs. 28%, p = .08), and referenced research on ERPOs (17% vs. 7%, p = .03). Articles about passing
states also more often explicitly stated that a violent event was or could have been prevented by an ERPO (20% vs.
6%, p < .01).
Conclusions: Media messaging that frames gun violence as preventable, emphasizes identifiable markers of risk, and
draws on data in conjunction with community wisdom may support ERPO policy passage. As more states consider
ERPO legislation, especially given endorsement by the Biden-Harris administration, deeper knowledge about success‑
ful media framing of these life-saving policies can help shape public understandings and support.
Keywords: Firearm policy, Violence prevention, Media framing, Red flag law, Health communication, Extreme risk
protection order
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Background
Public mass shootings are a relatively rare form of gun
violence, but draw substantial media attention. Research
has documented large spikes in news coverage of gun
violence and firearm policy immediately following public mass shootings [1, 2]. In this way, mass shootings
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can function as “focusing events,” opening a window of
opportunity through which the news media can amplify
and influence public discourse and policymaking on gun
violence and its prevention [3–5].
In the aftermath of a mass shooting, the news media
exposes the public to competing arguments for and
against expanding firearm laws. Research suggests that
the strength and volume of these competing arguments,
as well as the framing of such issues, can influence public support for and political engagement around specific
policy solutions [1]. By deciding which issues to cover
(agenda setting) and which aspects of issues to emphasize (framing), the media can influence what is deemed
important and in need of a policy response and how an
issue’s causes and solutions are understood [1, 3]. This
process can have direct impacts on policy by shaping
policymakers’ perceptions and indirect effects by shaping
public perceptions. In turn, as the policymaking process
and its outputs feed back into the perceptions of the public, they can reshape the news media’s agenda [3, 6].
Following the February 2018 mass shooting at Marjory
Stoneman Douglas High School in Parkland, Florida,
extreme risk protection order (ERPO) laws were chief
among the policy proposals put forth to address the gun
violence problem. Also known as extreme risk laws or,
colloquially, “red flag laws,” ERPOs enable law enforcement officials and, in some states, family or household
members, coworkers, and health care providers (“petitioners”) to ask a judge for a civil order to temporarily
suspend firearm access for individuals (“respondents”)
determined to be at imminent risk for harm to themselves or others, as well as prevent these individuals from
purchasing firearms. As commonly reported in the news
media [7], many felt the Parkland shooting exemplified
the need for ERPO legislation: before the attack, several
reports were made to local officials and the FBI regarding the shooter’s concerning behavior and threats, but
Florida law enforcement lacked the authority and tools to
intervene.
Previous research by our group has documented a dramatic and sustained increase in media coverage of ERPOs
after the Parkland shooting, coinciding with widespread
consideration of ERPO legislation in states across the
country [8]. Prior to the Parkland shooting, only three
states had ERPO laws in effect (plus two with similar risk
warrant laws); by the end of 2018, eight more states had
passed ERPO laws and an additional 16 states had considered them. The extent to which ERPO news coverage
differed in states that did and did not pass ERPO laws has
not yet been investigated.
To explore the relationship between news media framing of ERPOs and ERPO policy status, we conducted a
content analysis of news media about ERPOs following
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the Parkland shooting and compared coverage about
states that passed and did not pass (but considered)
ERPO policies in the 2018 legislative session. This study
provides insights into how this burgeoning firearm violence prevention strategy is portrayed by the news media,
and how such message framing may be related to policy
passage. These insights may be used to build support
for ERPO laws and to better understand and shape what
information the public (including potential petitioners)
receives about ERPOs.

Methods
News article selection

To examine post-Parkland news coverage of ERPOs while
the legislation was under consideration, we identified
states where ERPO policy was introduced for the first
time after Parkland and considered by the legislature in
2018. This information was ascertained from a legislative tracker maintained by The Trace [9], as well as state
legislature websites, and yielded the following six states
(with the date the legislation was introduced in parentheses): Florida (February 21, 2018), Vermont (February
23, 2018), Rhode Island (February 27, 2018), Pennsylvania (March 5, 2018), Ohio (April 5, 2018), and Colorado
(April 30, 2018).
For each state, the study period began the day after
Parkland (February 15, 2018) and lasted until either the
day of legislation passage or failure in that legislative
session (see Figure in Additional file 1). Florida, Rhode
Island, and Vermont passed ERPO legislation by the end
of 2018 (“passing states”). In the three remaining “nonpassing states,” the legislation was postponed indefinitely
(Colorado), removed from consideration (Pennsylvania),
or failed to pass by the end of that legislative session
(Ohio). Although other states considered ERPO legislation in 2018, it was either introduced before our study
start date or never received serious deliberation. The
average study period was 60 days for passing states and
207 days for non-passing states.
We retrieved news articles from Newsbank and Nexis
Uni. We included news articles, editorials, and letters to
the editor published in English and in US newspapers,
excluding blog posts, press releases, and radio or television transcripts. We conducted independent searches for
each of the six states, using the name or abbreviation of
that state plus at least one of the following ERPO-related
search terms: "risk protection order,” "red flag law,” "gun
violence restraining order,” "GVRO,” “firearms restraining
order,” "firearms emergency protective order,” “ERPO,”
"emergency risk protection order,” "extreme risk protective order,” "extreme risk protection order."
Duplicate articles were identified and the most recent
(or if equally recent, the longest) version of an article
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was retained for content analysis. We reviewed full-text
articles for relevance, and included only those that (a)
contained a description of ERPOs beyond the policy’s
name, and (b) discussed ERPO legislation in relation to
at least one of our six states. Articles about the states
being studied rather than simply published in those states
were included to capture the broader public discourse
on ERPOs, which may transcend state boundaries, especially as news is increasingly consumed online. The final
analytic sample contained 244 news articles: 124 about
ERPOs in passing states and 120 about ERPOs in nonpassing states (Fig. 1). A list of these articles and the news
outlets in which they were published can be found in
Additional file 2; the majority of articles (71%) were published in local news outlets within the state being studied.
Measures

Guided by a hybrid model of inductive and deductive
coding [10], we developed an a priori codebook based
on prior media analysis theory and research and added
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emergent codes, via ongoing discussion among the coding team, to capture additional framing elements in the
text. Additional details on our codebook development
and coding process have been published elsewhere [8]
and are briefly summarized below.
Scope of news outlet

Articles published in The New York Times, The Washington Post, Chicago Tribune, Los Angeles Times, The Wall
Street Journal, and USA Today or written by The Associated Press were classified as national in scope; all others
were considered local.
Language

We identified all policy names used in news articles to
refer to specific ERPO legislation or ERPOs in general,
and categorized them into those containing the phrase
“red flag” versus all other official policy names/acronyms.
We also identified the precise language used to describe
the ERPO process of suspending respondents’ access to

Fig. 1 Article search strategy. *Of the 237 unique articles, 7 articles were relevant for 2 states and were thus counted twice, creating an analytic
sample of 244 articles
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firearms and created categories based on the most commonly used verbs (e.g., seize, remove, take away). In addition, we noted the presence of key terms, such as “due
process,” “gun control,” and “warning signs,” when referencing ERPOs.
Contextual information

We measured whether articles mentioned specific events
(e.g., high-profile mass shootings, other incidents of firearm violence), case details (e.g., perpetrator’s name, victim description, information about firearms used), ERPO
laws in other states or at the federal level, and other firearm violence prevention programs or policies (e.g., background checks, bump stock bans). We also measured
whether an article explicitly stated that a violent incident
was prevented or could have been prevented by using an
ERPO.
Anecdotal and research evidence

We measured whether articles quoted or mentioned certain stakeholder groups (e.g., politicians/officials, gun
violence prevention advocacy groups, firearm industry
groups) and cited scientific evidence related to firearm
violence generally and on ERPOs specifically. We also
measured whether articles stated that ERPOs have been
or could be used to prevent suicides, mass shootings,
domestic violence, homicides, community violence, or
violence among people with mental illness or cognitive
impairments, separately.
Data analysis

We coded all articles that met our inclusion criteria using
Dedoose (Version 8.2.14). As described in our prior
publication [8], three authors (AJA, RP, NKW) blindly
double-coded 20% of the articles that met inclusion criteria and, throughout the process, met biweekly to compare application of the codebook. Instead of computing
intercoder reliability, we used an iterative, collaborative approach to assess coding consistency, which also
allowed for the formation of emergent codes and themes.
Coding discrepancies were discussed and resolved
among the coding team and, when necessary, with a
fourth author (CEK). After double-coding 20% of articles,
we reached consensus and single-coded the remaining
articles. All codes were dichotomized in order to calculate the proportion of articles with each item. Descriptive results for individual states can be found in the Table
in Additional file 1. We performed Pearson’s chi-square
tests in Stata version 15.1 (StataCorp) to compare the
proportion of articles with each item in passing versus
non-passing states, and controlled for multiple testing
using the Benjamini–Hochberg method [11] with a false
discovery rate of alpha = 0.05. The adjusted p-values were
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computed using R version 4.1.2 (R Project for Statistical
Computing).

Results
Of the 244 ERPO-related news articles, 15.2% were
national in scope (Table 1). Articles about ERPOs in passing states were significantly more likely to be published
in national news outlets than articles about non-passing
states (22.6% vs. 7.5%, p < 0.01).
When describing ERPOs, articles about passing states
were more likely to exclusively use official policy names
(e.g., ERPO, gun violence restraining order, extreme risk
order) (37.9% vs. 22.5%, p = 0.03), while articles about
non-passing states more often used only names containing the term “red flag” to describe the policy (48.3% vs.
24.2%, p < 0.01).
Overall, the verbs “take away” (36.5%), “seize” (29.9%),
and “remove” (28.7%) were most commonly used to
describe the process of suspending firearm access from
ERPO respondents. The less restrictive term “prevent”
(as in “prevent access to firearms”) was much less common, appearing in 9.4% of articles overall. Articles about
passing states were significantly more likely to use “prevent” (15.3% vs. 3.3%, p < 0.01), but also prohibitory language such as “prohibit,” “bar,” “ban,” and “forbid” (16.9%
vs. 5.8%, p = 0.03). Eight percent of articles about passing states exclusively used “prevent” versus 1.7% of articles on non-passing states (p = 0.05). One in five articles
(20.0%) about non-passing states exclusively used “seize”
versus 3.2% of articles on passing states (p < 0.01).
The most commonly used key terms were “gun control”
(32.4%), “warning signs” or “red flags” (29.1%), “Second
Amendment” (26.6%), “common sense” or “sensible”
(25.0%), and “due process” (23.0%). Articles about nonpassing states were significantly more likely to use “common sense” or “sensible” (35.0% vs. 15.3%, p < 0.01) and
“Second Amendment” (33.3% vs. 20.2%, p = 0.05), while
articles on passing states more frequently used “warning
signs” or “red flags” (36.3% vs. 21.7%, p = 0.03).
Nearly three-fourths (73.8%) of all articles mentioned
the Parkland shooting. Articles about passing states more
often mentioned Parkland (90.3% vs. 56.7%, p < 0.01) and
included the names of perpetrators (41.1% vs. 10.8%,
p < 0.01) and specific information about the firearms used
(27.4% vs. 11.7%, p = 0.01). The proportion of articles
that described victims of violence (14.3% overall) or that
mentioned other mass shootings in Newtown, CT or Las
Vegas, NV or any other violent incident did not significantly differ between groups. One in five articles (20.2%)
about passing states explicitly stated that a violent event
either was or could have been prevented by an ERPO,
compared with 5.8% of articles about non-passing states
(p < 0.01).
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Table 1 Characteristics of Newspaper Articles About ERPOs in Passing vs. Non-Passing States, 2 018a
All Articles
(n = 244),
No. (%)

Passing Statesb
(n = 124),
No. (%)

Non-Passing
Statesc (n = 120),
No. (%)

χ2 (d.f. = 1) Adjusted
p-valuesd

37 (15.2)

28 (22.6)

9 (7.5)

10.78

Scope of news outlet
National

< .01

Language
Name of policy used
"Red flag" names only

88 (36.1)

30 (24.2)

58 (48.3)

15.41

Official policy names only

74 (30.3)

47 (37.9)

27 (22.5)

6.85

< .01
.03

Removal language used
Take away

89 (36.5)

51 (41.1)

38 (31.7)

2.36

.23

Seize

73 (29.9)

30 (24.2)

43 (35.8)

3.94

.09

Seize only
Remove

28 (11.5)

4 (3.2)

24 (20.0)

16.89

70 (28.7)

38 (30.6)

32 (26.7)

0.47

< .01
.55

Bar/prohibit/ban/forbid/block

28 (11.5)

21 (16.9)

7 (5.8)

7.40

.03

Confiscate

27 (11.1)

16 (12.9)

11 (9.2)

0.87

.45

Prevent
Prevent only

23 (9.4)

19 (15.3)

4 (3.3)

10.27

12 (4.9)

10 (8.1)

2 (1.7)

5.34

< .01
.05

Key terms used
"gun control"

79 (32.4)

40 (32.3)

39 (32.5)

0.002

.97

"warning signs"; "red flags"

71 (29.1)

45 (36.3)

26 (21.7)

6.32

.03
.05

"Second Amendment"

65 (26.6)

25 (20.2)

40 (33.3)

5.41

"common sense"; "sensible"

61 (25.0)

19 (15.3)

42 (35.0)

12.59

"due process"

56 (23.0)

26 (21.0)

30 (25.0)

0.56

< .01
.53

Contextual information
Events mentioned
Parkland shooting

180 (73.8)

112 (90.3)

68 (56.7)

35.70

Las Vegas shooting

51 (20.9)

22 (17.7)

29 (24.2)

1.52

< .01
.35

Sandy Hook shooting

35 (14.3)

21 (16.9)

14 (11.7)

1.38

.37

Other violent incident

85 (34.8)

46 (37.1)

39 (32.5)

0.57

.53

Case details mentioned
Name of perpetrator

64 (26.2)

51 (41.1)

13 (10.8)

28.93

Victim details

35 (14.3)

20 (16.1)

15 (12.5)

0.65

.53

< .01

9.58

.01

Firearm info

48 (19.7)

34 (27.4)

14 (11.7)

Event was/could have been prevented by an ERPO

32 (13.1)

25 (20.2)

7 (5.8)

106 (43.4)

52 (41.9)

54 (45.0)

0.23

.69

115 (47.1)

67 (54.0)

48 (40.0)

4.82

.07

194 (79.5)

92 (74.2)

102 (85.0)

4.37

.08

10.99

< .01

Program/policy mentioned
Any firearm or violence prevention program/policy, excl.
ERPOs
Other states’ or federal ERPO
Anecdotal and research evidence
Stakeholder quoted or mentioned
Official/politician
Firearm industry group

93 (38.1)

52 (41.9)

41 (34.2)

1.56

.35

Gun violence prevention advocacy group

85 (34.8)

51 (41.1)

34 (28.3)

4.40

.08

Evidence cited
Any evidence related to gun violence

62 (25.4)

35 (28.2)

27 (22.5)

1.05

.42

Evidence on ERPOs

29 (11.9)

21 (16.9)

8 (6.7)

6.14

.03
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Table 1 (continued)
All Articles
(n = 244),
No. (%)

Passing Statesb
(n = 124),
No. (%)

Non-Passing
Statesc (n = 120),
No. (%)

χ2 (d.f. = 1) Adjusted
p-valuesd

Uses for ERPOs mentioned
Suicide

38 (15.6)

22 (17.7)

16 (13.3)

0.90

.45

Mass shootings

30 (12.3)

15 (12.1)

15 (12.5)

0.01

.97

Mental illness

12 (4.9)

8 (6.5)

4 (3.3)

1.27

.38

Othere

12 (4.9)

6 (4.8)

6 (5.0)

0.003

.97

Notes
a
b
c

ERPO = Extreme risk protection order

Passing states included Florida, Rhode Island, and Vermont

Non-passing states included Colorado, Pennsylvania, and Ohio

d
p-values were adjusted for multiple testing using the Benjamini-Hochberg (false discovery rate) method. Significant differences between passing and non-passing
states at p < .05 are italicized
e

Other included domestic violence, homicide, community violence, and violence among people with dementia or cognitive impairments

Nearly half (43.4%) of all articles mentioned another
firearm or violence prevention program or policy; this
did not significantly differ between passing and nonpassing states. Differences in mentions of ERPO policies (in place or under consideration) in other states or at
the federal level between passing and non-passing states
(54.0% vs. 40.0%) also did not reach statistical significance after adjustment for multiple testing (p = 0.07).
Officials/politicians were the most commonly mentioned stakeholder group, appearing in almost 80% of
all articles. Articles about non-passing states more often
mentioned at least one official/politician in the discussion of ERPOs (85.0% vs. 74.2%, p = 0.08), whereas articles about passing states more frequently mentioned gun
violence prevention advocates (41.1% vs. 28.3%, p = 0.08);
though, these differences did not reach statistical significance after adjustment for multiple testing. Firearm
industry groups were mentioned at similar frequencies
in coverage of passing and non-passing states (38.1%
overall).
Overall, one-quarter (25.4%) of articles cited any type
of scientific evidence related to gun violence generally,
with no significant difference between passing and nonpassing states. However, articles about passing states
were significantly more likely to cite evidence on the
implementation or effectiveness of ERPOs specifically
than articles about non-passing states (16.9% vs. 6.7%,
p = 0.03).
Fewer than one in six articles explicitly noted that
ERPO policies have been or could be used to prevent
specific types of firearm violence: 15.6% mentioned suicide, followed by mass shootings (12.3%) and violence
among people with mental illness (4.9%). There were no
statistically significant differences between passing and
non-passing states.

Discussion
News coverage following the February 2018 mass shooting in Parkland, FL provides a window into the ongoing
public discourse about firearm violence and prevention
policies, including temporary firearm removal laws. Six
states first introduced ERPO policies after Parkland, and
three of them passed such laws in the 2018 legislative session (one of the three non-passing states, Colorado, has
since passed an ERPO law). Findings from this content
analysis highlight several ways that ERPO media coverage appears distinct from coverage of gun violence more
generally, as well as elements of coverage that may inform
understandings of ERPO policy passage and implementation at the state level.
Past studies suggest that news coverage of gun violence often reinforces the idea that it is an inevitable and
intractable problem rather than preventable [2]. Coverage of ERPOs is therefore unique in that it references an
inherently solutions-oriented rather than problem-oriented approach to firearm violence. While relatively few
articles in our analysis explicitly mentioned that a violent
event was or could have been prevented by an ERPO
(13.1%), this idea was significantly more likely to be mentioned in articles about passing states than non-passing
states.
Evoking such a “prevention frame” in building support
for ERPO policy aligns with prior evidence suggesting
that the public is attuned to incidents of gun violence
in which someone close to the shooter is said to have
known something was wrong but lacked the tools to do
anything about it [12]. In our analysis, use of the terms
“warning signs” or “red flags” in reference to demonstrated signs of concern (but not in policy names) was
more common in ERPO coverage about passing than
non-passing states.
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This focus on identifiable markers of risk for harm is
also consistent with expert guidance and higher levels
of public support for risk-based (rather than universal)
firearm policies and interventions. For example, past
research has found widespread public support (> 80%),
including among gun owners, for health professionals
talking with patients about gun safety in the context of
risk reduction, but lower levels of support for such conversations “in general” [13]. A recent study indicates that
public support for ERPO policies and personal willingness to use an ERPO across various risk-based scenarios
is similarly high (> 70%) [14].
Our results also suggest that policy names may facilitate or hinder public support and political momentum, with coverage about passing states more often
using only official ERPO policy names and non-passing
states more often using only colloquial “red flag” policy
names. The term “red flag law” has been criticized by
gun violence prevention experts for being overly vague,
stigmatizing individuals with mental illness, and minimizing the level of risk necessary to warrant firearm
prohibition [15], whereas the name “extreme risk protection order” has been recommended for widespread
use by violence prevention organizations because it
“describe[s] the purpose of the law in common language
and invoke[s] urgency to reflect the situations wherein
the law would be used” [12]. Recent survey data from
California also suggest that official policy names and
the term “red flag law” are equally recognizable, though
public awareness of EPROs is generally low (34%) [14].
Coverage of ERPOs, including articles about passing states, tended to use harsh and prohibitory language, such as “take away,” “seize,” “ban,” and “prohibit,”
to describe the process of firearm recovery. Evidence
suggests that gun owners may be more likely to support firearm recovery for someone in crisis if language
highlights the temporary nature of such action, rather
than a permanent prohibition [16]. In our analysis,
although most articles used a combination of both prohibitory and preventive language, ERPO articles about
passing states were more likely to exclusively use the
word “prevent” to describe implementation of the law
(e.g., “prevent access to firearms”), whereas articles
about non-passing states more often exclusively used
the words “seize” or “seizure.” Future research should
explore the public’s reactions to variations in recovery
language used to describe the ERPO process.
The phrase “gun control” appeared in one-third of
articles in our sample. Findings from prior qualitative studies have emphasized the value of culturallyacceptable language, including avoiding “gun control”
language, to engage gun owners in suicide prevention
strategies that reduce access to firearms [17, 18]. Media
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analysis of universal background check laws after the
2012 mass shooting in Newtown, CT has also found
that “gun control” was mentioned less frequently in
news stories published in states that passed such policies compared to news generally [1]. This same study
also suggested that framing firearm policies as “common sense” may be an ineffective way to build policy
support because it employs rational instead of valuebased messaging; similarly, in our study, the terms
“common sense” or “sensible” appeared more often
in news coverage about states that did not pass ERPO
legislation. In contrast, rights-based arguments, which
activate the core values associated with gun ownership,
may be more powerful than fact-based ones. In our
sample, the term “Second Amendment” was used both
in support of and in opposition to ERPOs, though it
appeared more often in news coverage of non-passing
states.
Contrary to recommendations from experts, victim
advocates, and news media organizations [19–21], more
than one in four articles in our analysis mentioned perpetrators of gun violence by name, particularly the
Parkland shooter, and one in five described the specific
firearms used. This practice was significantly more common in articles about passing states, though this may in
part reflect that Florida—the state in which the Parkland
shooting occurred—was included as one of our passing
states (see the Table in Additional file 1 for findings by
state). Of note, among the six states in our sample, articles about Florida were also most often published in news
outlets outside of the state (see Additional file 2). While
journalists may be inclined to provide details about perpetrators and their crimes to inform the public or spark
action, focusing narrowly on the details of a single event
(episodic framing) without looking at the bigger picture
can not only obscure preventive, public health-oriented
solutions to gun violence, but may also encourage copycat crimes [19].
Consistent with newspaper coverage of other recent
public mass shootings, such as the 2015 Umpqua Community College shooting [22], officials/politicians were
by far the most commonly mentioned and quoted stakeholders in ERPO coverage overall. While officials/politicians appeared more often in articles about non-passing
states, gun violence prevention advocates, such as Everytown for Gun Safety and student advocates, were mentioned more frequently in articles about passing states.
This suggests that the public and, in turn, the policymaking process, may benefit from the perspectives of community groups, which may also be more active in states
where ERPO legislation was successfully passed.
References to ERPO policies in other states or at the
federal level were also more common in passing states
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than non-passing states. Similarly, although only one in
four articles cited scientific evidence related to gun violence generally, articles about passing states were significantly more likely to cite the small but growing body of
research about ERPO implementation and effectiveness.
These findings point to the value of relevant data, likely
in combination with the lived experience and advocacy efforts of those most impacted, for building policy
momentum through the media.
Limitations

Our study has several limitations. First, our results do not
imply causation, i.e., whether news media framing led to
(or discouraged) policy passage. Policy process scholars
have increasingly recognized the relationship between
agenda setting in media and politics as a complex system
with nonrecursive interactions and multiple feedback
loops, rather than a simple linear process [3]. Our findings build on prior evidence suggesting that these processes are integrally related to each other.
Second, these findings characterize print news media
about ERPOs after the Parkland shooting in states that
had never before considered ERPO policy; as such, they
may not be generalizable to news coverage of ERPOs in
other states, during different time periods, or on television or radio. In addition, our inclusion criteria (which
selected for policy-related articles) resulted in a sample of
articles that was more solutions-oriented than news coverage of gun violence in general, but may resemble news
coverage following other mass shootings, which research
suggests has become increasingly thematic (vs. episodic) over time [22]. The generalizability of our results
is strengthened by the geographic, cultural, and political
diversity reflected across the six states in our sample.
Third, we operationalized news media framing as the
presence or absence of terms, people, events, and other
information; in some cases and in future research, further
considering the context in which these items appeared
may be useful for better understanding the nature and
implications of the framing.

Conclusion
Findings from this content analysis of newspaper articles
about ERPOs in passing and non-passing states suggest
that the use of official ERPO policy names, messaging
that portrays gun violence as preventable through targeted risk reduction, and statements that are grounded
in data and community wisdom may be promising strategies for supporting ERPO policy passage. As of March
2022, 19 states and the District of Columbia have enacted
ERPO-type laws. Recent endorsement from the BidenHarris administration, including the development of
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model ERPO legislation for states [23], suggests that
additional states are likely to introduce similar bills in the
near-term. If and how such policies are covered in the
news may play a role not only in communicating arguments for and against these laws but also in shaping public understanding and building political momentum. The
media and policymakers need not wait for another mass
tragedy to uplift tools for violence prevention.
Abbreviations
CO: Colorado; ERPO: Extreme risk protection order; FL: Florida; OH: Ohio; PA:
Pennsylvania; RI: Rhode Island; US: United States; VT: Vermont.

Supplementary Information
The online version contains supplementary material available at https://doi.
org/10.1186/s12889-022-13374-8.
Additional file 1: Figure. Study Periods for ERPO-Related Newspaper
Articles in Six States, 2018. Table. Characteristics of Newspaper Articles
About ERPOs in Six States, 2018. Displays the findings from the content
analysis for each state in our sample. Displays the time periods during
which newspaper coverage was retrospectively collected for each state in
our sample.
Additional file 2: Table. List of Articles, News Outlets, Scope of News
Outlet, and Relevant States Included in Content Analysis. Lists the 237
articles included in the content analysis by article headline, name of the
news outlet in which the article was published, scope of the news outlet
(local or national), and relevant state(s) discussed in the article.
Acknowledgements
We thank Dr. Veronica A. Pear and other members of the UC Davis Violence
Prevention Research Program ERPO workgroup for their insights on prior itera‑
tions of this work and Dr. Aaron Shev for his statistical analysis support.
Authors’ contributions
All authors made substantial contributions to the conception and design of
the study. RP acquired the data. AJA, RP, and NKW performed data analysis
and interpretation, with support from CEK. AJA drafted the manuscript and
prepared the tables and figures. All authors made critical revisions to the
manuscript and approved the final version. All authors have agreed both to
be personally accountable for their own contributions and to ensure that
questions related to the accuracy or integrity of any part of the work are
appropriately investigated, resolved, and the resolution documented in the
literature.
Funding
AJA, RP, GJW, and NKW were funded by award NVF FFSF UC Davis GA004701
from the Fund for a Safer Future, with additional support from the California
Firearm Violence Research Center at UC Davis with funds from the State of
California, the California Wellness Foundation (award 2014–255), the HeisingSimons Foundation (award 2017–0447), and the University of California, Davis,
Violence Prevention Research Program. CEK was funded by NIH/NHLBI (K23
HL153892) and the American Heart Association (18CDA34110026).
The funders had no role in study design, data collection and analysis, decision
to publish, or preparation of the manuscript.
Availability of data and materials
The data analysed during the current study are available from the Nexis Uni
database via Lexis Nexis online (https://www.lexisnexis.com/en-us/profession
al/academic/nexis-uni.page) and the Newsbank Access World News database
(https://www.newsbank.com/libraries/colleges-universities/solutions/top-
resources/access-world-news-2022-edition) using the search terms and time
periods specified in the Methods section.

Aubel et al. BMC Public Health

(2022) 22:981

Declarations
Ethics approval and consent to participate
Not applicable.
Consent for publication
Not applicable.
Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.
Author details
1
Violence Prevention Research Program, Department of Emergency Medicine,
University of California Davis School of Medicine, 2315 Stockton Blvd, Sacra‑
mento, CA 95817, USA. 2 California Firearm Violence Research Center at UC
Davis, 2315 Stockton Blvd, Sacramento, CA 95817, USA. 3 Division of Cardiology,
University of Colorado School of Medicine, 13199 East Montview Boulevard,
Suite 300, Aurora, CO 80045, USA. 4 Adult and Child Consortium for Outcomes
Research and Delivery Science, University of Colorado School of Medicine,
13199 East Montview Boulevard, Suite 300, Aurora, CO 80045, USA.
Received: 12 January 2022 Accepted: 4 May 2022

References
1. McGinty EE, Wolfson JA, Sell TK, Webster DW. Common sense or gun
control? Political communication and news media framing of firearm
sale background checks after Newtown. J Health Polit Policy Law.
2016;41(1):3–40.
2. Marvel D, Mejia P, Nixon L, Dorfman L. Issue 25: More than mass shoot‑
ings: Gun violence narratives in California news. Berkeley Media Studies
Group; 2018 Jun [cited 2021 May 26]. Available from: http://www.bmsg.
org/resources/publications/gun-suicide-community-domestic-violence-
news-narratives-california/
3. Wolfe M, Jones BD, Baumgartner FR. A failure to communicate: agenda
setting in media and policy studies. Polit Commun. 2013;30(2):175–92.
4. McGinty EE, Webster DW, Jarlenski M, Barry CL. News media framing of
serious mental illness and gun violence in the United States, 1997–2012.
Am J Public Health. 2014;104(3):406–13.
5. Birkland TA, Lawrence RG. Media framing and policy change after Colum‑
bine. Am Behav Sci. 2009;52(10):1405–25.
6. Lawrence RG, Birkland TA. Guns, Hollywood, and school safety: defin‑
ing the school-shooting problem across public arenas. Soc Sci Q.
2004;85(5):1193–207.
7. Berman M, Sullivan K. Red flags. Warnings. Cries for help. How a system
built to stop the Parkland school shooter repeatedly broke down. Wash‑
ington Post. 2018 Feb 23 [cited 2021 May 26]; Available from: https://
www.washingtonpost.com/national/red-flags-warnings-cries-for-help-
how-a-system-built-to-stop-the-parkland-school-shooter-broke-down/
2018/02/23/3ccff52c-18d9-11e8-b681-2d4d462a1921_story.html
8. Pallin R, Aubel AJ, Knoepke CE, Pear VA, Wintemute GJ, Kravitz-Wirtz N.
News media coverage of extreme risk protection order policies surround‑
ing the Parkland shooting: a mixed-methods analysis. BMC Public Health.
2021;21(1):1986.
9. Campbell S, Yablon A, Mascia J. Red Flag Laws: Where the Bills Stand in
Each State. The Trace. 2018 [cited 2021 May 26]. Available from: https://
www.thetrace.org/2018/03/red-flag-laws-pending-bills-tracker-nra/
10. Fereday J, Muir-Cochrane E. Demonstrating rigor using thematic analysis:
a hybrid approach of inductive and deductive coding and theme devel‑
opment. Int J Qual Methods. 2006;5(1):80–92.
11. Benjamini Y, Hochberg Y. Controlling the false discovery rate: a practical
and powerful approach to multiple testing. J R Stat Soc Ser B Methodol.
1995;57(1):289–300.
12. Educational Fund to Stop Gun Violence, Alliance for Gun Responsibility,
Giffords. Extreme Risk Laws: A Toolkit for Developing Life-Saving Policy
in Your State. 2018 Aug. Available from: https://giffords.org/wp-content/
uploads/2018/08/Extreme-Risk-Laws-Toolkit.pdf

Page 9 of 9

13. Pallin R, Charbonneau A, Wintemute GJ, Kravitz-Wirtz N. California public
opinion on health professionals talking with patients about firearms.
Health Aff (Millwood). 2019;38(10):1744–51.
14. Kravitz-Wirtz N, Aubel AJ, Pallin R, Wintemute GJ. Public awareness of and
personal willingness to use California’s extreme risk protection order law
to prevent firearm-related harm. JAMA Health Forum. 2021;2(6):e210975.
15. Coalition to Stop Gun Violence. It’s Time to Retire the Term “Red Flag Law”.
Medium. 2019 [cited 2021 May 26]. Available from: https://csgv.medium.
com/its-time-to-retire-the-term-red-flag-law-89dbe2764d8
16. Pallin R, Siry B, Azrael D, Knoepke CE, Matlock DD, Clement A, et al. “Hey,
let me hold your guns for a while”: a qualitative study of messaging for
firearm suicide prevention. Behav Sci Law. 2019;37(3):259–69.
17. Polzer E, Brandspigel S, Kelly T, Betz M. ‘Gun shop projects’ for suicide
prevention in the USA: current state and future directions. Inj Prev.
2021;27(2):150–4.
18. Marino E, Wolsko C, Keys S, Wilcox H. Addressing the cultural challenges
of firearm restriction in suicide prevention: a test of public health mes‑
saging to protect those at risk. Arch Suicide Res. 2018;22(3):394–404.
19. Lankford A, Madfis E. Don’t name them, don’t show them, but report
everything else: a pragmatic proposal for denying mass killers the
attention they seek and deterring future offenders. Am Behav Sci.
2018;62(2):260–79.
20. Pane LM. Should media avoid naming the gunmen in mass shootings?
Associated Press. 2019 Mar 17 [cited 2021 May 26]; Available from:
https://www.ap.org/ap-in-the-news/2019/should-media-avoid-naming-
the-gunmen-in-mass-shootings
21. No Notoriety. NO NOTORIETY. [cited 2021 May 26]. Available from: https://
nonotoriety.com/
22. DeFoster R, Swalve N. Guns, culture or mental health? Framing mass
shootings as a public health crisis. Health Commun. 2018;33(10):1211–22.
23. FACT SHEET: Biden-Harris Administration Announces Initial Actions to
Address the Gun Violence Public Health Epidemic. The White House;
2021 [cited 2021 May 26]. Available from: https://www.whitehouse.gov/
briefi ng-room/statements-releases/2021/04/07/fact-sheet-biden-harris-
administration-announces-initial-actions-to-address-the-gun-violence-
public-health-epidemic/

Publisher’s Note

Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in pub‑
lished maps and institutional affiliations.

Ready to submit your research ? Choose BMC and benefit from:

• fast, convenient online submission
• thorough peer review by experienced researchers in your field
• rapid publication on acceptance
• support for research data, including large and complex data types
• gold Open Access which fosters wider collaboration and increased citations
• maximum visibility for your research: over 100M website views per year
At BMC, research is always in progress.
Learn more biomedcentral.com/submissions

