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This is the board of examiners report for Mr Alan Falzon’s M.Sc. thesis entitled “TerrorMine: 
Automatically Identify the Group behind a Terrorist Attack” following a viva examination by the 
members of the board of examiners who contributed to this report and agreed on an overall mark of 
78% 
 
 Introduction: The candidate sets the scene for the entire thesis as he introduces the reader to 

the necessary background and posing a compelling question, namely, “How can AI contribute to 
the efforts of counterterrorism through the automated identification of organisations behind 
terrorist attacks, including the discovery of new terrorist groups as well as forecasting their 
future activity”. The candidate declares this aim and four objectives while proposing a solutions 
and giving an outline of his work. 
 

 Background Literature Review: The candidate provides an in-depth and critical analysis of the 
related literature to terrorism identification showing knowledgeable information of the domain 
area.  He summarizes the main concepts of applications and tasks concerning each of his four 
objectives.  
 

 Methodology: This main chapter tackles both the methodology employed as well as the 
implementation as the candidate segments the stated objectives into different modules within 
the implementation giving rise to a pipeline which describes the process of the entire 
methodology. Furthermore, the datasets, tools, techniques, and experiments employed to 



achieve the outlined goals are presented while numerous sections describing the nature of the 
research, including scope, expectations and ethics. 
 

 Results & Discussion: The student presents a number of results related to different aspects but 
with specific reference to the individual four objectives set in the first chapter while giving an 
interesting unseen data result in each case. 
 

 Conclusion: This chapter brings the thesis to a completion with a good revisit to the aim and 
objectives while providing numerous limitations, future work possibilities and important 
conclusions.   
 

 Report Quality: The thesis is clear and well-written with very few typos, formatting issues and 
inconsistencies while citing a good number of references. Some minor corrections especially to 
Chapter 1 reorganisation are proposed as listed at the end of the report. 

 
 Final Comments: After considering all the materials presented together with the candidate’s 

viva performance and M.Sc. thesis defence, the board of examiners agreed on a final assessment 
of 78%  
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Corrections 
 
 

1. The abstract deserves more detail and information. It also reads as a work in progress and should 
shed more light into the techniques explored in this dissertation and a clear indication of the 
results achieved; 
 

2. The contributions should be clearly indicated in the introduction; 
 

3. Include a sample of the dataset employed; 
 

4. Captions for Figures 2.2 and 2.3 need to be updated to reflect that these are the work of the 
student; 
 

5. Decimal places in results need to be consistent. For example 0.593 to 0.99 in Section 2.2.2 on 
Page 26 have different decimal places; 
 

6. The student should justify the use of the AE as a generator in the GAN architecture and also 
refer to other types of generators in literature; 
 

7. In section 3.1.1.3, clarify that all the evaluation approach is based on Peng 2018; 
 

8. Cite some more relevant research papers authored by researchers who worked on a similar 
problem to provide a better context while comparing your own results.  
 Olabanjo, O. A., Aribisala, B. S., Mazzara, M., & Wusu, A. S. (2021). An ensemble 

machine learning model for the prediction of danger zones: Towards a global counter-
terrorism. Soft Computing Letters, 3, 100020.  

 Masood, M. A., & Abbasi, R. A. (2021). Using graph embedding and machine learning to 
identify rebels on twitter. Journal of Informetrics, 15(1), 101121.  

 Theodosiadou, O., Pantelidou, K., Bastas, N., Chatzakou, D., Tsikrika, T., Vrochidis, S., 
& Kompatsiaris, I. (2021). Change point detection in terrorism-related online content 
using deep learning derived indicators. Information, 12(7), 274. 

 
9. Pg 68 “The difference in scores is not too high”  what is meant by “not too high”? 
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