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This report describes the resufsthe first evaluation of a U.S. communitased CVE
Program.Along with the reported outcomesttached is the resulting suite of freébensed,
validatedmeasuremenhstruments to afford policy makers, CVE program administrators, and
CVE program evaluatorsommonmetrics by which they may judge the relative effectiveness of

various CVE programs.

Section I:  Understanding Barriers to Effective CVE -Relevant
Collaborations Between the Public and CVE -Relevant Service
Providers

There was consensus that peers might be those best positioned to notice early signs of
individuals considering acts @folent extremism.Experimental tests revealed fear of damaging
on e o srelgonghipsreduce ndi vi dual sé willingness to inte
peer gatekeepers seemed least willing to reach out to law enforcement (vs. other modes of
intervention). Nevertheless, when such fear was at its greatest, peer gatekeepers tended to be
most willingd despite their feafs to interveneAs an evidencéased recommendation, the
devel opment of 0 pe e rsprgdant. Skck teapmiegrhastherexentlyi ngo s ee
pioneered by the World Organization for Resource Development and Education (WORDE),
though it remains on a small scaBasedon the researctonducted for this stugguch training
seems worthy both of #fs c ailtyimaghermpnjcipalit|esad t est i n
Practical suggestions regar di n(geefserdPwhichgat ekee

have the advantage of being both evidednces e d, and i deol ogically fiag

Section |l : Understanding Community Awareness of Violent

Extremism Risk Factors
Community membexs including lay citizen, law enforcement, and member of the Faith
Community Working Grou@® were queried to obtain their native wisdom regarding prospective

A Commubnaisteyd, 6 in the context of the prdseantdo work, is d



violent extremism risk factorsGiven thepresent lack of actuarial means of predicting such risk,

lay assessments ought to be taken just as seriasisigy otherdndeed, there was reason to

believe that lay persons (e.g., pgatekeepers) might be best attuned to notice changes in their

peer& baseline behaviors. -mAmbemisnphatvieat peet sd
toward interventiod a bias supported yurdat&d wh en such gat askessmpnéesr s 6 |

prompt them to intervene, those assessments should be taken seriously.

Section Il : Understanding Changes in Behaviors, Attitudes,

Knowledge, and Relationships

Given the need for evidendmsed, locallyled, CVErelevant programming, a primary
guest i aamWARBE's pfograms effectR@We found that of all ofWO R D Eattwities,
their volunteerservice and multicultural programming had intengdeditiveeffects on 2 of 14
CVE-relevantoutcomesAdditionally, therewith no discernable unintended effeci® wit,
these resul ts ma kevicevdRbuEidisal programmmng tbesfirst
evidencebased CVEelevant programming in tHgnited States.

Given its evidencdased outcomespntinueddevelopment of itsolunteerservice and

multicultural programmingeems prudentSuchprogrammingseems worthy bothégf s c al i n g
up, 0 and testing its genWORDE &subdédtdining i n ot he
manual, and associated curricul um, of fer guid

Model 0 e IThe eutcbnee measures aneluded among the set of empiricathgrived,
validated measures: freely licensed, and available among the suite of measures available in

Appendix3

Section 1V: Understanding Recruitment and Retention

Gi ven WORDEOSsS dbasedauteotheape Vimdheryce@uesti on was f
recruitmentandteent i on t o WORDEOGs p rPogpectivenand curgentb e f o st
program participants disclosed reasons compelling, or preventing, their participation in volunteer

service or multiculturgbrogranming. Based on this data, we built an empiricallidated,

ACVWEel evant o encompasses programming that is not neces
intended to produce outcomes that are theoretically, and empirically, linked to factors (reportedenipeed
literature) associated withgemption of violent extremism.



theoretical moddhat accounted for (eonsiderable 77 % of t he variance 1in
commitment to such volunteer program activities (see Table 4; see Efjure

Based on that modeke recomrend thafpractitionergincluding program designers,
program managers, and policy maRestsouldconsider how they might:

a) Make a given CVE initiative more satisfying to participants,

b) Make it relatively more attractive than competing alternatives, and

c) Enhance participantsd personal i nvest me
Based on the aforementioned reasonsjef was developedntendedto enhanceecruitment
and retention of participasito locallyled, CVErelevant, volunteeservice or multicultural
programming (setnsert 3.

Section V: Key Measures and Their Reliability

We developed a suite of measure that can be used to assess any CVE program. Based on
the data collected for this study, exepected to deliver a total of at leasti423 CVE-relevant
surveyitems The final suite of CVE measurastually totaled 99 item&Ve employed these
measuref both the first and final phases of the project, yielding highly satisfactory indices of
their measurement reliabilityThat suite of measures is freely licensed, and available in
Appendix 3

That final suite of measuresirgended, and recommendes, a common set of measures
to be employedh additionto any measures designed to serve the idiosyncratic interest of local
primary intended userslThe measures can be employed as dependent/outcome variables and/or
statisticalcontrol variables.All such uses would promote cregeogram comparisons of their
outcomes and their associated effect sizes, and would heljidca field of CVE evaluation
practice whereby the results would increasingly be able to speak to the igabéitsl of its
findings

Thesuite of measures pertains to various types of psychological processes, motivations,
states, and social circumstancés such, they are a flexible measurement approach that
transcend types of C\(Eelevant programs and orgaations. Therefore, these measures can be

adapted readily to various types of CVE program evaluations.
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Throughout this reporeachsectioncome complete with the following threéements

,
@ Key Information Upfront ]
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( )

Method Notes

\ , J

( )
D

: Further Questions & Recommendations
\ J

Key Information Upfront in essence, the basic takeaway points of any particular section

Method Note§g how we did what we did, and/or particular methodological issues that future
research endeavors might note.

Further Questions & Recommendatidnas stated.
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Law enforcement and other investigators are not alone in asking questions about whether

vi ol ent pathway te vinlesektrendism could, realistically, be detected prior to their

commission of violenceSuchurgent questionalso arebeing asked bgitizens who wonder

what if anything they can do t@ngagehose within their social spheres who might be on a

path toward extremist violencdt is now generally accepted that violent extremism is
perpetrated by groups and individuals that are not dgnt@ntrolled, but cellulad if not
individuald in nature (Sageman, 2008Related, a the BostorMarathon bombinghighlighted,
socal |l ed Al one adolcfh) 0 zedonselrfr ori sts may

interests as terrorist groups bdsverseas.
There has been a lack of awarene

Lingering important questions emerge about whit
of what can and should be done

goes wrong such thdbmestic extremism is _ _
when an acquaintance, friend, or

allowed to incubate, and go undetected, to the
loved one appears to be on a pat

point where violence erupt<onsequently _ _
toward violent extremism

guestions arise about what can be done to counter J

violent exremism (hereafter CVE) in domestic contexts.

Contextual Overview
Community awarenessand gppropriate responses
There has beea lack of awareness of what can and should be done when an
acquaintance, friend, or loved one appears to be on a path tanl@rt extremisnm{Mirahmadi,

2010). Consequentlyit has been asserted thhis lack of basic awareness and information

pose



©

regarding appropriate responses to the warning sigraglmfalizationmpedes helseeking
behaviors (Mirahmadi, 2010). Such hsheking behaviors range from lamensity
interventionssuch as informal communication among family members, to modetatesity
interventions such as reaching out to social service professionals (e.g., psychologists and conflict
mediators), to highntensity actions such as notifying law enforcement.
Community partnerships

One of the barriers to the successful social integration epsphblaions including the
promotion oftheir help-seeking behaviors, is their relationshipr, more oftenappears to be
their lack of a relationsh@ with social services aor law enforcement agenciéd/eine et al.,
2009. This has been especially promindnt example, amon§omali refugee commungs in
the MinneapolisSt. Paul areand elsewhereand hadeen the focus of recent research by Ellis et
al. (2015 see alsWeine et al.2009. The responsibility for this lack of cooperative
partnershipgalls equally, if not more so, upon those agencies as itmesthe citizens they
serve. Therefore, i in the interests of those agencies to become kedterated on how to

surmounthosebarriess.

(w In the cantext of CVE, partop u b | i ¢ edgcationcshoaldidclude
\|
LB\ cultural competence, with respect to the diversity of citizens they serve. In the

case of their Muslim constituents, that cultural competence should inelui@ast) basic
understandings both of Islamic cultgrend especially those of local Muslim camnities

(Bhui, Hicks, Lashley, & Jones, 2012ashley, Hassan, & Maitra, 20)1%

SNeither I slam nor Muslims are mgmolaintdhiMu.s les(Bowsntoearandi,n ittt

2013)
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A portfolio approach

Thankfully, despite what one might assume from the evening news, terrorism remains a
relativelyrare occurrence (Black, 2004). Consequently, coungetsiolent extremism by
developing a singtfaceted CVEprogram with the hope, or expectation, that theopv e r b-i a |
in-ami | | i o n 6, whomdylt goiol ta @immit terrorism, ends up in that program and is
thereforé redirected from his/her violemiajectory is not a promising approdtinstead, from
a merely statistical perspective, a more effective approach to countering violent extremism is to
develop communities that are sensitized to the issumleint extremism, that are aware of a
spectum of appropriate actions to take in respongestprospective warning signand who
have healthy, cooperative tiesdafety network service providers (including, but not limited to
law enforcementjo whom they may seek appropriate intervention.

A CVE program that develops such a network of civically engagedaviske, remedy
aware citizens is exponentiallyeaterthan its program participants. Instead, its reach extends
throughout the entire social networks of each program participant. Emnsespecially powerful
approach given the finding that violent extremists tend to recruit from within circles of friends
and family (Della Porta, 1995, as cited in McCauley & Moskalenko, 2010; Sageman, 2004).
Conversely, family support for nonviolenceoise of the few known protective factors against
i ndi vi duenbagidg irerrossin (Morfiahar2012).

Potentially,a portfolio approach to CVE may be designed to address more than one
intervention typelong the prevention spectrum, as displaydéigure 1. Primary prevention

focuses on protectingeople from developing a givgmoblem. Interventions of the primary

4The following links to a relatively easy to follow primer on thiscadled low baseate problem, witten from a
CVE perspectivéattp://cveandhumint.blogspot.com/2014/03/theoretitatrsdayprediction.html

[@}


http://cveandhumint.blogspot.com/2014/03/theoretical-thursday-prediction.html
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type are broadly inclusive, and typically lamtensity, the wisdom of which is captured in the

adage, by Benj amiof Frraemnkelnitn,onfams Semmdagh a poun
prevention foases on halting progressafiven problemamong those for whom wang signs

have been identified. I nterventions of the s
i nt er v e n taiy praventiob encompasdibg remediationf a problem amonthose who

concretely manifest a given probleidm CVE contexts, this encompasses rehabilitation and

reintegration programs whereby recidivism is intended to be prev@sueetimesthese are

referred to as fAderadicalizationd progr ams)

Figurel Theprevention spectrum in CVE contexts

Protect people from Risk factors identified: Remediate concretely
developing the problem halt progress toward problem manifested problem.

Primary Secondary Tertiary

Prevention Prevention Prevention

Broadly inclusive Tailored interventions Rehabilitation &
interventions Reintegration
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Impact/Outcomes and Evaluation

Currently, there are several practical and theoretical components lacking for policy
makers and CVE practitioners to perform, or otherwise evaluate, domestic CVE progrest)s.
there is a lack of validated instrumentation for evaluating the outconseglofprograms.

Second, there is a lack of outcome evidence regarding effective CVE programing. Third, there
are no empirically based recommendations for how to recruit or maintain participants for such
programs. Finally, there is a lack of curriculund @araining manuals for local organizations
(ranging, for example, from law enforcement to NGOSs) to help them forge collaborative
relationships with their local communities, and to help them establiskhrEMizant service

provider networks. The present &uwation, and associated deliverables, addressed the
aforementioned needgSee Appendix 1 for a listing ofirent and anticipated presentations and
products stemming from the present project.

Consequentlythe attached validated instrumeaff®rd pdicy makers, and other CVE
programevaluators, metrics by which they may judge the relative effectiveness of various CVE
prograns. The outcome evaluatigives policy makers and practitioners evidefizased
insights regardi ng A whgaAdditooaly khepgresenevall@tibiE pr ogr a
offers evidencebased recommendations for how to recruit and maintain CVE program
participants: recommendations that mayapgplied, at least in principl¢o urtually any U.S.
communitybased CVE prograrfand plausibly, at least to some extent, to those of other
municipalities around the world)Finally, theaccompanying training materials and manual (see
World Organization for Resource Development and Educatigoress)developed both for
local govenment affiliates, and for local NGOs, offeygidance for building collaborative

relationships with locgbopulationsfo address CVE concernghis can assist practitionens
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engaging and collaboratingth their populationsboth in the domain of CVEand in broader
law enforcement contextd he investment in the presaesearchiepresents an economical
timely means for delivering mueteeded practical and theoretical guidance to policy makers

practitionersand researchers/evaluatatse.

Method Overview

Phase |

Employing a grounded theory approach, a mukithod evaluation design (emplogi
surveys and focus groups) was uted) understand recruitment and retenpaactices of
participants in anulti-faceted, U.S. communiigased, Muslimled CVErelevant programb)
identify the awtcomes of participation in that programgegploreand assessommunity
knowledge ofprospectiveisk factors associated witholent extremism and i ndi vi dual
inclinations in response to those fact@nsg d) identify barriers to individual hefgeking and
communitylaw enforcement collaboratis in a CVE context. Whamerge from this phase
was a set of working theorieslated to thee four subomponents
Phase II

Employing focus groups and agtilsurvey, a set dVE-relevant outcome measures
(survey instrumenjswere aveloped to measurguantifiably, each of the Phase |
subcomponentsPreliminary data on the reliability and construct dig§i of those measures also
wasobtained. Additioally, formalized curriculum (a training manual and other educational
material3 began developmemn¢garding a) awarenessmbspectiveaisk factors of radicalization
and civieminded responses to them, and b) trainingsédety network service providers

(includinglaw enforcementregarding ways to build effective collaborations with local
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communities (including Muslinmommunitie3.> Additionally, the CVE program administrators
were briefed on Phase | findings with respect to suggested practices toexgicamtmentand
retention of participants to their programs.
Phase Il
The mean outcomes of the program were tested to assess whether they reliably produced
the intended outcomes: CHiElevant outcomes, purported by program participants, derived
from the Phase | data collection. Additionallynploying a propensity score matching deggn
type of quasexperimental design) he CVE pr ogr anestéd bpaomparmgnes wer e
participant involvenent groups (i.e. those who haelver participateth the pogramsvs.those
who hagd. Employing timeseries analysis, hange i n attendance to the
during the period of this evaluation, also was tested. Furtherthersebf survey instruments
(piloted in Phase Il), were again testeith respect to theimeasuremeneliability. Those
instruments arencluded among the deliverables, along witha¢beiculunimanual eveloped
by WORDEO®Gs p,dangwith the attached evienbasedorief regardingsuggested
practices for enhanajnparticipant recruitment and retention of participants for community
basedCVE programs (See Appendix 1 for a listing ofirent and anticipated presentations and

products stemming from the present prgject

The World Organization for ResourceDevelopment and Education (WORDE) Portfolio
Approach to Countering Violent Extremism
WORDE is U.S. communitpased, Muslied organization whose CVE programing is

focused on creating and maintaining the very networks of civically engaged individualstevho

5 This curriculum, and associated training materiatse produced by WORDE during the course of this project,
and were not objects of the present evalwuation which f
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sensitized to issues wiolentextremism, and who have proactive, cooperative relationships with
| ocal soci al services and | aw enforcement age
approach to CVHEoes not consist of a single programt the followng interlocking set of three
types of programssée AppendiX2f or a di agram of the conceptual
portfolio approach to CVE).
Community Education. Whether the result of a severely dysfunctional home,
psychological iliness, or social @hation, it is important tbe able taletectearlysigns of
behaviorassociated witlviolentextremism. If communities are to contribute to such detection,
they must be both sensitized to such behavior and aware of a spectrum of appevaiiatde
avenuedo take in response to it. To that end, WORDE condegiglarcommunity education
programs at their International Cultural Center (ICC), in Montgomery County. Such
programming has included topics related to conflict resolution (entitled "Tramsfp Offense
into an Opportunity for Dialogue™), youth engagement (entitled "How 9/11 Has Affected Our
Youth"), and family support (entitled "Mercy, Compassion, and Love in Family Affairs").
Additionally, these series include town hall meetings featuiapgues with public officials on

issues affecting the communty.

Islamic Training for Law Enforcement, and Developing Communityi Law
Enforcement- Social Services CooperationDeveloping a CVEnformed public is only one
component of MWOR®dEdsdcgnpandnt eptails developing cooperative ties
between the public, social services, and law enforcement. To that end, VéQR@dEEher with

the Montgomery County Office of Community Parstdp® has developed network of social

5The present evaluation, which f ocusedvadonsppgamsdicci pant s
not evaluate the content of the community education programs
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workers, yoth-violence prevention specialists, psychologists (who specialize in trauma,

acculturation difficulties, and dysfunctional home dynamics), clergy, police, county
officials/employees, and community activists widrovide communityled interventions.

Togethe they form a refeal network to channel individuals wiaoe deemed atsk for violent

of fenses (including Al one wolfodo extdieasomes m and
case8 to refer matters to law enforcemer@onversely, through this netrk, local police are

able to refer those about whom they first become concerned to other service providers within the

network.

Volunteerism and Multi -Cultural Programming

Youth AgainstHunger The t hird component of WORDEOGs p
promotevolunteerismyouth civic engagement, crossce/crosseligion social integration, and
family relationship building. WORDEOGs fAYout h
created inrespae tothdJ.S.St at e Department 6s call to action
and has grown into a monthly program at WORDE
adults (includingamilies), from diverse faith and ethnic groups, to prepare and détweerfor
the homeless, in an atmospharended to fosteinclusivity andhonorvolunteercommunity
service. This program is certified to offer Student Service Learning (SSL) credits, and attracts a
broad range of area high school students who are egbgirearn suctolunteerisncredits to

graduate.

Multi -Cultural Programming An exampl e of WORDEOGs mul tic
theirf ust ARTO series. T h a togethar @ aylturalmdivierssgoupoft e nd e d

youth who collaborate to produce digital artistic works (e.g., short filmf)emes of social
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change As suchjustART is designed to be creatively empowerimgeractive and

collaborativefor such youth.

WORDEOGs Progr ams Amh Specgumt TheafoRrmentoeed WORDE

programs can be considered primary prevention. Howg&vérR D Ecdramunity elucation

programs also enter into the secondary/tailored intervention sphere, insofar as they promote the
early identification of potentiallatrisk individuals. Also, midway through the present

eval uationds dat a c olpkeegatekeapertrand@O RDBgr amnc hédo
iGl obal Citizenbs Forumo whereby it trained h
peers who nght be experiencing isolation, personal crisis, or bullying (including cyberbullying).

Such training is also within the sphere of secondary/tailored intervention, thdugglause it

was initiated midway thr oughoitwagnotmrcompoment e v al
of the present evaluationds research design.
of the present evaluatiof.he following figure (displayed largeand more elaboratelin

Appendix 2) depicts the aspectstioé concept al f r amewor k of WORDEG&s poc

CVE that were examined by the present evaluation
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Conceptual model of
WORDE's portfolio approach to CVE

/_\ (.The foci of the present evaluation.\

Community
Education

Ethnically/religiously
tolerant communities

Multi-ethnic/multi-religious
civic engagement

Reduced cross-cultural

Volunteer & tensions

Multicultural
programs

Broad network of
civically-engaged

Reduced social alienation citizens, with...

Sensitization to problem of

. ) ...cooperative ties to
violent extremism

law enforcement
and community
partners

Community - law enforcement
— social service partnerships.

Collaboration
building between
law enforcement &
community partners

Recruitment and Retention
In addition to a portfolio appraa to CVE, two pressing practiaasues remain: how to
recruit and retaincommunity participation in such programs. Related questions include how to
do so effectively not only for citizens in the general community, but for members of
ethnic/religious minorities, and youth/young adwtso might be socially isolated. tiger
gusstiors, related to maintaing participationincludethe linksb et ween an i ndi vi duze
program participatioand the desired C\(Eelevantoutcomes (i.e, wh a din Iécal GVEK s
programmin@). One of the highlights of theresent evaluatiowas the developmenof
empirically based ecommended practices for both recruitment and retention of Cdtgm

participants



19

Detailed Method Overview

Phase I: Grounded Theory Data Collection

Given that so little is empirically known regarding effective recruitment, programming,
and outcomes aflommunityled CVE programs, the firgthase of the evaluation involved
gathering data using a botteup (i.e., grounded theory) approach (Glaser, 1@3aser &
Strauss2012. The objectives of this phase foedson examining) recruitment and retention
of program participani®) outcomes relatedtoh ei r par ti ci pati onc)i n WOR
community awareness pfospectiveisk factorsof violent extremismandd) barriess to help
seeking in CVE contextsThe following sections detail the specific research questions related to
each of these Phase 1 objectivébe daa collection procedures totwo forms:focus groups
and online surveysFocus groups were intendexcapitalize on both a mixedethod approagh
and to employ a co#ffectivesupplementahpproach to generating theory and subsequent
survey instruments (Krueger, 1988; NassmMillan & Borders, 2002). This is especially
important when little is known aboutgven research topic @opulation (NassakcMillan &
Borders, 2002).

Understanding recruitment and retention. The functon of this Phase | component
was to understaniddividual motivations, and structural/logisticalkctors compelling vs.
preventing individuals from initially participating, and refezHy participatingVORDE 6 s
programs.

Research question$

l. Whatwerec o mmuni ty member s & vwa@reventirgthenons ¢ 0o mg

from initially participating, andrepat edl y parti ci pating, i n

7 Answered via surveys [with both participants and-pomr t i ci pants of WORDEOGsS progr ams
WORDE participants
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programs, and how do these differ along demographic dimensions (age, race,
ethnicity, religion, economic status)?
I. What werethe practical/logistic factors compelling. preventing individuals
from initially partidpating, andrepgae d Il 'y parti ci pating, 1in
and how didhese differ along demographic dimensions (age, race, ethnicity,
religion, economic status)?
II. What theoretical modelouldbe usedtoprediggar t i ci pant s6 commi t
participating in voluntaryCVE-relevantprograms?
Understanding changes in behaviors, attitudes, knowledge, and relationships.
Through this Phase | compongparticipants reported outcomist they attribute to their
participationiWORDEG6s pr ogr ams. Those changes includ
enhanced law enforcement/community service collaboration), attitudes (e.g., toward members of
out-group races/religions), knowledge (e.g.podspectivaisk facbrs ofviolent extremismy
and relationships (e.g., broadened or culturally diversified social networks). Naturally,
WORDEOGs programs are built uplealthyeQ/preleavantt i ons
outcomedor participants. However, was impatant to understand the spectrum of intended
and unintended program outcomes: as expressed or otherwise mayifesticipants
themselves. Additionally, it veaimportanto identify desirable outcomé&sown to patitipants
butthat mightnot currentlynoted byWO R D Epiogram managers.
Research question.
l. What wee the behavioral outcomes that participants attribiat¢heir

participationiWORDEG6s programs (e. g., i ncreased

8 Answered via surveys [with both participgiand nomp ar t i ci pants of WORDEGS progr ams
WORDE participarg
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decreased sense of social isolation, enhpagehological welbeing, enhanced
coping skillg?
I. How have these programs changam partici
members (i.e., those of different races, ethnicities, and religions)?
II. How have these programs i natrg@psed part.
cultures?
V. How have these programs affected (e.g.,
overall social networks and their connections tegroup members?
Understanding Community Awareness of Violent Extremism Risk Factors This
c 0 mp o n erposedva to pnderstand tHevel and nature of thewareness of community
members, law enforcement officers, and youth violence prevention spetiatisibout
prospectiveaisk factorsof radicalization to violencen addition tatheir natural inclinabns in
responses to them. During this phase, itwasimpadrtant sol i ci t parti ci pants
specific,asy et uni dentified warning signs they suspeée
radicalization to violencen other words, to find out whately know, and what they think they
know, about such prospective warning signs
Research questions.
l. What didlocal communitymembers, includingouth andMuslims regard as the

warning signs oviolent extremisia

9 Answered via a) surveys with local police officéngerfaith committee members, andmmunity members [both
participantsandnep ar t i ci pants of \WHREUE graupspithdogal palicesoffigers, anterfaith
committee members, aMlORDE participants
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Il. In what ways would community membeespond to acquaintances, friends, or
family members if they noticed them engaging in behaviors they coediatsk
factors ofviolent extremisrf

Understanding barriers to effective CVE-relevant collaborations The intent of this

component wa to undersnd psychological and practical/logistical barriers tteaid toprevent
CVE- relevanthelp-seeking behaviors. As previously alluded to, fedpking behaviors can
take many formsfor examplefrom family members speaking openly with one another, to
psychological counseling, to calling upon law enforcement or other coimtyraervices.
Furthermore, it walimportant to understand factors that inhibit such-sBegking from the
perspectives both of prospective hegekers and service providers.

Research gestion??

l. According to community members, what are the psychological and logistical
barriers that prevent their CVEelevanthelp-seeking behaviors including: a)
speaking openly with friends or family membershblping others seek
psychologicatounselng, andc) calling upon law enforcement or otl&YE-
relevantcommunity services?

Participants

Power analysis For statistical comparisons between two grofiyes, those who had vs.
had not participat ed,atleasBypariRipasirom gachgrgup @ mmi n g)
participants totalyvererequired for the sample. Thiatal was calculated assuming laegféect

sizes(f= . 4) , 80 % p(fau,&Erdfeldes Budhndd, & Lahd, 20090he final sample

10 Answered via a) surveys with local police officers, interfaith committee members, and community members [both
participantsandnep ar t i ci p a n tpsogranis], aMDORDcEOgBOUpPS with local police officers, interfaith
committee members, and WORIDETrticipants
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was comprised of 179 participants: 138w had participated i n WORDEG¢
who had not.Furthermore, there were an additioBdlfocus group respondents, whose data

contributed to the grounded theory developn{Bhtase I)and another 2fcusgroup

participantsvhose feedbackPhase Ilhelped taefine the items featured on the final (Phase 1l1)

survey.

WORDE program participants & prospective WORDE participants. Theabove 179
participantsverecomprised of youth and adults in Montgomery County, Marylarb fdl in
one oftwo categories. The first category svteomprised of those whwdattenaéd any one of
WO R D Epgsograms. The second category was comprised of those wimebadparticipated
in any of WORDEOGs progr ams.

Montgomery County Police Officers In addition to the aforementioned 179
participants, tese participantwerecomprised o6 law enforcement officers who received
Islamic culural training,provided by WORDE, as sanctioned by the Mpmhery County Chief
of Police. Surveys to this subsample includaquestion askingespondents if they haaler
received trainingultural trainingfrom WORDE to verify whether they were qualified to
answer the questions pertaining t@©WR D Etfaisings Furthermore, officers were asked to
indicatehow long agdappioximately, in months) their most recent training with WORIel
occurred.

Montgomery County Office of Community Partnerships Also, in addition to the
aforementioned 179hese participantwerecomprised o838 members of th&aith Community
Working Group, which is a subgroup of the Montgomery County Office of Community
PartnershipsThatworking groupis canprised ofgang/youth violencerpvention specialists,

andlocal ambassadors of several fdithsed organizations. Together, they form a referral
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network/intervention model such that fallhsed organizations may refer youiblieved to be
atrisk of committing violence, to violence prevention @pésts. Addationally, youthalready
working with the violence prevention specialists, may be referred by those specialists to faith
based partners of the same religious background as the youth.
Participant recruitment

WORDE program participants. As mentioned, tharkt category of participantgas
recruited from WOR Bpedfisallyethrdughout thepnthggor ta each of
the threedata colletion periods, program stadinnouncd to program attendees the opportunity
to partake in a survey and/or tecgroup, about thepics germane to the studinterested
participants wre asked by program staff to fill out a brief pgereemg questionnaire that asked
them to provide their name, age, race, religion, approximate regularity of attendance\adrthe gi
WORDE event, phone numbers, and email address (if available), so that they may be contacted
for invitation to participate in aurvey or focus group.

From the list of interested participantssteatified random sample waslected to ensure
data coléction across demographic categories, indgdiampling across those who wezgular
program attendees vs. iimefseguedl sat tsplectle e € i PR
into more than one of the thrdata collection pericispread througlut the first 12nonths of
the project. Approximately 4- 8 participantsvereselecteqspanningto the extent possiblthe
demographic categories) to particpat any given focugroupsession. The remaining
randomly selected participants werwited to participate in #nsurvey componentdrior to
participating in the data collection, all participants were prowdéd information sheets that
remind them of the studyoés werargoureddéo.submiMi nor s s

Institutiond Review Board IRB)-approved documentation to verify both parental consent and
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their own assent (to affirm their wish to participate). Participants selected for the focus groups
werecontactedby email and phone) by a membefO R D Esbaff, or by a member of the
research teanto coordinatescheduling fothe focus group Participants selected for the online
survey were contacted via email, in which they were provided with a link that could be used to
complete the survey only oncendaby only one IP address.

Prospective WORDE participants

Interfaith partners WORDE maintains close professional relationships with dozens of
interfaith partners in Magomery County, MD Throughthose relationships, WORDE
requestdof those partnerthat they announcemong their constituentie opportunity to
participate in the aforementionedline survey. Specifically, prospective survey participants
wereinformed thatths t udy 6 s pur pose

List-servesWORDE programs werannounced monthly vgublic school listserves in
Montgomery County, including list serves for every public high school, and Montgomery
College. Through those liserves, prgsective survey participants werdormed of the
opportunity to participate in thanline surveyor focus groups Additionally, theywereinformed
thatthest udy6s purpose

Electronic bulletin boardsWORDE programs werpostel mont hl 'y via ACr ai
fGoogl ed gfroocrupMont gomanygy Goaubhhe | CCOs Facebook
announcemerthat wa delivered through the aforementioned interfaith partners argkhes
wasposted on these electronic bulletin boards.

Montgomery County Police OfficersThe Montgomery County Chief of Police
informed mlice officersthat their department wa@artnering with WORDE and the present

research team to conduct surveys and focus groups. Specificallyweahsinformeda) of the
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studyds purpose, b ) voturitaayt cthatthe Chief wowdrremaic i pat i on
unaware of who optei (vs. ou) of participating, and)dhat their data will not be personally
identifiable.

Interested participants alseereasked if they wistdto participate in a focus group
rather than participate in the survey component of the study. Of those wheedthein
willingness to participate in the focus grougpproximate 4 wereselected that represent the
greatest diversity gbb descriptions A random sample of all other interestéticerswas
invited to participate in the survey component of the studys recruitment procedureas
repeated for each of twasta collection periods thatccured with this subsamplaroughout the
first 12 months of the project.

Montgomery County Office of Community Partnership§he members of tHeaith
Community Working Group (FCWG) weneformed by the president of WORDE (whaocis:
chairof that committee), that Office of Community Partnershvps partnering with WORDE
and the present research team to conduct surveys and focus groups. Abditi@aklere
informeda) of the purpose of this component of the stugthat their participation was
voluntary, c) that the research team wortdtact them via email to inquire alidbeir
willingness to participate]) that theresearch team would hdisclose who optenh (vs. out) of
participating, ane) that their data wouldot be personally identifiable.

Phase | Data Collection Modes

Extant and ongoing WORDE participation data For each of itprograms/events,

WORDE collectegarticipant data.That data includethe following: total attendance at a given

event,andhow the participants leardef a given event.
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Phase | survey and focus group prompts focurrent WORDE program participants.
This survey and related focus grewoveredthe range of research questions described above.
The focus groupsoverdsubstantively the same material as the surveys.

Phase | survey forprospectivaVORDE program participants. This surveycoveed
the range of research questions described alvatiethe exception of questions pertinent to
what WORDE/ICC events respondents have attended).

Phase | survey and focus group prompts for Montgomery County PoliceThis
survey and related focus groapcoveredhe research questiondriderstandingcommunity
Awareness of Violent Extremism Risk Factbrend 'Understanding barriers to effective CVE
relevant collaborationsdescribed aboveThe focus groupsoveredsubstantively the same
material as the surveys.

Phase | survey and focus grouprompts for Montgomery County Office of
Community Partnerships. This surveyand related focus grospcoveredthe research
guestions 'Understanding Community Awareness of Violent Extremism Risk Fattord
"Understanding barriers to effective CY&evant collaboration$ described aboveThe focus
groupscoverdsubstantively the same material as the surveys.

Procedure

Survey administration for both WORDE program participants and prospective WORDE
participants

This surveywasadministered by th@ualtrics online survey webserver. The first screen
presentegp ar t i ci pants with t hBEelpmgaurkamiies and frientlse o f t h
helping ourselves: Creating safer and more supportive communigies The dlsor st scr e

presentehremh der / over vi ew of t he s twerdinfodnmsed thabtpey c s .
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wouldreceive the payment automatically (the gift code sent by the survey softwaatbe end
of the survey, but that they retashthe right to answer as many/few survegnms as they wisd
Additionally, for minors who were sent the survélye first screemmsked thento affirm
their wish to continue by rmdre,tbhefirstsgeen rageirediac ont i
parent of the minor to indicate both readshe u d y 6 s armlthat they corsented to the
mi n qoarticipation. Nextparticipantsadvanced, at will, throughthe survey and were
presented with a Athank .youd message upon its
Survey administration for police and Montgomery Co. Officeof Community Partnerships
Surveys for these organizatioalso wereadministerednline. Participantsvere
reminded of the purpose tife study, that their data wouhdbt be personally identifiable, and
that they retain the right to answer as many/few survey items as they wish.
Inattentive responding check All online surveys employed aiem measure (items
interspersed throughout a given survey) designed to assess whether participants atteeded to t
surveyo6s written instructions (nasi&Rmgeeedi ng t
2014; see Appendid for item wording). This practicavasin keeping with findings of empirical
research that inattentive respondents provide data of pooldy gsiAficient to obscure tests
based upon the generalized linear model (i.e., regression based statistical analyses, such as
employed by the present projgancluding the effects of experimental manipulations (Maniaci
& Rogge, 2014). This is congruenith other research that finds, when participants fail to
follow instructions, noise in the data tends to increase, and the validity of the data tends to

decrease (Oppenheimer, Meyvis, & Davidenko, 2009).
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Method Note : Arguably, the inclusion of an inattentive responding check should be
considered not only recommended practice, but virtually essential. To do othesvadarn a

blind eye to assessing the basic quality of p

Focus groups
Locations. Focus groupsvereconducted at locations familiar to participants, to increase
their level of comfort, and minimize the inconvenience of convening at unknown locations
(Simon, 1999). In the case of WORDE program participants, that locedistie ICC. In the
case of law enforcement officers, that locatiasthe Montgomery County Department of
Police. In the case dofrom theMontgomery Co. Office of Community Partnershigfsose
locations included a meeting room annexed to a local Unitarian chuticl ECC.
Format. All focus groupswere jointly facilitated by one or more members of the
research team, all of whom wergghly trained in focus group facilitaiotdVORDEG6s pr ogr am
staff did not participate in these focus groups, to avoid the patysibdt their presence might
affect participants6é disclosures.
Upon arriving at the focus group meeting, participavege informed both in writing, and
verbally,that they may withdrawtany time and still receive amyomised monetary
compensation. Additionally, theyere providedassurances that the focus groups would be
conducted using first names only. After making introductions, facilitators encdurage
participdion by asserting thattherewarteo fir i ght 0 or fiwromghyy r espons

information sought pertainedo t hei r own opinions and experi el
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Rubin, 1995). Next, the focus group questiaeseposed to the grogn a strategic sequence:
from the relatvely general, to those that are more specific (Simon, 1999). Additionallyywesare
taken to ask opeanded questions (whenever feasible), and to ask all questions in an order
thought to minimize the influence of order effects (i.e., the effect of equlestions influencing
participants6 responses to | atter questions;
groups, participantweredebriefed, paidif applicable) and thanked. Subsequently, the focus
group audio recordingseretranscrited for analysis.
Phase | Data Analysis

Following a grounded theory methodology, the research teand tbeeurveys and
focus group transcripts using opemjal, and selective codingmploying a constardomparison
approach (Glaser, 1965). Specificaliuring open coding a basic coding systeasderived to
tag basic elements of what participants seem to have expressed. Then, duringlisngatloase
specific codes weneconsidered to form general concepts and themes. Next, during selective
coding those general concepts and themiese considered to derive working theories to explain
thosephenomena. The essence of the constamparison approach is to code a given piece of
data with previous data in mind, allowing new codes and theory to iedi@érsofar as previous
codes and the thecig-progress are unable to account for new data (Lichtman, 2013). The
research tearmonferedprior to, and aftereach phase of the coding to establish uniformity of
the coding process.

Whatemerge was avorking theory regardinghe recruitment and retention mfogram
participants.Additionally, a set of outcome measures was derived, based upon thee(@vEnt
behaviors, attitudes, knowledge, and social netwbrksat parti ci pants attrib

programmingyesulting from their involvement in domestic CVE programmigird,



31

community awareness prospectiveisk factorsof radicalization to violencevere assessed for
any novel/heretoforenidentified factors Fourth two theoretical extensiortd the bystander
intervention model@arley & Latané 1968 were developed (and subsequently tested,
experimentally) to understand i ndidvinclddingl sé r e
their willingness to rezh out to local law enforcement aather safety network service
provider s. This component also explored indi
intervening with their peers, in CVE contexts.
Phase I1Overview

Based on the interim findings and working theories derived from Phtseé
overarching activitietookp | a c e . First, findings from Phase
administrativestaff, with respect to suggested practices to enhaucaitmentand retention of
participants to their program&econd, WORDBbegan development of ifsrmalized
curriculumand associated training manudhird, the research teadevelogd, and piloted,
program outcome measureasifvey instrumenjgo be employed in Phase llI: designed to
answer tle evaluation research questipand to test the working theories developed in Phase I.
Development ofWO R D E fdrsnalized curriculum

Basedin part upon both their previous trainirgirriculumand Phase | interim findings,
WORDEbegan formalizingheir curriculum and associated manuale g a r Developingan
Communityded Approachto CounteringViolentE x t r e nWosdr®égan{zation for Resource
Development and Educatipp016. Those materials addresdsthmic cultural training,
including recommendains on how organizations maffectively engagand collaborate with

local Muslim communitiesThesecurriculaconsise d o f a tr,aulthmediad s manual
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presentations.e.,Power Poi nt pr esent -&bimeaaidls, Thetmathing r ai n e €
manual underwent two roundsiafernal peerreview (that included the research team).
Development of measurement instruments

The research teadevelo®d a set of outcome measures,use in Phase lll, using two
iterative methods: focus groups and pilot testing.

Focus groups In thedevelopment ofurvey items, the research team coneldfdur
additionalfocus groups, with participants sampled using the same method described in Phase |I.
Prior to conducting those focgsoups, the research team assenhplespectivatems to test the
working theories developed in Phase I. During those focus groups, survewiesposed to
participants to gauge a) teegtent to which they understogdms as intended, b) whether the
items and proposed ssbales made intuitive sengothem (face validity)c) the extent to which
the scope of itemsoveredthe range of research questions/theoretical constructs (content
validity), and d) consensus that the measures likely tap what is intended (construct validity).

Pilot testing measuwement instruments. Based upon feedback from the focus groups,
thesurvey instrumentaerepilot tested on both current and prospecW@RDE participants,
using the same recruitment, administration, and payment methods described in Hhase I.
response to the pilot surveyweresubjected to reliability analysis to dex a metricof their
reliability (Cr o n b a ¢ h Additianally facior analysigras conducted to verify that the
scales resulted in the number and kind of expected factbis affadeda preliminary
opportunity to validate those instruments empirically.

Phase Ill: Measurement Validation and Statistical Tests
The finalphase of the evaluation entailegasurement of program outcomes gghe

new sets of theoreticalgerivedinstruments that were ddeped in Phase Il. This afford¢le
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secondpportunity to validate those instruments engailly. Additionally, it affordedhe
opportunity to measurany changes in attendareée  WORDEOGS vari ous progr a
Measurement reliability

To administer the survey measures previously piloted in Phase Il, the same sampling,
recruitment, and survey administration, and procedures described in Phase | (used to survey both
current and prospective WORDE program participantsee mp | oy e d . Participar
to those measuregeresubjected to reliability analysis to derive a metric of their reliability
( Cr o n b a c.hAdditionally, phayaere agairfactoranalyzed to assess whether the
expected number and kind of constiswerecaptured by theneasuresThefinal suite of
survey measuresas expected to total at ledst1 83 items (Anderson & Rubin, 1956; Velicer,
& Fava, 1998).Indeed, the final suite of attached, freely licensed survey measures totaled 99
items.
Statistical tests

Recruitment. Recalling that WORDE collects participant data at each of its events,
including total aendance, the unit of analysimseach eventand theyweresubmitted to time
series anlgsis to test whethgsrogram attendanashange (hopefully, increased) throughout 18
months of the present project

WORDE program outcomes The mean outcomes of the program were tested to assess
whether they reliably produced the intended outcomes: thet@ékant outcomes, purported by
program péicipants, derived from the Phase | data collection. Additionalgntalyze the
out comes of WO R®&MESHS to the abgve sunwvey instrumeveseanalyzed via
multinomial propensity score analy$ustin, 2011). Specifically, resultgere analyzed

betweenwo groups: those to had participated in WORDE's voluntesgrvice or multicultural
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programmingvs. those whdad participated in such programs, but never with WORDE
Participants in each of those growpsreequated (i.e statisticallymatched) with respect to
factors (e.g., age, race, religion, level of education) that might reasondisno¥ their scores

on the outcomeneasures but that could not have been caused by group membership (Austin,
2011). What emerged wereompelling answers regarding the abowsasured outcomes, as
attributableto partcipation iInWO R D Evdlgnteerservice or multicultural programmingpll

tests were controlled for alpha slippage (i.e., type | error) based on the numbenageair

compaisons conducted (i.e., the Bonferroni correcfion



Key Information Upfront:

@ Phase | yielded a firstver empiricallyderived theory to explain why individsalould
vs. would not intervene witthosewho might be on a path toward violent extremism (see

Insert J.

@ The final phase yielded experimental data in support of the above theory.

d Practical suggestionsregardiigp e er gat ekeeping, 0 initiative
the advantage of being both evidefca s ed, and i deol ogically fna

The intent of thisomponent was to understapslychological and practical/logistical
barriers that prevent C\(Eelevanthelp-seeking behaviors. As previously alluded to, help
seeking behaviors can take many forms: from family members speaking openly with one
another, to psychological counseling, to calling upon law enforcement or other community
services. Furthermord,wasimportant to understand factors that inhibit such {sepking from
the perspectives both of prospective kedgkers andafety networlservice providers.
Research questions

l. According to community members, what are the psychological and logistic#rs

that prevent their CVEelevanthelp-seeking behaviors including: a) speaking openly

I Answered via a) surveys with local police officers, interfaith committee members, and community members [both
participantsandnep ar t i ci pants of WORDE&6s programs], and b) focu
committee members, and WORIE&Licipants.
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with friends or family members, elping others segbsychologicaktounselng, and

c) calling upon law enforcement or otH@YE-relevantcommunity services?
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THEORY OF VICARIOUS HELP-SEEKING (TVHS): WHAT IS IT ?

Phase | yielded a firsgtverempirically-derived theory to explain why individsalould
or would not intervene witlthosewho might be ora path toward violent extremisnThe project
team publishethe results of Phase 1 in an article tifleth@ Critical Role of Friends in
Networks forCounteringViolent Extremism: Towards &heoryof VicariousHelp-Seeking i
Behavioral Sciences of Terrorism and Political Aggres$iiii5) An in-depthdiscussion b
that theory (the Theory of Vicarious Hefjeeking) can be found in that article, which has been
reproduced, by permission, as Insert 1 $).

In brief, we found evidence that those best positioned to notice early signs of individuals
consiering acts of violent extremism might be t
school counsellors, clergy, or family members. Furthermore, participants indicated that the
predominant reason under !l yi ng Breledantserwce al so6 r e
providers was fear of the potential repercussions for such actions. Additionally, that fear
generalized not only to a reluctance to reach out to law enforcement agencies, but also to others
within prospective CVEelevant networks (i.ereligious officials, or family members).

The dataalsorevealed two extensions to the bystander intervention model (Darley and
Latané, 1968), necessary for it to be applied more accurately, and usefully, woGidkts.
Specifically, individual sd reluctance to diss
committing violence appeared to be moderated by their level of fear that doing so might damage
their relationships with them. Furthermore, there waseviderfteat | ndi vi dual s | €
personal identification with friends or family members might reduce both their willingness to

intervene, and their ability to recognize violent extremism in the making.
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Amongthe advantages of pegatekeeping as a CVielevant initiative,in addition to its
basis in both theory and empiricadagnagditai,c.i & t
other words, it is a means of countering virtually any type violent extremism: limited only to the
extent of the ideologies circulating among a given social network of peers who care about one
anot he-being. wel |

As suggested in the previous insémgugh empirically derivedlVHS warranted further
exploratior® via experimental methodsto assess both its predictive validity and to cast doubt
on the presence of any confounding variables. To thawexidcorporated two experimental
components suclnat participants were randomly assigned to one of two conditions for each of
thetwo following vignettes relative to bystander interventiocarious helpseeking.
Vignette 1

Il n both conditi ons, Rbeaseimagne gndlegdl sbbtwrenofe | nst
your peers might do, that coudehd up injuring other peopl@/Vhen you have that illegattin
mi nd, pl eag3oe cNeixctk, Opnaerxtti.c6 pants were randomly
to vary the extent to which they care about thalmtionship to a person in need of help, by
readi ng t hMowfpledse tionk of a gelationship you have with a friend where you
care Condition 1 a IContitom2fionl y a | i ttl eo] about that re
t hat relationshi p i Whismanipdationwadsaiereded toovhry theKirsti n e x t
factor posited by th&VHS, as depicted in Figure 8

Then, par ti ci p aow, i§yowmcan imaginerttattthe pecsoneyal hdve in
mind was planning to do the illegal act that you have in mifiglou tried to get that person to
speak to a counselor about doing that thing, how would you feel about whether doing so might

harm your relationspiwith that person® Re s ponpsoeisnt( osnc aal /) ranged f
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unafravedoytafraid. o Answers to this question
by theTVHS, as depicted in Figui&
The next quest i dowlikedyks & that ypawould try toged that s i
person to speak to a counselor about doing that thixggin, responses (on apbint scale),
ranged f rlkelyoniVeelikeyum Answers to this questi ol

second effect positdaly the TVHS (likelihood of intervention), as depicted in Fig8ire

Figure8 I nt ent to i ntervene, as moderated by <care
with a prospective helpecipient.

i Fear of harm to
Clarlng about _ +r relationship -r :
one's re!anonsf_]rp »  expected to - Irjtentlon to
ton‘éh:;-j p;?rsgln ln rasiil from intervene
P intervening

*as distinct from caring abotit h e p e r $eng pesse.we | |

Method Note : The framing of the above (and the following) vignette, in terms of
illegal, potentially injurious behavior in general vs. violent extremism begs the question whether
the ensuing results can explain whglividuals would, omwould not intervene with those who
might be on a path toward violent extremispecifically. In the research design phase, the
research teamonsideredraming the vignettes specifically to violent extremism, but beliéved
given thevery low base rates of such extremésithat such scenarios would be relativBly -a r

f et c h eadticipahtdm imaginewith respect to their peers. If dbe "transportability” of the
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vignettes would be weak, as welladivation of the intended psydbgical processe&reen,
2004). Naturally the underlying psychological processes were of paramount importance for
these experimental proof-principle tests related to vicarious helpeking.
I —
Vignette 2
As descriled in the previousinsert t he TVHS al so posits that |
personal identification with prospective beneficiaries will decrease both their recognition of a
potential threat (perpetrated by the beneficiary), and their willingness to intervene (as depicted in
Figure9). To test these factors, participants were instruétdelor t hi s questi on,
mind the previous illegal act, that one of your peers might do, that could end up injuring other
peopl e. (When you have that . NMektlpartgipantsveecet I n m
randomly assigned to one of the two following conditions, to vary the extent to which they
identified with the peer they held in mind, by reading the following.
fiNow, please think of a friend whom you feel@opdition il i ke an extensi Ol
yourself]; [Condition2i n ot lde an | extiens iForexammple, whenur s el f ¢
they succeed at somethinGdndition1i i t r e f | e ©]if[Gonditienl2l 0 ioth y o u
doesndét reflect on you, @aheful Cokdidiomilisiet, rief Itehcet
poorly on yow]; [Condition2 60i t doesndt reflect on you, 0]
in mind, please click fAnext. 0)
The vignette continued, fANow, imagine that
somethingthathined t hey might be planning to do the i
Participants were asked, fiHow confident would

to speak to a counselor about doingdtotesat t hi n
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the third effect posited by theVHS( i ndi vi dual s6 recognition of a
depicted in Figur®. Participants also were asked AHow
person to speak to a counselor about doingtthatt ng? 6 Answer s to this qu
to test the fourth/final effect posited by the TVHS (likelihood of interventionjepgcted in

Figure.

Figure9 Intentto intervene, and recognition of the problem, as a negatively correlated function
of O6agsad eiketegper 6 1 dent i f trecigiénis (inma stignatized pr os pect
domain).

{ Recognition of problem

Identification with person
in need of help (in a
stigmatized domain)

Recognition of problem

Results of Vignette 1
The first component of the TVHS As predicted, the first effect was statistically
significantF (1, 176) = 4.31p < .05 (.04, using robust estimationf,= .03 as depicted in
FigurelO: whichindicatedthat ndi vi dual sé fear of damaging t he
help-recipient increased relative to how much individuals cared about that relationship. Though
this effect was significant by conventional standards, it should be interpreted cautiously given

that the overalévaluation project tested a relatively large number of effects.
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Method Note : In principle, the greater the number of tests dteater the
likelihood that any one of them might have occurred by chanee gd | ed fnAal pha sl ip
Therefore, among the appropriate methods for mitigating the likelihood of such false positives is
to set a more stringent threshold for effects tolrebefore they could be deemed significant.
To increase the confidence one may have in th
overall tests, that threshold was set at .01 (a threshold/confidence level five times more stringent
than conventioally employed; ase al | ed @ Bonf . Themefore, givemthics ct i ono
more stringent threshold, the firsteffstiouldb e consi dered fimarginally

warrants further experimental testing to verify it.

FigurelO In d i v i ltkelifrobdfintervening, based on théar of damaging their
relationshipto a prospective helpecipient.

5.1

5

9

0

Mean level of fear
I NN N
N

Care only a little Care a lot

p =.039 (.04by robust estimation)This effectshouldb e consi dered dAmar gi nal
based on the Bonferrecuobrrected alpha threshold of .01 set for the presesiuation

21n honor ofCarlo Emilio Bonferron https://fen.wikipedia.org/wiki/Carlo_Emilio_Bonferroni
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Thesecondcomponentofthe TVHS I ni ti ally, the second effe
i nt er v élowdikely is ¢ that youiwould try to get that persorsfeak to a counsef®ro |,
based on their level déar of damaging their relationship to a prospective-hetipien)
appeared statistically insignificakRt= .72 (1, 176),p = .40. However, it seemed theoretically
plausible, that the dependent varidgblehether one woultry to get that person to speak to a
counselo® might depend upon the severity fear in a-inear manner. In short, it seemed
plausible that individuals who feel either a relatively low or high amount of fear might both be
relativelywil i ng to i ntervene. Those who care | itt]l
and those with a great amount of fear might feel that way because they might perceive the threat
as especially problematic/imminent. In this latter situation, indivglomaght be willing to
intervenedespitetheir fear: to prevent their peer from going down an unhealthy path and/or to
avert violence. |l f so, one would expect a gr
called curvilinear or quadratic effect)ndeed, this is precisely what the data revealed, as

depicted in Figurd 1, F (1, 175) = 8.28 (< .01),¢? = .07.
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Figurell. The curvilinear ef f ec tthewwillingnessiointerdeneal s 6

7.9

6.9

2.5

Mean likelihood to get person to a councelor based on fear
=)

4.5
Very unafraid Unafraid Somewhat Neither Somewhat Afraid Very afraid
unafraid  unafraid nor afraid
afraid
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Prospective gatekeepéreven those who are especially afraid of harming their

relationships with prospective beneficiadeseem willing to intervene in CVE contex

Given that thiseffect was not predicted in the original TVHS, it warrants further
replication to assess its reliability. Nevertheless, it was posited prior to its statistical test; thus, it
was not hypothesized after the results were kntwhhis effect issncouragingnews for the
prospect of bystander intervention in CVE contexts: the import of which can scarcely be
overstated. It means that prospective gateke@paren those who are especially afraid of
harming their relationships with prospective beneficidrissemwilling to intervene in CVE
contexts. Indeed, as depictedHigurell, such feaistricken peers appear to be the most likely
individuals of all to intervene. Such a finding bodes well for the success of gatekeeper
interventon programs, as called forihe previousinserg nd as spearheaded by

Gl obal Citizenbdbs For um.

Results ofVignette 2

The third component of the TVHS Contrary to predictionghe third effect
individual s6 recogni t,ibasedomtheir lavelpfpersomakt i a | vi ol e
identification with a prospective hehecipient, as depicted in Figudgwas statistically

insignificant,F (1, 176) =2.68 p = .10. Thoughtheoretically supportedy qualitative data from

13 Hypothesizing after the results are kndwvo r i H A R3Kis nt@ckeeping with the scientific method, except
for exploratory purpose&eérr, 1998.



46

Phase |thiseffectshould be sulect to conceptuakeplicationto judge more definitively whether
it is genuine or spurioudn light of these quantitative data, tkiemponent of th& VHS should
be rejected Alternatively, perhaps it requires modificatimnaccount for sme asyet
unidentified moderating/mediating variable(s)

Results of the fourth (and final) component of the TVHS Also contrary to
predictionst he f ourth/ final effect of the TVHS
would try to get that psedepctedinRgore alsowaa k t o
insignificantF (1, 176) = 1.58p = .21 However, this insignificande if not due either to
measurement error or confounding variadlés potentially good news for the prospect of

success of gatekeeper interventions. I n

(I'nt
a co
shor

prospective beneficiary, tgkeepers seem similarly willing to try to get that person to speak to a

counselor.

TVHS INTERVENTIONS

Given the encouraging effects abdvehat gatekeepers seem willing to intervene

despite their fears, and (perhaps) regardless of their level of peidentification with their

peer$ it begs the question: what kind of interventions are they most inclined to perform? This

is important because CVielevant gatekeeper training would likely be most effective if it

capitalizes upon such natural inclinai$o helping people to do what they are already inclined to

do (Thaler & Sunstein2008.

Recall that, in Phase I, participants were asked what they would do in response to a

friend or loved one who might be considering an act of violence. Thepenses were distilled
into the following six statements:

1) 1 would ask them what they're thinking.
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2) | would give them advice.

3) | would talk to another friend or family member, about what to do.

4) | would talk to someone | trust, outside of my friendsfandly (e.qg., a religious official,

or a counselor) about what to do.
5) I would try to get my friend to talk to a counselor.
6) | would alert the police.
As such, the above are a concise, empirieddlsived sebf gatekeepeinclinations. In

the final phasasurvey after indicating which kinds of the aforementioned six interventions they
would be willing to performwith a peer whom they believed might dmnsidering an act of
violence)patrticipants were askel P| e a s e ria&)tHe[follotving respaise options,
from the previous question, to indiceahg.@hich

Those results are displayed in Figag

Figurel2 Levelsof seltreported endorsements, by prospective gatekeepers, regarding their
natural inclinations toward intervening with their peers in a CVE context.
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2.5

0.5

| would ask them | would give them | would talk to I'would talk to 1 would try to get my | would contact the
what they're advice, if that another friend or ~ someone | trust, friend to talk to a police
thinking person was family member outside of my counselor
becoming about whatto do  friends and family
sympathetic with (e.g., a religious
others who commit official, or a
vioclence counselor), about
what to do

Note:Lower numbersepresent lower likelihoad

Results Regarding Peer.sBeforédrawieag hastymcdnglugsions | n c |
about Figurdl26 s di spl ay of the | ikelihood of the var
assess the extent they statistically difigfiljams, in pres$. In short, visual differences are not
necessarily signifiantly different from one anothéhflliams, in pres$. Nevertheless,
compared to the averagéall responses, the first twotervention types indeed differed
significantly an@ as sucBh were those that participants reportedst likelyp e r f or m: Al wo
ask what theyodre thinking,=¢l, 188 d634AFPH<.00pandFd gi v e
=33.60 (1, 178) p < .01) respectively. Furthermore, these two responses were statistically
equivalent with respect to their likelihodél= (1, 178) = 1.40p = .24. These two mosikely
intervention types could be called Adirect en

such intervention types seem somewhat surprising, given that they entail communicating with a
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peer directly about a troublingensitivestigmatized issue [ . A
Peers should be trained on

However, these two intervention ty@eghich can be ,
what to say, and how to say |

performed without involving thirghartie® also preserve .
in CVErelevant contexts.

prospective beneficiariesQ confidentialJity: a
respect to maintaining the interpersonal trust inhecefrtendships.
This finding, too, igoodnews with respect to the prospect of gatekeeper intervention
training. It means that two of the quickest CVE intervention responses, to be performed by those
who might be best positioned to intervesed|nsertl), are also the two that peer gatekeepers
seem most inclined to perfornit also meanshat gatekeeper training programs ought to
capitalize upon this inclination: in this case, by training peers how to engage directly with other
peers about whom theyeaconcernedIn short, peers should be trained on what to say, and how
to say it, in CVErelevant contextsAdditionally, such training should incluaggportunites for
peers to practice/roleplay such interventions, because that would provide tratheie wi
chance to develop the Averbal scriptso (i.e.,
Referring back to Figurg2, the threamiddleintervention types represent the average, or
fimiddletier 06 of | i kel i hood, andtar & haatwoudstalkaog e s ( f C
another friendof a mi | y melmdulel talk to somébne | trust, outside of my friends and
family € , bwouldtrytogetmyf r i end t o t aFk(1L,t1W)=0.6podlnsel or 0)
likelihood F = (1, 178) = 2.15p = .14, likelihood F = (1, 178) = .98p = .32, respectively.
In comparison to the two mekkely intervention types, it is unsurprising that these three
were relatively less likely (though not necessarily unlikely), given that they require involving a
third party. As mentioned, such involvement

confidentiality, an@ as sucB represent a threat to the trust inherent®pes 6 f ri endshi p.
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three intervention types could belawonsi der ed
enforcement, thirpar t y . o They represent a second aver
gatekeepers arguably should be trained: when and himwvdlye such third parties.
Not surprisingly, the least likely response option wagdiog tocontact police, which
statistically differed (dramatically) from the averdge (1, 178) = 253.95 < .01 To be fair
though this intervention type wasported to be the least likely, that does not necessarily mean it
is unlikely per se. Nevertheleskigunsurprising finding igurther evidencén favor of peer
gatekeeper training, given that these data suggest that community policing as a veBGi¢ke for
is to ask citizens to Aswim upstreamo with re

intervening in CVE contexts.

ko

1 There was consensus that peers might be those best positioned to notice early signs of

individuals considering acts gfolent extremism.

o0 As expected, f ear-relationshdpa teraleditomregluce ne ds pee
individual sé6 willingness to intervene i
seenedleast willing to reach out to law enforcemévs. other modesf
intervention).

1 Fortunately, when such fear was at its greatest, peer gatekeepers tended to be most
willingd despite their feads to intervene.

o0 Therefore, thereemainsgreat promise in pegyatekeeping as a means of locally
led, individually focused, early CVE intervention

1 Future research could explore each phase of the bystander model.
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0 The present study touched upon four offtlie stages of interventié@na)
noticing an emergency in the making, b) interpreting the event as an emergency,
c) knowing appropriate forms afsistance, and d) the decision to implement
helpd though it did not touch upon the stage whereby-galprs must assuming
personal responsibility for intervening.

A Therefore, not only does the entire bystander intervention model remain
fertleground forir t her study, but tH#th&ifMmagctoor
begs for investigation.

1 Asanevidlencdh ased recommendation, the devel opmen
seem highly prudent.
0 Such training has been recently pioneered by WORDE, though it reamains
relatively small scale.

A Based on the above research, such tr

up, 0 a nitd geheeakizabilitpngpther municipalities.
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Key Information Upf  ront:

@ Froma groundetheory perspective, community memkigcluding lay citizen, law
enforcement, and member of the Faith Community Working Grougre queried to
obtain their native wisdom regarding prospective violent extremismacikrs

@ That collection of factors appeared not to contain any that were theoretically novel
though they seemed to comport with the academic literature

@ For reference, those factors have been organized in a cesigeasheets, available in
Appendix 4

The purpose of this component of the evaluatvaa to understand tHevel and nature of
theawarenesthatof community members, law enforcement officers, and youth violence
prevention specialistsad abouprospectiveriolent extremism riskdctorsin addition totheir
natural inclinations in responses to them. During this phase, it was imgorsahiit
part i ddegsregardirgpdospectivavarning signghatthey suspect are indicative of
i ndi vi dual stéviotercelin atherlworg, ¢otfind out what they know, and what they
think they know, about such prospective warning signs
Research question$

l. What did local community members, including youth and Muslims, regard as the

warning signs of violent extremism?

14 Answered via a) surveys with local police officénserfaith committee members, andmmunity members [both
participantsandnepar t i ci pants of WORDEOGs programs], and b)
committee members, aMlORDE paticipants.

LI v

7z

E

f ocu
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Il. In what ways would comomity members respond to acquaintances, friends, or
family members if they noticed them engaging in behaviors they considered risk
factors of violent extremism?

AEvi dence -pbearsseodnds 6l aryi sk assessment
As mentioned, this was an exploratory (vs. confirmatory) component to discover

indigenous ideas about prospective violent extremism risk factors that might not have been

discussed in theiolent extremism literature

Method Note : This opesminded @proach was appropriate, not only from the
standpoint of grounded theory development,ibdémonstratescientific humility: an attractive
philosophy that featurggrominently in otheforms of evaluatiorsuchas participatory action

research.

It might come as news to some readers, especially given the vast amount of published
terrorism research, but scientists have yetigoaver reliable, generalizahlisk factors
regarding the likelihoothatindividuals (from the general publia)ill commit extremist
violence. Therefore, science cannotrentlyboast any superiority over lay judgements with
respect to ssessing who might be at riskafmmitting extremist violence. In short, the present

lack of scientific evidence of such valid risk fact@®vidence that we ought to take just as
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seriously |l ay thoughts, beliefs, and feelings
risk assessmeseemust as validas thoseurrentlyoffered by sciencé®

There is reason to believe that laypp@ern s 6 r i sskdespite sheirsdoasimm n t
objective datamight be useful in CVE contextsAs suggesteday persons (especially peers)
might be best positioned to notice early signs of their peers going down a path potentially toward
violent extrems m . For example, peers might be privy
typical behaviors, attitudes, etathich serve abehavioral baseline measurements. Hence, peers
al so would be best positioned troowioded et lcehyadrge
blinded by virtue of their relationship with that perssee previous insgrt Furthermore,
research has revealed that individuals are able to make rébablestein & D'Agostino, 1992;
Dijksterhuis, Aarts, & Smith, 2005; Zajonc, d8) judgements without conscience awareness of
the factors that contribute to theBofnstein & D'Agostino, 1992; Dijksterhuis, Aarts, & Smith,
2005; Zajonc, 1968 . As such, | ay personsmissédgut i nsti nt
categorically Unconscious factors abeby definitionrd merely inaccessible to individuéls
conscious minds, making those factors impossible for individuals to articulate and making those
factors feel Ainstinctual , 0 vs. basosidglyon obse
perceived.

Indeed, given that peers might be most likely to nqimentially problematic
behavior® they, presumably along with family memb&rsouldbe assumed to be reluctant to
disclose such behaviors to safety network providérdeed, our ata support that notion that

fear of damaging oneds r el atnido valiingmessaadt h a pe

5 This is not to assert that lay judgements of such risk factors are, indeed, valid: merely that they are no more
inferior than those found in published scientific literature.
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intervene (expect in cases when they are especially fearfulgivéa, what could be called this
Arel uctance bilaremnbers beEomgorecermed to the degrea that they are

willing to reach out to CVErelevantsafety network providersuch concernshould be taken
seriously. Indeedis mentioned, hi s ev al uat that peérs seamariost willhgmg e s t
reach otito CVE- relevantsafety network providers when their fears (of harming their
relationships to prospective beneficiaries) are at their greatest.

Another reason to valuay risk assessment i
Data suggest that peers seem mc
that it they aredeologically versatile. They are not
willing to reach out to CVE
|l imted to addressing igndividual sdéd potentiall
relevant safety network providers
worrisone behaviors from the perspective of a
whentheir fears (of harming their
prescribed set of indicators for a given tyge
relationships to prospective
violent extremism. Instead, as mentiongeck er sp | ay

beneficiaries) are at their greates
judgements about whet he\r. their fori ends)

are ina

strangelyo presumably are theded fan etnldesiOr tprpe w

behaviors, attitudes, etc.: which can encompass virtually any ideolaptullyrelevany.t®
InsectionliUnder st andi n gveBV¥ERelevant Gollabomtiofisf £ & e t

guestion, and its answers, have alreadnbextensively discussed regarding how community

members report that would respond to friends, or family members if they believed their peers

were engaging in behaviors they consider risk factors of radicalizatiaolence However, the

guestion remamwhether the community offered any novel ideas regarding posgildat

extremisnrisk factors.

8 1deology, per se, is not necessarily a prime motivator for vieleinemists, (see Horgan, 2014)
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Before answering that question, it should be noted that the academic literature pertinent
to these issuestudies is vast. Indegdne of the present authdidorgan)hascited an old but
perennial observatiotihat there are far more papers written about#pertaining to terrorism
thanthere are data teabout terrorisnfiseeSchmid & Jongman, 1988)Therefore, it is
unsurprisig tha® in our viewd there were noheoreticallynovel ideas offered regarding
prospectivaisk factorsof radicalizationto violence though they seemed to compfattors
noted inthe academic literatuf@ee Horgan2014 McCauky & Moskalenko2010. That
comportment is reassuring insofar as lay perceptions of such taettish could be expected
to inform their lay risk assessmepiartinent to CVB did not seem unreasonable.

Nevertheless, in the spirit of scientific transparency, the reasons adferetjanzed in
five tables as Appendix 4Those tables list the myriakdemes organized (mofer practical
purposes, than for empirical precision) by five categofi@slitical - Ideological themes,
fiPsychological themeasiiSociological themes fiEconomic themesandiiProtective factors.
Accompanying each theme is a checkmark next to which respomaemp(s) suggested a given

theme

Koy

1 Participants were seemingly without theoreticalbyel ideas regarding prospective risk

factors of violat extremismthough they seemed to comport with the academic
literature
1 However, given th@resent lack ohctuarialmeans of predicting such risk, lay

assessmentaught tobetaken just as seriously.
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o Indeed, here is reasoto believe that lay persons (e.g., pgatekeepers) might
be best attuned to notice changes in th
T Assuming that -membersisataiaed ufca minlcy bi asodo towa
interventio® a bias supported by the present evatuatid sd whentswich gatekeepérs
lay risk-assessments prompt them to intervene, those assessments should be taken
seriousy
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Key Information Upfront

@ Phase | yielded ameasure capturingd empirically-derivedprospectiveoutcomes
tailored to CVErelevant volunteer programs (vs. volunteer programs in general).

@The final phase yielded validatiiotendedhat WO
effects on 2 of 14 of those outcomes, with no discernable unintended outcomes.

@ Thatmeasuréds freely licensed, and available among $luite ofmeasures available in
Appendix 3

Are WORDE's programs effective?

The Phase | data collection included asking those wtgégicipated in WORDE's
volunteerservice or multicultural programming, about the reasons why they choose to
participate: their motivations, and what they feel they gain by participating. Additionally, to that
end, those participants were asked to descheir experiences from participating. This was a
groundeetheory approach intended to develop outcome measures relevant to grassreots CVE
relevant volunteeservice or multicultural programming. If such measures could be developed
then they could bemployed in a subsequent phase of the project, to validate on another sample,
whethed and to what extedt WOR D E 6 s  v-seivice ot mellécultural programming
genuinely produced those CWElevant outcomes. Indeed, that is precisely what occurred (see
bdow).

Through this Phase | component, participants reported outcomes that they attributed to
their participation in WORDEG6s progr ams. Tho

enhanced law enforcement/community service collaboration), attitudestéevard members of
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out-group races/religions), knowledge (e.g., of risk factorgaént extremisry and
relationships (e.g., broadened or culturally
programs are built upon expectations that its nog have healthy, C\VEelevant outcomes for
participants. However, it was important to understand the spectrum of intended and unintended
program outcomes: as expressed or otherwise manifest, by participants themselves.
Additionally, it was important tadentify desirable outcomes known to participants but that
might not currently noted bywO R D Epogram managers
Research question¥
l. What were the behavioral outcomes that participants attributed to their
participation i n \WcréabBeld commuynity engagemad, ( e . g .
decreased sense of social isolation, enhance psychologicddeisadl, enhanced
coping skills)?
Il. How have these programs changamg partici
members (i.e., those of different races, ethnicitied,raligions)?
[l How have these programs incfgepsed part.
cultures?
V. How have these programs affected (e. g.,
overall social networks and their connections tegroup members?
Thoughsome®f t he outcomes participants attri but
programs were merely practical (e.g., to earn required volunteering credits, to graduate from high

school ), others wer e mor¥oufeekgparrofijteon tsitaill I( eo.tgh.er

17 Answered via surveys [with both participantsand-poar t i ci pants of WORDEG6GS progr am:
WORDE participants
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reasons seemed linked to prospective @VE| evant ri sk factors (e.g.,
| o n ¢elgyseeKruglanski, 20kF | f e e | a 9[see Kraglaoski, 2@18;see 0 s €
Horgan, 201}). Given that the focus of the present projeaswot orthis communitybased
program in general, but on its prospective application to CVE, the myriad reasons were distilled
into those that the research team considered mostréEant'® In other words, among the
reasons and experiences mentionegdnyicipants, what might they be getting out of
volunteerism or multicultural events with WORDE that they might not otherwise get from other
volunteer opportunities or multicultural events, and that might be related to factors posited as
risk/protective &ctors for CVE?

That distillation resulted indloutcomeghatc o mp r i Brief Volumteer Frogram
Outcome Assessmargcale included in Appendixd3s sui t e of measures and
A thorough discussion of the theoretical, and empirlcddagesbetween thoseutcomes and
factors (epoted in over two decades of paewviewed terrorism studiesd intergrougconflict
literature)associated with preemption of violent extremisrbeyond the scope of the present
work. Nevertheless, each thie 14 outcomes, listed in Tablg is footnoted with an example
refererce where interested readers neaplore the peereviewed literature pertinent to each
outcome.

As mentionedthe Brief Volunteer Program Outcome Assessnsaraie was included in
thef i nal phaseds data coll ection, t-eervigesosess t he
multicultural programming resulted in the potentially Gxétevant outcomes purported by other

participants. Additionally, those program outcomes were measured d@neosighsample of

8 Thoseoutcomesverebased upon theoretically, and empirically, linked factors (repantpdefreviewed
literature) associated with preemption of violent extremism.
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participants who reported participation in volunteerism or multicultural events, but never with
WORDE. Therefore, these outcomes could be tested to asses8 whaolgd might be

produced significant | yseieestomdticultusayprogv@nitivgtbas v ol u
by other such opportunities.

As described, to compare those who had participated in volunteer programming or
multicultural events solely with vs. solely without WORDE, propensity score analyses were
employed. Specifically, those two groups were statistically equated with respiew faators
(termed Religiosity; Religious Dogmatism; Political Extremism; Amped Political Extremism,
Emotional Stability, Historical Loss, Modern Racism, Resiliency and Coping, and Trust in
Police), to cast doubt on those factfirs., control for themas plausible confounds with respect

to participantsd scores on the outcome measur

Method Note:  In short,propensity score analyses cdstibt the notion that
WO R D Evolsnteerservice or multicultural programmirgyoduced a given outcome because
their participants might have been different to begin with along the factors that were accounted

for by the propensity score8istin, 2011).1°

19 The following links to a brief primer opropensity score analyses, written from a CVE perspective
http://cveandhumint.blogspot.com/2014/01/methaoshdayno-controtgroupno-big.html
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TABLE 1 Par trieiopdaretds @ ud elofme s o 6prgg@amning.ci pati on

ltem Mean Median SD

1. | feel welcomé® 5.71 (Agree)6 1.05

2. |feel a part of something bigger than my$el 5.84 6 1.01

3. | feel a sense of teamwdrk 5.56 (Somewhatagree) .95

4. | make friendships that are active beyond 5.73 6 1.19

the evert®
5. | make friends with people from other 5.44 6 1.08
races*

6. | feel useful® 5.83 6 1.06

7. | have responsibilitie$ 5.65 6 1.12

8. | have leadership responsibilitfés 5.35 5 1.20

9. | feel a sense of purpdSe 5.69 6 .97

10. 1 feel free of peer pressiife 5.67 6 1.02

11.1 feel accepted 5.78 6 .96

121 woul dno®* feel | or 573 6 1.17

13.1 woul dnot feel 2afr 561 6 1.01

14.1 learn about cultures other than my dWn 5.72 6 1.18
4 = scale midpoint (Aneither agree nor disagr
5 = fAs amgeawleat
6 = fAagreeo
*=Theseitemsdi d not reliably exceed theothresholdd

Results of the aforementioned outcome measures
As displayed in Table 1,ubof all but two of thefourteenoutcome measures,

participants6 average/ mean responses were, at

20 seeSaltman & Smith2015 seeWeise et al.2008

2l seeKruglanskiet al., 2013, 2014; Horgan, 2014

22 |bid.

23 seeCorner & Gill,2014 see McCauley and Moskalenko, 2008

24 seeDavies Tropp,Aron, Pdtigrew, & Wright, 2011 seeDeegan, Hehman, Gaertn&rDovidio, 2015
25 seeKruglanskiet al., 2013, 2014

26 |bid.

27 |bid.

28 |bid.

2 see Saltman & Smitl2015;seeWeise et a].2008 see McCauley and Moskalenko, 2008.
30 seelbid.

3l see Corner & Gill2014 seeSaltman & Smith2015

32 seeSaltman & Smith (2015keeWeise et al.2008

33 seePettigrew & Tropp2008 seeMcCauley and Moskalenko, 2008.

f
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exceeded the standard deviations for such agreement. Therefore, such responses were reliably
above the midpoint ( An esescaleitemsalgdees,eamangthe di sagr
outcomes that were reliably rated at | east as
rating of fhAagree. o0

The two outcomes that did not reliably exc
di sagr eeonaker d ra)enfdls wi t h peofbpHaeeleddershim ot her r
responsibilities. o Regarding, Al make frien
many respondents already were friends with pe
volunteefmulticultural events. This would be unsurprising, given that Montgomery County is

racially diverse, and several focus group respondents reported that they attend such events with

their friends. Regarding Al éamotedghal eader ship
fifollowersod virtually by definitod o ut nu ledders 0 A Therefore, it 1 s u
that this i1item did not reliably exceed the s

participants.
The one significant item that achieved onl

~

agree) was Al feel a sense of teamwork. oo Re

St

to volunteerism (for which teamwdalluraleMergsht be
for which teamwork might be irrelevant. Ther
reached only to the |l evel of fAsomewhat agree.
None of the outcomes were significantly better in comparison to the subsample of
participantsvho volunteered, or participated in multicultural events, but never with WORDE. In
fairness, such comparisons are not critical to the present evaluation. In short, WORDE merely

represented that its progranmm is oriented toward enhancisgmmunicatiorand
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understanding between communities to mitigate social and political ¢qilarid Organization

for Resource Developmeahd Education2016. Therefore, for the present evaluation, the fair

test was whet her WORDEOGS p rthosg obgectives, tvarecreliably t ¢ o me
produced: not whether they were produced in a superior way relative to other, perhaps similar,

types of programming.

s

1 Given the need for evidentmsed, locallyed, CVErelevant programming, the burning
guest i AraWQRDE's piograms effectiva
o The final phase yielded weaiceahdt i on t hat
multicultural programming had intended effectsl@of 14 outcomes believed to
be CVErelevant.
o Additionally, there were no discernable unintendedotdte
1 These data make (to wit) WORDE, with respect to its volurderrice and multicultural
programming, the first evidendmsed CVEelevant program in the U.S.
o Given its evidencéased outcomespntinueddevelopment of itsolunteer
service and multultural programmingeems prudent.
o Based on the above research, gudgrammings e ems wort hy both of
up, 0 and testing its generalizability i
A WORDE®s training necarnculan offer guidathicea s soci a
towardrepl cat i ng the AMontgomery County N
1 Given its desired, evidendsmsed outcomes, how migleicruitment and retention to such

programming be fostered?
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o0 This topic is addressed, beginning on the following page
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Key Information Upf  ront:

rospective and current program participants disclosed reasons compelling, or
@p t d t t ts disclosed Il
preventing, their participation in volunteer program activities (see Tables 2 and 3).

@ Those reasons were assimilated int@arpirical model that accounted for (a
considerable 77 % of the variance in participants
program activities (see Table 4; see Figlde

@ Based on the aforementioned reasons, a practitfocased brief was developed to
enhane program staff ds ¢ onc e, pffprogiamirezraitméeno n, an
activities available as Insert. 2

Givent he i ntended outcomes t hat veunteeeservicel i abl
or multicultural programming@see previous chapdeit raiseshe question: what can ldeneto
enhance recruitment and retention to scmmmunityled CVE programming Metaphorically
likening recruitment for volunteer CVE programs to the goal of attracting guests to a social
evend if onethrows a great party, it scarceiyatters if people either do not show ugeave
shortly after arriving. Furthermore, if the field of CVE had an empirieadljdated, theoretical
model to explain and predict individuatsommitment to such programng, it sems plausible
that such a modépresented in the pages to folloeguld have widespread application to other
similar programs beyond those of WORDE.

As such, the function of thsomponentf the evaluationvas to understand individual
motivations, andtsuctural/logistical factors, compelling vs. preventing individuals from initially

participating, and repeatedly participating W
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Research question¥
l. What were community membersd motivations
intialy par ti ci pating, and repeatedly partici |
and how do these differ along demographic dimensions (age, race, ethnicity, religion,
economic status)?
Il. What were the practical/logistic factors compelling vs. preventing individiuats
initially participating, and repeatedly p
did these differ along demographic dimensions (age, race, ethnicity, religion,
economic status)?
II. What theoretical mod el coul d ebtéo used t o p
participating in voluntary, CVEelevant programs?
As mentioned in the previous chapter, part of the Phase | data collection included asking
t hose who had par tvoloniegrseivieeadr multictlthral WWayRuDrkidy s
about the reasonshy they choose to participatiéeir motivations, and what they felt they
gainedby participating. Also, to that end, those participants were asked to describe their
experiences from participating. Additidlya participantsvere aske@dbout the reasen
preventing them from participating in such events. This was a grodheed; approach
intended to develop a theoretical model that
(including a relative lack of commitment) tommunityled CVE-relevant véunteer

programming and multicultural events.

34 Answered via surveys [with both participantsand-poar t i ci pants of WORDEG6s progr am:
WORDE participants
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Tables 2and 3 displayhe themes disclosed by prospective and current program
participants regarding the reasons that prevenote@cilitated (respectively}heir participation
i n WO RWlangesrsenice or multicultural progranthat were available at tfensetof the
evaluation. Those reasons were incorporatedabtief guide that offered suggestions to
enhance program staffds conceptualization, an
activities (available as Inser).2

As displayed in that insert, three programmatic approaches to enhancingel@eVvant
recruitment were suggested. The fapproachnot surprisingly, was to enhancing target
audiencesd6 interest istingprograns: intluding empiricaibe nt f r o m,
grounded suggestions for both advertising and progpatio characteristicsThe second
approach wsito consider programs as recruitment tools themsemttssuggestions both to
develop new programs that intersecttvh t ar get audi encesd interest
participants from one program to the activitiéswoother. The third approach svi consider
recruitment as a C\Heelevant program unto itself. Along this approach was the suggestion was
to encourag8VORDEnewlyd evel oped figatekeeper vidtheimi ni ng, 0O
GlobalCitzze n6s For um. T mdividuafs bnohgw t@ help their peiers vwhd might
be in crisis or otherwise experiencing isolation, discrimination, or bullying, &edwght need
peer support or the support of a trusted adult. Though not inherent in that training, such
gatekeeper training could be adapted to dovet
peers could invitethosa b out whom t h®sgcéomeganydhem io garticipatohg in
any of WORDEOGSs ptha gightoarosd int€rast.toeboth of themp s e

Alternatively, such recruitment approaches could be considered one of two kinds: the

Amagnet approach, 0 and magnetappreacheinvdivesrmadking p pr oac h
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programs attractive to current and prospective participants: both through savvy advertising and
crowd-pleasing prograroharacteristics The shepherd approach involves the power of social
relations to encourage participatidar example, inviting participants from one program to

participate in another type of program, or the aforementioned gatekeeper training.

Table 2 Barriers to Participation

Re s p o n madlition t yoiir personal choice, what other things preveatfyam
participating in events at the |1 CC. 0

PerprospectivdCC patrticipants
Note: Bold, italicized content was provided by youth respondents.

YouthAgainst Hunger
1 Al did not know about it. Would if | hadl.
o0 fil am not a youthd
9 AToo far- DC traffic and the timing o
1 fiTime constraints 0

Educational Events
1 fADon't have enough timeo
1 fBoring. 0
9 il did not choose not to participate in educational programs associated with the I
because | was not awaréits existence®

M ADi dndt knoow about it
JustArt
9 ADid not know about this either but probably would not have participated. No artis
talent... :p

1 @l was not aware of what | could do to participate. | heard the name but never go
info on the prograna.

PercurrentlCC participants

Al didn't know about themo
fiDisinterested (e.g., not into art) 0
"No free time."

fiNot in the same city 0

E E g

YouthAgainst Hunger
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9 fDidn't have time in the beginningNow the RSVP list is so long.

Educational Events
9 fANot aware of any progrann.
9 Al am already involved in other educational programs in my school and | had no
interest in participating in the other educational programs ICC offered.
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Table3 Facilitatorémotivators of participation

R e s p o n Please takeoa fefiv moment to lestd briefly explain, the reasons why you
choose to participate n events at the | CC. 0
PercurrentlCC participants

Note: Bold, italicized content was provided by youth respondents.

Y outhAgainst Hunger
1 fVery good ause, very friendly community, goadhy to give back to those in

needo
fAltés something tlo with my children to engage them in community work and hel
them make friends across cultures and faiths.
fiMy daughter and | went together because we thought this is a very worthwhile
activity tohelp the poor families.
fiGood program, trust the staff
Al did it because | would be getting S§5tudent Service Learninghours and be
helping real people
AAs a high school student, this was very convenient because it is close to wher
live, andalthough I had never been to ICC, it was easy to find the place ad bec«
more involvedd
AAs part of the wellness center, my counselor took a group of students to the e
and | volunteered to come as wéll.
M il was interested in meeting the people imwed in ICC. | have only participated in

community groups involving my church and my toven.

= =24 -4 -

=

Educational Events
M fPublic action 0o

JustArt

AMy family was attending 0

fiFor community. 0

filt was about music 0

fil have free time 0

Al wanted to becomenore involved in what ICC offered. The promotional flyer
featured local artists and this caught my attention.

Al like art and naturally, this event appealed to me. | also wanted to meet other:
interested in art as web.

= = =4 =4 -4 -1

The investment model of CVEprogram recruitment and retention
The participation themes, displayed TabPeand 3also gave rise to the desire for a

theoretical framework, supported by previous empirical research, that could account for the vast
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majorityoft he above motives that seemed to deter mirt
(including a relative lack of commitment) tommunityled CVE-relevant volunteer

programming and multicultural eventd. model that seemeuighly relevant, from the social

psychdogical literaturd a model that has been applied both to commitment in personal

relationships and commitment to organizatimwgas the investment model of commitment

processes (Oliver, 1990; Rusbult, Martz & Agnew, 1998; van Dam, 3005).

The investment natel asserts that commitment to a target (to a person, organization, etc.)
tends to be influenced by three independent f
target, quality of alternatives (other available people, organizations, etctheaside of the
i ndi vidual 6s pnahe taget @de Figuisy. €sntmitneent,tin turn, is believed
to link (i.e., mediate) the effects of those
in a relationship/organization, or attwise persisting in the target behavior (Rusbult, Agnew, &
Arriaga, 2012).

Figurel3: The investment model of commitment procegaeaptedrom Rusbult, Martz&
Agnew, 1998)

Satisfaction

Probability of
persistence

Quality of

alternatives Commitment

Investment

35 In memory ofCaryl Rusbult http://www.carylrusbult.com/
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As mentioned, the investment model has been applied, not only to comniiiment
personal relationships, but éeganizationgOliver, 1990; van Dam, 2005 Therefore, as
displayed in Figurd4, only a slight modification in the
final/ behavioral outcome was n ecatcemsicpatipninf or it

activities such as WORDEOGs volumteer programm

Figure 14: Investment model of commitment processes for volunteerism, adapted to volunteer

grassroots programming.

Satisfaction

Repeat
participation

Quality of

alternatives Commitment

Investment

(Adapted fom Rusbult, Martz& Agnew, 1993

To test the predictive validity of this model, theal phase survey included tAelapted
Investment Model oProgramCommitment a 16 item measureiftitled by the research team,
andadapted from Rusbult, Martz & Agnew, 199@n Dam, 200p That scale featured
measures each of the four factors of the model (four questions per factor, to increase both its

content validity and reliability) and is featured among the freely licensed suite of outcome
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measures available fppendix3. Those gastions were presented to all participants who
indicated that they participate in volunteerism and/or multicultural events: whether or not they
did so with WORDE.
Results of theAdapted Investment Model of Program Commitment

Factor analyses were performaleacho f t h e msubsealedrsponierdsuto
verify whether the expected number and kind of factors emerged, and to assess their reliability
(Cronbachods al pha) . donthadexpeded facdrfysbsltcMattze& i t e ms
Agnew,1998, and reliability for each component excesdisfactoity levels according to
convention. Specifically, the reliabilities of the factors were the following: Satisfad@@n,
Quiality of alternatives,74; Investment size87, and Commitment75.

As expected, each of the three independent faiteadisfaction, quality of alternatives,
and investmentsifdes i gni fi cantly predicted individual so
participating in multicultural programming: all at confidence levels exceedifix (i.e., less
than a 1 in 1,000 chance that these data/resultd bawk occurred by chance; seblE4).
Specificallyal | t hree factors significantly Fgly edi ct e
169) =39.10p<.001,d?= . 19 ; fi qaulatl & Ft(lyd 69 =\2&.56m< .001,¢° = .14;

Ai nvest rr¢lnl69) s 7078 ¢.001,c? = .30.
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Tabl e 4 Compldaemttesd olfn vitenset nient Model of Progr e
predicted n di v i dnepmoited dommitenént to volunteering or participating in multicultural

programming.

Factor F dp? B
Corrected model 189.41 g7
Satisfaction 39.10 .19 31*
Quality of Alternatives 27.56 14 .26*
Investment size 70.78 .30 45*

*p<.001.
Model accounted for7% of the variance.

(Adapted fromRusbult, Martz, & Agnewl,998 van Dam_2005

What does thigmply? Statistical significance does not necessarily translate to large, or
ot her wi s e f paancesylte RottuhayelytheiAdapted finvestment Model of
Program Commitmerttad not only good predictive power, but also accounted for a very large
amount of the total variance in the outcome of commitménwas able to account for 77% of
the variance itthe data (.77 adjustedR [3, 169 = 189.41p < .001) ¢? = .77. In other words,
it was able to predict % of the total scores ofiid i v i gklérgpbriedevel of commitmento
volunteering or participating in multicultural programming

Does that manthat predictive poweis practically significant? There are (at least) three
answers to that: a) yes, b) probably, and c) we shall see. The first answer, given that the field of
CVE has previously been devoid of a theoretical framework to predigtindl u al s 6 commi t
to participating in volunteeserviceor multicultural programming, the answer is yes. A model
of this kind, given itsability to account foi7 7% of the variance in the data, is a significant
finding: especially given that by convention, in the social sciendesR?effects are considered
Al argeo i f t lerefgre, te afcremerdionedefiettmoreThian twice as large as

Nl adgawvw be condiadgred fiextra
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Method Note : T hi s ntonfiderncdesgel exceededwas less than) .001,
meaning that there was a less than aior@nethousandchance that these findings were based

on datathat occurred bghance

The second answer is that this effect probably is practically significant, given that
practitioners probably should capitalize upon it, given (as mentioned) that it can help them to
predict 77% of t Ibveloftcanmanent @dmmiumtyded woluntdearsetvised
or multicultural programming. Specifically, practitioners including program designers, program

managers, and policy makers would be veelvised
Practitioners including program

to consider how they can a) make a given CVE
designers, program managers, an
initiative more satisfying to participants) make it
policy malers would be well

relatively more attractive than competing alternatives,
advised to consider how they can

and c¢c) enhance particigantsdé personal investm

a) Make a given CVE initiative mo
the initiative. Or, to be blunt, it wouldadvisablgor
satisfying to participants,
practitionergo ignore these factors, in light of these
b) Make it relatively more attractiv

results. Furthermoe, given that the modekceed the
than competing alternatives, and

.001significance level, practitioners caaike heart in
c) Enhance part

the fact that it was highly unlikely that these finding
investment in the initiative.

were based odatathat occurred bghance. )
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The final answer, regarding this del's practical significase, isdwve shall se@ The
field of CVE has only just begun to coalesce around a core set of comh@dlgrinciples and
practices. It can be hoped that this model will be deemed sufficiently broad and reliable to
contribute to future research and pieet

On that note, might there be other factors with explanatory power@ways, science
leaves open the door to such possibilities. However, the question becomes whether other factors
are fertile for deepening our understanding of why individpatsicipate, and continue to
participate, in the aforementioned types of progréomsther types of programs}or example,
one factor, not included in this model i's Al o
event if they either cannot gihere, or are otherwise barred from participating. Such obvious
factors do not beg much with respect to further inquiry, other than to ask (in this example): what
are the logistical barriers, and how should they be overcome. In contrast, it wouldtbmeel
and potentially useful to the field of C\8Ef other theoreticallyfertile, and practicalhuseful
factors were discovered that could help to explain an even greater percent of the variance
parti ci pan ttisadthecpeesentmodele nt
Time-series analysis

Recalling that WORDE collects participant data at each of its events, including total
attendance, those data were subjected to-$eries analysis to test whethang if so, how)
attendance at WORDEs events might have changed througkatdtthcollection period. hE
unit of analysis, per program typgas each event held by WORDE throughout the data
collection period. For timseries analysis to have sufficient statistical power and reliability, it is
suggested that a minimum of 50 tipeints (in this case 50 events) get entered into the analysis.

Unfortunately, given the relatively short period of the presgatuationthere were insufficient
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data points, per program, to yield any discernablepettor trends in attendandseverheless,
that does not meauch analysesiWbe impossible in the future?WWORDE continues to collect
attendance datat each of its eventsp, eventually such tirageries analyses will be plausible.
If/when that analysis is performedemographic chacteristics (e.g., race, sex, age) abould
be entered into the analysis to assess whether, and htisippéion patterns/trends diffatong

such dimensions.

Ky

1 The primary question wakhow mightrecruitmentandteent i on t o WORDE® s

programmingbé ost er ed ? 0
1 A theoreticallysupported, empiricallyalidated model of program recruitment and
retention was developed that that accounte
commitment to such volunteer program activities.
1 Therefore, pactitioners intuding program designers, program managers, and
policy makers would be welldvised to considerio t hey cané
a) Make a given CVE initiative ore satisfying to participants,
b) Make it relatively more attractive than competing alternatives, and
c)Enhancepar ti ci pantsé per son.al i nvest mer
1 Practicallyspeaking, what approaches could be takancrease recruitment and
retentionto locally-led, CVErelevant, volunteeservice or multicultural programming?

0 Severalrecommendationare offerecbn thispoint, to follow.
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Key Information Upfront:

@ A suite of CVE measures was employed in both the first andghredes of the project,
yielding indices (highly satisfactory) of their measurement reliability.

@ That suite of measures is freely licensed, and availal#Appendix3.

@ itis highly recommended that this suite of measures be employed across virtually any
type of CVE program evaluation: as statistical control variables, @d/suitable to
intended purposésas dependent/outcome variables.

Eight of the 12 measures i nclilicesedduiteal t hi s
measures were designedtoh e t heir respective questions fac
togethero) to enhance the measurement reliabi
were the following:

1. Brief Resiliency and Coping Scale

2. Adapted Religiosity Scale

3. Historical LossScale

4. Emotional Stability Scale

5. Adapted Grievance, Activism, and Radicalism Scale

6. AdaptedModern Racism Scale

7. Trustin Police Scale

8. Adapted Investment Model of Program Commitment Scale

To test the hypothesized factor structures for each of the cosseigiit Principal
Components Analyses (PCAs) were conducted. The first PCA, assessed resibeiety (

Resiliency and Coping ScaleéSinclair & Wallston, 200%4 comprised of four items, all of which
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had strong factor loading of .84 or higher when loaggsh a hypothesized single factor. The

resulting factor explained 75.13% of the vari
The second PCA e x ami ni@daptedrRdligiasity $aalad sad a etl ¢ d

from Evans & Kelley, 200Ra *item scale tht resulted in two factors: oneitem component

termed by the research team fAreligiosity, o (c

theotherZd t e m ¢ o mpetigioesdagmatisih A concerned with whethe

an a heaven @ helf seeAppendix3f or 1 temsdé wording). The reld.

factor loadings ranging from .72892. The resulting factor explained 86.33% of the variance

and demonstrated high reliabilitycomponegmt a Cr on

yielded factor loadings of .94. The resulting factor explained 94% of the variance and

demonstrated high reliability with a Cronbach
The thirdPCA assessédn di vi dual s & s e riiseorical fossbcagebor i ¢ al

Whitbeck, Adams, Hoyt, & Chen, 2004omprised of eight items, all of which had factor

loading of 76 or higher when loaded upon a hypothesized single factor. The resulting factor

explained 77.79% of the variance and had a Cr
Thefout h PCA assessed i ndi fiEmatianallStability Scailed i on a |

Evans & Skager, 1992comprised of seven items, all of which had factor loading of .67 or

higher when loaded upon a hypothesized single factor. The resulting factor expaB@éo

of the variance and had a Cronbachds al pha of
The fifth factor, assessed i fmAdlapeed dual sd | e

Grievance, Activism, and Radicalism Scalé a d a pMc@adleyf 200y, mhich consisted of

eight items. Thenitial factor structure yielded two factors, onétdm component termed by the

research team Agener al p o | i-violert politicakagtiviame the s m, 0
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other4i t em component as fAamped pol i tpolitcall extremi

activism). The general political extremism component yielded factor loadings ranging from .86

. 914, and explained 51.76% of the variance, wi

extremism component yielded factor loadings randiom .55- .84, and explained 22.61% of

the variance, with a Cronbachods alpha of . 74.
The sixth factor assessed fiAdda Modeddu al soé | ev

RacismScale0 adapted fr om Mc Co nxywhalyiscompaseddobsex, & Bat

items. Five items loaded on to a single factor and each item had a loading of .75 or higher. One

item did not | oad with a factor | oading of .5
minorities in Ameri ca; 0 andenithehetconeptienofshe it was
original scale. The resulting factor explaine
of .93.

The seventh factor assesseifdrustinkolice$cdlaocal s 6 |
self-authored, comprised beight items. This measure did not achieve satisfactory reliabilities
when loaded on a hypothesized single factor; loading ranged from630 The resulting factor
explained only 51.8% of the variance, and had
The eighth factor assessed each of the four componentsi#gdbpted Investment
Model of Program Commitment Scale, ( a d a pRusbdlt, Martzp&mgnew, 1998to
verify whether the expected number and kind of factors emerged, and to assess thiétyrelia
Based on previous research, all scale items loaded on the expected Racsordtét al, 1999,
and reliability for each component exceed .74. Specifically, the reliabilities of the factors were
the following: Satisfaction, .88; Quality of afhatives, .74; Investment size, .87; and

Commitment .75.As earlier describedhé resulting model explained 77% of the variance.
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Recommended use of measurelhe final suite of survey measures was
3 -
p expected to deliver a total of at leasti423 itens (Anderson & Rubin, 1956;

Velicer, & Fava, 1998). Indeed, the final suite of attached, freely licensed survey measures

totaled 99 itemsThis suite of measures can be used either as outcome/dependent variables
and/or simply as statistical contrariables. In the latter case, they are gaited for inclusion

i n propensity score analyses: as mentioned,
equating two groups that could not otherwise be equated via random assignment to condition: as
mentioned, a type of quasixperimental method.
I

At first glance, it might be tempting to dismiss using one or more of the measures
included in the suite of measurésglievingthat their underlying psychological constructs might
not be worthwhile primaryutcome measures or unhelpful as control varialleslgelieving
that they are uncorrelated with other outcomes of interbstleed the primary outcomesnder
investigation in a given evaluatiahould badeterminedat the discretion of primary intead
users Patton,2008. Nevertheless, those users should consider whether their isiteigist also
be served by including these measures as a means of comparing their outcomes with the present
evaluation and/oothersevaluations thaémploy them.

In other words, employing measures in the attached suite should not displace those
custom tailored to assess a given CVE program, but that this suite could be employed, as a
common set measuras,additionto those measures designed to serve the idiosymorarest
of | ocal primary intended users. Il n short,

evaluation of CVE programs. Indeed, researchers should tailor CVE program evaluations
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however they wish, measuring thewcordingly but let hose programs also be measured with a
measuring stick that other CVE program evaluators also podsess.doing, togethewe can
build a field of practice whereby the results will increasingly be able to speak to the
generalizability of its findings.

Regardinga belief that the measures in the suite might be unrelated to other/primary
outcomes of interest, thebuld be the case, béitto demonstrate that a given factor is unrelated
to anothed one must measutbem For example, one might believe tiffar a given CVE
initiative)par ti ci pant sd r el i gthemwdohdy)of m@rest. Mloatnkigt ng t o
be, but the burden of proof rests with those who would make such claims. In other words,
skeptics might think that religiositg a factor, and that to fail to account for it would be to
confound and/or bias the resultdaturally,itisn ot s lob @ prove thenselves wrong.
Therefore, the only scientific way sillenceskeptis

Togetherwe can build a field of

is to cast reasonable doubt on their ckiand the ) _
practice whereby the results will

best way to do that is to measure the factor(s) in ) _
increasingly be able to speak to tF

guestion. So, to advocate that a factor is impertin

nt,
L generalizability of its findings.
ironicdly, one must include a measure of it: and do

>

so with satisfactory reliably (such as demonstrated by the above measures).

 Method Note: ~ How many factors can be included in a propensity score analysis?
In at least one respect, propensity score analyses are unlike many other types of statistical

procedures. In many other types of analyses, statistical power decreases with each additional
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factor included in the analysis. Such a reduction of power does not occur when calculating

propensity scoresln other words, when including factors to be accounted for within propensity

scores, one is not statistically disadvantaged for including faawen if they do not help to

predict variance in the dependent variabl&@herefore, from a purely statistical pointvaéw,

the answer is: if there is reason to believe a factor might be confounded with the dependent

variable, include aneasure it. fiis is just one more reasons why researchers and primary

intended users should not hesitate to include the measures inclWggeobmdix30 s sui t e of

measures, as a means of controlling for those factors.

I
Occasionally, the wish is made for C\f8levantmetrics meant to pertain to a various

program types: for example, metrics for educational program®n#iot resolution programs

Alternatively, occasionally, the idea is posited that it might be helpful if metrics were developed

for various types ofiganizations: for example, law enforcement, vs. NGOs, etc. However, a

problem with such conceptions is that types of progéamsen those that fall under a similar

| abel (e. g., Afeducati onal programso) mamain i

programs, with identicaturriculum conceivably could have different objectives with respect to

CVE. For example, one might be primarily concerned with measuring what curriculum content

was learned by students, whereas another program might beilyrcoacerned with students

Al earning to get alongd in a classroom enviro

i ssue that dAsimilar typeso of programs and or

types of activities, or with theame types of participants, or in the same type of

social/political/cultural contexts, or with the same research/informational objectives.

36 However, from a design perspeetjymeasurement should not be so burdensome as to increase missing data, or
otherwise bias responses (including inattentive responding, see Maniaci & ROfde,
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Instead, a more practical solution to the development of CVE program metrics (as heeded
by the present evaluation) is to recognize that all program types include people: people who are
social/psychological creatures. As such, measuring theoretictlyned, CVErelevant
measures that pertain to various types of psychological processes, motivations, states, and social
circumstances is a flexible approach that transcend types ofr@e¥ant programs and
organizations. As such, this approach can be adapsslily to different types of CVE program

evaluations.

Limitations

As mentioned,indway t hrough the present evaluati ol
| aunched a fipeer gatekeeper trainingo program
trained high school students on recognizing and assisting peers experiencing isolation, personal
crisis, and bullying (including cyberbullyingBecause it was initiated midway through the
presst eval uati onidts wdlaast an octo |al eccoompoonn,ent of t he ¢
design. Hence, that component wasinoluded as part of theresenevaluation

WORDE also initiated other CME e | evant programmi n@, notabl
program. That program is another of its tailored/secondary prevention initiatives, whereby
professionally trained, culturally sensitive clinicians engage with sligm¢luding refugees) on
a wide range of psychological and social work issues, including those related to acculturation.
Again, this program was launched followingh e pr esent st uThgréiose,ir esear c

also wasot evaluated as part of theesenevaluation
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Another limitation of the preseptvaluationwas thathere were insuféient data (i.e.,
events/time poin)do yield any discernable paths or trends over time, regarding the size of
attendance at WORD E énentionegthat doassnot measuah aralysss.w As
remain impossible WORDE continues to collect attendance dstaach of its eventsp,
eventually such timseries analyses will be plausiblas suggested, that analysis is
performeddemographic chracteristics (e.g., race, sex, age) alsouldbe entered into the
analysis to assess whether, and howtj@pation patterns or trends diffatong such
dimensions.

Method Bias

It is unknown to what extent the data collection (survey and focus groigis) mve
been affected by participants respondim@ sociallydesirable (vs. genuine) manner (the so
called fAsocial desi r ahl99g)i Giwen that sacial désirabityewadi s c h e
not measured as a part of this study, such respgrdinnot be ruled out (Fischer & Fid993.
Nevertheless, given that surveys were administered online, and that they were anorner®us, t
seems little, if anysocialpressurglaced respondents to provide socilBsirable responses.
Furthermoregiven that there was a congruence of findings across surveys and focus groups, it
suggests that group pressures (e.g., conformity, egifunk) did not unduly bias the data from
focus groups.

Generalizability

As mentioned in Insert 1irectly speakingthe findings from thigvaluationcan
generalize only to individuals willintp participatein research, fronMontgomery County
Maryland. Neverthelesthefactors studied as a part of this evaluation, captured by the suite of

measures featured in Appex@, do not seem uniquely applicable to the present sample.
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Indeed, by design, these measures wépsychological processes, motivations, states, and
social circumstanceand were intended asflexible approacko CVE-relevant measurement
that transends types of CVErelevant progams and organizations. Especially given the
measurement reliability that they demonstrated, those measures could be expseteddily
adaptableo different types of CVE program evaluatiolseverthelessheonly wayto increase
confidence in thgeneralizability of theresent findigs is through conceptual or dite
replications

Inferential Statistics. It bears mentioning that the quantitative findings of the present
study are based upamferential/probabilisticstatistics. By their very nature, they contain an
element of uncertainty to certain degrdderefore, it igpossible that some (theoretically,
perhaps all) could have resulted purely by chamt@wvever, given that the presesualuation
set a stringent .01 threshold for its confidence level, in principle, there is less thamabore
hundred chance that thata in supportofthei ndi ngs, regarding WORDEGOGS

programmatic outcomes, could have occurred by chance.

Project Summary by Section

Section I: Understanding Barriers to Effective CVE -Relevant
Collaborations Between the Public and CVE -Relevant Service
Providers

1 There was consensus that peers might be those best positioned to notice early signs of
individualsconsidering acts of violent extremism.
0 As expected, f ear-relationshdps teraeditoregluc®@ ne ds pee

individual s6 willingness to intervene i
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seemed least willing to reach out to law enforcement (vs. other mbdes
intervention).
1 Fortunately, when such fear was at its greatest, peer gatekeepers tended to be most
willingd despite their feafs to intervene.
o Therefore, there remains great promise injgeéekeeping as a means of locally
led, individually focused, ey CVE intervention.
1 Asanevidlencdh ased recommendation, the devel opmen
seem highly prudent.
0 Such training has been recently pioneered by WORDE, though it remains on a
relatively small scale.
A Based onthe aboveresegrchsuch training seems wor

up, 6 and testing its generalizabilit

Section Il: Understanding Community Awareness of Violent

Extremism Risk Factors

1 Participants were seemingly without theoretically novel ideasdegpprospective risk
factors of violent extremism, though they seemed to comport with the academic
literature.

1 However, given the@resent lack of actuarial means of predicting such risk, lay
assessments ought to be taken just as seriously.

o Indeed, therés reason to believe that lay persons (e.g.,-patgkeepers) might

be best attuned to notice changes in th
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T Assuming that -npeemebresrés amdv ef aamifilryel uct ance bi
interventio® a bias supported by the presene v a | u adtwihemoé ss udcat aggat ek e
lay risk-assessments prompt them to intervene, those assessments should be taken

seriously.

Section lll:  Understanding Changes in Behaviors, Attitudes,
Knowledge, and Relationships

1 Given the need foevidencebased, localiped, CVErelevant programming, a primary
guest i amWAORBE's pfograms effectie .
o This phase yielded val isdrace and multituhusat WORD
programming had intended effects d¢haf 14 outcomes believeatbe CVE
relevant.
0 Additionally, there were no discernable unintended effects.
T To wit, these r esul tservicemand multityuRDpEGgEanmn® | unt e
the first evidencdased CVErelevant programming in the United States.
o Given its evidencéased outcomespntinueddevelopment of itsolunteer
service and multicultural programmisgems prudent.
0 Based on the above research, gu@dgrammings e ems wor t hy bot h of
up, 0 and testing its generalizability i
A WORDE 6 sfundéd tdaining manual, and associated curriculum, offer

guidance toward replicating the fAMon
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1 The outcome measures are included among the set of empidesaied, validated
measures: freely licensed, and #aale among the suite of measures available in

Appendix3.

Section IV: Understanding Recruitment and Retention

T Given WORDEOGS dbeassad doutecvamndeesn,cea pri mary qt
recruitmentandteent i on t o WORDEG6s @rogramming be f
1 Prospective and current program participants disclosed reasons compelling, or
preventing, their participation in volunteer program activities (see Tables 2 and 3).
1 A theoreticallysupported, empiricaltyalidated model of program recruitment and
retenttn was developed that that accounted for
commitment to such volunteer program activities.
1 Based on that model, practitioners including program designers, program
managers, and policy makers would be veelvised taconsider how they might:
a) Make a given CVE initiative more satisfying to participants,
b) Make it relatively more attractive than competing alternatives, and
c) Enhance participantsd personal i n
1 Based on the aforementionedseas, a brief was developed, intended to enhance
recruitment and retention of participants to locddlg, CVErelevant, volunteeservice

or multicultural programming (see Insert 2).

Section V: Key Measures and Their Reliability
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1 Afinal suite of CVErelevant survey measures was expected to deliver a total of at least
4271 83 items (Anderson & Rubin, 1956; Velicer, & Fava, 1998).

o The final suite of CVE measures (totaling 99 items) was employed in both the
first and final phases dfie project, yielding highly satisfactory indices of their
measurement reliability.

1 That suite of measures is freely licensed, and available in App&ndix

o That final suite of measures is intended, and recommended, as a common set of
measures to be emplayen addition to any measures designed to serve the
idiosyncratic interest of local primary intended users.

A The measures can be employed as dependent/outcome variables and/or
statistical control variables.

A In the latter case, they are wsllited for inclgion in propensity score
analyses: a contemporary fAstate of
groups that could not otherwise be equated via random assignment to
condition: as mentioned, a type of quasperimental method

A All such uses would promote @®program comparisons of their
outcomes and their associated effect sizes, and would heljidca field
of CVE evaluation practice whereby the results would increasingly be able
to speak to the generalizability of its findings

1 That final suite of meases is intended, and recommended, as a common set of measures
to be employed in addition to any measures designed to serve the idiosyncratic interest of
local primary intended users: to build a field of CVE evaluation practice whereby the

results will inceasingly be able to speak to the generalizability of its findings.
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1 The suite of measures pertains to various types of psychological processes, motivations,
states, and social circumstances.
0 As such, they are a flexible measurement approach that trartgpesdf CVE
relevant programs and organizations.
A Therefore, these measures can be adapted readily to different types of

CVE program evaluations.
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Abstract

Who woul be the first to notice, and able to intervene, with individuals considering acts of
violent extremism? Study 1 found evidence that those best positioned to notice early signs of
individuals considering acts of violent extremism might be those indiwddal f r i end s : per
more so than school counsellors, clergy, or family members. Furthermore, participants indicated
that the predominant reason underl-rglevang i ndi vi
service providers was fear of the potentialerepssions for such actions. Additionally, that fear
generalized not only to a reluctance to reach out to law enforcement agencies, but also to others
within prospective CVEelevant networks (i.e., religious officials, or family members). An
option foraddressing such reluctance (via an eviddrased, anonymous, texthagiented crisis
hotline for associatgatekeepers) is discussed.

Given that reluctance, what factors might
CVE contexts? Study 2 revedlevo extensions to the bystander intervention model (Darley and
Latané, 1968), necessary for it to be applied more accurately, and usefully, to CVE contexts.
Specifically, individual s reluctance to diss
committing violence appeared to be moderated by their level of fear that doing so might damage
their relationships with them. Further more,
personal identification with friends or family members might reduce bothwviiengness to

intervene, and their ability to recognize violent extremism in the making.
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The critical role of friends in networks for countering violent extremism:
Toward a theory of vicarious hefygeking

Despite its label, Countering VioleBktremism (CVE) essentially refers to a
preventative approach to counterterrorism: an approach intended to preclude individuals from
engaging in, or materially supporting, ideologically motivated violence (White House, 2015).
The fundamental approach t&/E, at least in the United States, is to empower communities to
develop means of countering violent extremism, by tailoring programs and interventions to local
circumstances (White House, 2015). Such variations in local CVE approaches can be seen, for
example, among the three U.S. cilesos Angeles, Minneapolis, and the Greater Bostondarea
chosen by The White House as CVE pilot sites (see Los Angeles Interagency Coordination
Group, 2015; see United States Attorney's Office, District of Massachusettss2é13nited
States Attorney's Office, District of District of Minnesota, 2015). These three cities, in addition
to what has become known as AThe Montgomery
characterized, in part, by robust partnerships bethaeenforcement, social service agencies,
and the communities they serve. Those partnerships are described in their respective CVE
framework documents (see Los Angeles Interagency Coordination Group, 2015; see United
States Attorney's Office, District ddassachusetts, 2015; see United States Attorney's Office,
District of District of Minnesota, 2015; see World Organization for Resource Development And
Education, 2015).

Despite local variations in approaches to CVE, programs focused on CVE that are

desigqned for secondary preventircan be described as having two basic components. The first

37 Primary prevention focuses on protecting normal/healthy people from developing a giviempr8econdary
prevention focuses on halting progress toward a given problem among those for whom warning signs have been
identified. Tertiary prevention is the remediation of a problem for those who concretely manifest a given problem.

C
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is an informal system of C\fEelevant service provider networks. These range from law
enforcement agencies, school systems, faith based organizations, sociaksgEnes,
psychological services, and more. The second component is comprised of individuals willing
and able to connect potentiallyragk persons to those service providers (seeAngeles
Interagency Coordination Group, 2015; see United Statesnaitar Office, District of
Massachusetts, 2015; see United States Attorney's Office, District of District of Minnesota,
2015. Those prospective helperssa | | ed fAgatekeeperso) can be
of the aforementioned organizations, buttterm also encompasses anyone who may be in a
position to make such referrals, including family members and friends of the potentradly at
person. ldeally, these two components dovetail such that potentiabk aersons are
identified at early tmges of their path toward ideologicatftyotivated violence and who are
referred, by those who care about them, to services that effectively decompress whatever forces
seem to be compelling the person toward such violence.

As the following research (&dy 1) describes, however, there appears to be a critical
disconnect between local CMElevant service provider networks and CGkétevant gatekeepers
who are not directly affiliated with (e.g., employed by) the service provider networks. This
finding isvitally important, becauge despite their best efforts to counter violent extrendism
CVE-relevant service providers, as gatekeepers, cannot be everywhere at all times. Therefore,
ot her hfpastsolkceaapger s, 0 f or e x arsppesdns, afeiniaeitalld s o f
important position to connect potentiallyregk persons to CVEelevant service providers.

Consequently, it becomes of great importance to understand what might facilitate, or
hi nder, A wsi eceakri i nogu: sQatékespspcephearding their friends to CVE

relevant services. This is a heretoforeexplored area of theory relative to heheking
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(Rickwood, Deane, Wilson, & Ciarrochi, 2005Results from Study 2 lent support to two
proposed expansions of Darley and L&ans ( 1 %Go@r) bystaederlintervention model,
and represent the genesis of a theory of vicariousdesging: tailored to helpeeking, in CVE
contexts, wherein offers of help might be unwelcome by prospectived@ipents.

Study 1: The “critical disconnect”

Based on our original data, from both Los Angeles and metro Washington, DC, there
was consensus among law enforcement,fagied community leaders, and general community
members regarding their belief that the most\peBitioned gatekeepse able to notice early
signs of persons considering acts of violent extremism, would be assysiekeepers of a
certain kind: those personso6 friends. Il ndeed
potentiallyatr i sk i ndi v i ddbetterhdp shepherd thasesindiwiduald to CVE
relevant service providers than school counsellors, clergy, or family members. This study also
found evidence of a potential, and critical, disconnect between those friends and loeal CVE
relevant service proi der s . That disconnesdekisn@: baarhbanr
hindering individuals from shepherding those in need of help to appropriate services. This study
describes that disconnect, in addition to key implications and a prospectieé tharsolution to
bridge that disconnect.

Method
Participants
The aforementioned disconnect was revealed through analyses of our original data
collected in both Los Angeles (L.A.; in partnership with the LAPD) and metro Washington D.C.
(as part oNIJ-funded research), from 2022014. These data & 172) were from the first two

of three waves of data, collected as part of an ongoing CVE program evaluation. Participants
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from L. A. included members of thesdvekdPlD¥ds comm
based Muslim communitieand other adulnembers of several L.Aased Muslim
communities’® Participants from metro D.C. included members of the Montgomery County
Faith Community Working Group, the Montgomery County Department of Pohde, a
community members from Montgomery County, Maryland (including both adults and youth of
diverse ages and faith backgrounds).
The law enforcement sample £ 33) was 21% Female, 79% Male, agesbR8with an

interquartile age range of 3%2. Table 1lists the religious composition of this sample.

Tablel
Religious composition of law enforcement sample.
Agnostic 3%
Catholic 27%
Muslim 3%
Protestant 15%
Unknown/missing 52%

The sample of L.Abased Muslim leaders amiembers from L.Abased Muslim
communitiesif = 29) was 32% Female, 68% Male, age$ B8, with an interquartile age range
of 35- 50. The sample of community members from Montgomery Courty76) was 59%
Female, 41% Male, ages 158, with an interqgartile age range of 1435. Table 2 lists the
religious composition of this sample.

Table2
Religious composition of metro DC community sample.

38 The inclusion ®Muslim participants, from Los Angeles, served two functions. Firstctirigolementedhe

sample of Muslims from the East coast (i.e., Metro DC): both samples were part of a broader intensaretthe

inclusion of Muslim voices in the present studyhe authors deemed those intentions important, given (as
mentioned) that CVE in the U.S., is focused on the #dgr
including that which claims Islam as its basis. Second, the L.A. based Muslim patti@jsn were party to a
concurrent, unrelated research project: an evaluation
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Agnostic | 8%
Atheist 5%
Buddhist | 3%
catholic | 25%

Hindu 7%
Muslim | 32%
Protestan| 17%
Other 3%

The Montgomery County Faith Community Working Group sample 34) was 30%
Female, 70% Male, age 3975 with an interquartile age range of 586. Table 3 lists the

religious composition of this sample.

Table3
Religious composition of the Faith Community Working Group sample.
Agnostic 6%
Atheist 3%
Buddhist 3%
Catholic 3%
Jewish 12%
Muslim 29%
Protestant 38%
Unknown/Missing| 6%

Participant Recruitment

Los Angeles Participants, comprised of LAPD community liaison officers, took part in
approximately orndaour interviews, during a twday data collection in the fall of 2013. Leaders
from several L.Abased Muslim communities also participated in interviews. Ctateere

obtained from LAPDGO6s I|liaison unit and those p
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regarding other prospective L-lFased Muslim community leader interviewees (i.e., snowball
sampling). Three of those leaders also posted, on theg prafi o n a | organizati on:
promotional notice for the study containing a link to the online survey component.
Participants, comprised of other adult members of severaldaged Muslim
communities were recruited via anperson presentatiocruitment pitch, made by one of the
present authors, at an | sl amic Center, in gre
annual Muslim community forums.
Metro Washington, DC.
General community membersParticipant recruitment, in metro DCasvperformed
through several strategies in cooperation with the World Organization for Resource
Development and Education (WORDE; a Musled, nonprofit, educational organization whose
mission is to enhance communication and understanding between cormasmnihitigate social
and political conflictWorld Organization for Resource Development and Educa2@ig.
Throughout the month prior to each of three data collection periods, WORDE program staff
broadcast the opportunity to partake in a surveyaaridtus group. This was done viaparson
announcements (at their community events), their emasdiste, their Facebook page, their
Twitter account, through local higgthool listserves that broadcast volunteer opportunities, and
phone calls withdcal school teachers and parents whose students or children (respectively)
WORDEOGs staff believed might be interested in
Participants were informed that the study was sponsored by the National Institute of
Justiceas part ok multHfacetal, communityled effort to promote community cohesion,
resiliency, and the prevention of violendearticipants completed a brief psereening

guestionnaire that asked them to provide their name, age, race, religion, and email address or
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phone number, siinat they may be contacted by a member of the research téarlected to
participate in the survey or a focus group.

From this participant list, a stratified random sampling procedure ensured data across
sexes, races, and religions. Additionally, mpants were not selected into more than one data
collection wave or data collection modality (surveys vs. focus groups). Parental consent, and
mi norso6 assent, were obtained for all minors

Faith community workng group The Faith Community Working Group (FCWG) is an
interfaith group that is part of the Faith Community Advisory Council of Montgomery County,
which is within the County Executivebs Office
FCWGO s p u topmanslirase intenfagh collaborations on initiatives within Montgomery
County; to support and expand Montgomery County government initiatives, by including the
faith communitiesd perspectives and participa
comnunity efforts toward establishing social justice and community service (International
Cultural Center, 2013).

WORDE maintains close professional relationships with the FCWG; therefore, WORDE
staff sent invitations (via email and phone calls), to FCWG mesnbe the online survey and
focus groups. These invitations included information regarding the purpose of the study. Again,
efforts to recruit diverse FCWG participants were part of the recruitment process.

Montgomery County Police OfficersProspetive participants (i.e., officers), from the
Montgomery County Department of Police, were informed, by a commanding officer, that their
department was partnering with WORDE and the present research team to conduct surveys and
focus groups. They were infaed of the aforementioned purpose of the study, that their

participation would be vantary, and that thecommanding officers would remain unaware of
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who opted in (vs. out) of participating. Recruiting efforts strove for diverse representation of
sex, pb titles, professional ranks, and years of experiefte. overall study was conducted in
accordance with the AEthical Principles of
Psychological Associatior2010. Furthermore,larecruitment and intervig technques were
approved through university institutional review boards (IRB), and imexecordwith the U.S.
Depart ment o fPrivhay Sertificate @d Hum&nhGub)ects Protection policies
Procedure and Analysis

Study 1 was a mixethethodstudy, entailing interviews, focus groups, and surveys.
Data from L.A. were obtained through two means: a) stractured interviews with members
of the LAPD, and Muslim community leaders, and b) online surveys of the otheb&sAd
Muslim community menbers. Data from metro D.C. were obtained through surveys and focus
groups with each subgroup of participants.

Preliminary data (i.e., from fall of 2013 through the spring of 2014), from the above

sources, were initially assessed (i.e., bracketed) forggnethemes by one of the three

members of the research team. Those themes were subsequently verified by the other two team

members. Emergent themes gained further verification, as they continued to emerge through
subsequent waves of data (i.e., actegsdata collections, in 2014) and across each mode of
data collection (i.e., across surveys, interviews, and focus groups). Therefore, the following
results stem from a triangulation of data, across multiple waves of data, from multiple sources:
all of which, in principle, enhance the reliability of the current findings (Jick, 1979).

Results

BestPositioned Gatekeepers

Ps
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Participants were in consensus regarding their belief that those best positioned to notice
early signs of individuals considering actsvadlent extremism likely would be those
individual s6 friends: perhaps more so than sc
Regarding school counsellors, one Muslim male high school student expressed that many

studdonét ihave twitladoundelers @ |fnéoafl [tortu so f students r

counselors, just for being kind of impersonal sometimes Si mi | arl y, an Asi an
school st Jmetwith myscouaseler darlier fhis week, and it was a really bad
experience. Heavs real ly, | i ke, insensitive, aod, |ik

Regarding clergy, and family memberfakistaniA me r i can f at thepriestavdls er t e d ,
not know [if youth are getting involved in illegal activities], becausenwies[the youth] goes to
the church, or the mosque, or the tem@eéae, nheod
family is the last one to know. They only know when the person is in ttouble.
A Critical Disconnect

Another common theme was tlggspite broad, wekstablished CVEelevant safety
networks, in both major metropolitan areas, dasdpite robust partnerships between law
enforcement, social service agencies, and the communities the§ stifide layperson
participants expressed reluctarno reach out, as gatekeepers, to those safety networks. In
exploration of that theme, survey respondents
now about your friends or family members, imagine if one of them started to say or do things
that made you think they werdinking about committingiolence against someone els&hat
would prevent yodrom speaking with someone (e.g., an official from your religion, or another

friend or family member) about your conce?n8 (Emphasis in the origindl The response

39 This questiorwasnotincludedin surveys administered to police.
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options and participant s 02 imwhchpagi@pandswers ar e de

instructed to select all thatapdfl n addi ti on, participants could

category, in which they could write in reasons be/the other response options; however, only

one participant validl*yY endorsed the fAothero
As depicted in Figurg, the fourmose ndor sed reasons were the f

concerned that | could be i demyfiefdifaendy, ¢ Al ' d b

member in trouble; o Al'd be concerned that I

friend or family member would get mad at me. 0
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I'd be I'd be I'd be | would be | don'tthinkit 1canhelp |don'thave
concerned concerned concerned afraid my would help. them by enough time.
that | could thatl could thatlcould friend or myself.
be identified. getmy getmyselfin  family
friend/family  trouble. member
member in would get
trouble. mad at me.

Figure2. Percentages of endorsed respom®dd opti ons
prevent yourom speaking with someone (e.g., an official from your religion, or another friend
or family member) about your conceris.

40 Thereforethe endorsememiercentagg, across responsgtions, could sum to greater than 100%.

“ln all but the aforementioned case, participants erro
stated reasons either fit s qgudmahegitatwdue tbohcerndbbuethemt her r e
gettingintrouble 6) or avoided the quest i on nbthingmalk preventneet at e ment
from doing so 0
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In comparing the frequencies of those four mersiorsed reasons, Mauchly's test of
sphericity indicated thatéh assumpti on of spher)b)eilna7yp<coul d noc
.05; therefore, a HuynReldt correction was applied. The omnibus test of those four reasons
indicated, indeed, that they differed from one another beyond levels expected by El{arese:
159.13) = 3.14p < .05. Specifically, the only significant difference was that the-eadbrsed
reason, of those four (Al'd be concerned that
endorsed of those fourgéegtinlmyd fbrei ecrodh/cfea mieldy trhear
and Al'd be concerned thHELN=161)c®2Bp<d 0.edxt5 myasred fc
(1,n=61) =5.71p < 0.05 respectively. In other words, the leaxstiorsed reasons differed only
fromthetwomoste ndor sed reasons which 2@inE6oa58pi f fer
> 0.05.

In further exploration of the disconnect between laypersons andré€let#ant safety
net works, survey respondents werebatybued t he f
friends or family members, imagine if one of them started to say or do things that made you
think they werehinking about committingiolence against someone elskhinking about that
same person from the previous question, if they were s§ asgo consider committing such a
crime, what would prevent yduiom speaking with the police about your concerfis
(Emphasis in the original.) Response options were the same as the previously discussed
guestion, and part i carpdepictedid Figar®d dgainspartimipamts s o f t

were instructed to select all that apply.

42 This question was not assessed in surveys administered to police.
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concerned concerned concerned afraid my would help. them by enough time.
that | could thatl could thatlcould friend or myself.
be identified. getmy getmyselfin  family
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member in would get
trouble. mad at me.

Figure3.Per cent ages of endorsed response options,
prevent yodrom speaking with the police about your conc@rias

The four mosendorsed reasons were the same as the previously discussed question.
Comparing the frequencies of four most endorsed reasons, Mauchly's Test of Sphericity
indicated that the assumpt)b)eh58p*$.05sAsheforej ci ty c
the omnibus test of those four reasons indicated that they differed from one another beyond
levels expected by chande(3, 180) = 4.45p < .05. Specifically, the only significant
di fference was that the Il'chesohcerred thai Fceutlde r e as on
identifiedo) dif feardeod sendl y efarsom t(Hd 'mdobte conc
friend/family nfélmmb=él) =8.4@p<t0.0% Rdadilg abdervable, through

visual inspection of Figuredands3, is that the patterns of responses between these respective
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two questions were strikingly similar. Indeed, none of the response options, depicted in Figures
2 and3, differed significantly between those two questigns (05).
Taken as a whol¢he top four mosendorsed reasons suggest that the predominant
reason underlying prospective associteat e k eeper so6 r el uc-televadte t o r e

service providers was fear. That reason was borne out also by statements made by focus group

partic i pant s. For example, speaking oflmayuch f eal
hesitate due to concern about them [prospective-tegpients] getting in trould . 0 Similar|l
White, Buddhist, female stated that her reluctance would be due,lae a st fearmf part , t c

stigmatizing individuals and getting them a police record/FBI profile, when I'm concerned but
not sure 0
Discussion

The finding that school counsellors, clergy, and family members might not be best
positioned as CVEelevant gtekeepers does not suggest that such gatekeepers are of little or no
importance for CVE. Nevertheless, in contrast to assumptions that school personnel, clergy, or
family members are well positioned as gatekeepers, it suggests that there may be udwarrante
emphasis placed upon the prospective gatekeeping functions of such people. Similarly, the
finding that layperson participants feared reaching out to prospectiver€l®ant service
provider networks does not suggest that @€Eevant service provideretworks (including, for
example, initiatives such as commupdgyiented policing) are unimportant. Instead, it suggests
that comprehensive CVEelevant service provider networks, including commuboitignted
policing initiatives, will fall short of theipotential to counter violent extremism to the extent that

associatgatekeepers remain unwilling to engage with such networks.
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Recalling the strikingly similar pattern o
(i.e., fear) to reach out to CVielevant service providers, findings suggest that everlan
enforcement service providers face challenges similarly large as law enforcement agencies, with
respect to overcoming associgtea t e k eeper s reluctance to acces
relatively surprising finding given one might otherwise assume that assgeitekeepers would
be more willing (i.e., less afraid) to reach out to an official from their religions, or another friend
or family member, than to reach out to the police. Alternatjglyen the hypothetical nature of
these survey questions, participants might feel and behave differently, in reality, than reported on
these survey items. Therefore, such a counterintuitive finding is ripe for replication, to assess
whether it holds eitér with other samples or if measured by other means.
Circumvent Individual sdé Fears

Despite assumptions that individuals tend to base their decisions upon rational or closely
considered criteria, a great deal of research has demonstrated that individuals tend to base
decisions on emotional or heuristic criteria (see Ariely, 2008; Hat ;2Zajonc, 1980).
Therefore, it should not be expected that assegatekeepers will overcome their (perhaps
well-justified) fears easily, such that they would be willing to refer potentialslatriends to
law enforcement agencies or other Ckédievant service providers: however reasonable, or
appropriate, that decision might seem for CVE. Instead, to circumvent asgpeiatee Kk e e per s 6
fears, a successful strategy might be to offer assega&tkeepers control over a means of
communication perceed by them to be less threatening, and more supportive, than law
enforcement agenciesorother GYeEe | evant service providers. (
Solution, 0 for one such suggestion.)

Make the Solution Convenient

rn
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| ndi vidual s ¢ emat hoofifloedodtw tdsi stance, 0 il
(see Thaler & Sunstein, 2008, p. 83). Therefore, prospective communication channels that aim
to connect associatgatekeepers to C\Eelevant service providers should be ones with which
gatekeepes (youth, especially) already are familiar with and accustomed to using. Furthermore,
it should be a means of communication that is readily available to them.
Prospective Piece of the Solution

Communitybased crisis intervention models developed in Mawnd New York could
become a prospective piece of the solution that aims to bridge the divide between gatekeepers
and CVErelevant service providers. These locations have initiated, and promoted, a texting
based crisis service, as supplemental to nradétional phonen crisis services. Such a service
preserves user sdbconsequeritlyy deechit d ead igrygs meradt i ve user
access the servi¢gvans, Davidson, & Sicafuse, 2013). Indeed, in 2011, a texting service was
launched (for gsis/suicide prevention), in Nevada, resulting in a remarkable 38% increase in
youth utilization of the crisis service (Evans et al., 2013). That equated to approximately 3600
texts, from 137 unique youth textepgr month(Evans et al., 2013). Suchxtmg-based crisis
services could be adapted to provide advice, referrals, and emotional support to texters
(especially youth) seeking to dissuade their friends who might be considering acts of violent
extremism.

Establishing a textingpased CVErelevantcrisis service, however, also should be
accompanied by shrewd marketing efforts, including savvy messaging to attract youth associate
gatekeeper service users. (See Evans et al., 2013, for descriptions of relatively inexpensive,

effective examples of shamarketing materials.) Fortunately, such a servaebe relatively
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inexpensive, and cosfffective, if built into a preexisting crisis prevention phaméotline (as
was done in Nevada; Evans et al., 2013).

In Nevada, though the textifgased crisiservice interconnects with first responders,
including | aw enforcement, it is not marketed
function. Instead, the texting servic@and, by extension, its primary application for CVE, if so
adapted is to encorrage proactive helpeeking for associatgatekeepers who are concerned
about their friends who might be considering the commission of ideologicaliivated
violence.

Study 2: A theorygyeokKi mygd carious hel |

Given the disconnedtetween associate gatekeepers and-@l&ant service providers,
it begs the question: what are the barriers preventing individuals from helping others to seek help
for themselves (i.e., wh-ateliagbhe thiisa mensi b
previously unexplored topic among theories related to-edking Rickwood, Deane, Wilson,

& Ciarrochi, 200%. Research on barriers to halpeking has, thus far, focused on hurdles to

individuals seeking help for themselves (see Rickwoodl,2@05). For example, one such

barrier, among youth, is their relative lack of emotional competence/emotional intelligence: the
ability to identify and describe emot-i ons and
defensively (see Rickwood et &2005). Another barrier to hegeeking among youth is the

extent to which they hold negative attitudes toward seeking professional help (see Rickwood et

al., 2005). Those negative evaluations can result, for example, from unpleasant experiences, or
from beliefs that help offered by professionals is relatively useless.

Toward predicting associateat ek eeper sd i ntentions to inte

general, theory of intentional behavior is the theory of planned behayzen( 199). That
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theay, depicted in Figurd, asserts that intentions to behave in a given manner are influenced by

nor ms, onebs att it udalfieasy toward pkrfoonmg agivendehavore o f

Behavioral
attitude

Subjective
norms

Behavior

Perceived
behavioral
control

Figure 4. The theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1991).

Thetheory of planned behavior, however, is not especially helpful in predicting vicarious
help-seeking behaviors, because each of the antecedents of the intention to help can consist of
competing forces: with no way of predicting which force will predomin&t. example,
regarding subjective norms, it seems plausible that there exist norms both for and against
vicarious helping. One such norm is a sense of prosocial pressure to help those in need. A
competing norm, however, regarding whether or not to fedddhe affairs others, is that one
ought to respect othersd autonomy: in other
be helpers might hold positive attitudes toward helping, based (perhaps) upon favorable
outcomes from their previous helpibghaviors. Individuals also might hold negative attitudes
toward helping, if they fear that doing so would have an undesirable outcome: for example,

breaching the confidentiality (and hence trust) of the person in need of help or somehow

S

e
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stigmatizing thaperson in the process. Finally, regarding perceived behavior control, one may
be physically able to help someone; however, wingdhelpers also might feel that they are not
in a position to help, if doing so were to risk damaging their relationshiptiaetwouldbe
recipient of that help. These are merely a few of the potentially competing forces that render the
venerable theory of planned behavior relatively useless in predicting vicarioesel&ipg.

A theory more promising for predicting vicar®belpseeking is the weknown model
of bystander intervention, developed by Darley and Latd®@é8; Latané & Darley, 1968 That
model, depicted in Figurg includes five cognitive stages between an emergency and the
decision to intervene and offessaastance. Those stages are the following: a) notice the event, b)
interpret the event as an emergency, ¢) assume responsibility for providing help, d) know

appropriate forms of assistance, and e) implement a decision to help.

Figure 5. Stages of bystater intervention (adapted from Latané and Darley, as cited in Aronson,

Wilson, & Akert, 2007).



