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ABSTRACT KEYWORDS
Building resilience to violent extremism has featured in preventing Violent extremism;
violent extremism efforts for over a decade. Validated and standar- resilience; community

dized cross-cultural measures can help identify protective capacities resilience; youth; risk
and vulnerabilities toward violent extremism for young people.
Because drivers for violent extremism are multi-factorial, a measure
of resilience cannot be used to predict who will and will not commit
acts of terror. Instead, its purpose is to track the multiple forms of
capital available to youth at risk of adopting violence to resolve
ideological, religious and political grievances, and to use this data
to inform interventions that increase young people’s capacity to
resist violent extremism’s push and pull forces. In this study, we
developed such a measure, using data from 200 Australian and 275
Canadian participants aged eighteen to thirty years old. Following
exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis, a fourteen-item mea-
sure emerged consisting of five factors: cultural identity and connect-
edness; bridging capital; linking capital; violence-related behaviors,
and violence-related beliefs. The Building Resilience against Violent
Extremism (BRAVE) measure was found to have good internal relia-
bility (a = .76), correlating in expected directions with related mea-
sures. The BRAVE shows promise for helping understand young
people’s resilience to violent extremism.

Resilience to violent extremism: conceptual and policy directions

Building resilience to violent extremism has been a significant component of preventing
violent extremism efforts in various countries at both the community and policy level for
more than a decade." This trend has been reflected in part by the number of international
preventing/countering violent extremism (P/CVE) policy frameworks that have explicitly
referenced “resilience” as a constitutive element of their approach. These include Public
Safety Canada’s Building Resilience Against Terrorism: Canada’s Counter-Terrorism
Strategy;” the Council of Australian Governments’ (COAG) Australia’s Counter-Terrorism
Strategy: Strengthening our Resilience;” the USA’s Strategic Implementation Plan for
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Empowering Local Partners to Prevent Violent Extremism in the United States,* and the UK’s
focus on resilience as a foundational organizing concept in both the Prepare and Prevent
streams of its broader anti-terrorism CONTEST strategy.S Despite all these efforts, however,
there have yet to be developed standardized protocols for assessing the resilience of popula-
tions that are at risk for violent extremism (determined based on shared experiences and
characteristics with those who have committed acts of terror). One of the major challenges in
the field of developing resilience-based approaches to preventing and countering violent
extremism (P/CVE) lies in complementing rigorous conceptual work on resilience to violent
extremism with empirical data that supports operationalizing and applying resilience concepts
in meaningful and context-relevant ways.® The development of the present measure is
a response to this challenge. Because the phenomenon of violent extremism is extremely
rare and multi-factorial,” a measure of resilience cannot be used to predict who will and who
will not commit acts of terror. Instead, its purpose is to track the multiple forms of capital
available to populations at risk of adopting violent means to resolve ideological, religious and
political grievances, and to use this data to inform interventions that increase a population’s
capacity to resist the push and pull forces that contribute to violence.

The shift in terrorist recruitment and attack trajectories toward domestic or “home-
grown” terrorism began with Al Qaeda® and intensified with the emergence of Islamic
State social influence in 2014.” extremist movements and attacks. This has generated
intensified urgency to develop strategies that can foster enhanced capacity for both
individual and community resilience that will help people ignore, resist, or challenge
narratives of social division, hatred, and violent action promoted by terrorist influencers
across political and ideological spectrums.'® This focus on resilience to violent extremism
signals an important shift in the broader political discourse around preventing violent
extremism, insofar as it reorients attention away from a predominantly “deficit” model, in
which individuals and communities are scrutinized almost exclusively for vulnerabilities,
rather than strengths, in response to the influence of violent extremist propaganda and
calls for extremist action.

It is important to emphasize that resilience is not the inverse of risk. The latter focuses
on the increased odds of undesirable outcomes, while the former promotes a focus on the
process of harnessing key resources to build and sustain the factors associated with
positive psychosocial development and community cohesion in contexts where
a population experiences high levels of adversity."' In this sense, risk and resilience
represent two orthogonal dimensions of human experience. Even when risk is high (i.e.,
a community experiences structural violence or social stigma), it is still possible for there
to be many resilience promoting processes operating (i.e., strong adherence to a collective
identity, social cohesion, economic security through internal trade, secure attachments
with caregivers, etc.). Thus both concepts of risk and resilience are not opposite ends of
a single continuum but instead provide complementary perspectives. To date, however,
the issue of why people choose not to participate in violent extremism has been poorly
researched, as compared to research on risk factors.'>

The issue of youth resilience to violent extremism gained impetus following the flow of
over 36,000 foreign fighters—the vast majority of them young men—from more than one
hundred countries to Syria and Iraq as part of Islamic State’s now-failed caliphate
project."” Current policy concerns for many governments now include the potential social
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influence and attack skills that returning foreign fighters and supporters of Islamic State
can wield as they seek to return to their countries of origin and re-join local communities,
compounding the risk that domestic terrorism will accelerate and diversify. "*This sce-
nario has created further urgency for policymakers to develop resilience-based approaches
to violent extremist prevention as a means of reducing such risks. More recently, cognate
concerns have emerged regarding the rise of ethno-nationalist and white supremacist-
based violent extremism. Recent attacks indicate the capacity of these groups for mobiliz-
ing young people, especially online, in pursuit of social division and violent conflict."”

Resilience to violent extremism can be a challenging concept, particularly in relation to
its translation into policy and practice,' resulting in community and policy confusion or
suspicion about what “resilience to violent extremism” may actually mean, and to what
political agendas it may be harnessed.'” In practical terms, the social-ecological approach
to building resilience to violent extremism, which we discuss in greater detail below, has
been undercut at times by more security-oriented logics of resilience.'® These logics can
make resilience discourse toxic for communities by designating specific ethno-religious
communities as “risky” and by conflating resilience to violent extremism with national
values, cultural assimilation, and exclusionary models of citizenship and belonging."® For
some communities, making them more resilient has been equated with assimilation and
surveillance rather than structural transformation of the conditions that put these com-
munities at risk for violence.*

Defining resilience through the prism of security-driven logics and the political exi-
gencies that inform them does not wholly explain the prominence of resilience concepts
within P/CVE discourse, however. A central tenet to emerge across a number of studies is
that resilience to violent extremism can be characterized as the capacity to reject the
“social legitimacy of violent extremism”>' based on strong family, peer, cultural, religious
and community networks and resources** that can serve as protections against violent
extremist narratives of humiliation, disenfranchisement, nihilistic rebellion, and social
purpose and belonging.*?

Indeed, the most common construct of resilience for many P/CVE scholars, analysts
and program developers is a concept of resilience allied to prevention of and resistance to
violent extremism. In its simplest form, resilience-as-resistance can mean both
“withstand[ing] violent extremist ideologies” and also “challeng[ing] those who espouse
them.” ** For the most part, definitions of violent extremism focused on resilience as
prevention or resistance tend to be very strongly grounded in the social-ecological
resilience model.*” This model understands resilience as the ability to thrive in contexts
of adversity or challenge through positive, prosocial adaptation; the presence and mobi-
lization of protective factors that can offset risks and vulnerabilities, and the ability to
access and navigate resources in culturally meaningful ways.>® All of these capacities rely
on complex interrelationships, dynamics and trade-offs between different levels and
systems of humans and their social and natural environments.”” Resilience as a more
psychological construct, with its emphasis on self-regulation, self-compassion, and
mindfulness,”® is not our focus here, nor is individual resilience to violent extremism,
which limits opportunities for strengthening prosocial resistance to terrorist ideation and
action.”

Our development of a measure to help assess protective capacities for young people in
relation to violent extremism heeds the call of researchers and practitioners to develop field-
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based assessment tools that help avoid the prospect of resilience to violent extremism
becoming “nothing more than just another good concept and meaningless buzz-word.”*
Thinking through a public health lens, the application of such a measure can have particular
relevance in primary prevention work at the broad community level because it focuses policy
and practice attention on identifying existing resources that can serve as protective factors but
which may be under-resourced, under-utilized, or both in relation to strengthening resilience
to violent extremism. It can also potentially help generate new insights into why, in commu-
nity settings where groups of people may share similar grievances or adversities, various
protective or risk factors may be activated for some members of a group but not others,
offering new pathways for resource investment and allocation. It may also have applications in
secondary interventions for individuals who are on radicalization to violence pathways but
who have not yet committed violent action by helping to understand their relationship to
various protective resilience assets that they may struggle to access or navigate in meaningful
ways.

In developing the measure within the framework we outline above, we aim to support
a concept of resilience to violent extremism that sees this as the ability to resist and
challenge the social legitimation of violent extremist propaganda, recruitment and
ideology”" as a response to social and political grievances, based on access to and capacity
to navigate and mobilize socio-cultural resources for coping and thriving under adversity.
Such resistance includes, but goes well beyond, the ability to bring critical thinking and
integrative complexity to bear during encounters with violent extremist ideology and
propaganda. In particular, we aim to build on and extend work that identifies existing
resources within communities that can be harnessed to this task but that may have been
overlooked in resilience studies focused on identifying vulnerabilities rather than assets.

The conceptual underpinnings of such an approach have already characterized empiri-
cally-based projects such as Weine and Ahmed’s study of resilience and protective
factors to violent extremism amongst Somali-Americans living in Minneapolis-St. Paul;
Ungar and colleagues™™ Barriers to Violent Radicalization project in Canada; and
Grossman, Tahiri and Stephenson’s®* study on harnessing ethno-cultural resilience capital
to violent extremism in Australia, all of which have taken an asset-based approach to
asking why the vast majority of people in so-called “communities at risk” do not ever
radicalize to violent extremism. Indeed, these studies have been instrumental in re-
focusing discussion of “risk” away from socio-cultural identities (such as those related
to faith or ethnicity) and toward a more nuanced understanding of the complex online
and offline social contexts in which resilience-based risk and vulnerability factors may
feature when exploring susceptibility or resistance to violent extremist influence, including
the role of social trust, fear, and uncertainty.35

Despite these developments in the research agenda on resilience to violent extremism,
while there are a number of validated measures of general resilience for use with youth,*® there
are few measures specifically addressing resilience to violent extremism. Extant measures of
resilience to violent extremism are focused on single ethnicity youth groups—such as the
Building Resilience to Violent Extremism Amongst Somali-American youth in Minneapolis-
St. Paul, U.S.A.,> or on multiple specific ethnic adult population groups—such as Harnessing
Resilience Capital.’® The absence of a standardized measure addressing relevant domains for
youth resilience to violent extremism currently limits the efforts of communities and agencies
to develop effective and meaningful youth-focused policies and programs that can identify
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Qualitative study
involving Somali, South/Sudanese,
Indonesian and Lebanese Australians
(n=289)

Qualitative study
involving Somali and Indigenous Canadians
(n=6)

35 items derived 20 items derived

Initial 55-item
measure produced

|

Exploratory factor analysis
in Somali-Canadian sample (n = 203)

}

20-item, 5-factor
measure produced

|

Confirmatory factor analysis
and assessments of internal consistency
and construct validity
in Australian and Canadian sample (n = 475)

}

‘BRAVE-14’
14-item, 5-factor
measure validated

Figure 1. Process for the development of the BRAVE-14.

both what young people in communities already possess as protective resources against
violent extremism (but which may be unrecognized or under-utilized), and what vulnerabil-
ities or gaps they may need to address, and how. Accordingly, this paper outlines the
development and validation of a cross-cultural standardized measure applicable to a wide
spectrum of culturally diverse youth.

Method
Design

To develop the measure, we conducted initial pilot work to generate a bank of potential
item statements relevant to resilience to violent extremism. These items were derived from
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two qualitative studies conducted in Australia (n = 89) and Canada (n = 6). Somali youth
in Canada (n = 203) then filled in a questionnaire which included these items, and their
responses were subject to Exploratory Factor Analyses (EFA) to produce a range of
potential models for evaluation. When the most appropriate model was determined,
Confirmatory Factor Analyses (CFA) were used to validate the emerging measure, and
assessments of internal consistency and convergent validity were conducted, using self-
report data from a further sample of young adults in Australia (n = 200) and Canada
(n = 275). This process for the development and validation of the measure is illustrated in
Figure 1, and follows common practice in resilience measurement development.”® The
decision to focus on Australia and Canada was because both countries have communities
where individuals are at risk of radicalization to violent extremism*’ and both had active
research groups with links to local affected communities.

Qualitative pilot work

The initial survey measure was developed based on hypothesized indicators for resilience
to violent extremism drawn from qualitative studies in Australia and Canada. Twenty
items were derived from an Australian qualitative study,”’, involving eighty-nine indivi-
duals (thirty-three female, fifty-six male) aged eighteen to seventy-five. The participants
identified as Somali-Australian (n = 26), South/Sudanese Australian (n = 19), Indonesian
Australian (n = 22), and Lebanese Australian (# = 22) and were interviewed individually
(n = 52) or in focus groups (n = 37). These sessions involved semi-structured interviewing
to elicit community perceptions of the proactive resilience measures that account for
cultural diversity as a key variable in building community resilience to radicalization and
extremism. Data collection took place at four sites: Brisbane (n = 19), Darwin (n = 15),
Melbourne (n = 36), and Sydney (n = 19).

The second qualitative study, Ungar and Amarasingam’s Barriers to Violent
Radicalization: Understanding Pathways to Resilience among Canadian Youth (2016),
took place in Canada, with six young people aged eighteen to twenty-nine, living in

Table 1. Participants involved in the development of the measure

Other/not
Group Female Male Transgender specified Total
Qualitative study - Australia (n = 89)
Somali-Australian * * * * 13
South/Sundanese-Australian * * * * 13
Indonesian-Australian * * * * 15
Lebanese-Australian * * * * 1
Focus group participants: Somali-Australian, South/Sundanese- 12 25 0 0 37
Australian, Indonesian-Australian, Lebanese-Australian®
Qualitative study - Canada (n = 6)
Indigenous Canadian * * * * 4
Somali-Canadian * * * * 2
EFA sample (n = 203)
Somali-Canadian 65 131 2 5 203
CFA sample (n = 475)
Australian 95 102 1 2 200
Canadian 121 147 2 5 275

*A more detailed breakdown is not available for these participants, as this was not recorded in the original study to avoid
risk of participant identification.
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Ontario Indigenous (n = 4) and Toronto Somali (# = 2) communities and who had
a proximity to “violent extremism.” This meant the inclusion of friends, family members,
and professionals who have worked with individuals who have attended indigenous
protests that have become violent or Somali youth from neighborhoods that have experi-
enced significant levels of violence, political and/or otherwise. While these contexts of
violence are distinct, the study sought to get a better sense of the intra-community
conversations and debates taking place among individuals living in these contexts of
political grievance (local and transnational). Individual interviews, focus groups,
PhotoVoice, and participatory video were employed in this second qualitative study,
and thirty-five additional items for the measure were derived from the data collected
from these Canadian participants.

A key facet of the approach taken to derive the initial fifty-five items for the measure
was the involvement of local community partners to ensure face validity, relevance, and
inclusiveness across different community and national settings. For this reason, we
established a Local Advisory Committee (LAC) in each of the study’s field sites, compris-
ing community service providers (including mental health professionals, youth welfare
workers, and educators), researchers, community elders, and youth. Committee members
commented on the risk and protective factors relevant to resilience to violent extremism,
as well as how best to engage the community and youth in each setting in the research and
knowledge mobilization processes. Additionally, the final selection of items from the data
was determined by the entire research team in consultation with LACs in each setting.

EFA and CFA participants

Once the pool of fifty-five items was produced, we used EFA to identify a factor structure
for the emerging measure, and to clarify which of the items were associated with the
identified factors.*! Participants involved in the (Barriers to Violent Radicalization) served
as the group for the EFA (n = 203); they completed a survey which included the fifty-five
items that were developed through the interviews, focus groups, and conversations with
the LACs. These participants were youth aged eighteen to thirty (sixty-five female, 131
male, two transgender, five did not specify) and were recruited in Toronto, Canada. All
self-identified as Somali Canadian.

Once a factor structure was established, this was validated through CFA using com-
pleted questionnaires from a cohort of 475 youth that were part of the (Understanding
Youth Resilience to Violent Extremism) study. These individuals were aged eighteen to
thirty and were from culturally diverse and disadvantaged backgrounds in Australia (n
= 200) and Canada (n = 275). The surveys were administered in three Australian cities:
Brisbane (n = 30), Melbourne (n = 80), and Sydney (n = 90), and in four Canadian cities:
Halifax (n = 11), Montreal (n = 25), Toronto (n = 165), and Vancouver (n = 74). These
field sites were selected for their capacity to provide culturally diverse youth populations
as potential participants in the study, and the capacity of the research team in each
country to mobilize preexisting networks in each locale for recruitment of participants
through research and engagement relationships with local community organizations and
contacts. Data from these participants were also used to assess the internal consistency and
convergent validity of the measure (Table 1).
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For both EFA and CFA participant groups, the Australian and Canadian research teams
recruited youth through a wide range of local service organizations, including youth
centers and advocacy groups, immigrant and refugee services, educational institutions,
religious centers and groups, and LAC networks. Organizations who assisted with recruit-
ment are not identified for reasons of confidentiality and privacy.

Participants were informed of study aims and then were asked to complete a consent
form in order to be eligible to take part in the study. Thirty dollar gift vouchers were
offered to offset costs of participation. The survey was administered in public settings such
as sports and recreation or community, education, and youth centers that were easily
accessible to young people. Data collection was conducted with ethical approval from the
institutional review boards of Victoria University and Dalhousie University.

Analyses

EFA and CFA models were fit using Mplus 7.31** with full information maximum like-
lihood used to handle missing data. In an EFA, factor structure is determined from the
bottom up, with the number of factors identified from the interrelationships between the
questionnaire items. We requested a range of potential factor solutions, from a single
factor solution up to one involving thirteen factors, fitting with Grossman, Tahiri
and Stephenson’s proposal that violent extremism would be comprised of thirteen
factors.*> We used an oblique Geomin (OB) rotation and considered any loadings greater
than .30 to be indicative of a loading or cross-loading. The most appropriate model was
selected based on a review of fit statistics and theory.** The CFA was then used to replicate
the most appropriate factor structure. Replication of factorial composition in a second
sample is an indicator of construct validity.*’

For both the EFA and CFA, model fit statistics involved reviewing the root mean square
error of approximation (RMSEA), standardized root mean square residual (SRMR), and
comparative fit index (CFI). Model fit is considered acceptable where the RMSEA is < .06
with a limit of the upper confidence interval of < .08, SRMR is < .08, and CFI is > .90.%¢
Internal consistency was examined through Cronbach’s alpha of each of the factors in the
EFA and CFA, and of the overall measure.

To examine convergent validity, we explored relationships between the newly developed
measure and validated measures of resilience, family functioning, neighborhood collective
efficacy, prosocial behaviors, emotional and behavioral difficulties, experiences of discrimina-
tion, and participation in criminal activities, among the 475 participants whose data was used
for the CFA. In particular, we expected that individuals demonstrating higher levels of
resilience to violent extremism would also report higher levels of resilience in general, and
so that scores on the measure would be positively correlated with scores on the Adult
Resilience Measure (ARM-28; o = .81).*” Similarly, as research has indicated that an indivi-
dual’s resilience is facilitated by their relationships with family or caregivers and qualities of
the community they live in,*® we expected scores on the measure of resilience to violent
extremism to positively correlate with scores on the general functioning subscale of the
McMaster Family Assessment Device (a = .92),*” the Boston Neighborhood Survey measure
of collective efficacy (a = .93),>° and prosocial behaviors, measured by the Strengths and
Difficulties Questionnaire (o = 80).°!
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Research has also indicated that psychosocial adversity may be associated with vulner-
ability to violent extremism,>?> and therefore, we expected scores on our measure to
negatively correlate with emotional symptoms, conduct problems, hyperactivity/inatten-
tion, and peer problems subscales of the Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire
(a = .80).>° Experiences of discrimination have also been linked to violent extremism,”*
and so we expected scores on our measure would be negatively correlated with levels of
reported discrimination, assessed via the Everyday Discrimination Scale (a = .74).>
Finally, criminal activity prior to radicalization has been associated with post-
radicalization violent extremism,’® and so we expected scores on the resilience to violent
extremism measure to negatively correlate with scores on the delinquency subscale of the
4-H study of Positive Youth Development (a = .73).”” Evidence for these expected relation-
ships would indicate convergent validity, which is a form of construct validity; although
we do not establish predictive validity in this paper, if there is convergent validity then this
would be suggestive that we are assessing resilience to violent extremism.

Results
Exploratory factor analysis (EFA)

Both the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (.80) and Bartlett’s Test of
Sphericity (p < .001) indicated an adequate sample size to carry out an EFA. Several
models were requested in the analysis, from a single-factor to a thirteen-factor solution.
We evaluated each of these by considering their fit statistics and factor structures proposed
by extant theory.

A five-factor structure was identified as the most appropriate solution, with the five factors
corresponding to those posited by Grossman, Tahiri and Stephenson®® However, we
reviewed a number of alternatives prior to identifying this solution. In particular,

Table 2. Factor loadings for the twenty-item measure resulting from the EFA on the Somali sample

Factor

Item 1 2 3 4 5

Importance of cultural traditions 1.00 .00 .01 .00 -.01
Familiarity with culture .70 —-.06 -.02 .00 .02
Access to culture 1.00 .02 .00 .00 .00
Centrality of cultural identity 1.00 .02 .00 .00 .00
Trust in persons outside community -.03 .78 .00 .03 .02
Knowing where to get help .03 .78 .05 -.05 -.04
Support from persons outside community =13 72 -.02 .03 .02
Engagement with diverse others .00 39 -.10 -.02 .01
Confidence in engagements with authorities .00 -.01 .99 .01 .01
Feeling heard in engagements with authorities .00 .00 .82 .00 .00
Encouraged to engage with authorities .00 -.01 .98 .01 .02
Trust in law enforcement agencies .00 .03 .81 .00 .01
Willingness to speak out against violence .00 .01 .03 1.00 .01
Willingness to challenge violent behaviors of others .00 .01 .01 1.00 .02
Belief in nonviolent resolutions -.01 -.02 0 84 .01
Avoidance of violent situations .00 .00 .00 .84 -.03
Not responding to violence with violence .00 -.01 -.01 1.00 .01
Community acceptance of youth violence -.01 -.01 .01 .01 .97
Belief in violence as a source of strength .00 .03 .02 .00 .99
Belief in violence as a source of respect .00 .00 .00 -.01 .78

a .88 .76 .89 .84 75
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Grossman, Tahiri and Stephenson59 theorized that resilience to violent extremism would be
comprised of thirteen factors within four overarching factors: (1) cultural identity and
connectedness (made up of cultural knowledge, cultural continuity, cultural security, and
cultural adaptability); (2) relationships and networks (made up of bonding capital, bridging
capital, linking capital); (3) community norms, behaviors, attitudes, and values (made up of
coping with adversity, problem behaviors, and resources for problem solving); and (4)
framing, preventing, and responding to violence (made up of beliefs, values, and resources/
strategies for nonviolent conflict resolution). However, although it had an eigenvalue of
1.044, a thirteen-factor model would not converge within 1000 iterations, suggesting that this
was not a good fit for the data.

Previous qualitative analyses with Pacific Islander and South Sudanese young people®
had suggested that framing, preventing, and responding to violence might be made up of
two factors as opposed to three, meaning that a twelve-factor structure was also
a possibility, so we then tried the model with twelve factors. As with the thirteen-factor
model, this would not converge within 1000 iterations.

We then reviewed the four-factor model to test whether the four overarching factors
within Grossman, Tahiri and Stephenson’s®’ theory were a better fit. The four-factor
model had a relatively poor fit (x* < .001, RMSEA = .10, CFI = .86, SRMR = .05) and
there was no factor consistent with the community norms, behaviors, attitudes, and values
factor. We thus determined that the items did not fit clearly within the original factor
structures postulated by Grossman, Tahiri and Stephenson.®>

Table 3. Results summary for confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) of the BRAVE measure, before and
after selective reduction of items, using the Canadian and Australian samples

N X df CFl RMSEA  RMSEA Cls,  SRMR
20-Item Measure
Full sample 475 586.89 160 .83 .08 .07, .08 .07
Women only 216 37891 160 .78 .08 .07, .09 .08
Men only 249 350.64 160 .86 .07 .06, .08 .07
Australian only 200 380.07 160 .79 .08 .07, .09 .08
Canadian only 275 439.57 160 81 .08 .07, .09 .08
14-Item Measure
First half 236 134.85 67 92 .07 .05, .08 .06
Second half 239 145.84 67 .90 .07 .06, .09 .06
Women only 216 113.50 67 93 .06 .04, .07 .06
Men only 249 137.69 67 92 .07 .05, .08 .06
Australian only 200 110.55 67 94 .06 .04, .08 .06
Canadian only 275 168.46 67 .90 .07 .06, .09 .06
Multigroup analyses
Gender 470
Invariant factor loadings 310.90 157 .90 .07 .05, .08 .07
Invariant common residual covariances 327.95 171 .90 .06 .05, .07 .09
Country 475
Invariant factor loadings 374.58 157 87 .08 .07, .09 .08
Invariant common residual covariances 411.13 171 .86 .08 .07, .09 11

The 20-item measure was developed through an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) using data from Somali 18-30 year-olds
in Toronto (results displayed above). In the analyses split by gender, 10 participants were removed as they did not identify
their gender (n = 5) or they identified as transgender (n = 3) or “other” (n = 2); in the analyses testing for factorial
invariance by gender, the 5 participants who identified as transgender or “other” were removed. Full sample = the entire
Canadian and Australian sample collected in 2017 (n = 475). First half = random half of the entire Canadian and Australian
sample collected in 2017 (n = 236). Second half = other half of the entire Canadian and Australian sample collected in 2017
(n = 239). CFl = comparative fit index, RMSEA = Root mean square error of approximation, SRMR = standardized root mean
square residual.
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Based on the indices, we then removed the items relating to community norms,
behaviors, attitudes, and values, and reviewed the remaining models. This led to identi-
fication of the five-factor structure as the most appropriate, with the five factors corre-
sponding to five of the thirteen factors posited by Grossman, Tahiri and Stephenson.
Factor 1 comprised of the cultural identity and connectedness items, Factor 2 comprised
of the bridging capital items, Factor 3 comprised of the linking capital items, Factor 4
comprised of violence-related behaviors, and Factor 5 comprised of violence-related
beliefs, X2 = .00, RMSEA = .06 [95 CI: .05, .06], CFI = .97, SRMR = .03, a = .90. That
these factors correspond to the literature demonstrating the relevance of cultural identity
and connectedness, bridging and linking capital, and violence-related behaviors and
beliefs,” helps to confirm the content validity of the measure.

We then attempted to shorten the measure by identifying those items that were most
effective by assessing variance of responses, cross-loadings, items which did not load
strongly on any factor, and those which did not perform well. All items had a mean
score between 2.0 and 4.0 and had standard deviations ranging between 0.8 and 1.3.
Together, this suggests that participants avoided extreme floor or ceiling constraints for all
items and that items captured variability in different aspects of resilience to violence;
consequently, no items were removed for this reason. All items had non-response rates of
less than 10 percent, so none were dropped from analyses due to non-response. The
removal of items resulted in a twenty item, five-factor model with good fit, X2 = .01,
RMSEA = .04 [95 CI: .03, .06], CFI = .995, SRMR = .01, a = .83 (Table 2).

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)

We then conducted a CFA on the twenty-item measure, using the sample of 475
Australian and Canadian youth. A CFA is used when you have pre-determined the factor

Table 4. BRAVE loadings by gender

Women Men

Item Unstandardized Standardized Unstandardized Standardized
Cultural identity and connectedness

Importance of cultural traditions 1.00 (-) .73 (.06) 1.00 (=) .76 (.05)

Familiarity with culture 92 (.15) .76 (.06) 76 (.11) .66 (.06)

Centrality of cultural identity .85 (.14) .55 (.06) 95 (.12) .64 (.05)
Bridging capital

Trust in persons outside community 1.00 (-) .51 (.07) 1.00 (-) .64 (.05)

Support from persons outside community 1.24 (.21) .63 (.06) 1.14 (.14) .73 (.05)

Engagement with diverse others 1.39 (.25) .67 (.06) .95 (.16) .50 (.06)
Linking capital

Trust in law enforcement agencies 1.00 (-) .62 (.07) 1.00 (-) .73 (.05)

Confidence in engagements with authorities 1.09 (.19) .72 (.06) 1.02 (.11) .80 (.04)

Feeling heard in engagements with authorities 93 (.15) .63 (.06) .95 (.10) 72 (.04)
Violence-related behaviors

Willingness to speak out against violence 1.00 (-) .78 (.07) 1.00 (-) .70 (.06)

Willingness to challenge violent behaviors of others 81 (.14) .65 (.06) .82 (.12) .60 (.06)
Violence-related beliefs

Belief in violence as a source of strength 1.00 (-) .74 (.06) 1.00 (=) .83 (.06)

Belief in violence as a source of respect 1.26 (.21) .87 (.07) .84 (.12) .84 (.06)

Community acceptance of youth violence .58 (.15) .29 (.07) 44 (.09) .35 (.06)

Note: Standard errors are in brackets. This is comparing confirmatory factor analyses conducted using only the female
participants with one using only the male participants. BRAVE = building resilience against violent extremism.
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Table 5. BRAVE loadings by study site

Australian Canadian

Item Unstandardized Standardized Unstandardized Standardized
Cultural identity and connectedness

Importance of cultural traditions 1.00 (-) .73 (.06) 1.00 (-) .75 (.05)

Familiarity with culture 82 (.12) .66 (.06) .82 (.10) .71 (.05)

Centrality of cultural identity 1.25 (.18) .66 (.06) 81 (.10 .60 (.05)
Bridging capital

Trust in persons outside community 1.00 (-) .57 (.06) 1.00 (-) .60 (.05)

Support from persons outside community 1.30 (.21) .66 (.06) 1.12 (.14) .71 (.05)

Engagement with diverse others 1.01 (.18) .55 (.07) 1.09 (.18) .56 (.06)
Linking capital

Trust in law enforcement agencies 1.00 (-) .68 (.05) 1.00 (-) .74 (.05)

Confidence in engagements with authorities 1.14 (.14) .81 (.05) 92 (.11) .74 (.05)

Feeling heard in engagements with authorities .90 (.12) .67 (.05) .92 (.10) 71 (.04)
Violence-related behaviors

Willingness to speak out against violence 1.00 (-) .83 (.06) 1.00 (-) .72 (.06)

Willingness to challenge violent behaviors of others .70 (.12) 62 (.07) 78 (.12) .59 (.06)
Violence-related beliefs

Belief in violence as a source of strength 1.00 (-) .69 (.06) 1.00 (=) .82 (.07)

Belief in violence as a source of respect .89 (.15) .79 (.07) 99 (.17) .85 (.07)

Community acceptance of youth violence 75 (17) .39 (.07) 42 (.10) .32 (.06)

Standard errors are in brackets. This is comparing confirmatory factor analyses conducted using only the participants in
Australia with one using only participants in Canada. BRAVE = building resilience against violent extremism.
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Figure 2. Histogram of scores on the BRAVE-14.

structure for a measure and want to test whether that factor structure fits in a different
population. Although the internal reliability of the twenty-item measure was good
(a = .82), model fit was poor (Table 3). To see if this poor fit was caused by differences
in the sample by nationality, we separated the sample by country, running separate
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Table 6. Correlations between the BRAVE scores and indicators of risk and resilience for the total
sample as well as by gender and nationality

Full sample Female Male Canadian Australian

Resilience (ARM-28) .50%* A4 52%* A48*%* 52%*
Acceptance of violence (MVQ) —.24%* —.12% —.23%* —.22% —.27%*
Delinquency (4-H study) —.26%* -.16% —.29%* —.24%* —.27%*
Discrimination: in-group (EDS) —31** —.26%* —.32%* —.35%* —.25%%
Discrimination: out-group (EDS) —.29%* —.24%% —.30%* —31** —.27%*
Discrimination: overall (EDS) —.30%* —.25%% —371** —.33%* —.26%*
Family functioning (McMaster FAD) A46%* 4% 5% 53%* 35%*
Neighborhood collective efficacy .18%* 11 19* 34%* -.03

Emotional difficulties (SDQ) —.22%% —.19%* —.27%* —.21%* —.24%*
Conduct problems (SDQ) —31** —.20%% —.34** —.26%* —.32%*
Hyperactivity (SDQ) —.30%* —.28%* —.29%* —.30%* —.30%*
Peer problems (SDQ) —.28%* —31** —.26%* —.24%% —.30%*
Prosocial behaviors (SDQ) 37%* 34%* 4% 16%* 22%

All correlations use Spearman correlations due to non-normal data.
** p < 001,* p < .05.

analyses for Australia and Canada. Both models fit poorly. We then ran separate analyses
by gender, with the model showing poor fit for both female and male participants. This
indicates that while the five-factor model of resilience to violent extremism as measured by
these twenty questions fit a sample of Somali youth from Toronto well, it was not a robust
measure in this other sample.

Given that the twenty-item measure had poor fit, we selectively removed poor-
performing items. To this end, we randomly split the sample of 475 Australian and
Canadian youth in half (first half: n = 236, second half: n = 239) and then selectively
removed items until we achieved acceptable fit in the first half (Table 3). This resulted in
a fourteen-item measure, with three questions each relating to cultural identity and
connectedness, bridging capital, linking capital, and violence-related beliefs and two
questions relating to anti-violence behaviors. We then tested the model fit in the second
half of the sample, because replication of factorial composition in a second sample is an
indicator of construct validity.®* This model fit well in the second half of the sample, with
only the upper confidence interval for RMSEA falling outside of accepted boundaries. As
shown in Table 3, this model also fit well in samples comprised solely of women or
Australians. The RMSEA was elevated for samples comprised solely of men or Canadians,
and the Canadians also had elevated confidence intervals for the RMSEA. Together, these
results suggest that this measure performs relatively well at assessing our construct across
a range of groups.

We then used the full sample of 475 youth to conduct two multigroup analyses (by
gender and country), first with invariant factor loadings and then with invariant common
residual covariances (Table 3). The model was just outside of the range of acceptable fit for
females/males, suggesting that there may be factorial invariance across these two genders.
The model fit was not acceptable for country, despite reasonable fit when analyses were
run separately for Australians and Canadians. This suggests that, while the items measure
a unified construct in both samples, young people in Australia and Canada may respond
to individual items within the scale differently. In particular, “I am willing to speak out
publicly against violence in my community” was more important to anti-violence beha-
viors for the Australians in the sample than the Canadians, while “Being violent helps me
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earn the respect of others” was more important to Canadian pro-violence beliefs in the
sample than to Australians. See Table 4 for factor loadings for each item by gender (male,
female) and Table 5 for each item by country (Australia, Canada).

Taken together, these results suggest that this five-factor, fourteen-item measure is robust.
It has good internal reliability (« = .76). Scores ranged from 26 to 69 on the measure (out of
a potential 14-70), with a mean of 51.98. There was a negative skew on the measure, with most
participants scoring above the mid-point (see Figure 2 for a histogram of scores on the
measure). An independent samples t-test indicates that Australians in the sample (M
= 53.04, SD = 6.46) had higher scores on this mean than Canadians in this sample (M
= 51.13, SD = 7.26), suggesting a potential difference in resilience to violent extremism, ¢
(441) = 2.89, p < .05. As there were not enough transgender or other gendered participants to
compare, we used an independent samples t-test to assess whether there were differences
between female and male participants on this measure; indeed, women in the sample (M
= 52.88, SD = 6.13) had higher scores on this measure than men (M = 51.23, SD = 7.47),
suggesting a potential difference in resilience to violent extremism, #(432) = 2.49, p < .05.
Group differences were small in both instances.

To assess convergent validity, we examined whether scores on our measure were
correlated with measures of constructs which are thought to be related to resilience to
violent extremism. In line with expectations, the measure was significantly positively
correlated with the ARM-28 (p < .001), family functioning (p < .001), neighborhood
collective efficacy (p < .001), and prosocial behaviors (p < .001) in the full sample (see
Table 6). It was negatively correlated with scores on measures of acceptance of violence
(p < .001), delinquency (p < .001), in-group (p < .001) and out-group discrimination
(p < .001), as well as the emotional difficulties, conduction problems, hyperactivity, and
peer problems subscales of the SDQ (p < .001 for all subscales). These analyses were
repeated by gender and by country, with similar patterns of findings (Table 6). Out of all
measures, only neighborhood collective efficacy did not correlate in the expected direction
with the measure for females and for Australians, despite a finding in the expected
direction for the overall sample.

Discussion

Our analysis suggests that the BRAVE is a short, robust measure which can effectively
evaluate empirically- and theoretically-derived, community-level strengths and protections
relevant to the capacity to resist the social legitimation of violent extremism. As described
above, this measure has face, construct, and convergent validity; together, this suggests its
utility as a measure of resilience to violent extremism that can be used as the basis for
further longitudinal and multi-sited studies to test for predictive validity.

The five factors identified here highlight the importance of key socio-cultural assets that
facilitate a personal sense of wellbeing and security, group-level acceptance and belonging,
and interaction between different socio-cultural groups, communities, institutions or
authorities. The validation of the five factors used in the BRAVE is well supported by
the existing literature. Culturally and linguistically diverse individuals and communities
derive significant resilience resources through cultural identity and connectedness.®
Research has established that there is an association between the absence of bridging
capital and enhanced vulnerability to the appeal of violent extremism,*® with “cultural
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outsiders” experiencing reduced social capital and weaker resilience as a result.®” Similarly,
the role of linking capital in promoting community-level resilience when faced with
adversity or threats is well established.”® The relevance of this for developing resilient
communities that can respond and intervene to “reduce potential vulnerabilities or risk
factors, and promote protective experiences or conditions™®® related to both violence-
related behaviors and violence-related beliefs amongst youth is clear.

This fourteen-item measure does not assess vulnerability to or pathways toward
radicalization, but rather the presence and strength of validated social-ecological factors
that can serve as protections against being drawn in to radicalized violence. As such, the
measure can be deployed by researchers, communities, and government agencies to help
identify what existing strengths and gaps there may be in each of the five factor areas
within specific community contexts. A clear limitation is that the measure has not yet been
developed to the stage where it can reliably predict or discriminate between which
individuals or groups will or will not radicalize to violence. Indeed, to use a health
metaphor, the measure highlights the ways in which resilience to violent extremism is
more prophylactic rather than curative; like a vaccine, it can reduce but not wholly
eliminate the phenomenon it is seeking to prevent given the ongoing exposure many
communities continue to experience to toxic structural stressors like discrimination and
social stigma.

However, the measure can help pinpoint whether known protective factors are present,
and to what degree. This can help provide insights that can in turn guide assessments of
hitherto unrecognized resilience resources within local settings, or alternatively, where
these protections are absent or fragile, vulnerabilities and gaps that can be mitigated at
policy and grassroots levels. The measure was developed with Australians and Canadians
from a wide range of ethno-cultural backgrounds, suggesting it is applicable to multiple
contexts. However, as resilience can vary from culture to culture,” further studies apply-
ing the measure are needed to validate and refine the ways in which the measure may
function. We recommend that those considering using the BRAVE engage in contextua-
lizing the measure through consultations with local communities and experts to adapt or
add items where necessary, and also perform validation analyses to confirm factor
structures and any alterations prior to use, similar to the Adult Resilience Measure.”! In
addition, as a measure of protective factors, the BRAVE could be complemented by
assessments of risk exposure and culturally and contextually relevant outcomes. Ungar’?
has articulated the importance of including these three elements in studies of resilience.

There are a number of directions for further research based on these findings. First and
foremost, we have established convergent validity with a number of constructs which have
been theoretically or empirically linked to resilience to violent extremism—general resi-
lience, family functioning, neighborhood collective efficacy, prosocial behaviors,”> emo-
tional and behavioral difficulties,”* experiences of discrimination,”” and participation in
criminal activities’®—but we have not directly measured participants’ violent extremist
thoughts or actions. Future work should evaluate whether the BRAVE is negatively related
to both concurrent and future violent extremism. This was not possible to do in this study,
given the challenges of collecting a large enough sample to include those who are actively
involved in violent extremist actions (and who therefore should score low on the BRAVE)
but also due to ethical issues with collecting this type of information.
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Of the original thirteen hypothesized factors influencing resilience to violent extremism in
Grossman et al’s”” Australian study, which engaged participants aged eighteen to sixty-five,
factors which were linked to cultural norms and values were not validated for youth in the
current study. This may suggest either that young people in the sample were less responsive to
socially conforming behaviors governed by culturally normative values and attitudes than older
adults across culturally diverse communities, or that other variables influenced this factor’s lack
of relevance. Further research is needed to explore this. We also found that, at least statistically,
Australians in the sample demonstrated more resilience to violent extremism than did
Canadians. However, the practical significance of this difference remains unclear given that
the difference was small, as well as that both samples were collected opportunistically and are
non-representative of the country populations as a whole.

We also found that young people in Australia and Canada may respond to individual items
within the scale differently. For example, “T am willing to speak out publicly against violence in
my community” was more important to Australian than Canadian anti-violence behaviors in
this sample, while “Being violent helps me earn the respect of others” was more important to
Canadians’ pro-violence beliefs in the sample than to Australians’ (see Table 4 for factor
loadings for each item by gender [male, female] and Table 5 for each item by country
[Australia, Canada]). Why this should be so is again open to interpretation and theory, and
would benefit from further investigation. However, neither sample was representative of its
national populations, and differences between countries in terms of the overall scale and
particular factors within the scale may be due to sampling artifacts.

If the BRAVE were applied to other countries, responses might also vary in terms of
what youth in different contexts consider most important out of the items for each of the
BRAVE factors of cultural identity and connectedness, bridging capital, linking capital,
violence-related behaviors and violence-related beliefs. Future application of the BRAVE
as a standardized and validated measure in pre- and post-intervention settings can help
gauge both baseline resilience to violent extremism and the difference that various
programs and interventions might make to building resilience, in line with the five-
factor structure identified through the research. This would help strengthen understanding
of both the strengths and vulnerabilities that young people bring to bear in developing and
maintaining resilience to the appeal of violent extremism.

Conclusion

The BRAVE measure of resilience to violent extremism can serve as a resource that allows
communities and government agencies to identify protective capacities for young people that
can be preserved or further strengthened, as well as existing or emergent gaps that can be
addressed. The measure can also help underpin the evaluation of interventions seeking to
enhance the social-ecological capacity for resilience to the social legitimation of violent
extremism if employed at pre-post timepoints. Additionally, the measure can serve as
a knowledge platform for developing effective strategies, programs and partnerships that
can strengthen resilience to violent extremism amongst young people in locally relevant,
innovative, and culturally and contextually sensitive ways. As Abdi and Ellis’® note in a recent
consideration of community resilience to violent extremism, “Done wrong, top-down efforts
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to define and respond to the risk of violent extremism run the risk of undermining the very
community assets that contribute to community resilience,” including misunderstood or
misapplied strategies that adversely impact both social bonding and social bridging, “two
essential resilient processes within communities.” The BRAVE measure offers the capacity to
develop and integrate “bottom-up” empirical data that can be used as a springboard by
communities, working either independently or in partnership with government agencies, to
more accurately identify community-based assets that both strengthen resilience and dispel
myths and stereotypes about young people’s vulnerability to violent extremism.
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