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ABSTRACT 

With the increasing role of 
preventing/countering violent extremism 

(P/CVE) interventions in development and 

security initiatives, practitioners seek 

rigorous methods for evaluating the 
effectiveness of such interventions. 

However, such techniques remain limited 

because of the nascent and diverse nature 

of the field. Significant analytic challenges 

in proving causality include contextual 

variations in indicator development and 

barriers to data collection. Evaluations of 

interventions also grapple with the 

concept of “enough-time-for-change”; yet, 

no consensus has emerged on how much 

time is needed before interventions can 
produce its desired impact. While many 

studies use variables on attitudes, 

perceptions, behaviours, or inter-personal 

relationships in isolation, compiling these 

variables into an index better illuminates 

causal linkages between them and violent 

extremism.  It also emphasises 

communities’ resilience capacities as a 

robust metric for assessing P/CVE impact 

in different contexts. Moreover, having a 

minimum accepted timeline to track 

influence from radicalisation, or change in 
resilience abilities, clarifies a roadmap for 

project evaluation. This paper borrows 

from the formulae developed for the Isiolo 

PVE index, making the case that violent 

extremism in communities is dependent 

on three indicators: Radicalisation, 

Resilience Capacities and the Cost of 

Action. To justify the use of contextual 

and shared variables as indicators for 

measuring P/CVE impact, the paper 

includes; 1) a literature review of sampled 

measurement tools for VE, 2) successful 

P/CVE programs, and 3) the role of 

religious ideology in the Horn of Africa. 
This paper thus provides generalizable 

indicators and a minimum time for change, 

as standards for P/CVE impact 

evaluations. 

Keywords:  Variables (Attitudes, 
Behaviours, Relationships), Scales 

(Resilience, Radicalisation, Cost of 

Action) & Minimum Time for Impact 

 

INTRODUCTION 

The state of violent extremism in the 

Horn of Africa is uncertain. The broader 

Horn of Africa countries are learning and 

have developed a myriad of plans and 

strategies of responding to violent 

extremism. Though the hard approach that 

includes counter-terrorism remain 

applicable in various occasions, a system-

wide approach that incorporates the whole 
society is undergoing full adoption. This 

preventative approach has resulted in 

strategies that provide thematic areas for 

engagement and theories of change that 

respond to the ever-changing phenomena.  

Countries like Somalia and Kenya 
(Counter Extremism Project, 2020) have 

developed national strategies for 

preventing violent extremism, and other 

counties in the region are following the 

process. The Horn of Africa is also home 

to the Djibouti Centre housed by the 

Intergovernmental Authority on 

Development (IGAD); who have 
developed a regional strategy to prevent 
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violent extremism (Maalim & Nyambura, 

2018). The strategy  harmonises all the 

activities to prevent violent extremism at 

the regional level; with more 

concentration on migration and 

movement. 

Even with the myriad of interventions 
and the growing policy directives, there is 

no clarity on a harmonised status of 

engagement on "prevent" or "progress" 

processes on P/CVE. Most of the research 
work lack statistical data to provide 

inferential analysis that is generalizable 

beyond the given micro-context. To date, 

numerous successes cannot be accounted 

for cumulatively. The successes are 

program-specific and are void of a 

longitudinal advantage beyond the project. 

The situation is complicated further with 

the assumptions from a limited series of 

attack at a timeframe on an annual 

comparison; as a means of mentioning 
success or failure over a period. P/CVE 

investment options are, therefore made 

based on what works at the program level, 

without closely attending to the impact 

from program activities on the broader 

communities and the capacities for 

sustainability (Gielen, 2017). To put it 

bluntly, the Horn of Africa governments 

and practitioners cannot answer the 

question of "Where are we" in P/CVE. 

Though suggestions have moved from 

"What works?" to "What works where and 
how?" (Gielen, 2017), expanding this 

knowledge to apply to a broader context 

would be beneficial for future P/CVE 

interventions.  

This paper borrows from the formulae 
developed for the Isiolo P/CVE index in 

Kenya. In this research, the author argues 

that violent extremism in communities is 

dependent on three indicators: 

Radicalisation, Resilience Capacities and 

the Cost of Action. This paper confirms 

that the same can be applied to a broader 

section of the Horn of Africa. It will 
briefly explore the current state of P/CVE 

programming and the state of violent 

extremism in the Horn of Africa. It will 

review the tools available for terrorism 

risk assessment to highlight some of the 

lessons and challenges of utilising the 

tools. It will evidence the presence of 

strategies developed to account for a 

systems approach without a substantive 

process of measuring progress over time. 

The paper proposes the utilisation of an 
index to account for the fluidity of the 

subject matter.  

Available tools for Assessment and 

Measurement  

The development of an evidence-based 
and empirically valid risk assessment tool 

not only aids resource prioritisation but 

supports attempts to manage a variety of 

hazards (Roberts and Horgan, 2008). The 

violent extremist profile is improbable for 

discovery but there are general indicators 

and behavioural patterns that act as 

markers for individuals planning to 

commit an act of violence (Cook et al., 

2014). The same can also be applied to 
identify indicators of success from P/CVE 

programming.  

There are a series of measures globally 
to track the progress and effectiveness of 

violent extremism (VE) and preventing 

and countering violent extremism 

(P/CVE)  activities. Most of the techniques 

created to measure the impact of VE 

tracking efforts are not easily 

generalizable (Pressman & Flockton, 

2012), as they represent specific contexts 

and regions around the world. In March 

2017, the Department of Homeland 

Security conducted a study to understand 
the assessment tools for radicalisation into 

violent extremism. (RTI, 2017). As 

documented by the authors, a risk factor 

identifies a characteristic affecting the 

probability, while an indicator is a marker 

of affliction (Smith, 2016). The report also 

supported the thesis that not every 

individual who exhibits one or more 

potential risks associated with an outcome 

is necessarily engaging in or experiencing 

radicalisation to violent extremism. While 
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these tools do not measure the progress 

and impact of P/CVE programs, they 

provide recommendations for 

interventions based on the results. Specific 

analysis of individual tools provides some 

insights for risk to indicator transition that 

is crucial for a P/CVE index.  

To start, the Violent Extremism Risk 
Assessment (VERA) is one of the tools 

developed to measure risk assessment for 

violent extremism. This tool seeks to 
determine valid risk factors for violent 

extremism.The tool consists of 28 items 

categorised into five sections including; 

Attitudes, Context, History, 

Demographics and Protective Items 

(Roberts and Horgan, 2008). Over time, 

the study of radicalisation emphasised the 

role played by the environment, which was 

lacking for this tool. This resulted in the 

revision to VERA 2 released in 2010. This 

version include in twenty-five risk factors 
and six protective factors (Pressman & 

Flockton, 2010).  The second iteration of 

the tool remains an individualised 

assessment approach that avoids the 

membership,  behaviour, and other factors 

in groups; likely to play a deciding role for 

individual's into violent extremism (Cook 

et al., 2013; Pynchon & Borum, 1999).  

Another tool is the Extremism Risk 
Guidelines (ERG) that is focused on the 

individual, social support and the 

influence of groups over the individual. In 

totality, twenty-one factors are included in 

the tool, but its development sample is 
only represented by convicted extremists 

initially studied. The factors are 

distributed to cover the beliefs, 

motivations, intent, and capability, as risk 

factors (Ajzen and Fishbein's, 2005).  

Radar is another tool that is consistently 
use to provide observable steps in the 

process of radicalisation and recruitment. 

It consists of a screening assessment and 

an in-depth assessment. The screening 

assessment contains fifteen indicators 

categorised under ideology, social 

relations, and action orientation. The tool 

focuses on high-risk individuals to be 

included in  deradicalisation programs  

rather than the prediction of low level 

violent actions (Guikema, 2012).  

Terrorism radicalisation assessment 
protocol (TRAP), is another tool that 

assesses the warning behaviours and distal 

characteristics, preceding targeted and  

non-random violence. The tool argues that 

identifying behavioural patterns as they 

relate to the timeframe of an attack, the 
law enforcement and mental health 

professionals can determine the 

appropriate level of monitoring and risk 

awareness required (Meloy, & Gill, 2016). 

From the review of available tools, the 

field of violent extremism research has not 

yet adequately identified and validated an 

empirical list of protective factors that can 

prevent the engagement in extremist 

violence (Davies, 2013, Garrick, 2002). 

Additionally, existing tools include errors 
from human judgement, the validity 

issues, suboptimal weighting of risk 

factors, and the inability to correctly factor 

the low occurrence of violent behaviours 

into the assessment (Scurich 2016; Gill, 

2016). For instance, The VERA, protocol 

assess risks related to terrorism and violent 

extremism, but remains rigid to 

multidimensional nature of the problem 

(Netherlands Institute for Forensic 

Psychiatry and Psychology, 2019; 

Pressman & Flockton, 2012).  

While the tools developed a focus on 

assessing the risks associated with violent 
extremism, there are recommendations for 

measurement processes to account for 

inferential data (Udéhn, 2002). Some of 

these include experimental and quasi-

experiments to serve well during the 

analysis of material and evaluation of 

programs that respond to violent 

extremism (Gielen, 2017).  However, 

experimental models do not include 

empirical evidence linking to the intended 

effects resulting from the complexity of 
human behaviour and variable induced 

actions to their environments (Braddock, 
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2020).  It is not to say that they have not 

been used before, as there are studies that 

document quasi-experimental utilisation 

(Feddes et al., 2015). The Switching-

Replication Design as suggested in the 

quasi-experimental processed, serve as the 

better option in extant counter-

radicalisation practices and 

deradicalisation programs, given the 
demand for empirical data supporting (or 

refuting) the effectiveness of programs' 

practices (Braddock, 2020).   

Similar to the risk factors identified in 
the tools mentioned above, indicators of 

measurement are used to explain overall 

outcomes in communities. The thesis for 

the Global Terrorism Index (GTI) 

revolves around the attacks and the impact 

on GDP. Based on these variables, GTI 

argues the rise or reduction of terrorism 

based on the scale. However, though the 

Global Terrorism Index (Institute for 
Economic Peace, 2018), serves as a 

critical tool to provide a comprehensive 

summary of the key global trends and 

patterns, it has been criticised for using 

variables that cannot be empirically 

measured or linked to interventions. 

Scholars agree that protective factors or 

otherwise termed resilience capacities 

play a critical role in the pathway to 

violent extremism (Horgan, 2009; 

Jacobsen, 2010 and Hoffman, 2006). Yet 

and as an example, resilience capacities in 
communities is also lacking in the 

analysis. The dynamic nature of every 

region in the world calls for the creation of 

a unique measurement tool to be able to 

measure change effectively. There are 

lessons learnt from existing tools. The 

indicators from the tools provide risk 

factors; as a starting point for the transition 

to measuring P/CVE by highlighting a 

common and shared understanding of the 

signs to look out for before and after. 
These tools act as a depiction of problems 

to be solved rather than a rendering of 

prediction (Borum, 2015). For instance, 

the tools highlight the individual 

characteristics of would-be terrorist; by 

analysing certain risks, while including 

protective factors to deter individuals from 

engaging in violent extremism (Aldrich, 

2014). It is also worth noting that the 

resilience capacities are dynamic and 

evolve depending on individual belief or 

the influence from interventions.  

The formulation of P/CVE 
interventions has protective factors in 

mind, but their  effectiveness depend on 
their interpretation. As an example, if 

specific groups and communities 

negatively and disproportionally feel 

targeted by any P/CVE strategy, the 

influence to the community may be 

negative. Globally, governments have 

followed mechanisms that allow for the 

reduction of vulnerabilities into violent 

extremism through concentrating on 

protective factors; otherwise categorised 

as "prevent." These factors are applied to 
the community; indicating their critical 

role, as they acts as an early warning 

system(Briggs, 2010), and  form part of 

the protective factors or resilience 

capacities that can safeguard young people 

from violent extremism. Communities are 

also spaces where the real and perceived 

grievances of young people can be 

addressed.  

The evaluation of P/CVE programs 
becomes challenging due to the 

multiplicity of definitions and frameworks 

used to inform the policies and programs 

at all the levels. This challenge is 
exacerbated by the void coming from 

limited inferential data of individual 

behaviour to the broader population. 

Additionally, though the target population 

for P/CVE interventions as at-risk 

individuals, the assumptions allocated to 

the outcomes is placed on attitudes and 

behaviour changes that influence the 

community or the environment. It is for 

this reason that most of the P/CVE 

interventions allow for the target 
population to receive guidance from "role 

models" in their environments. However, 
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lack of simple pathways to violent 

extremism indicates not only complexity 

in the selection of the attributes but also in 

the relationship between the attributed. 

Violent extremism view from the path of 

radicalisation is categorised to include an 

ideology, behavioural conditioning and an 

environment that facilitates the uptake.  

The challenges associated with 'context 
specificity' in CVE evaluation can be 

addressed by an measurement tool that 
incorporates a systems approach to cover 

the greater context. An index provides a 

scale that allows for the inclusion of the 

core factors that affect an issue while 

remaining aware of the contextual. The 

argument made by the such a tool can 

provide a relational engagement that 

responds to radicalisation, resilience and 

the cost of action. A measurement tool of 

this kind should also be dynamic to allow 

for the changing nature of variable 
importance in the environment. An index 

is therefore best suited to account for the 

diverse attributes, as it uses a realist view 

with the premise that each evaluation 

study can be valuable in terms of analysing 

of relevant contexts, mechanisms, and 

outcomes (Pawson, & Tilley, 1997). By 

using a realist view, the P/CVE- Index 

creates a middle-range theory to measure 

progress over time. It incorporates three 

components that do not act linearly and are 

highly dependent on the context in which 
they take place.  

The P/CVE-Index can review a broad 
range of programming that collectively 

contributes to P/CVE activities through a 

multidimensional evaluation. The 

development of an index outlines the 

variable ratios that provide inferential 

statistical data for CVE impact in 

communities. This data can be utilised at 

the first level of the switching-replication 

design; a quasi-experimental design 

preferred for CVE evaluations. The 

P/CVE index can provide indicators for 
longitudinal baseline data to compare 

changes from interventions based on 

specific indicators and activities 

implemented over time.  

The index can also provide an 
opportunity for illuminating a pathway 

towards the predictive validity, concurrent 

validity, and discriminant validity based 

on the dimensions proposed (Davies, 

2013). As evidenced in the pilot research 

in Isiolo-Kenya, it anchors and supports 

the radicalisation vs resilience thesis while 

making a case on the impact of investment 
when countering violent extremism. The 

P/CVE-Index categorises the indicators 

into three dimensions to anchor the change 

measurement over some time.  

 
Radicalisation Dimension 

 

The study of terrorism distinguishes a 
three-way analysis of radicalisation that 

include individuals motives and beliefs, 

group-level decision making and strategy, 

and the broader political and social context 

(Crenshaw, 1981).  In understanding 

radicalisation, the work of Macauley and 

Maselenko is crucial as they document 

eleven research works that talk about 

pathways and indicators of radicalisation 

into violent extremism. These include; 

The staircase to terrorism, (Moghaddam, 
2005) three ideas in the progression to 

terrorist action, (Horgan, 2005) a four-

stage model of radicalisation, 

(Wiktorowicz, 2005) New York Police 

Department four-stage process, (Silber 

and Bhatt, 2007) and radicalisation as 

terror management (Pyszczynski, Motyl, 

& Abdollahi, 2009) among others. 

Additionally, social movement analysis 

has indicators explaining radicalisation 

and the pathways to violent extremism 
(della Porta, 2013). From all the scholarly 

work, it is clear that becoming a terrorist is 

not a natural or linear progression from 

being a radical (Kundnani, 2012). Those 

who turned to violence follow a path of 

radicalisation that is characterised by a 

culture of violence, in-group peer 
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pressure, and an internal code of honour 

where violence can be a route to accruing 

status. Additionally, radicalisation is 

separated as that of opinion and that of 

action (Schuurman,  & Taylor, 2018).  

What is shared from the studies is the fact 

that religious ideology as the anchoring 

factor is usually rare, and political 

radicalisation is visibly evident 
(Gartenstein -Ross and Grossman, 2009).  

Radicalisation to violence is an 
emergent property of escalating conflict, 

especially when nonviolent activism is 

suppressed or failing. Though there is little 

to no overlap in risk factors for collective 

violence, and terrorism, these indicators 

can be used to evaluate radicalisation into 

violent extremism in communities. The 

variables include identities, ideology, 

affiliations, grievances, and moral 

emotions (Monahan, 2012; 2015).  This is 

also supported by the significance quest 
pathway that highlights the fundamental 

desire to matter, to be someone, to have 

respect, need for esteem, achievement, 

meaning, competence (Kruglanski et al., 

2014). From scholarly work, radicalisation 

indicators can be categorised under the 

vulnerabilities, the relational activities and 

ramifications. The vulnerability indicators 

look at weaknesses that communities may 

experience that could make them 

susceptible to radicalisation and 

recruitment into violent extremism. These 
vulnerabilities may include; the level of 

inclusion and integration of a community 

to the greater society (Klausen, et al., 

2015); the levels of development of the 

community when compared to others in 

the region; the question of victimisation 

and personal grievances of a community.  

Frustration-Aggression/Pain-
Aggression has also been used to illustrate 

the individual grievance into a group or 

shared grievance (Dennen & Van 

der,2005). In explaining the process of 

radicalisation from a personal grievance 
perspective, the journey that involves the 

movement from personal to political 

through a shared problem determines the 

trajectory of radicalisation (McCauley & 

Moskalenko, 2011). This journey also 

helps formulate the different classes and 

categories that can be used to share the 

grievance as a vulnerability and a conduit 

for action. Additionally, questions on the 

perception of safety, security and the level 

of criminal activities in a community, will 
be considered. 

Relational activity indicators are 
interested in looking at the influence of 

political trends and factors in a specific in 

a community, region or context, and how 

it could lead to the radicalisation of a 

people. Participation in political action 

and other related activities can formulate 

pathways to radicalisation (Aningo, 2014). 

The influence of political action on the 

radicalisation of a people such as the 

participation of youths in political activity 

requires a microscopic review. Scholarly 
opinion on the matter has proven that 

political dissonance is best suited to 

explain the radicalisation process 

(Maikovich, 2005; Borum, 2012; 

Moghaddam, 2009). The lack of a 

platform to voice opinions, especially by 

youth, is noted to be a crucial factor in the 

process of radicalisation.  

The ramification indicators provide 
insight into the perceived impacts of 

radicalisation and recruitment in the 

community. For instances the 

disappearances of youth in a community, 

extrajudicial killing, concepts of 
marginalisation, profiling and targeting. 

Additionally, recruiters always recruit 

from the connections they have as this 

process serves to strengthen the bond of 

trust within the organisation (Scofield 

Associates, 2018). Various research works 

have also mentioned, “block recruitment” 

(McCauley, & Moskalenko, 2011) which 

is synonymous with peer recruitment 

process. Ramification indicators will also 

cover question on ideology precisely 
‘negative ideology’ in the recruitment into 

violent extremist groups.  
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Resilience Dimension 

  

 Though P/CVE policy should address 
the grievances that lead individuals to 

radicalisation, there are three forms of 

strategies, based on a public health model 

(Harris-Hogan et al., 2015). Primarily 

prevention initiatives are designed to 

educate individuals about violent 

extremism and raise awareness that 

prevent the emergence of a breeding 

ground for the radicalisation of 

individuals.  The secondary level 
classification consists of interventions to 

individuals with indicators of 

radicalisation as they engage in an 

extremist social network (Williams et al., 

2016). Tertiary-level programmes work 

with those already considered as extremist 

to disengage from a violent extremist 

network and to desist from violent 

behaviour. Most of the prevention 

programs have an assumption anchoring 

on improving the protective factors or the 
resilience capacities in the communities or 

specific context. Most PCVE models, 

therefore, recognise vulnerable audiences 

as individuals, sub-groups, that form part 

of the communities (Liht and Savage, 

2013).  

Individuals can be resilient to some 
risks but not to others, and the capacities 

are formed at an individual and social 

level, with the families being the most 

robust buffer for risk factors for violent 

extremism (Spalek, & Davies, 2012). The 

term resilience refers to common 

strategies that communities adapt to 
mitigate activities that make them 

vulnerable to violent extremism (Van 

Metre, 2016). It is the actualisation of 

existing collective capacities, such as a 

shared belief in the collective power to 

achieve desired results, to address a 

disruptive shock such as electoral conflict, 

clan conflict, or violent extremism (Isiolo 

County Action Plan, 2018). The processes 

of becoming a resilient community 

involve inherently reducing the potential 

vulnerabilities or risk factors (Dina, 2013). 

It involves building true partnerships 

through social networks that lead to the 

creation of a healthy community identity 

that is needed to counter and prevent 

violent extremism (Van Metre, 2016). The 

creation of a resilience scale has put into 

consideration three essential thematic 

categorisation including; social capital, 
social bridging and the social linking.  

Social capital indicators of resilience 
look at the nature of resources embedded 

in social networks, how they are accessed 

and their usage by communities (Nan, 

2002). The different forms of social capital 

include family ties, relationships with 

neighbours and friends. It also includes 

shared experience or cultural norms. 

Social capital can have a group base, a 

network base or an institutional base. The 

higher the social capital in a community, 

the less likely persons from the 
community will be involved in terrorism 

and violent extremism activities. Social 

bonding/bridging indicators, on the other 

hand, are interested in understanding how 

attached individuals are to their 

conventional society. Studies show that 

individuals with strong and abiding 

attachments to a conventional society are 

less likely to deviate to criminal activity 

(Kempf, 1993). By understanding the 

level of social cohesion in a community, 

one can be able to judge their resilience 
capabilities. Social bonding allows for 

diverse groups to share and exchange 

innovations, information and ideas, thus 

build consensus among the groups 

representing diverse interests.  

Accordingly, these bonds come in four 
interrelated forms, including; attachment 

which refers to the level of psychological 

affection one has for prosocial others and 

institutions. The commitment that 

provides importance to the social 

relationships that people value; 

involvement, which relates to the 
opportunity costs associated with how 

people spend their time; and finally, belief 
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that refers to the degree to which one 

adheres to the values associated with 

behaviours that conform to the law. These 

interrelated forms allow for diverse groups 

to share and exchange information, ideas 

and innovations, to build consensus with 

diverse interests. It widens social capital 

by increasing the “radius of trust” (Chriss, 

2007). Unlike bonding, that includes a 
narrow “radius of trust,” bridging creates 

ademocratic institutional structure with a 

broader political and economic 

development.  

Finally, the resilience of a community 
can also be gauged based on its social 

links, which involves understanding the 

link between groups and positions of 

power & authority. This indicator is 

particularly crucial for socio-culturally 

disadvantaged or economically resource-

poor communities. The more communities 

are linked to power and wealth, the greater 
the resource access and the likelihood of 

coping with adverse challenges such as 

terrorism and violent extremism (Wouter, 

2012). Community-level adaptation or 

resilience is also dependent on social 

linking, or what Mignone and O'Neil refer 

to as "vertical capital" (Mignone, &  

O'Neil, 2005).  

This is also referred to as "state-society 
relations" (He, & Tianguang, 2005), 

linking capital encompasses the vertical 

relationships that individuals and groups 

establish with those in positions of power 

and authority (Grossman, & Ungar, 2017). 
As Magis observes, the more communities 

link with sources of power, wealth and 

access to resources, the  better situated 

they will be to take advantage of 

opportunities (Magis, 2010). The will also 

develop stronger networks and resources 

for coping with challenge and adversity 

(Wouter, 2011).  

Cost of Action Dimension 

The cost of action involves the efforts 
and inputs to preventing and countering 

violent extremism. The cost of action 

dimension involves evaluating the use of 

hard power strategies implemented in 

communities to deal with the spread of 

radicalisation and violent extremism. It 

includes the deployment of security 

officers and the use of force to deal with 

suspected criminal activity. On the other 

hand, it also involves the use of soft power 

techniques by both state and non-state 

actors to build the capacity of the 
community to challenge radicalisation and 

recruitment into terrorism effectively. 

This dimension investigates material and 

non-material resources to prevent and 

counter violent extremism.  

The time for change is also included in 
this dimension. Various studies show the 

time taken to influence behaviour, but 

there is no standardised timeline for 

change to affect communities (Middleton 

et al., 2016; Grohol, 2018). The index 

borrows from the journey to extremism 

study that showed the tipping point 
analogy to between three to six months 

(UNDP, 2017). Change in communities 

also takes a similar timeline to evidence 

impact. This dimension, therefore, argues 

a timeline of up to one year for adequate 

representative data. The significant 

components of cost of action include 

Government responsibility, Government 

response and external response; reviewed 

over one-year period. 

Isiolo CVE Index 

Returning to the pilot work that applied 
the Index, Isiolo County in Kenya has in 

recently a recruitment hotspot by Violent 

Extremist groups. Forms of conflict and 

violence include intercommunal resource-
based conflict; inter-county border 

conflicts; Ethno-political conflict and 

violent extremism. Drivers of conflict 

include weak legal frameworks to protect 

indigenous land rights; drought which 

leads to pastoral mobility; cultural factors 

in pastoral conflict; the proliferation of 

small arms; conservation; large 

infrastructure projects and lack of 

consultation and most recently political 

competition, since devolution.  
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Devolution in recent times has 
contributed to inter-ethnic competition 

and rivalry.  The county is privileged to be 

a central node in the LAPSSET mega 

infrastructural projects, which brings more 

complexity to the existing conflict system. 

As from late 2016, Isiolo County has 

featured in police press briefings and the 

media as a sleeper cell county for 
extremist activities associated with Al-

Shabaab. The indicators selected 

considered structural conflict issues and 

have aligned these realities to other 

contextual needs of individuals in the 

community. It also accounted for the 

fluidity of the indicators and thus 

emphasised understanding the needs of a 

whole system rather than focusing on the 

traditional narrow view of CVE action 

from the radicalisation perspective. The 

frame assumed that increased reliance on 
resilience factors would bare positive 

responses to reduce recruitment, increase 

rehabilitation and reintegration in Kenyan 

society. The Index, therefore, follows a 

mid-range analysis that contextualises 

violent extremism within the context of 

Isiolo by looking at three key dimensions- 

the radicalisation dimension, the resilience 

dimension and the cost of action 

dimension. A conceptualised formula 

accounted for the level of countering 
violent extremism in a region. The formula 

is; 

P/CVE Index=(Radicalisation 

scale*Resilience scale )/(Cost of action 

scale) 

 

The overall Index is determined by 
calculating a median from a Multi-

Correspondence Analysis, emanating 

from the baseline data. The Index is based 

on a scale of one to ten. Median was used 

because it is not affected by the extreme 

value of the Index. The formula above is 

premised on the strong theoretical 

underpinnings and mathematical axioms. 

 From the study, Isiolo radicalisation 
scale was measured based on crucial 

sentinel indicators. The study concluded 

that the radicalisation index in Isiolo 

county is at 7.46 out of the maximum 10 

points. A high index of this nature would 

mean there is a higher threat to violent 

extremism and terrorism in a region. 81% 

of the citizens of the county noted 

recruitment to violent extremist 

organisations. The resilience index of 
Isiolo county is at 4.85 out of a 10-point 

scale. It is an average performance for 

Isiolo county, which means that it needs to 

enhance the resilience of its people against 

VE further. The presence of an active 

identity formation and association in the 

county has contributed the highest to the 

Index while the relationship with existing 

structures in the national government was 

the lowest contributor to the resilience 

index.  

 The cost of action scale is at 5.0 out of 
10 for Isiolo County. It is a relatively 
average position on the scale. There is a 

need for further resources to be channelled 

to the county to prevent and counter 

violent extremism effectively. The study 

proposed areas of investments that 

resonate with the community and can be 

applied as interventions either as CVE 

Specific or P/CVE relevant.  

 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

P/CVE programs ideally respond to the 

needs in communities. Though scholarly 

work questions the individualised thinking 

around radicalisation and recruitment into 

terrorism activities, there are lessons to be 

learnt from this assessment. On the other 

hand, contextualisation of the 
environment that germinates the process 

from the individual to the group relation 

and association is crucial. When 

responding to the vulnerabilities and the 

risks associated with terrorism, individual 

programs and activities are not only 

expensive but also not very useful as they 

lack the generalisation processes for more 
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substantial impact, hence the placement of 

P/CVE in community contexts. 

Community-led indicators can provide 
a clear understanding and a measure of 

progress from P/CVE activities. The 

argument made is that violent extremism 

and terrorism is dependent on the 

intersection between the ideologies 

(cognitive radicalisation) and the 

environment that allows for the movement 

(behavioural radicalisation), into 
terrorism. Its success, on the other hand, is 

dependent on the community’s capacities 

to deter or allow for these environments to 

flourish (resilience capacities). 

Additionally, these environments require 

specific opportunities or inputs that 

contribute to vulnerabilities or capacities. 

(cost of action).  

The inclusion of driver to violent 
extremism alludes to the fact that 

radicalisation is a risk that is quantifiable 

and measurable; from the place of action 

and impact out of the process. Therefore, 
it would be potentially less problematic to 

focus on cognitive structures and modes of 

thought in a ‘content-neutral’ way than 

starting from a point where certain 

ideological or religious beliefs made 

suspect. This model works within a given 

context to avoid possibilities of 

communities engaging in violent 

extremism. As an added area, most of the 

interventions desire to bolster the 

resilience capacities for most communities 

to ensure that interventions achieve long 
term impact.  

Other methods have incorporated some 
level of scientific engagement to 

understand the impact of P/CVE. This 

paper does not critic the specific indicator-

based analyses that often are transitioned 

into a hypothesis that is specific to the 

context and challenge. While these 

provide valuable insights to P/CVE 

evaluation and extended, view of the 

issues around VE would be beneficial for 

decision making rather than an indicator 

analysis.  

When investigated in isolation, P/CVE 
attributes lack construct validity and the 

outcomes and often based on broad 

assumptions in the methodology to offered 

recommendation alluding activity-specific 

risk rather than a holistic and 

comprehensive view. Attribute formation 

focuses on an individual analysis of 

change rather than a society or 
communities attribute of change. The 

individual mapped out attributes fail to 

account for their placement in time and the 

context of operationalisation. The result is 

individuals who may be mapped out at a 

different stage with specific expectations, 

not committing an act of terrorism as 

anticipated.  

 

CONCLUSION 

Though the index provides lessons 

learnt from piloting the tool in Isiolo in 

Kenya, the dimensions and indicators 

require validation across the Horn of 

Africa for it to have authority. Unlike the 

challenges of validation associated with 

the risk assessment tools for violent 

extremism, the index provides a target 
population and a validation platform for 

use at regular intervals. Though the index 

does not belabour the definition of terms, 

it allows for the common terminology to 

support theory development anchored on 

dimensions that are the pivots of P/CVE 

programming in communities. This tool 

will contribute to not only evaluate the 

impact through analysis of the level of 

contribution from the intervention but also 

create relevant and applicable planning 
strategy for future intervention areas.  
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