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ABSTRACT
Progress in understanding and responding to terrorism and violent
extremism has continued to stall in part because we often fail to
adequately conceptualize the problem. Perhaps most notably, much
of our terminology (for instance, “radicalization”) and many variants of
our existing models and analogies (including conveyor belts, staircases
and pyramids) conflate sympathy for this violence with involvement in
its creation. As its name suggests, the Attitudes-Behaviors Corrective
(ABC) model seeks to overcome this issue by placing this key disconnect
between attitudes and behaviors at its core. In this paper, we first
present the key elements of our model, which include a graphic repre-
sentation of this disconnect and a classification system of the drivers of
violent extremism. The former enables us to track the trajectories of
individuals in relation to both their attitudes and behaviors, while the
latter helps ensure that we consider all potential explanations for these
movements. We then adapt these elements to focus on exit from
violence, applying the dual concepts of disengagement and deradicali-
zation. Finally, we conclude with a section that aims to provide the
research community and those tasked with preventing and countering
violent extremism with practical benefits from the ABC model.
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Introduction

In recent years, the academic and policymaking communities have produced a variety of
models and analogies to represent and interpret violent extremism and terrorism, including
but not limited to conveyor belts, staircases and pyramids.1 While these offer certain value by
simplifying complex realities into “digestible” abstractions, such simplifications also often
serve to distort that reality. Perhaps most notably, many variants of these models and
analogies conflate sympathy for violence with actual involvement in its creation. In practice,
those who sympathize with ideologically justified violence very often remain uninvolved in its
production, instead electing to “free-ride” on the actions of others. For instance, the man-
power estimates for the Taliban and other insurgent organizations in Afghanistan represent
a minute fraction of the population sympathetic to such groups.2 Similarly, Palestinian
sympathizers of suicide/martyrdom attacks, apparently reaching over seventy percent of the
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populace during the al-Aqsa Intifada,3 far outnumber those directly engaged in this violence.
Marc Sageman similarly observes that:

… many people say very violent things, but very few follow up with violent actions.
Thousands of young people boast or brag about being mujahedin (plural of mujahed, one
who participates in jihad) especially on the Internet, but very few go on to commit any acts in
furtherance of violence. Law enforcement officers in the West are all very concerned about
how to distinguish between those who talk from those who act.4

Conversely, many of those involved in creating this violence are actually unsympathetic or
indifferent to its ideology and ostensible objectives, and instead primarily act in pursuit of
material incentives, a sense of belonging, adventure, status, and so on.5 For instance, as observed
by Peter Neumann regarding motivations for recruitment into the so-called Islamic State (IS):

Some [former IS members] mentioned promises of food, luxury goods, cars, and having their
debts paid off. Others said they were attracted by notions of adventure, brotherhood, fighting,
and the chance of becoming a hero. They are the ones who were least likely to be religiously
literate, and rarely articulated a strong sense of religious obligation or identity.6

Rather than being driven by the ideology and objectives of violent extremism, many
individuals are also simply coerced into involvement by the organizations in question in
locations as distinct as Afghanistan, Somalia, Sri Lanka and Uganda.

To place this discussion in broader context it is worth observing that this disconnect between
attitudes and behaviors occurs far beyond the realms of political violence. It has also been
a major area of investigation in social psychology and other disciplines,7 with Christopher
J. Armitage and Julie Christian noting that while attitudes have often been assumed to be
predictive of behaviors, “this assumption was often held in the face of compelling evidence to the
contrary.”8 To be clear, many notable commentators have already observed this critical dis-
connect in relation to violent extremism.9 However, our collective comprehension of this
phenomenon continues to stall partly because it has yet to be systematically incorporated into
our frameworks of understanding. As its name suggests, the Attitudes-Behaviors Corrective
(ABC)model seeks to overcome this issue by placing this disconnect at its core. In this paper we
first critique the key models and analogies commonly used to represent and interpret violent
extremism. We then outline the key elements of our framework, which include a graphic
representation of the disconnect and a classification system of drivers of violent extremism.
The former enables us to track the trajectories of individuals in relation to both their attitudes
and behaviors, while the latter helps ensure that we consider all potential explanations for these
movements.We then adapt these core elements to focus on exit from violence, applying the dual
concepts of disengagement and deradicalization. Finally, we conclude with a section that aims to
provide the research community and those tasked with preventing and countering violent
extremism with practical benefits from the ABC model. This includes guiding researchers to
ask the “right questions” about this phenomenon, as well as advising practitioners on how to
adequately interpret and articulate their core program objectives.

Before proceeding, it is worth briefly discussing why we avoid the concept of radicalization,
which has been a cornerstone of research and policy debate since around 2004/2005, but has also
been the subject of considerable criticism. Firstly, this is because the concept is widely interpreted
in amanner that emphasizes the role of ideology, at the expense of wider political, economic and
social “root causes.”10 Perhaps more importantly, while there is a general consensus that the
concept represents a process, discrepancies arise as to whether the end-state of radicalization is
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an acceptance of “radical” views at odds with local norms (but that do not necessarily justify or
advocate for violence), sympathy for ideologically justified violence, or direct involvement in the
creation of this violence.11 Of course, the problem is that these represent distinct (albeit
frequently interrelated) phenomena, with often very different drivers. The ABC model allows
us to move beyond this flawed concept by focusing more specifically and precisely on sympathy
for ideologically justified violence and involvement in such acts as two distinct but related
phenomena.

Existing models, analogies and metaphors

As previously observed, the academic and policymaking communities have produced a variety
of models, analogies and metaphors to interpret violent extremism and terrorism, and the
purpose of this current section is to review a limited number of prominent examples. Forensic
psychologist Randy Borum developed a four-stage model in 2003 in an article entitled
Understanding the Terrorist Mind-Set.12 According to this framework, the first step involves
the individual or group in question identifying an undesirable event or condition (described as
“it’s not right”), which for example may be “economic (e.g., poverty, unemployment, poor
living conditions) or social (e.g., government-imposed restrictions on individual freedoms,
lack of order or morality).”13 The second involves framing this undesirable event or condition
as an injustice (“it’s not fair”) on the basis that it does not apply to everyone. The third involves
attributing blame (“it’s your fault”), with the author elaborating that “racially biased groups in
the United States often use this tactic in directing anger toward minority groups.”14 Finally,
the person or group responsible for the injustice is deemed “bad” (“you’re evil”), with this step
supposedly facilitating violence by dehumanizing the target. Borum states that this model is
intended to be a heuristic, and that it appears to frame a process applicable to many
individuals and groups, as opposed to all of them.

By contrast, Fathali M. Moghaddam’s 2005 staircase model explicitly recognizes that succes-
sively fewer individuals reach each subsequent stage. In the words of the author, the model “is
conceived as having a ground floor and five higher floors, with behavior on each floor char-
acterized by particular psychological processes.”15 For instance, he observes that “perceptions of
fairness are what matter most” to the vast populations that occupy the ground floor, rather than
the actual conditions they experience.16 On the first floor behaviors are shaped particularly by
“individuals’” perceived possibilities for personal mobility to improve their situation, and “their
perceptions of procedural justice.”17 Moghaddam continues that “individuals who develop
a readiness to physically displace aggression and who actively seek out opportunities to do so
eventually leave the second floor and climb more steps to try to take action against perceived
enemies.”18 On the third floor “potential terrorists now find themselves engaged in the extremist
morality of isolated, secretive organizations dedicated to changing the world by any means
available to them.”19 Regarding the fourth floor, he maintains that once an individual has
“entered the secret world of the terrorist organization, there is little or no opportunity to exit
alive,”20 an assertion that is simply incorrect in most cases (as discussed below). At the top,
“individuals who reach the fifthfloor becomepsychologically prepared andmotivated to commit
acts of terrorism, sometimes resulting in multiple civilian deaths.”21

While both models add value to our understanding, it is important to highlight a few of
their key limitations. Firstly, they (particularly the four-stage model) downplay the role of
ideology, and how such worldviews provide an important lens through which to interpret
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grievances (among other functions, as discussed below). Secondly, neithermodel is sufficiently
explicit that the trajectory toward violence is not linear and that it can be reversed. Thirdly,
they fail to incorporate the disconnect between attitudes and behaviors that we place at the
center of this article. As such, there remain key questions regarding the critical step from
justifying or sympathizing with violence to actual involvement in such acts, which is obviously
of key relevance once we consider that sympathizers commonly far outnumber those directly
engaged (as already discussed). They also do not (at least explicitly) recognize that those
involved in this violence are often actually unsympathetic toward or indifferent to its ideology
and ostensible objectives. As such, these models essentially exclude those who are primarily
motivated by economic incentives, status, belonging, adventure, fear, and so on.

The final framework worthy of specific attention is the pyramid metaphor, with the
most well-known description arguably having been offered by Clark McCauley and Sophia
Moskalenko in 2008:

Because terrorists are few in relation to all those who share their beliefs and feelings, the
terrorists may be thought of as the apex of a pyramid. The base of the pyramid is composed
of all who sympathize with the goals the terrorists say they are fighting for. In Northern
Ireland, for instance, the base of the pyramid of support for the IRA was all those who agreed
“Brits out.” … From base to apex, higher levels of the pyramid are associated with decreased
numbers but increased radicalization of beliefs, feelings and behavior.22

This formulation offers a static description of violent extremists and their wider support
base, rather than a dynamic model describing or explaining movements toward violence.
Yet, in common with the four-stage and staircase frameworks, it conflates sympathy for
violence with actual involvement in its creation.

To their credit, the authors later acknowledged this limitation, for instance observing in 2017
that “radicalization to extremist opinions is psychologically a different phenomenon from
radicalization to extremist action.”23 Indeed, based on this insight, McCauley and Moskalenko
subsequently developed their two-pyramids model, which “represents radicalization of opinion
separately from radicalization of action.”24 From bottom to top, their “opinion pyramid” is
comprised of “neutrals,” “sympathizers,” “justifiers,” and “those who feel a personal moral
obligation to take up violence in defense of the cause.”25 From the base to the apex of their
“action pyramid” are those who are “inert,” followed by “activists,” “radicals,” and “terrorists.”26

While this represents a substantial improvement over the single-pyramid analogy, we argue that
our ABCmodel provides greater conceptual clarity and practical value as it allows the reader to
pinpoint specific individuals in relation to both their attitudes and behaviors simultaneously, and
to trace their trajectory in relation to these over time. This is not possible with the two-pyramid
model, precisely because these two pyramids are represented separately. Unlike McCauley and
Moskalenko, we also do not classify individuals according to their positions on these scales
(“neutrals,” “sympathizers” and so on) as such categories lack precise boundaries. In analytical
terms, we believe that these scales are more accurately understood to be “continuous variables”
(on a spectrum), rather than “ordinal” ones (as ordered categories).

The attitudes-behaviors corrective (ABC) model

The disconnect between attitudes and behaviors at the heart of the ABC model is shown
schematically in Figure 1. For the “behaviors” axis, we can state in general terms that
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suicide/martyrdom attackers are located higher up the scale than regular footsoldiers, who in
turn are higher than those in supporting roles, such as administrators, tax collectors, drivers,
cooks, and so on. However, we have intentionally left this axis undefined on the basis that the
range of contributing roles varies substantially between locations, as does their relative
importance in certain cases. Moreover, there is also inevitable subjectivity in deciding for
instance whether an intelligence operative should be located higher up the scale than
a footsoldier, or if a part-time member of the police unit contributes more in terms of
behaviors than a full-time administrator. The point is that it is preferable for such judgments
to rest with field researchers who can apply them to local contexts, rather than for the ABC
model to insist on consistency in the scale between locations. The “attitudes” axis focuses on
campaigns of violence that are ideologically justified by the organization in question. We
have again deliberately left this axis undefined as attitudes are also highly specific to context.
In broad outline, those further toward the right of Figure 1 believe that violence may be
justified across a wider range of circumstances, are sympathetic toward the targeting of
a greater array of victims and are more likely to feel that particularly brutal acts are justified.27

Behaviors: Extent of involvement in 

ideologically justified violence (y-axis)

Individual D: Motivated to involvement 

in violence substantially by a sense of 

purpose gained through acting in 

accordance with ideological beliefs

Individual A: Motivated to 

involvement in violence 

substantially by economic gain

Individual B: Motivated to 

involvement in violence substantially 

by the pursuit of status and 

adventure-seeking

Individual E: Sympathetic 

towards violence, but not 

involved in its creation

Individual C: Motivated to 

involvement in violence substantially 

by the fear of repercussions by a 

violent extremist entity

Attitudes: Extent of sympathy for

ideologically justified violence (x-axis)

Attitudes: Extent of opposition to

ideologically justified violence (x-axis)

Figure 1. The partial disconnect between attitudes and behaviors.29
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The key point of Figure 1 is that many of those who sympathize with this violence are
not directly involved in its creation (as represented by Individual E), as previously
discussed. Conversely, those who contribute to its production are not necessarily sympa-
thetic toward its ideology and ostensible objectives, but instead are often motivated
primarily by economic incentives, adventure, belonging, status, fear, and so on (as
represented by Individuals A, B and C). To be clear, this disconnect between attitudes
and behaviors is only partial in that those who sympathize with this violence are more
likely to become involved in its creation, ceteris paribus, as represented by the greater
number of individuals above the x-axis who are located toward the right of Figure 1. Put
another way, the further that individuals are to the right, the more likely it is that they are
driven to involvement, particularly as the “sense of purpose” motive becomes more
relevant (for instance, Individual D). This corresponds to findings from social psychology,
for instance with Christopher J. Armitage and Julie Christian observing that “in terms of
the attitude-behavior relationship, attitude strength is regarded as a key moderator vari-
able: stronger attitudes are likely to be more predictive of people’s behavior than are weak
attitudes.”28 That said, in specific contexts it is also entirely plausible for greater numbers
of individuals above the x-axis to be located toward the left of Figure 1, for instance in
locations where coerced recruitment is common.

The ABC model is explicitly dynamic, recognizing that individuals change their atti-
tudes and behaviors over time, as demonstrated in Figure 2. For instance, Individuals F,
G and H all moved upwards on this figure as the extent of their participation increased.
While Individual G was relatively consistently sympathetic toward violence, Individual
F also moved toward the right over time. The latter was perhaps initially coerced into
involvement, or was primarily motivated by a salary, and only became convinced about
the legitimacy of violence after receiving ideological training. Conversely, Individual
H moved leftwards, perhaps after experiencing the brutal reality of violence first-hand,
or after witnessing commanders pocket campaign funds. There are effectively an infinite
number of trajectories across this figure, and we deliberately do not make broad state-
ments about common patterns given that these vary substantially between locations and
over time. Indeed, a core purpose of this model is to provide a framework though which
researchers can identify broad patterns in specific locations (as discussed below).

The model makes no assumptions about the speed or intensity with which any of these
processes occur, as such dimensions vary substantially within and between cases. Research
conducted by one of the coauthors of this article with voluntarily disengaged members of
al-Shabaab at the Serendi rehabilitation center in Mogadishu showed that certain indivi-
duals experienced what may be described as a “tipping point” away from violence,
including a former IED-maker whose device accidentally killed civilians, rather than the
intended Kenyan soldiers.30 By contrast, Adriana Faranda described her dissociation from
the Italian Red Brigades as a much more gradual process, as follows:

A process which matured very gradually … it’s not a traumatic leap, it’s more a matter of
a thousand little stages. It encompasses everything though: reasoning, valuations, questions
which involve not just one action, not one way of conducting the armed struggle, not one
revolutionary project—everything. It involves the revolution itself; Marxism, violence, the
logic of enmity, of conflict, of one’s relationship with authority, a way of working out
problems, of confronting reality and of facing the future … I haven’t taken one huge
traumatic leap. It’s not as if I was one person one day and a different one the next.31
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The case of “B.R.” in Indonesia also demonstrates this is often a lengthy process, as
reported by Julie Chernov Hwang:

In time, he began to understand the Poso conflict from a wider perspective. It helped greatly that
his mother was a consistent voice, pointing to an alternative path away from violence. In time, he
came to trust his new friends in the activist community, especially when A.B., her husband, and
their friends agreed to hide him from the authorities. It took going into hiding away from his old
friends in Tanah Runtuh, and having the opportunity to talk with A.B. and her husband, as well as
to read and reflect, that led him to develop his own views on the permissibility of violence, his
willingness to use violence, and his own place in Tanah Runtuh.32

The ABC model also recognizes that the process of becoming involved in violent extremism
can be both “bottom-up” and “top-down” in nature. In other words, it acknowledges that
candidates often actively seek opportunities to join violent extremist organizations,33 but that
these organizations themselves are also frequently proactive in the identification and recruit-
ment of new members (using degrees of coercion in select cases, as discussed in more detail
below). Indeed, we argue that the common distinction between bottom-up and top-down is
something of a false dichotomy, as both sides often have substantial agency over the process.34

Furthermore, while the notion of “lone-wolf terrorists” is now widely regarded to be

Individual H: Moderately involved 

in violence, and decreasingly 

sympathetic towards such acts

Attitudes: Extent of opposition to

ideologically justified violence (x-axis)

Attitudes: Extent of sympathy for

ideologically justified violence (x-axis)

Behaviors: Extent of involvement in 

ideologically justified violence (y-axis)

Individual G: Increasingly involved in 

violence, and relatively consistently 

sympathetic towards such acts

Individual F: Increasingly involved 

in violence, and increasingly 

sympathetic towards such acts

Figure 2. The dynamic nature of the ABC model.
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problematic,35 certain individuals do become involved in violence with considerable auton-
omy or even independence from any wider violent extremist movement.

Drivers of violent extremism

A key corollary of the disconnect between attitudes and behaviors is that it is generally
insufficient to ask singular generic questions such as “What drives violent extremism?” Put
simply, the responses to such questions fail to equip policymakers, practitioners and other
research users with an adequate understanding of the phenomenon by neglecting to
distinguish between sympathy for violent extremism and actual involvement in its crea-
tion. Instead, understanding this phenomenon in any given location necessitates two
separate pairs of questions at a minimum:

1a: Why do individuals become sympathetic to ideologically justified violence?

1b: How do individuals become sympathetic to ideologically justified violence?

2a: Why do individuals become involved in ideologically justified violence?

2b: How do individuals become involved in ideologically justified violence?

Seen through the lens of the ABC model, the former question pair relates to move-
ments toward the right of Figures 1 and 2, whereas the latter focuses on shifts upward.
While questions about involvement may intuitively seem more relevant, we argue that
those relating to sympathy are also of considerable importance. We need to under-
stand what drives sympathy for violence at the very least as sympathizers are more
likely to become involved in its production, as already observed. Furthermore, sym-
pathy for this violence may contribute indirectly to its creation where sympathetic
communities bestow status on perpetrators, which in turn may encourage the involve-
ment of others. Conversely, non-sympathizers are often heavily involved in motivating
and facilitating the deradicalization and disengagement of others (as discussed in the
subsequent section).

Research into violent extremism commonly relies on classification systems of candidate
drivers. While many systems exist, researchers often rely on the binary distinction between
so-called push and pull factors. As examples of the former, USAID highlights social
marginalization and fragmentation, poorly governed or ungoverned areas, government
repression and human rights violations, endemic corruption and elite impunity, and
cultural threat perceptions.36 Pull factors are said to include access to material incentives,
social status, self-esteem, adventure, personal empowerment and a sense of belonging, as
well as “the presence of radical institutions or venues, service provision by extremist
groups, and extremist involvement in illegal economic activity.”37 By contrast, Peter
Neumann recommends a five-point classification system, comprised of grievances,
needs, ideas, people and violence.38 In pursuing answers to the two core question pairs
above, we suggest that researchers can rely on almost any classification system, provided
of course they can be applied in a manner that incorporates all relevant drivers in each
location. That said, we also recommend the following three-point system as it has the
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advantage of being designed specifically to align with the attitudes-behaviors disconnect,
as discussed shortly:39

● Structural Motivators: Contextual factors that may be of relevance in specific
locations include, for instance, state repression, political exclusion, corruption, pov-
erty, inequality and discrimination. Depending on the ideology and objectives of the
violent extremists in question, they may also include factors as varied as an absence
of self-rule, state interventions into the affairs of other nations, the lack of Sharia law,
and the presence of migrant communities deemed harmful to existing cultures.

● Individual Incentives: This second category is comprised of economic, security-
based and psychosocial benefits that are contingent on the individuals in question
acting in a manner that contributes to violence. These include, for instance, material
incentives (salaries and so on), protection, status, a sense of adventure, belonging,
vengeance, expected rewards in the afterlife, and a sense of purpose gained through
acting in accordance with perceived ideological tenets.

● Enabling Factors: This third category is distinguished from the previous two
through being comprised of factors that enable, facilitate or channel movements
within Figures 1 and 2, rather than motivate them per se (thus, corresponding more
to the “how” questions, 1b and 2b). These include “radical” mentors, recruiters, wider
social networks, and online communities, other forms of traditional and modern
media, access to weaponry and other technology, territorial control maintained by
violent extremist groups, and so on.

These lists are not intended to be exhaustive, but instead offer no more than a sample of
drivers that are commonly identified in the literature.40 Given the extensive range of such
drivers, we are only able to elaborate on a limited few within this article.

However, before doing so it is necessary to observe that our model is underpinned by
the notion of “equifinality,” which is the principle that a given end-state (in this case both
sympathy for and involvement in ideologically justified violence) may be driven by
different factors or combinations of factors.41 For instance, one individual involved in
this violence may have been driven largely by the combination of peer-pressure, status,
and existing access to the organization in question through familial networks. Another
may have become involved because of a need to provide for young dependents, and the
promise of a salary to overcome otherwise limited local livelihood opportunities. A third
may have been motivated primarily by the sense of purpose gained through acting in
accordance with her ideological beliefs, with her involvement having been channeled by
individuals within her existing social network. This notion of equifinality has profound
implications for the social sciences generally, with Alexander George and Andrew Bennett
observing that it “challenges and undermines the common assumption that similar out-
comes in several cases must have a common cause.”42 Indeed, a surprising number of
terrorism studies researchers continue to neglect this concept by erroneously searching for
universal factors to explain this violence.

There is little doubt that many of the structural motivators listed above often help
explain why some individuals sympathize with violent extremism (responding to our
question 1a above). For instance, drawing from personal experience of involvement in
the Provisional IRA, Eamon Collins argues that the policy of internment without trial in
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Northern Ireland produced “a huge wave of support for the IRA from the Catholic
community.”43 Drawing from extensive field research in Nigeria, Mercy Corps also
found that “Boko Haram took advantage of deeply held grievances around government
inadequacies to gain a foothold in communities,” adding that “many communities initially
supported the idea of an opposition to what they considered an ineffective government.”44

However, studies also regularly conclude that structural motivators provide explanation
for direct involvement in this violence (responding to our question 2a). For instance,
shifting the focus to economic factors, UNDP asserts that:

The Journey to Extremism research unequivocally underscores the relevance of economic
factors as drivers of recruitment. The grievances associated with growing up in contexts
where multidimensional poverty is high and far deeper than national averages, with the lived
reality of unemployment and underemployment, render ‘economic factors’ a major source of
frustration identified by those who joined violent extremist groups.45

Drawing from interviews with forty-two former insurgents in Colombia, Mauricio Florez-
Morris similarly concludes that:

The most popular motivation for joining a guerilla movement, stated by thirty-three (33)
interviewees, was their concern regarding socioeconomic injustice and inequality, and the
desire to improve these situations. In Ema’s case, for instance, the process of joining M-19
[19 April Movement] began with her involvement in a college group, secretly organized by
the M-19, which recruited those who were interested in working on social issues.46

Yet, those who experience these structural conditions invariably far outnumber those who
subsequently participate in violence, and so at the very least we need to acknowledge that such
factors are insufficient explanations. They also ignore an important theoretical argument that
structural motivatorsmay at best only indirectly explainwhy individuals become involved (see
Figure 3). Drawing from rational choice theory (RCT), this is because even those who are
sympathetic to this violence should elect to “free-ride” on the efforts of others in the knowl-
edge that their participation would likely only negligibly contribute to the ostensible objectives
of the violence in any case, and as this decision enables them to avoid the potential costs of
involvement, such as imprisonment, injury and even death.47 Put another way, this theory
suggests that nonparticipation is the default choice even for sympathizers because the costs of
participation tend to outweigh the benefits.

Individual incentives directly overcome the free-rider hurdle by offering enticements that
are contingent on participation in the production of violence (again, see Figure 3). In other
words, the RCT argument (including versions based on the moderating notion of “bounded
rationality”)48 follows that individuals contribute to violence as they personally gain from this
involvement.49 Narrow variants of RCT gravitate toward economic explanations, including
salaries or equivalent payments-in-kind. Such incentives have been provided to violent
extremists in locations as distinct as Afghanistan, Nepal, Northern Ireland and Somalia,
although they reportedly often provide an insufficient source of income.50 Certain individuals
also enlist to exploit their newly acquired status for material gain, through plundering or
embezzling funds “taxed” for the cause.51 That said, many organizations also have strict
policies against such activities, and severely punish transgressors. Financial incentives may
also be offered in exchange for specific acts, irrespective of group membership. For instance,
reporting on the case of Afghanistan, Antonio Giustozzi observes that “the Taliban sometimes
paid villagers cash (reportedly US$15–55) to harass foreign and government troops with
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occasional rocket attacks and shootings.”52 Of course, all economic enticements are more
likely to incentivize involvement in locations where livelihood opportunities are limited (itself
a structural motivator), ceteris paribus.

Somewhat broader variants of RCT also incorporate security-related incentives (and
disincentives) that are contingent on behaviors. Most obviously, individuals can be
coerced into specific actions, with degrees of forced recruitment having been reported
in locations as distinct as Colombia, Somalia, Sri Lanka and Uganda.53 This phenomenon
is also seemingly more pronounced in parts of the Global South, at the very least as violent
extremist organizations have a greater ability to coerce in areas where state presence is
limited. While coercion is often treated in black-and-white terms,54 in practice this
phenomenon actually falls on a sliding scale. As explained by Mercy Corps regarding
the case of Nigeria, “the paths that youth take to joining Boko Haram defy neat categories
of ‘voluntary’ and ‘forced.’”55 Conversely, under certain conditions violent extremist
organizations can also provide protection against violence perpetrated by the state or
other non-state actors, and this protection may incentivize individuals to collaborate or
enlist.56 However, evidence from cases such as Peru and El Salvador suggests that in
practice even organizations with substantial military capabilities often lack the will or
ability to provide this protection.57
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Figure 3. An RCT interpretation of drivers in relation to attitudes and behaviors.
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Of course, RCT remains controversial and certain commentators contest aspects of its
logic, including the basic premise that individuals act in a narrowly “rational” manner.
Yet, the concept of “rationality” is sufficiently elastic to also include psychosocial rewards
associated with group membership, as stressed by the “father” of the free-rider problem
himself, Mancur Olson.58 Indeed, the research conducted in the Serendi center with
former members of al-Shabaab showed that almost half of the sample claimed to have
been motivated to enlist partly by the “reward” of status.59 This included a former member
of the military wing who maintained that he joined largely as the group promised to teach
him to drive, and as this would convert him into “a big man.” Several others asserted that
they enlisted to enhance their standing with women, adding that al-Shabaab often helped
to arrange marriages. Similarly, drawing from personal experience within the Provisional
IRA, Eamon Collins claims that foot soldiers fought because “by doing so they gave
themselves power, status and influence which they could never have achieved otherwise,”
and that “for those Provos who look for sexual advantages from it, there is no shortage of
women willing to give more than the time of day to IRA volunteers.”60

Other psychosocial drivers are also of notable relevance, for instance, with Michael
Jonsson drawing on his extensive field research in Colombia to conclude that “belonging
was arguably the strongest motive for enlistment with FARC.”61 Regarding sectarian
violence in Derry in 1969, Brendan Hughes (who went on to lead the first hunger strike
during “the troubles” in Northern Ireland) claimed that “it gave me a sense of pride and
a feeling that we had something to protect ourselves with,” and that he “wanted to be
involved in that too because our whole community felt that we were under attack.”62

Almost half the Serendi sample also highlighted their desire to gain revenge through al-
Shabaab, including against members of other clans, warlords, and the Mogadishu police
(with the latter obviously relating to the structural motivator of state repression).63

Roughly half of the Serendi sample also maintained that adventure-seeking substantially
influenced their decision to enlist, with one former member of the military wing elabor-
ating that a key motive was the chance to visit new places.64

Comprehensive explanations of this violence of course also require a focus on the role
of emotions, and in the case of our ABC model this is channeled through select individual
incentives. Perhaps most obviously, the emotion of fear explains why individuals are
successfully coerced into involvement in many locations, as already discussed. Similarly,
the incentive of revenge cannot be adequately understood without reference to anger,
shame and humiliation. For instance, as observed by a former member of Provisional IRA:

When I think back to when I decided to become an active Republican what I’d seen was
oppression and injustice, and I thought, that’s exactly what I needed to do, I need to sign up to
this organization who see themselves as people who were physically opposed to this by violent
means. It’s like, well, you can’t just sit around feeling angry, I mean jeez, you’d go mad. You have
to actually get out and do something, and whether that is rioting or whether that is throwing some
stones, or even joining the “RA” [IRA]. It feels better to be doing something than nothing.65

Of course, critics of RCT may also highlight that violent extremists often fail to focus on
individual incentives when specifically asked what drove their enlistment, instead often
emphasizing the importance of structural motivators such as repression, inequality or the
absence of self-rule. While this is certainly correct, the reality is often almost certainly that
these respondents are either simply parroting the rhetoric of their organizations or
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intentionally/subconsciously downplaying the role of individual incentives to avoid
appearing driven by “selfish” motives such as economic gain and status. In the experience
of one of the coauthors of this paper, such respondents often shift their attention from
structural motivators to individual incentives in a straightforward manner if asked suitable
follow-on questions, such as:

● Many people are sympathetic toward violence because of the grievances you men-
tioned, but only some become actively involved in creating this violence. What do
you think it is that specifically motivated you to become involved, but not others?66

In any case, it is worth emphasizing that even if we accept the contested RCT line of
argument by placing a heavy focus on individual incentives, the point is certainly not to
deny the importance of structural motivators. As already discussed, the latter often
provoke individuals to sympathize with violent extremism, which in turn makes them
more likely to become involved, ceteris paribus. At the very least, the more sympathetic
individuals are to this violence, the more likely it is that they are driven to involvement by
the “sense of purpose” individual incentive.

Moving on to the third category presented above, as previously observed this range of
factors are responsible for enabling, facilitating and channeling movements both up and to the
right of Figures 1–3 (corresponding more to the “how” questions, 1b and 2b). For instance,
radical mentors channel sympathy for violent extremism by presenting others with an
ideological lens through which to interpret existing grievances (including structural motiva-
tors such as state repression, the absence of self-rule, and so on), dehumanize others, and
frame victims as legitimate targets.67 These same mentors can also encourage direct involve-
ment in violence by fostering an environment that provides individual incentives to those who
participate, including a sense of identity, purpose and belonging. Of course, they can also
enable movements up Figures 1–3 through arranging for transport to conflict areas, providing
access to training on the techniques of violence, and so on. Within our three-point classifica-
tion system, radical online communities and wider offline social networks perform many of
these same functions, thus similarly qualifying as enabling factors.

The category of enabling factors is particularly diverse, and thus a broader review of these
drivers is beyond the scope of this article. However, it is also worth briefly elaborating on the
role of territorial control as this factor is widely misunderstood and often simply neglected in
locations where it is likely to be of key importance. This topic is most commonly associated
with the work of Stathis Kalyvas, and particularly his highly-acclaimed book The Logic of
Violence. Conventional wisdom within the insurgency and counterinsurgency literature has
long asserted that community sympathies and active support for belligerent actors provide
a key determinant of campaign momentum, with the latter understood (sometimes only
implicitly) at least partly in terms of territorial control.68 However, Kalyvas essentially turned
this logic on its head by suggesting instead that territorial control drives support for such
groups, more than the other way around. More precisely, he argued that:

There is little doubt that collaboration and control are self-reinforcing. More objectionable,
however, is the view that control emerges exclusively from collaboration and never shapes it …
A more encompassing and dynamic hypothesis is that initial patterns of control are predicted by
some combination of prewar preferences and existing military resources, but as the war evolves,
control is more likely to trump prewar preferences in determining collaboration.69
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Returning to the language of the ABC model, Kalyvas essentially argues that territorial
control often provides a key enabling factor for involvement in violent extremism.
Research recently conducted at the Serendi center with former members of al-Shabaab
strongly supported this line of argument.70 Of course, the precise relationship between
these two “variables” undoubtedly differs between locations and over time. Nevertheless,
this argument has major implications for those tasked with preventing and countering
violent extremism in many parts of the Global South in particular, as discussed below.

The ABC model and disengagement/deradicalization

Shifting our attention to the dual processes of disengagement and deradicalization, the
former concept is generally interpreted in behavioral terms, often specifically in relation to
individuals exiting violent extremist groups. For instance, regarding the case of Euskadi Ta
Askatasuna (ETA), Fernando Reinares maintains that “disengagement is considered to
have occurred when an individual ceased belonging to the terrorist organization and no
longer felt subject to the discipline imposed on militants.”71 However, this interpretation
is problematic in contexts where the notion of “belonging to” a specific organization is
ambiguous, particularly where the group in question adopts no formal enlistment proce-
dures. With this in mind, we argue that it is preferable to more precisely interpret
disengagement in terms of reducing or ending involvement in violence, as shown sche-
matically in Figure 4. By contrast, most commentators apply the term deradicalization
specifically to positive attitudinal change. For instance, UNODC’s 2016 Handbook on the
Management of Violent Extremist Prisoners defines the concept as:

The process of changing the belief system, rejecting the extremist ideology, and embracing
mainstream values. Deradicalization refers primarily to a cognitive rejection of certain values,
attitudes and views—in other words, a change of mind. It implies a cognitive shift, i.e.
a fundamental change in understanding resulting from activities intended to help individuals
to renounce radical or extreme ideas, beliefs and groups.72

Similarly, Bart Schuurman and Edwin Bakker maintain that:

In contrast to disengagement, deradicalization can be seen as a social and psychological process
that results in attitudinal change, effectively reducing an individual’s commitment to the belief
that personal involvement in violence is necessary and justified. Whereas disengagement is
primarily a process of behavioral change, deradicalization seeks cognitive adaptations.73

However, this by no means represents a consensus understanding, with various other
commentators instead applying the concept of deradicalization to refer to changes at both
the cognitive and behavioral levels. For instance, Hamed El-Said maintains that deradi-
calization “can include a cognitive change (change in ideology and attitudes), simple
disengagement (behavioral change to abandon violence while remaining radical), or
both.”74 We reject this latter interpretation on the grounds that greater analytical clarity
can be gained through decoupling these two phenomena. Particularly, this is because
behavioral change often occurs without a corresponding attitudinal change (as represented
by Individual Z in Figure 4), and vice versa (Individual X). For instance, the former may
transpire if individuals elect to dedicate more time to their families rather than violence,
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or if they “burn out” as a result of their clandestine and dangerous lifestyle.75 The
following quote from a former member of ETA demonstrates the point:

I realized that I was causing a lot of grief to my own people, you know, by my being involved with
ETA. And the people who got the worst end of the stick were the same ones who should have been
on my side, no? My sheer pig-headedness meant that my life as a militant always took precedence
over my personal life—being with my family or my girlfriend.… And so the very next year I left,
I put it all behind me. Look, though, my way of thinking about the armed struggle, my attitude
towards the political situation, those things haven’t changed in the least. But, I’d donemy fair share,
I’d given three years of my life to them as a militant, always at the expense of my personal life.76

Conversely, the latter often occurs in cases where individuals are prevented from exiting
by the threat of retaliation by the violent extremist group in question, as discussed in
greater detail below. The broader point is that it is again necessary to ask at least two pairs
of research questions, paralleling those above regarding sympathy for violent extremism
and involvement in its creation:

3a: Why do individuals reduce sympathy for ideologically justified violence?

3b: How do individuals reduce sympathy for ideologically justified violence?
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Figure 4. Deradicalization and disengagement pathways.
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4a: Why do individuals reduce/end involvement in ideologically justified violence?

4b: How do individuals reduce/end involvement in ideologically justified violence?

The first of these question pairs obviously corresponds to the notion of deradicalization,
whereas the second relates to disengagement. The three-point classification system pre-
sented above can also be adapted to help answer these new questions as follows:

● Structural motivators: Structural factors in this case often relate to the violent
extremist organization in question as this represents the context in which members
find themselves. For instance, these may include disillusionment with its ideology,
objectives, strategy and personnel. However, these factors can also include changes in
the wider environment within which the violence occurs, including enhanced
employment prospects, political openings, and so on.

● Individual incentives: This second category is again comprised of economic, secur-
ity-based and psychosocial rewards that are contingent in this case on the individuals
in question reducing or ending their involvement in violence. For instance, these may
include improved financial prospects and living conditions outside the group,
a disassociation from the guilt of creating violence, greater personal safety, and
a sense of fulfillment in relation to familial obligations to disengage.

● Enabling factors: This third category is again distinguished from the previous two
through being comprised of factors that enable, facilitate or channel movements within
Figure 4, rather than motivate them per se (again, corresponding more to the “how”
questions, 3b and 4b). In different environments these can include the influence of
“moderate” religious leaders, family and friends willing to facilitate the disengagement
process, security forces willing and able to handle disengaged fighters appropriately, the
loss of territorial control by violent extremists, prison environments that enable a process
of reflection, and so on.

As with the previous classification system, these lists are not intended to be exhaustive, but
instead offer a sample of driving factors that are commonly identified in the literature.77

While we believe that this framework alone provides a valuable platform through which to
analyze the interrelated processes of disengagement and deradicalization, additional insight
can also often be generated through essentially inverting the above questions, as follows:

5a: Why do individuals retain sympathy for ideologically justified violence?

5b: How do individuals retain sympathy for ideologically justified violence?

6a: Why do individuals remain directly involved in ideologically justified violence?

6b: How do individuals remain directly involved in ideologically justified violence?

In contrast to the previous pairs of questions, these alternatives encourage researchers to
frame their investigations in terms of obstacles or inhibitors of deradicalization and
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disengagement.78 Reflecting on why individuals elect to remain with right-wing organiza-
tions in Scandinavia, Tore Bjørgo asserts that:

There are several positive characteristics of the group which may be considered too valuable
to leave behind. High investments have been made in terms of friendship and social support.
The racist group provides community, a substitute ‘family’, identity, security against external
threats and enemies, excitement and adventure. Even if a person has completely lost faith in
the group’s ideology and politics, ties of friendship and loyalty may for some individuals
constitute more than sufficient reasons for staying with the group.79

As previously observed, threats and actual acts of retaliation against those attempting to
disengage present another common obstacle. Focusing again on right-wing groups in
Scandinavia, Bjørgo notes that “leading activists who defect will normally receive death
threats, and some have been beaten up severely.”80 Similarly, Michael Jonsson highlights
that “there was intense fear of execution inside FARC if someone attempted to defect but
was caught.”81 This phenomenon was also regularly reported by Serendi residents, who
stressed Al-Shabaab’s willingness to apply violence to those attempting to disengage.82

Rogelio Alonso observes that in Spain this also occurred specifically in response to a state-
implemented reinsertion initiative:

As ETA leaders stared to perceive that these social reinsertion measures could have
a potentially negative effect on the cohesion of their clandestine structures, they attempted
to raise the cost of exit. They did so by emphasizing the social discredit that disengagement
would have on their families, and by threatening the lives of all militants and collaborators
who opted for reinsertion or were likely to do so … The terrorist organization sent a strong
message about the consequences of defying the leadership on this issue, and to make the
threat credible several former members of ETA were killed by the terrorist organization.83

To be clear, this is certainly not a universal pattern, with former members of the
Provisional IRA such as Eamon Collins, Sean O’Callaghan and Shane Paul O’Doherty
all attesting to fact that individuals could freely exit the group if they so desired, provided
they did not do so in a manner that compromised security.84

Applying the ABC model

Mapping trajectories

With the key parameters of the ABC model now in place, this concluding section aims to
provide the research community and those tasked with preventing and countering violent
extremismwith practical benefits from the ABCmodel. As should be clear by this point, a first
key advantage of this model is that it provides a framework through which to track the
trajectories of individuals in relation to both their attitudes and behaviors. For researchers, this
provides a platform through which to better understand the life histories of specific indivi-
duals, and to ask the relevant questions where changes in direction are identified. More
broadly, it may also help them identify wider patterns in these trajectories in specific contexts.
For instance, in a given location they may find that many individuals are initially coerced into
involvement, and that they only later become sympathetic toward this violence (see Individual
F in Figure 2). In a specific region they may also find that disengagement is commonly
preceded by deradicalization, or that the opposite is actually the case. Practitioners tasked with
preventing and countering this violencemay also benefit frommapping individual trajectories
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as this will inform the nature of their interventions. In particular, it may help determine the
extent to which their efforts should emphasize attitudinal and/or behavioral change (as
discussed shortly).

Asking the “right” questions

To enable these mapping processes, and to better understand violent extremism more
generally, the model also helps researchers articulate suitable questions regarding this
violence. As previously observed, a key corollary associated with the disconnect between
attitudes and behaviors is that it is generally insufficient to ask generic questions such as
“What drives violent extremism?”. The responses to such questions fail to equip policy-
makers, practitioners and other research users with an adequate understanding of the
phenomenon by neglecting to distinguish between sympathy for violent extremism and
actual involvement in its creation. Instead, the default for such research should be parallel
lines of enquiry into sympathy for violent extremism and actual involvement in its
creation. Dual lines of enquiry should also be pursued regarding the processes of disen-
gagement and deradicalization given that the former often occurs in the absence of the
latter, and vice versa. Although not discussed in the core sections of this article, in certain
contexts there is also an argument for subdividing questions about sympathy for violent
extremism (for instance, our questions 1a and 1b) into the following question pairs:

7a: Why do individuals become sympathetic to the ostensible objectives of violence?

7b: How do individuals become sympathetic to the ostensible objectives of violence?

8a: Why do individuals become sympathetic to violence in pursuit of such objectives?

8b: How do individuals become sympathetic to violence in pursuit of such objectives?

Unlike questions 1a and 1b, this division recognizes that individuals may be sympathetic to
the ostensible objectives of violent extremists but opposed to violence in pursuit of these aims
(a stance often referred to as “nonviolent extremism”). Conversely, those with a low threshold
for justifying violence may strongly advocate for such acts, while being only moderately
sympathetic toward their aims. As such, a more nuanced understanding would treat sympathy
for objectives and sympathy for violence as distinct (albeit obviously interrelated) “variables.”
This line of questioning is particularly relevant in locations such as the UK where there are
highly polarized debates around the extent to which “nonviolent extremism” acts as
a stepping-stone toward violent variants of extremism (frequently referred to as the “conveyor
belt thesis”). However, this cannot be easily represented within the figures in this article, and
thus these considerations are essentially beyond the scope of this current version of the ABC
model. While we encourage others to develop more nuanced models that can incorporate this
distinction, we also recommend caution given the trade-off between the accuracy and
comprehensiveness of models on the one hand, and their user-friendliness on the other.
The reality is that more intricate models often remain on the shelf, presumably as their
complexity undermines their usability.
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Considering the “right” drivers

In seeking answers to the questions presented in the main sections of this article, it is
essential that studies focus on all relevant candidate drivers (often referred to as “inde-
pendent variables”) in each given location. The obvious pitfall is often referred to as
“omitted variable bias,” whereby researchers simply overlook potential explanatory factors.
While conducting the final evaluation of a USAID Office of Transition Initiatives (OTI)
Countering Violent Extremism (CVE) program in Kenya, two of the coauthors of this
paper found that this error had been committed in the underpinning research, which
essentially neglected material incentives, status-seeking, adventure, fear, revenge and other
individual-level drivers.85 While it was not possible to draw firm conclusions about the
consequences of this oversight, it is plausible that the resultant intervention missed
opportunities to counter at least some of these factors simply as they had not been
identified as drivers. A broader concern is that this error was committed while the
research team relied on USAID’s binary distinction between push and pull factors,
which explicitly includes such individual-level factors (as discussed above). To be clear,
our concern is not that the push/pull dichotomy is uncomprehensive, but rather that it can
be inconsistently interpreted (despite the USAID definitions) and that this can result in
critical drivers being overlooked. This paper presented an alternative classification system
—distinguishing between structural motivators,—individual incentives and enabling fac-
tors—that we hope remains resistant to misinterpretation.

The highly influential UNDP Journey to Extremism in Africa study provides another
example of how key independent variables may be neglected or entirely overlooked.
Specifically, this research places a heavy emphasis on structural motivators such as
poverty, ineffective governance, and state violence, at the expense of many key indivi-
dual incentives and enabling factors. The study draws on interviews with 495 current
and former violent extremists, dividing this main sample into “voluntary” and “forced”
members (which is essentially a false dichotomy, as discussed above). However, beyond
this binary distinction, scant attention is paid to the methods through which al-
Shabaab, Boko Haram and other such groups recruit, to the extent that the role of
these organizations is essentially excluded from the analysis. The research also ignores
the “Kalyvas argument” (also discussed above) of how territorial control maintained by
such entities frequently sets the conditions for enlistment and other supportive beha-
viors. Psychosocial factors such as fear, excitement and vengeance are also only
discussed in any detail toward the very end of the report, where they are inexplicably
relegated to “emotions when joining” violent extremist groups,86 rather than the key
drivers of enlistment that they are widely acknowledged to be.

While UNDP may be specifically interested in structural drivers of violent extremism given
its mandate as a development agency, this neglect of other important independent variables
cannot be justified, particularly given that the final report was designed for broad distribution.
Policymakers and practitioners should be aware that the ensuing recommendations partly
reflect this skewed analysis. Perhaps most obviously, through neglecting the “Kalyvas argu-
ment” the report downplays the relevance of proportionate and rights-compliant military and
counter-terrorism responses that aim to reclaim territory. Or, at the very least it overlooks that
in locations dominated by violent extremist actors there are often very modest upper limits in
the extent to which developmental responses can achieve their intended objectives (to the
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extent that they can be implemented at all within such insecure context). Indeed, David
Kilcullen forcefully argues this latter point in relation to Afghanistan and Iraq:

There is also a belief, unfounded in reality, that development assistance generates gratitude,
or “hope,” in the population and thereby of itself encourages them to support the govern-
ment. Field experience in both Afghanistan and Iraq, however, has shown that insurgent
intimidation easily overcomes any residual gratitude effect, while historical studies have
shown that in civil wars and insurgencies, popular support tends to accrue to locally powerful
actors rather than to those actors the population sees as more congenial.87

To return to the main point, it is essential that studies on violent extremism consider all key
relevant independent variables in any given location. Those that do not are likely to deliver
findings and policy recommendations that are unbalanced or simply counterproductive.

Understanding and articulating program objectives

Many initiatives that aim to address violent extremism currently fall under the en vogue
Preventing and Countering Violent Extremism (P/CVE) frameworks. This final subsection
focuses on how the ABC model offers a lens through which to understand and articulate
the objectives of such programs. Objective statements are commonly established during
the design phase of such initiatives, both as an intended goal against which to subse-
quently monitor and evaluate performance, and to help ensure that implementing teams
are aligned in terms of what they are trying to achieve. For instance, an overarching
objective statement for projects that deliver broad communications campaigns, commu-
nity debates and cultural events with a message of peace and tolerance (referred to as
“primary CVE” by certain commentators)88 may be articulated as: “to prevent communities
sympathizing with violent extremism.” Viewed through the ABC lens, such initiatives
attempt to inhibit collective movements toward the right of Figures 1–4.

Other initiatives aim to prevent specific individuals traveling up Figures 1–4 through
offering mentoring, livelihoods training, counseling, and other forms of support to those
deemed to be “at risk” or “vulnerable” to involvement in violent extremism (with such efforts
sometimes referred to as “secondary CVE”). Despite being widely applied by practitioners, the
concepts of “at risk” and “vulnerable” are highly problematic, at the very least as they
implicitly diminish the personal agency of those identified. Leaving this issue to one side, well-
known examples include the mentorship element of the EU-funded Strengthening Resilience
to Violent Extremism (STRIVE I and II) program in the Horn of Africa (which until recently
was managed by one of the coauthors of this article),89 and the Channel program in the UK.
An overarching objective statement for such initiatives may be articulated as: “to prevent ‘at
risk’ or ‘vulnerable’ beneficiaries from becoming involved in violent extremism.”

Yet other initiatives specifically target individuals who are already associated with violent
extremist groups or who directly participate in this violence (sometimes referred to as “tertiary
CVE”). Such efforts frequently occur in prison settings and rehabilitation centers such as Serendi,
with the provisions often including basic education, vocational training, psychosocial support,
civic and peace education, family support services, and reintegration packages.90 Debates among
the community of practitioners tend to revolve around whether the overarching objectives of
such programs should be understood in terms of disengagement (or “desistance” in certain
locations) and/or deradicalization. Certain commentators favor the former as they interpret the
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ultimate purpose of such initiatives as being simply to prevent further acts of violence.91 Indeed,
various programs explicitly adopt this stance, including prison initiatives in Belgium and the
Netherlands.92 Viewed in this manner, an appropriate objective statement may be: “to prevent
beneficiaries from returning to direct involvement in violent extremism.” Adopting the ABC lens,
such initiatives would attempt to inhibit returns up Figures 1–4.

However, it should not be overlooked that individuals are often motivated to exit
violence by a prior attitudinal change, and that sustained disengagement may also be
more likely if underpinned by deradicalization. In other words, there are strong counter-
arguments for treating deradicalization as a parallel program objective, on a par with
disengagement. Indeed, the authors of this report argue that programs should explicitly
aim for both deradicalization and disengagement by default, at least until more empirical
evidence about the interrelationship between these phenomena is available. This is the
approach explicitly adopted by the Nigerian Prison Service and within the Serendi
program in Somalia.93 Depending on the program in question, a potential objective
statement may be: “to prevent beneficiaries returning to direct involvement in violent
extremism, and to assist them to become unsympathetic to such violence.” Viewed through
the ABC lens, these initiatives would attempt to inhibit returns up Figures 1–4, while also
encouraging movements to the left of these diagrams. In any case, we also strongly argue
that the success of such programs should also be determined in relation to the concept of
reintegration.94 Relevant metrics may relate to the proportion of beneficiaries claiming to
earn an income sufficient to cover their basic needs and (where applicable) that of their
dependents twelve months after leaving the program, and the proportion claiming to have
been accepted by their families and the wider community at the same point.
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