	[image: image1.png]USAID

FROM THE AMERICAN PEOPLE






	Impact Evaluation for USAID

	COUNTERACTING VIOLENT EXTREMISM
IN BURKINA FASO 
BASELINE REPORT
[IN-PROGRESS DRAFT]
JUNE 19, 2018
Contract No. GS-10F-0033M/AID-OAA-M-13-00013
This publication was produced for review by the United States Agency for International Development. It was prepared by NORC at the University of Chicago. The authors’ views expressed in this publication do not necessarily reflect the views of the United States Agency for International Development or the United States Government.

	


IMPACT EVALUATION FOR 
USAID COUNTERACTING VIOLENT EXTREMISM IN BURKINA FASO
BASELINE REPORT
[IN PROGRESS DRAFT]
JUNE 2018
Prepared under Contract No.: GS-10F-0033M/AID-OAA-M-13-00013
Prepared by:

Dr. Rezarta Bilali, New York University
Submitted to:

Morgan Holmes
Center of Excellence on Democracy, Human Rights and Governance

U.S. Agency for International Development

Washington, DC 20523
Submitted by:
NORC at the University of Chicago

Attention: Renee Hendley, Program Manager

Bethesda, MD 20814

Tel: 301- 634-9489; E-mail: Hendley-Renee@norc.org
DISCLAIMER

The authors’ views expressed in this publication do not necessarily reflect the views of the United States Agency for International Development or the United States Government.

Contents
1Background and Project Objectives


2The Context of Study: Violent Extremism in the Sahel Region in Burkina Faso


3Theory of Change and Research Questions


5Research Questions and Experimental Design


5Research Question 1: Does CVE radio drama influence listeners’ attitudes and behaviors related to violent extremism and intergroup tolerance?


6Research Question 2: Does radio drama’s influence disseminate to listeners’ social networks?


6Sampling of Villages


7Block Randomization Following Baseline Survey


9Baseline Survey: Data Collection Procedures


9Baseline Survey Sample: Participant selection


10Baseline Survey


10Village Characteristics and Balance at Baseline


12Sample Characteristics


12Demographic Information


15Economic Difficulties/Grievances


17Source of news and information


17Identification with and perceptions of community and authorities


20Civic and social engagement


22Indicators related to violent extremism


22Perceptions of threat, efficacy to cope with threat, and justification of violence.


23Police Collaboration


24Discussions of violent extremism


25Strategies to Minimize Risk of an attack or retaliation by radical groups


26Strategies to Deal with Suspicious Individuals (possibly involved with violent extremist groups)


28Balance between Treatment and Control Groups


29Appendix A.


33Appendix B



Acronyms
NORC
National Opinion Research Center (NORC at the University of Chicago)

USAID
United States Agency for International Development
Tables
10Table 1.
Balance tests for differences between control and treatment villages


11Table 2.
The number and proportion of villages where a resource or service is present


15Table 3.
Occupation


15Table 4.
Economic difficulties and grievances


16Table 5.
Reported ownership of certain goods in households of primary and network participants


17Table 6.
How often do you receive information coming from the following sources?


18Table 7.
Primary and network participants’ identification with and perception of community and authorities


21Table 8.
Civic and Social Engagement Index


23Table 9.
Coping with terrorist threats and insecurity


25Table 10.
Discussions related to violent extremism


26Table 11.
Strategies to minimize risk for becoming target of attack


27Table 12.
Strategies to deal with suspicious people (possible involved in terrorism)



Figures

8Figure 1.
Location of treatment and control villages


13Figure 2.
The sample’s ethnic composition


13Figure 3A.
Language distribution for primary participants


13Figure 3B.
Language distribution for network participants


14Figure 4A.
Reported religious affiliation of primary participants


14Figure 4B.
Reported religious affiliation of network participants


14Figure 5A. Education level of primary participants


14Figure 5B. Education level of network participants


19Figure 6.
Social Trust




Background and Project Objectives

‘Voices for Peace’ is a communication media intervention funded by USAID, and implemented by the NGO Equal Access to promote peace and tolerance, and counter violent extremism in the Sahel region of West Africa, Burkina Faso, Niger, and Chad. The approach of the Voices for Peace is to strengthen and sustain local narratives of tolerance and moderation by building on local cultural and historical traditions. Promoting positive alternative narratives can be effective in countering violent extremist propaganda. One innovative approach to promoting such narratives, also one of the key features of ‘Voices for Peace’, involves the use of educational radio dramas—a methodology referred to as education entertainment or shortly edutainment. Edutainment is defined as the “process of purposely designing and implementing a media message to both entertain and educate, in order to increase audience members’ knowledge about an educational issue, create favorable attitudes, shift social norms, and change overt behavior” (Singhal, Cody, Rogers, & Sabido, 2003, p. 5). Edutainment blends educational messages about social issues into an entertaining format, such as a radio drama. 

Radio dramas are commonly used to promote positive behaviors for social change especially in the realm of public health (for a review, see Myers et al., 2002). Though less prevalent, edutainment has also been used as a tool for violence prevention, (e.g., Soul City, a radio drama in South Africa to address domestic violence, see Usdin, Scheepers, Goldstein, & Japhet, 2005), and to promote intergroup reconciliation in the aftermath of mass violence (e.g., Bilali & Vollhardt, 2013; Paluck, 2009). Yet, we know little about the effects of edutainment radio dramas to address violence prevention or counter violent extremism. 

From a media and communication perspective, we define “countering violent extremism” as: 1) reducing active and passive support for violent extremism and ideologies that fuel it; 2) raising awareness about the factors that contribute to violent extremism and to recruitment to violent extremist groups; 3) increasing people’s engagement in behaviors that counter support for violent extremism, as well as engagement in behaviors that reduce one’s and others’ recruitment to violent extremist groups. 

Building on this rationale, an Impact Evaluation (IE) study was designed to examine whether radio dramas can be an effective tool to counter violent extremism. Specifically, we evaluate the impact of a new radio drama to counter violent extremism in the Sahel region in Burkina Faso. 
The Context of Study: Violent Extremism in the Sahel Region in Burkina Faso

Sahel province is one of Burkina Faso’s 13 administrative regions. It was created on July, 2, 2001. The region’s capital is Dori. Four provinces make up the region – Oudalan, Seno, Soum, and Yagha. As of 2010, the population of the region was 1,086,250 with 50.30 per cent females. The population in the region was 6.91 per cent of the total population of the country. The main languages spoken in Sahel Region as of 2006 were Fulfulde, Tamasheq (or “Bella”), and Moore.
Sahel is the focus of the intervention and the IE in this study. A variety of armed groups including Al-Qaeda affiliated groups operate in this region. Burkina Faso, one of the Sahel countries, has become a target of attack since 2015, with attacks on military outposts in the Mali border and other cross-border raids and kidnappings. Other major attacks have been perpetrated in the Sahel province, especially in the Soum province, as well as in Burkina Faso’s capital Ougadagou. While much of the extremist threat in Bukina Faso is thought to be external, that is coming from neighboring countries, there is one group that is homegrown. Based on a recent International Crisis Group (2017) analysis, the main protagonist of Burkina’s homegrown insecurity crisis is Malam Ibrahim Dicko, a preacher and the founder of an extremist group born in the Soum province in the Sahel. Initially, Malam Dicko was giving sermons that focused on social justice issues, addressing issues related to oppression and a variety of problematic rituals in Sahel that perpetuated an unjust social system with various groups at the top and others at the bottom of the social ladder. The appeal to social justice initially attracted a lot of followers, however many of these followers left when Malam Dicko resorted to violence (International Crisis Group, 2017). While radicalization within Burkina is supposed to be small, the populations of Sahel are targets of attacks, and there is concern about the vulnerability of the population, especially the youth, to recruitment to extremist groups. A media-based intervention funded by USAID and implemented by the NGO Equal Access has been designed with the goal of increasing the population’s resilience to violent extremist attacks by reducing youth’s vulnerabilities to recruitment and reducing active or passive support to such groups. The present IE study aims to examine the potential of this intervention to achieve its goals. 
Within the Sahel region, we chose the Seno province to be the location to conduct the IE study. Security concerns were the main reason for choosing Seno over other communes in the Sahel. Although influenced by the same security concerns as other regions of Sahel, Seno has been safe of attacks. It was paramount for the study to ensure the safety of participants and all the staff, including the intervention implementation facilitators and data collection enumerators. To examine the security concerns in the region and the feasibility of the intervention and IE research, USAID and NORC financed a scoping trip to the Seno province in July 2017. A local research associate visited each commune in the Seno province to gather information regarding whether the intervention and the research might put participants, researchers, or facilitators at risk. The research associate interviewed 1) mayors or mayor’s representatives, 2) traditional leaders, 3) conducted meetings with youth groups, and 3) visited 1 or 2 villages in each commune. Although the interviewees in the Seno province were concerned about the security situation and the possibility of spill-over of the attacks to their province, there was consensus from all parties that this intervention and the associated research would not pose risks to participants, researchers or facilitators.

Seno province is divided into 6 communes: Bani (population: 59,452), Dori (population: 98,006), Falagountou (population: 26,047), Gorgadji (population: 30,630), Sempelga (population: 19,258), Seytenga (population: 31,422). 
Theory of Change and Research Questions 

Education-entertainment media interventions are effective in raising awareness about important social issues, as well as in communicating and prescribing new social norms and behaviors relevant to intergroup relations. Education-entertainment serial dramas draw primarily on Bandura’s social learning theory, which posits that human beings learn through observation and imitation of role models (Bandura, 1986; see also Singhal & Rogers, 1999). Accordingly, the radio dramas use role models to portray desirable and undesirable behaviors, such as encouraging people to take action to prevent violence. Fictional characters in edutainment soap operas serve as role models to the audience by adopting useful attitudes and behavioral patterns to address particular challenges. Through identification with the characters, audience members can observe and vicariously experience how people similar to them can act to improve their lives. The actions taken by the positive role models provide new behavioral options, increasing the audience members’ perceived efficacy to impact change (Bandura, 2004). Similarly, negative role models exhibit detrimental behaviors and choices that the audience is meant to avoid. Edutainment also encourage perspective taking and empathy with characters from different identity groups that hold diverse opinions and perspectives (Bilali & Vollhardt, 2013; Paluck, 2010). Exposure to prosocial media and role models increases prosocial thoughts and behaviors (Greitemeyer, 2011). When these media programs become popular, they contribute to the creation of a ‘shared reality’ about the issues that they address. 
Edutainment interventions can be powerful tools for social change because they exert an influence not only at the level of individual attitudes and behaviors, but also at the community level. People often listen to the radio together, and discuss the stories with family and friends (Paluck, 2009). The shows provide a basis for starting discussions on important, and often sensitive, issues in the community. Moreover, the fictional stories introduce new social norms, which can be adopted by listeners and steer discussions in ways that further facilitate positive social change. As such, we expect the radio drama to counter violent extremism by promoting social norms and model behaviors that counter support for and recruitment of self or other members of their network to extremist groups, and by increasing discussions in the community on this topic.
Lastly, the edutainment interventions also raise awareness about important social issues and grievances, by identifying the factors that contribute to these problems, the individual behaviors and attitudes that might further exacerbate or counteract the problem, as well as the consequences of various behaviors by stakeholders and citizens. Therefore, we expect the radio drama listeners to become more aware of the factors that contribute to violent extremism, and better understand the consequences of various individual behaviors for the insecurity in the community. 
Caveats. There are also a few caveats to the processes discussed above. First, raising awareness is most beneficial when there is not already awareness in the population. Sometimes, programs that only focus on raising awareness by portraying the problematic behaviors, might inadvertently influence the perceived social norms to suggest that these behaviors are frequent in the community. Because social norms influence people’s behaviors in alignment with the social norm, such interventions might also increase rather than decrease the problematic behavior. Second, while encouraging discussions is typically desirable, discussions are not a panacea for constructive solutions. Indeed, in some circumstances (e.g., when most discussion members have negative views), discussions can also polarize in ways that might lead to more extreme or undesirable consequences. For instance, a study by Paluck (2010) in the Eastern DRC examined the effect of a talk show that encouraged discussions about a radio drama on conflict. The results showed that the show reduced intergroup helping (an opposite effect to that aimed for by the soap opera). Lastly, social learning theory suggests that role modeling is influential under certain conditions: positive role models are unlikely to have a positive influence if the modeled behaviors are not effective, or if the role models are punished (or have other negative consequences). Indeed, showing role models who, because of their brave actions, might have negative consequences, might discourage engagement in such actions.  
Research Questions and Experimental Design 
Research Question 1: Does CVE radio drama influence listeners’ attitudes and behaviors related to violent extremism and intergroup tolerance?  
Examining the causal impact of media programs as they are broadcasting is extremely difficult because listeners are a self-selected group. To assess the causal impact of the radio drama, we take advantage of the fact that the intervention (i.e., radio drama) is not yet broadcast—that is, we plan to assess whether the radio drama intervention can be an effective intervention to counter violent extremism before it is broadcast in the media. Selected participants in selected villages and districts in the Seno province are invited to special listening sessions of the soap opera in their own villages. We test the effectiveness of 52 episodes of the radio drama (equivalent of 26 weeks of radio broadcast). The drama is produced in Fulfude—the primary language spoken in the Sahel region in Burkina Faso.
The IE design is a clustered randomized control trial with two arms: the treatment condition (soap opera) vs. business-as-usual control. The randomization is carried out at the village level (the district level for urban areas). Facilitators bring recorded versions of the soap opera episodes to each selected village, where a group of randomly selected individuals will gather to listen to the soap opera over an 11-week period. The radio drama intervention is provided in an accelerated fashion over 11 weeks during the dry season—as participants are only able to commit during this season, and villages are accessible only during this period.  In each weekly session, participants listen to 4-5 episodes of the radio drama (about 1 hour). The control condition is a business-as-usual condition without any intervention. Participants across all conditions have completed a baseline survey, and will complete an endline survey at the end of the intervention.
Sample size calculations

The sample includes 132 villages, randomly assigned to either the treatment (66 villages) or to the control condition (66 villages). We estimated this number of clusters or villages (v) using the following estimates: Power: 80%; ( = 0.05 (two-tailed test), and clusters of equal size. We estimated the sample size (i.e., number of clusters required per condition) using an intra-cluster correlation (ρ) of .10. We decided on this estimate after considering ICCs from a USAID-funded studies by Finkel et al. in the Sahel region (including regions in Mali, Niger, and Burkina Faso) on support for violent extremism scale and by Belasco et al. in Burkina Faso. Finkel and colleagues reports an ρ = .13 on support for violent extremism, whereas Belasco and colleagues report ρ = .09 (item: violence is effective to solve problems) and ρ = .02 (violence in the name of religion is justified) on two related items. Lastly, we took into account variance captured by baseline covariates at .10, and adjusted for attrition at the individual level at a rate of 15% (therefore the baseline sample size is 20% higher than the endline sample size). Based on these estimates, for an experiment with 2 treatment arms, the suggested sample size was 66 villages per condition (for a total of 132 villages), and 22 core participants per village (with an expected attrition of 20%). The total baseline survey therefore was expected to include 2,904 core participants. 
Research Question 2: Does radio drama’s influence disseminate to listeners’ social networks? 
It is important to examine how media interventions that aim to impact social change influence communities beyond listeners who might already endorse the views promoted by the media intervention. We assess whether the radio drama influences individuals who are exposed to the programs indirectly through their friends or family members. At the baseline, participants are asked to provide the names of 3 people with whom they interact (have conversations) most frequently. We randomly selected one of these individuals to be included in the baseline and endline surveys. If the intervention had an indirect effect, then we expected the listeners’ network members in the treated villages to show significantly different attitudes and behaviors than network members in the control condition.
Due to budgetary constraints, we could not include the networks of all the core participants. Of the 22 potential networks (1 network for each participant), we planned to interview 16 network participants in the baseline (for a total of 2,112 participants). A system was devised to randomly select the 16 network participants out of the potential 22. 
Sampling of Villages 

As of December 2017, Seno province had 208 villages including 8 districts of Dori and the 5 communes. The list is over-represented by rural communities, with only 13 urban communities (the 8 districts of Dori and the 5 commune centers of the 5 districts). We considered the villages separate from the district centers and from Dori districts. From the list of all the villages in Seno, we excluded 9 villages which were reported to be high security risk, were inaccessible, or where the main spoken language was not Fulani/Fulfude (the language of the soap opera). We also dropped villages that included less than 76 households (8 villages). We chose 76 villages as our cut point, because in each village we are planning to sample 38 participants (1 participant per household). Therefore, we chose the cut score as the double number of the participants, so that each potential first contact for a participant would have a replacement. From the remaining villages, we then randomly selected 122 villages to participate in the study, while keeping the rest of the villages in the list as replacement villages. The randomly selected 122 villages were then randomly assigned to the treatment or control condition. 

Among the 8 districts of Dori, we chose 6 districts of Dori (out of 8) in a way that would reduce spill-over effects (by omitting 2 districts which were adjacent). Then, the 6 districts were randomly assigned to either the treatment or control condition. Among the 5 centers of the 5 communes, due to security concerns, we dropped Falangountou commune. We randomly assigned the other 4 to either the control or treatment conditions. The list of the participating villages is included in the Appendix A. 
The total number of villages and city districts randomly selected in Seno province is 132. Both respondent types were randomly taken from the interviews; in each sampled village were 32 respondents, comprising 22 primary respondents and 16 network respondents. Only the villages where Fulfude is the main spoken language will be included. We also sought to minimize village adjacency and contact (e.g., through shared markets, schools, wells, or health centers) to minimize potential spillovers. This entails devising an algorithm to minimize treatment spillovers across neighboring villages. For the algorithm, we started from the set of neighboring villages surrounding each village and identified all neighboring villages that were eligible for our sample; we then iteratively removed the village with most “in-sample” neighbors until we had the specified number of villages for the province. We allowed the matching algorithm used for the block randomization (see below) to determine which villages would be included on the basis of village similarity. 
Block Randomization Following Baseline Survey 

We used a block randomization procedure (using R allocation algorithm “blockTools”) with matching to maximize the power of the experiment by minimizing differences between treated and control villages, and to reduce spill-over effects, by avoiding that villages that are physically very close to or overlapping with each other to be in different experimental conditions. 

In the first step, hierarchical clustering and a distance threshold of 2 km was used to group the villages into clusters based on the physical location (the GEO coordinates from baseline data were used for this purpose). In the second step, the villages were matched into paired blocks, requiring that no villages from the same cluster be paired together. Mahalanobis distance matching was based on a set of 13 variables. Some of these variables (such as the population and household numbers) came from the Annuaire Statistique 2014 de la region du Sahel collected by Institut National de la Statistique et de la region du Sahel, whereas the other variables were collected during the baseline survey. These variables included: population, number of households and household size, having an electric grid, water supply, distance to nearest primary school, distance to nearest secondary school, having a literacy center, distance to nearest police station, distance to nearest health center, distance to nearest market, having a bad road leading to the village, distance to nearest paved road) and an optimal greedy algorithm was used to find the best of all possible pairs, block them together and remove them from further consideration. Lastly, the villages in each pair were randomly assigned to treatment and control, requiring that all observations in the same cluster receive the same treatment and that paired matches always receive different treatments.
Figure 1.
Location of treatment and control villages
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Baseline Survey: Data Collection Procedures

The baseline data was collected by a local survey company: CERFODES. Data collection was conducted in Tablets, using ODK collect. The data was collected by 40 enumerators and 10 controllers who received a one-week long training on household and participant selection, the questionnaire, and the use of smartphones to collect the data. A random-walk methodology was used to randomly select households in the selected villages. In each village 22 core participants, and 16 network participants were interviewed.  Only the core participants were selected through the random walk procedures. Once in the household, ODK selects the core respondents randomly to interview, by making weighted adjustments. When the enumerator is in the selected household, for the random selection of the core respondents, he or she should list the members of the house by only considering those having age between 16 years and 90 years, and by specifying the sex of each member on the list. After the list of members is entered on the questionnaire programmed, ODK proceeds with the random selection of the core respondent to interview. 
Baseline Survey Sample: Participant selection 

The total number respondents in the baseline survey is 5,016 (2,904 core, and 2,112 network participants). The data was collected over a period of 18 days. Participants were eligible if they were at least 16 years of age. We chose to include youth as young as 16 years old, as youth is the main group targeted for recruitment by violent extremist organizations. This is based on Burkina Faso’s national youth policy statement of 2008, which defines youth starting at age (similar to the African Union definition). However, everyone in the community might oppose or support violent extremism and can act to prevent recruitment and influence vulnerable youth, therefore we do not limit our sample only to the youth, but include other age groups as well.  Households were first selected through a random walk strategy in the village.  Once in the household, a roster of household members over 16 years through 90 years of age is taken, and a family member is randomly selected by ODK from this list [stratified by age and gender]. In the case of this baseline, men and women are on equal position and have the same chance to be randomly selected (we assigned a weight of 0.5 to men and 0.5 to women). To assess the effect of the radio drama on networks of listeners, we collect data from 16 of the listeners’ network members (i.e., a person with whom each listener has most interactions/discussions with). 
Baseline Survey 
The baseline survey included a variety of scales to measure in 4 categories: (1) demographic information, (2) identification with and perception of community, (3) civic and social engagement, (4) safety and security, and (5) police collaboration. The main outcome indicators include safety and security and police collaboration scales. Additionally, we also examine a variety of potential moderators related to people’s relation with and perceptions of their communities and the authorities in these communities.  

In addition to the baseline individual-level survey, a village-level survey completed by the enumerators was also conducted. In this survey, we aimed to capture village-level characteristics that might be important sources of variation across villages, and might moderate the effects of the soap opera intervention. In this survey, enumerators interviewed a village leader to receive some of the information about the village. In addition, some items included enumerators’ observations as they traveled in the village. The full village-level questionnaire is provided in Appendix C. 
Village Characteristics and Balance at Baseline
To examine whether the randomization at the village-level was successful in achieving balance between the treatment and control conditions, we examined village-level characteristics between control and treatment conditions at the baseline. Table 1 shows the balance tests for differences between control and treatment villages on population size, gender ratio, age, household number, and distance to paved road. 

T-tests on these measures revealed no significant differences between villages in the control and treatment conditions. 

Table 1.
Balance tests for differences between control and treatment villages
	
	Experimental Group
	Mean (SD)
	t
	p

	Population
	Control 
	1,358.15 (1,116.75)
	1.21
	.227

	
	Treatment
	1,159.36 (723.64)
	
	

	Male
	Control
	709.85 (555.84)
	.810
	.420

	
	Treatment
	641.65 (399.27)
	
	

	Age: 

0-14 years
	Control 
	634.65 (507.02)
	.851
	.397

	
	Treatment
	570.21 (352.26)
	
	

	Age: 

15-64 years
	Control 
	734.79 (581.63)
	.775
	.440

	
	Treatment
	665.33 (438.49)
	
	

	Households
	Control 
	292.18 (222.70)
	.794
	.429

	
	Treatment
	264.8 3(169.39)
	
	

	Distance 
	Control 
	17.50 (19.04)
	-.950
	.344



	
	Treatment 
	20.80 (20.50)
	
	


In addition, facilitators also completed a village-level questionnaire by interviewing village leaders. They asked village leaders about resources and services present in their village. These are summarized in Table 2. As shown in the table, over 80% of the villages do not have paved, tarred, or concrete roads. About 15-25% of the villages across both conditions have other ongoing projects going on in different sectors (education, infrastructure, religious, etc.). 

Table 2.
The number and proportion of villages where a resource or service is present 
	
	Control
	Treatment

	Power grid 
	6 (9.1%)
	6 (9.1%)

	Drilling 
	66 (100.0%)
	65 (98.5%)

	Water system/plumbing 
	13 (19.7%)
	9 (13.6%)

	Wastewater disposal system 
	0 (0.0%)
	1 (1.5%)

	GSM Network (National Coverage)
	58 (87.9%)
	62 (93.9%)

	Primary school
	60 (90.1%)
	60 (90.1)

	Secondary school
	8 (12.1%)
	8 (12.1%)

	Literacy Center
	28 (42.4%)
	29 (43.9%)

	Police Post
	5 (7.6%)
	4 (6.1%)

	Health Center
	15 (22.7%)
	14 (21.2%)

	Market (sale of spices, food, clothing)
	11 (16.7%)
	9 (13.6%)

	Paved / tarred / concrete road
	8 (12.1%)
	9 (13.6%)

	Bank
	5 (7.6%)
	2 (3.0%)

	Ongoing projects by government and other non-governmental organizations

	Infrastructure
	26 (39.4%)
	20 (30.3%)

	Health
	15 (22.7%)
	15 (22.7%)

	Education
	29 (43.9%)
	21 (31.8%)

	Economy (agriculture, employment)
	17 (25.8%)
	18 (27.3%)

	Projects related to religion/religious affairs
	16 (24.2%)
	11 (16.7%)

	Projects related to any other aspects of life 
	19 (28.8%)
	20 (30.3%)


Lastly, facilitators completed some questions regarding their observations during their travel to and from the village. These questions included: Did you see (1) police vehicles, (2) soldiers or armed vehicles, (3) customs posts, (4) dams or booms. Facilitators reported seeing police vehicles in 18-20% of the villages (12-13 villages across treatment and control conditions), soldiers or army vehicles in 5-8% (in 3 and 5 villages respectively) of the villages, and they saw 1 Customs post and 1 dam, both in control villages. 
Chi-Square analyses were conducted to examine if there were any differences between control and treatment. Across measures, there were no significant differences between control and treatment conditions. To sum up, these results suggest that the randomization was successful in achieving balance across all village-level measures and characteristics that were assessed. 
Sample Characteristics
Demographic Information

The sample included 5,016 participants (2,904 core/primary participants and 2,112 network participants). Gender is split evenly across core and network participants, with slightly more males in both groups. The sample included 1,638 males (56.40%) and 1,266 females (43.60%) in the core group, and 1,271 males (60.18%) and 841 females (39.82%) in the network group. In both the core and network groups, participants’ average age is between 39 and 40 years. The youngest participants are 16 years old, while the oldest are 89. 
The vast majority of participants are of Fulani origin, with a minority of participants spread across various ethnic groups, most common include Gurmatche, Mossi, and Bellah. The “Other” category consists of ethnic groups that less than 2% of participants selected; some examples of these groups include Gourounsi, Haoussa, Bwaba, and Dogon (see Figure 2).
Figure 2.
The sample’s ethnic composition
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Accordingly, participants’ primary language is Fulfude (94% of the sample).  The language distributions are shown below in Figures 3A and 3B. 

	Figure 3A.
Language distribution for primary participants 
	Figure 3B.
Language distribution for network participants
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As shown in Figures 4A and 4B below, the majority (over 94%) of primary participants, along with their networks, identify as Muslim. Although significantly fewer, the other most common religions participants reported were Tidjana Brotherhood and Sunnite. The “Other” category includes religions that only less than 1% of the participants selected, such as Christian, Catholic, Wahabite, Ahmadiya, Protestant, Traditional Religion, Mouride Brotherhood, Ismaelite, or did not identify with any religion at all.  
	Figure 4A.
Reported religious affiliation of primary participants
	Figure 4B.
Reported religious affiliation of network participants
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With regard to education status, the majority of participants (about 54%) did not complete any formal education. About a third of the sample had some non-formal education. 
	Figure 5A. Education level of primary participants
	Figure 5B. Education level of network participants
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When asked about their main occupation, slightly more than a third of participant reported to be subsistence farmers, followed by housewives (about 27%), and then miners (8-10%). Table 3 shows the breakdown of the sample by reported occupation, separately for primary and network participants. 
Table 3.
Occupation 

	
	Primary
	Network

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Frequency
	Percent

	Subsistence farmer 
	974
	33.54%
	741
	35.09%

	Housewife 
	792
	27.27%
	559
	26.47%

	Miner
	242
	8.33%
	214
	10.13%

	Trader / hawker / vendor
	183
	6.30%
	116
	5.49%

	Large scale commercial farmer
	180
	6.20%
	131
	6.20%

	Artisan/skilled manual worker
	136
	4.68%
	58
	2.75%

	Small private farmer 
	113
	3.89%
	74
	3.50%

	Student 
	45
	1.55%
	30
	1.42%

	Has never worked 
	31
	1.07%
	28
	1.33%


Economic Difficulties/Grievances
To examine participants’ economic conditions, and especially the level of poverty, we asked them about the degree to which they have lacked basic necessities such as food, water, medication, fuel, or more generally lack of money (see Table 4). 

The level of poverty was quite high. About 58% of the sample reported to lack food at least sometimes; over a quarter of the sample reported lacking food often. Similarly, over half of the sample reported lacking drinking water at least sometimes. In addition, over 40% lack medication or fuel at least sometimes. Notably, over half of the participants expressed that they always experienced lack of money in the last 12 months. Over 90% of the sample reported that they lack money at least sometimes (see Table 4). 

Table 4.
Economic difficulties and grievances 

	
	
	Never
	Infrequently
	Sometimes
	Often
	Always

	Insufficient Food to eat
	Primary
	696 (23.98%)
	514

(17.71%)
	677

(23.33%)
	793 (27.33%)
	222 (7.65%)

	
	Network
	464 (21.97%)
	451

(21.35%)
	462

(21.88%)
	590 (27.94%)
	145 (6.87%)

	Lack of drinking water
	Primary
	750 (25.85%)
	592

(20.41%)
	587

(20.23%)
	621 (21.41%)
	351 (12.10%)

	
	Network
	536 (25.38%)
	468

(22.16%)
	411

(19.46%)
	450 (21.31%)
	247 (11.70%)

	Lack of Medication
	Primary
	703 (24.24%)
	785

(27.07%)
	757

(26.10%)
	499 (17.21%)
	156 (5.38%)

	
	Network
	495 (23.44%)
	600

(28.41%)
	512

(24.24%)
	375 (17.76%)
	130 (6.16%)

	Lack of fuel for meals
	Primary
	937 (32.27%)
	688

(23.69%)
	554

(19.08 %)
	471 (16.22%)
	254 (8.75%)

	
	Network
	647 (23.44%)
	508

(28.41%)
	403

(19.05%)
	344 (26.29%)
	210 (9.94%)

	Lack of money
	Primary
	65

(2.24%)
	126

(4.34%)
	309

(10.65%)
	842 (29.02%)
	1,559 (53.75%)

	
	Network
	44

(2.09%)
	104

(4.93%)
	214

(10.15%)
	599 (28.42%)
	1147 (54.41%)


We also asked participants whether they owned a few goods in their households (see Table 5). The majority of participants do not own a radio or television. More than half of participants in core and network groups own a telephone. Only a few participants own a car, about 20% owned a motorbike, and over 30% owned a bicycle. Well over half of the participants own poultry and sheep/goats, and a little under half owned cows. The majority of participants have a main source of water for the household, and well over half have toilets or latrines. 
Table 5.
Reported ownership of certain goods in households of primary and network participants
	
	Primary
	Network

	Radio
	801 (27.58%)
	609 (28.84%)

	Television
	256 (8.82)
	158 (7.48%)

	Motorbike
	636 (21.90%)
	482 (22.82%)

	Car
	14 (0.48%)
	8 (0.38%)

	Bicycle
	954 (32.85%)
	708 (33.52%)

	Telephone
	1,621 (55.82%)
	1,221 (57.81%)

	Cows
	1,428 (49.17%)
	1,036 (49.05%)

	Sheep/goats
	2,060 (70.94%)
	1,511 (71.54%)

	Poultry
	1,881 (64.77%)
	1,306 (61.84%)

	A main source of water for the household
	2,416 (83.20%)
	1,740 (82.39%)

	Toilets or latrines
	1,924 (66.25%)
	1,373 (65.01%)


We also asked participants their feelings about the direction of the country. About half of the sample (50.2%) reported that they believed the country is going in a positive direction. About 34% reported that they believed the country is going in a negative direction, and 16% believed that the country’s situation is neither improving nor worsening. 

Source of news and information
Table 6 demonstrates that the main source of news and information in the Seno province is radio: About 50% of participants listen to the radio as a news source, at least sometimes. However, other mediums are rarely used. About 20% of the sample also follow news in TV. However, written press and internet are used only among very few participants. 
Table 6.
How often do you receive information coming from the following sources? 
	
	Never
	Infrequently
	Sometimes
	Often
	Always

	Radio
	Core
	705 (24.38%)
	752

(25.90%)
	586 (20.18%)
	440 (15.15%)
	420 (14.46%)

	
	Network
	500 (23.67%)
	629

(29.78%)
	448 (21.21%)
	284 (13.45%)
	250 (11.84%)

	Television
	Core
	1,955 (67.32%)
	396

(13.64%)
	253

(8.71%)
	173 (5.96%)
	126 (4.34%)

	
	Network
	1,413 (66.90%)
	321

(15.20%)
	185

(8.76%)
	110 (5.21%)
	82 (3.88%)

	Written Press 
	Core
	2,784 (96.21%)
	73

(2.51%)
	16

(0.55%)
	8 (0.28%)
	4

(0.14%)

	
	Network
	2,038 (96.50%)
	41

(1.94%)
	14

(0.66%)
	6 (0.28%)
	4

(0.19%)

	Internet
	Core
	2,784 (96.21%)
	73

(2.51%)
	16

(0.55%)
	8 (0.28%)
	4

(0.14%)

	
	Network
	2,038 (96.50%)
	41

(1.94%)
	14

(0.66%)
	6 (0.28%)
	4

(0.19%)


Identification with and perceptions of community and authorities
In order to gain a fuller understanding of participant’s place within and perception of their community they live in, we asked several questions related to participants’ belonging to their community (sense of community), the perceived collective efficacy to impact change to improve the future of the community, the perceived individual capacity to address problems in the community, the perceived role of the authorities and the relationship between the community and authorities, perceived ethnic and religious divisions, as well as trust within their community. Altogether these variables will help us better understand the communities being examined. Depending on these characteristics the individuals and the communities can either be better able to resist or to become more vulnerable to violent extremism recruitment.  These characteristics can also moderate the effect of the intervention on outcomes.  

Specifically, we assessed participants’ sense of community (5 items, ( = .78, e.g., ‘I can get what I need from this community’), perceived self-efficacy (3 items, ( = .79, e.g., ‘I can influence the community in which I live’), perceived collective efficacy (3 items, (= 0.92, e.g., ‘We as a community, together can overcome our difficulties’).  With regard to perceptions of and relations with authorities, we assessed perceived fair treatment by authorities (3 items, ( = .77, e.g., ‘All communities are treated the same way by local authorities’) and, authority representation (2 items, ( =  .75, e.g., ‘Local authorities truly represent my community’). To get a sense of ethnic and religious divisions in communities, participants were asked to what extent they felt that ethnic and religious differences tend to divide people in their community. In addition, participants were asked how much they trusted different groups of people and institutions (1 = not at all; completely = 4). Full scales for all measures are reported in Appendix B.

Table 7 reports the descriptive characteristics (means and standard deviations) for these scales for core and network participants separately. Participants on average felt a strong sense of community and of collective efficacy, but a moderate perceived self-efficacy. In addition, participants on average moderately believed that there is fair treatment by authorities in their community, and they tended to agree that authorities are representative of their community. 
Table 7.
Primary and network participants’ identification with and perception of community and authorities
	
	Primary
	Network

	
	Mean (SD)
	Mean (SD)

	Sense of Community
	1.98 (0.51)
	1.96 (0.52)

	Perceived Self Efficacy
	2.43 (0.69)
	2.41 (0.68)

	Perceived Collective Efficacy
	1.80 (0.64)
	1.79 (0.65)

	Fair Treatment by Authorities
	2.16 (0.61)
	2.15 (0.60)

	Authorities represent My community
	2.15 (0.70)
	2.09 (0.70)

	Trust: Family Members 
	3.95 (0.28)
	3.92 (0.32)

	Trust: Neighbors
	3.72 (0.56)
	3.71 (0.57)

	Trust: Other people in village/community
	3.42 (0.73)
	3.41 (0.72)

	Trust: Other people from your ethnic group
	3.43 (0.73)
	3.42 (0.71)

	Trust: Other people from your religious group
	3.43 (0.74)
	3.40 (0.73)

	Trust: People from other ethnic groups
	2.88 (0.90)
	2.88 (0.87)

	Trust: People from other religious groups 
	2.59 (1.02)
	2.59 (0.98)

	Trust: Your community leaders
	3.48 (0.72)
	3.45 (0.74)

	Trust: Local authorities
	3.43 (0.73)
	3.42 (0.72)

	Trust: The government (national)
	3.28 (0.79)
	3.27 (0.78)

	Perceived Ethnic Divisions
	1.36 (0.77)
	1.34 (0.74)

	Perceived Religious Divisions 
	1.56 (0.96)
	1.54 (0.92)


Notes. All items are measured in 4-point scales. The Sense of Community, Perceived Self- and Collective Efficacy, Fair Treatment by Authorities, and Authority Representation are from 1 = strongly agree to; Trust, and Perceived Ethnic and Religious Divisions are from 1 = Not at all to 4 = Completely. 

With regard to trust, not surprisingly, participants reported complete trust for family members, and very high trust for their neighbors. Participants reported having moderate to high trust for other people in their village/community, the ethnic ingroup members, religious ingroup members, community leaders, local authorities, and the government (national). On average, participants revealed moderate-low trust for ethnic and religious outgroups. Figure 6 portrays boxplots for all trust items. 

Figure 6.
Social Trust 
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Although the reported ethnic and religious tensions were not significant, they were also not negligible: about 11% of the sample reported that there are quite a bit or a lot of ethnic tensions in the community, and about 17% of participants responded that there were quite a bit or a lot of religious tensions. In addition to the question on ethnic divisions, participants were also asked a few other clarifying questions regarding the social status of their ethnic group. First, participants were asked whether their ethnic group is discriminated against. Overwhelmingly, 95.78% of core participants and 93.75% of network participants do not believe that their ethnic group has been discriminated against or undergone injustice or marginalization. In addition, they were also asked to report the comparative social/economic status of their group vis-à-vis other ethnic groups (i.e., whether they believed their ethnic group is better off or worse off than other groups). The majority (79.04%) believed that their ethnic group has the same social status as other ethnic groups; about 13% of the sample felt that their ethnic group was better off; and about 9% believed that their group was worse off. When asked about how bad or angry they felt about their group’s social standing, 36% reported to feel angry/bad or very angry/bad; 21% felt a little angry/bad, while 42.40% did not feel anger at all.

Lastly, considering the ideological narratives of violent extremism in the Sahel region which use a social justice and anti-oppression framework to mobilize support (reference), we also wanted to assess the degree to which participants have a counter-dominance or anti-oppression orientation. We assessed counterdominance orientation with 3 items (( = .68, e.g., ‘There is nothing more important than confronting oppression by dominant groups’). Participants have a strong counterdominance orientation, (M = 1.77, SD = .52, scale anchored at: 1 = strongly agree; 4 = strongly disagree).  

Civic and social engagement
We assessed civic and social engagement in two ways: First we asked about participants’ belonging to different civic and social groups; second, we asked them to report their engagement in an index of activities typically used to measure civic and social engagement. 
Belonging to Civil and Social Groups. Participants were asked if they belong to the following groups in their community: religious, political, dance/music group, self-defense group, sports club, savings group, business group, and school committee.  A large proportion of participants (70.28%, N = 3,425) belonged to religious groups. Less than half of the sample belonged to political groups (35.27%, N= 1,769). The rest of the groups included low participation in each, therefore they were combined to create an overarching “social” category. In combination, 29.80% of the sample belonged to at least one of these groups. 
Civic and Social Engagement Index. Participants were asked whether they had participated in or carried out a list of activities over the past 4 months. If they answered ‘Yes’, they were asked about the frequency of participation/engagement (often, sometimes, once or twice). If they answered ‘No’, then they were given the option to clarify whether they would or would not participate in such an activity. Table 8 shows the frequency of all responses for each activity. 

As shown in Table 8, attending community meetings, and joining others to resolve a community issue constitute the main forms of civic engagement in these communities. Beyond these two, other forms of engagement were quite low in the 4-month period. The lowest participation scores included posting in social media about a community issue, refusing to pay communal taxes or state fees (a form of protest), participate in marches or protests, or take part in a violent protest for a political cause. 
Table 8.
Civic and Social Engagement Index 

	
	
	Yes, often
	Yes, sometimes
	Yes, once or twice
	No, but would
	No, would not

	Attended community meetings
	Primary
	785 (27.04)
	445 (15.33%)
	513 (17.67%)
	996 (34.31%)
	164 (5.65%)

	
	Network
	495 (23.44%)
	336 (15.91%)
	391 (18.51%)
	745 (35.27%)
	145 (6.87%)

	Joined others to resolve a problem in the community
	Primary
	470 (16.19%)
	362 (12.47%)
	410 (14.12%)
	1,320 (45.47%)
	341 (11.75%)

	
	Network
	272 (12.89%)
	264 (12.51%)
	309 (14.64%)
	992 (47.01%)
	273 (12.94%)

	Contacted government or community representative
	Primary
	164 (5.66%)
	133 (4.59%)
	152 (5.24%)
	1,725 (59.84%)
	726 (25.03%)

	
	Network
	105 (4.97%)
	91 

(4.31%)
	115 (5.45%)
	1,214 (57.51%)
	586 (27.76%)

	Contacted the media
	Primary
	29 (1.00%)
	24 

(0.83%)
	37 (1.28%)
	1,144 (39.54%)
	1,659 (57.35%)

	
	Network
	17 (0.81%)
	25 

(1.19%)
	32 (1.52%)
	795 (37.80%)
	1,234 (58.68%)

	Posted to social media about a community issue
	Primary
	17 (0.60%)
	15 

(0.53%)
	9 (0.32%)
	365 (12.81%)
	2,443 (85.75%)

	
	Network
	11 (0.53%)
	6 

(0.29%)
	5 (0.24%)
	280 (13.58%)
	1,760 (85.35%)

	Refused to pay taxes 
	Primary
	50 (1.74%)
	16 

(0.56%)
	12 (0.42%)
	257 

(8.93%)
	2,542 (88.36%)

	
	Network
	16 (0.76%)
	9 

(0.43%)
	5 (0.24%)
	190 

(9.06%)
	1,878 (89.51%)

	Participated in a demonstration
	Primary
	18 (0.62%)
	31 

(1.07%)
	46 (1.59%)
	460 (15.88%)
	2,342 (80.84%)

	
	Network
	21 (1.00%)
	21 

(1.00%)
	24 (1.14%)
	384 (18.25%)
	1,654 (78.61%)

	Participated in political reunions or campaigns
	Primary
	341 (11.76%)
	194 (6.69%)
	178 (6.14%)
	1,125 (38.79%)
	1,062 (36.62%)

	
	Network
	205 (9.71%)
	145 (6.87%)
	150 (7.10%)
	862 (40.81%)
	750 (35.51%)

	Took part in a violent protest for political cause
	Primary
	10 (0.35%)
	17 

(0.59%)
	17 (0.59%)
	256 

(8.83%)
	2,598 (89.65%)

	
	Network
	6 

(0.28%)
	7 

(0.33%)
	21 (1.00%)
	199 

(9.45%)
	1,873 (88.94%)


Indicators related to violent extremism 
Perceptions of threat, efficacy to cope with threat, and justification of violence.

We measured participant’s feelings of safety in the past year with 1 item (e.g. ‘During the last 12 months, how many times did you not feel safe in your village or neighborhood?’), and the perceived personal safety due to armed attacks (5 items, ( = 0.82, e.g. ‘The armed attacks in Sahel have shaken my sense of personal safety and security’).. We also wanted to gain an understanding of participants’ perceived community efficacy to cope with violent extremism (4 items, ( = 0.8048, e.g. ‘My community can protect our people from violent attacks’), and potential hopelessness to cope with it (2 items, ( = 0.7360, e.g. ‘We are helpless when it comes to dealing with insecurity in the region’). Lastly, justification of violence was examined with 3 pairs of items (( = 0.7462, e.g. ‘The use of violence is never justified’ or ‘It is sometimes necessary to use violence to defend just causes’). The full scales for these measures are reported in Appendix B. 

Table 9 reports the descriptive characteristics (means and standard deviations) for these scales for core and network participants separately. On average, participants perceive their personal safety at high risk from violent extremism in their region. When asked how much they agreed or disagreed with the various statements regarding insecurity and violent attacks by extremist/radical groups in their region, more than half of the participants in both primary (50.55%) and network (51.87%) groups strongly agreed that the attacks make them feel insecure, have shaken their sense of safety (57.46% core; 56.23% network), and made them worried that someone may be injured by an attack (53.22% core; 54.24% network). 79.86% of core and 80.32% of network participants agree or strongly agree that there would be an attack in their community in the future.

Participants’ perceived community efficacy and perceived hopeless were both moderate. However, on average, participants reported higher levels of hopelessness than of efficacy to cope with the threat of violent extremism. With regard to justification of violence, overall, the participants did not agree that violence is justified.  
Table 9.
Coping with terrorist threats and insecurity 
	
	Core
	Network
	Scale

	
	Mean (SD)
	Mean (SD)
	

	Feelings of safety over the past year
	2.26 (1.28)
	2.22 (1.24)
	1 (Never) - 5 (Always)

	Perceived personal safety
	1.61 (0.542)
	1.59 (0.52)
	1 (strongly agree) – 4 (strongly disagree)

	Community efficacy to cope with violent extremism
	2.50 (0.70)
	2.55  (0.69)
	1 (strongly agree) – 4 (strongly disagree)

	Hopelessness to cope with violent extremism
	2.04 (0.74)
	2.10 (0.74)
	1 (strongly agree) – 4 (strongly disagree)

	Justification of violence 
	1.50 (0.56)
	1.49 (0.56)
	1 (strongly agree that violence is not justified) - 4 (strongly agree that violence is justified).

	Police Collaboration

	Police fairness  
	1.88 (0.52)
	1.89 (0.50)
	1 (strongly agree) – 4 (strongly disagree)

	Positive consequences (helps ensure safety)
	1.57 (0.54)
	1.56 (0.53)
	1 (strongly agree) – 4 (strongly disagree)

	Negative consequences (puts people at risk)
	2.73 (0.74)
	2.74 (0.74)
	1 (strongly agree) – 4 (strongly disagree)

	Police play a positive role in fighting violent extremism
	3.29 (0.73)
	3.28 (0.72)
	1 (not at all) – 4 (completely)


Police Collaboration
To grasp the extent and nature of the participant’s interactions and relationships with the security forces and police, we asked them questions related to their perceptions of police fairness, the expected consequences of someone collaborating with the police in their community, and their perception of the role that police or security forces play a positive role in fighting violent extremism. Police fairness was assessed using the Procedural Injustice Scale (5 items, ( = 0.8630, e.g. ‘How much do you agree or disagree that the security forces and police treat people fairly’). We measured participants’ outcome expectancy for collaborating with the police with 2 scales that assessed positive and negative outcome expectancies—that is, whether collaborating with the police helps ensure safety (positive outcome), and whether collaborating with the police places one at risk (negative consequences).  Two items measured the positive consequences (collaboration helps ensure safety) (2 items, ( = 0.8692, e.g. ‘Collaborating with the police / security forces helps ensure community safety’). Similarly, two items measured the negative consequences of collaboration (2 items, ( = 0.6581, e.g. ‘Collaborating with the police can be dangerous as it puts one at risk of attacks’). Lastly, participants were also asked one question addressing whether they thought that members of the security forces can play a positive role in putting an end to violence and insecurity in their community (1 = not at all; completely = 4). Full scales for these measures are reported in Appendix B.

Descriptive statistics (means and standard deviations) and scale anchors are provided in Table 9. As shown in the Table, participants generally agreed that the police in their area are fair (i.e., that they treat people fairly and respectfully, listen to the community, and make unbiased and lawful decisions and explain those decisions). Participants generally feel that collaboration helps ensure safety and prevent violent attacks in the community, but there is more disagreement about whether collaboration has negative consequences in terms of causing danger or damaging relationships with other community members. Lastly, participants were asked one question addressing whether they thought that members of the security forces can play a positive role in putting an end to violence and insecurity in their community. Overall, participants “completely” or “quite a bit” felt that members of the security forces played a positive role (89%). 
Discussions of violent extremism

We assessed the frequency of participants’ discussions of violent extremism. Specifically, we asked participants how often do you discuss violent extremism when you get together with friends or family (1 = never; always = 5) and if they think people feel free to express their opinions or do you think they hold back their opinions in these discussions about violent extremism (1 = always free to express their opinions; always hold back opinions = 4.)  

Table 10 shows the frequencies and percentages for the participants’ answers for core and network participants. There was considerable variation in the frequency of discussions of violent extremism. Roughly, 85% of the sample reported to discuss topics related to violent extremism, even if occasionally.  Furthermore, most participants believe that there is not much self-censorship in discussions of this topic: about 67% of participants reported that people are “always” or “usually” free to express their opinions about violent extremism. Conversely, about 32% reported that people “usually” or “always” hold back their opinions.  
Table 10.
Discussions related to violent extremism
	When you get together with your friends or family, how often do you discuss violent extremism? Would you say you discuss this topic:

	
	
	Never
	Infrequently
	Sometimes
	Often
	Always

	
	Core
	433 (14.95%)
	871 (30.08%)
	869

(30.01%)
	575 (19.85%)
	148 

(5.11%)

	
	Network
	284 (13.46%)
	673 (31.90%)
	642

(30.43%)
	425 (20.14%)
	86 

(4.08%)

	In discussions about violent extremism, do you think people feel free to express their opinions or do you think they hold back their opinions?

	
	
	Free to express their opinions - Always
	Free to express their opinions - Usually
	Hold back their opinions - Usually
	Hold back their opinions - Always
	

	
	Core
	1,104

(40.20%)
	744

(27.09%)
	531 (19.34%)
	367 (13.36%)
	

	
	Network
	808

(39.94%)
	557

(27.53%)
	407 (20.12%)
	251 (12.41%)
	


Strategies to Minimize Risk of an attack or retaliation by radical groups

We wanted to know what strategies participant find useful to minimize their personal risk of becoming a target of an attack or retaliation by radical groups. Participants were given a list of possible strategies (see Table 11), and were told to select the degree to which each strategy would help minimize the risk (1 = not at all; completely = 4). 
Table 11 shows the frequencies and percentages for each answer choice among core and network participants separately. The most effective solutions to minimize risk were either seeking the support and protection of security forces or of their community/village; about 80% of participants reported that it is “completely” or “quite a bit” effective to seek the support and protection of security forces and a little over 70% reported that seeking the support and protection of the community/village are helpful. Meanwhile, over 60% of participants felt that avoiding contact with state institutions and certain public services are not effective strategies. And, more than half of participants reported that not speaking out against or expressing any opinions about radical groups, and abiding by their orders if asked to do something are also not effective strategies. There were varied opinions about whether avoiding going to certain areas would be an effective strategy of minimizing risk. 

Table 11.
Strategies to minimize risk for becoming target of attack
	Strategies to Minimize Risk for becoming Target of Attack

	
	Not at all
	A little
	Quite a bit
	Completely

	Do not speak out against them
	Core
	1,449 (50.79%)
	688

(24.11%)
	346

(12.13%)
	370

(12.97%)

	
	Network
	1,087 (51.81%)
	498

(23.74%)
	236

(11.25%)
	277

(13.20%)

	Do not express opinions about them
	Core
	1,466 (51.31%)
	684

(23.94%)
	379

(13.27%)
	328

(11.48%)

	
	Network
	1,108 (52.79%)
	490

(23.34%)
	263

(12.53%)
	238

(11.34%)

	Abide, if someone affiliated with those groups asks you to do something
	Core
	1,703 (60.28%)
	310

(10.97%)
	324

(11.47%)
	488

(17.27%)

	
	Network
	1,246 (59.99%)
	208

(10.01%)
	236

(11.36%)
	387

(18.63%)

	Avoid contact with state institutions
	Core
	1,944 (67.88%)
	559

(19.52%)
	232

(8.10%)
	129

(4.50%)

	
	Network
	1,454 (69.64%)
	407

(19.49%)
	142

(6.80%)
	85

(4.07%)

	Avoid use of certain public services
	Core
	1,839 (64.28%)
	604

(21.11%)
	281

(9.82%)
	137

(4.79%)

	
	Network
	1,365 (65.34%)
	433

(20.73%)
	199

(9.53%)
	92

(4.40%)

	Avoid going to certain areas
	Core
	818 (28.56%)
	479

(16.72%)
	663

(23.15%)
	904

(31.56%)

	
	Network
	567 (27.01%)
	413

(19.68%)
	489

(23.30%)
	630

(30.01%)

	Seek the support and protection of security forces
	Core
	263 (9.14%)
	302

(10.49%)
	883

(30.68%)
	1,430

(49.69%)

	
	Network
	170 (8.08%)
	251

(11.92%)
	638

(30.31%)
	1,046

49.69%)

	Seek the support and protection of your community/village
	Core
	406 (14.05%)
	397

(13.74%)
	768

(26.58%)
	1,318

(45.62%)

	
	Network
	290 (13.76%)
	331

(15.70%)
	551

(26.14%)
	936

(44.40%)


Strategies to Deal with Suspicious Individuals (possibly involved with violent extremist groups)
We also wanted to assess strategies that participants were likely or unlikely to employ when dealing with suspicious individuals that might be involved in violent extremism. Participants were told to imagine that they were approached by someone who looks suspicious or may be involved with a suspicious group. Individual offers them an interesting financial deal or asks for help. Then participants were asked to report how likely or unlikely they would be to take different types of actions (see Table 12). 

As shown in Table 12, over 92% of the sample were completely likely to refuse to help or do business with suspicious individuals, and would try to avoid contact with them. A majority of participants reported that they were either completely or somewhat likely to consult with a trusted friend, family member, community leader, and religious leader, as well as to contact official authorities. 
Table 12.
Strategies to deal with suspicious people (possible involved in terrorism) 

	Strategies to deal with suspicious people (possible involved in terrorism) 

	
	Completely Unlikely
	Somewhat Unlikely
	Somewhat Likely
	Completely Likely

	I would refuse to help or do business with them
	Core
	44

(1.52%)
	12

(0.14)
	172

(5.92%)
	2,675

(92.15%)

	
	Network
	13

(0.62%)
	6

(0.28%)
	124

(5.87%)
	1,969

(93.23%)

	I would try to avoid contact with that person
	Core
	72 43

(2.48%)
	43

(1.48%)
	437

(15.05%)
	2,351

(80.99%)

	
	Network
	43

(2.04%)
	36

(1.70%)
	308

(14.58%)
	1,725

(81.68%)

	I would consult with a trusted friend or family member
	Core
	138

(4.77%)
	73

(2.52%)
	704

(24.33%)
	1,979

(68.38%)

	
	Network
	98

(4.65%)
	45

(2.14%)
	538

(25.53%)
	1,426

(67.68%)

	Consult with a community leader about the issue
	Core
	147

(5.08%)
	76

(2.63%)
	831

(28.72%)
	1,839

(63.57%)

	
	Network
	78

(3.70%)
	74

(3.51%)
	615

(29.16%)
	1,342

(63.63%)

	Contact official authorities (e.g., security forces)
	Core
	226

(7.83%)
	185

(6.41%)
	832

(28.84%)
	1,642

(56.92%)

	
	Network
	141

(6.70%)
	144

(6.84%)
	619

(29.42%)
	1,200

(57.03%)

	Consult with a religious leader about the issue
	Core
	168

(5.81%)
	161

(5.56%)
	1,103

(38.11%)
	1,462

(50.52%)

	
	Network
	94

(4.46%)
	140

(6.65%)
	810

(38.46%)
	1,062

(50.43%)


Balance between Treatment and Control Groups 
We conducted balance test in 19 scales used in the baseline survey. Among the 19 scales, 3 measures were not balanced across conditions: negative consequences of collaborating with the police, positive consequences of collaborating with the police, and violence justification. Specifically, compared to the control, participants in the treatment condition were more likely to agree with both the negative and positive consequences of collaboration with the police. In addition, participants in the treatment condition were less likely to agree that violence is justified than participants in the control condition. 

Appendix A.

The list of villages participating in the study, and their assignment to treatment or control conditions. 

	Commune
	Village Assignment
	Random Assignment

	DORI
	Chef-lieu Dori Secteur 5
	Control

	DORI
	Chef-lieu Dori Secteur 8
	Control

	DORI
	Chef-lieu Dori Secteur 7
	Treatment

	DORI
	Chef-lieu Dori Secteur 3
	Control

	DORI
	Chef-lieu Dori Secteur 1
	Treatment

	DORI
	Chef-lieu Dori Secteur 6
	Treatment

	DORI
	Katchirga
	Control

	BANI
	Tibilindi
	Treatment

	SAMPELGA
	Chef lieu Sampelga
	Control

	DORI
	Beybaye
	Control

	DORI
	Yebelba
	Control

	DORI
	Ouro baagabe
	Control

	BANI
	Chef lieu Bani
	Control

	FALAGOUNTOU
	Sella
	Treatment

	BANI
	Diatou
	Control

	GORGADJI
	Chef lieu Gorgadji
	Control

	GORGADJI
	Boundougnoudji
	Treatment

	DORI
	Kiryollo Ouro Arsaba
	Control

	DORI
	Bellare Maga
	Control

	SAMPELGA
	Waboti I
	Treatment

	GORGADJI
	Lelly
	Control

	SAMPELGA
	Aligaga 1
	Treatment

	BANI
	Karga
	Control

	FALAGOUNTOU
	Kargono
	Control

	SEYTENGA
	Ouro foni
	Treatment

	SEYTENGA
	Sidibebe
	Control

	DORI
	Boureye longondjou
	Treatment

	BANI
	Kallo
	Treatment

	DORI
	Guide
	Treatment

	BANI
	Lamdamaol
	Treatment

	BANI
	Tialol Tiope
	Control

	GORGADJI
	Bangataka lere
	Treatment

	BANI
	Amsia
	Treatment

	DORI
	Padala
	Control

	DORI
	Taaka
	Control

	SAMPELGA
	Woulmassoutou
	Control

	FALAGOUNTOU
	Zargaloutan
	Control

	BANI
	Alalel
	Control

	DORI
	Kodiolaye
	Treatment

	DORI
	Boureye
	Treatment

	SEYTENGA
	Oussaltan Dongobe
	Treatment

	SAMPELGA
	Damdegou
	Treatment

	DORI
	Ouro torobe
	Control

	BANI
	Bomboel
	Control

	FALAGOUNTOU
	Ekeou
	Control

	DORI
	Mallere
	Control

	BANI
	Tchelel
	Treatment

	SEYTENGA
	Bambary
	Treatment

	DORI
	M'bamga
	Control

	GORGADJI
	Tonga
	Control

	GORGADJI
	Tiekaledji
	Control

	SEYTENGA
	Keindabe
	Control

	SAMPELGA
	Bandiedaga
	Treatment

	DORI
	Dantchadi
	Control

	FALAGOUNTOU
	Goulgountou
	Treatment

	BANI
	Petareobe
	Treatment

	BANI
	Gorouel kadje
	Control

	BANI
	Tiguibamloye
	Treatment

	BANI
	Ouro Sambo
	Control

	DORI
	Baaga
	Treatment

	DORI
	Foulgou
	Treatment

	GORGADJI
	Oulfou Alfa
	Treatment

	DORI
	Nelba
	Control

	BANI
	Babirka ouro sory
	Control

	SEYTENGA
	Foufou
	Control

	DORI
	Tobidioga
	Control

	GORGADJI
	Lere
	Treatment

	BANI
	Winde Dake
	Treatment

	DORI
	Mamassiol
	Treatment

	DORI
	Boundou Woundoudou
	Control

	SEYTENGA
	Soffokel
	Control

	BANI
	Winde Djibairou
	Treatment

	BANI
	Solsala
	Treatment

	BANI
	Gassel
	Control

	SEYTENGA
	Ouro daka
	Control

	DORI
	Selbo
	Treatment

	SEYTENGA
	Kourakou
	Control

	BANI
	Tiabia
	Treatment

	DORI
	Tigou
	Treatment

	DORI
	Malbo
	Control

	GORGADJI
	Tadjo
	Control

	DORI
	Bouloye Thiouly
	Treatment

	BANI
	Babirka ouro esso
	Control

	DORI
	Bafele
	Treatment

	DORI
	Fetombale
	Control

	DORI
	Oulo
	Treatment

	DORI
	Binguel
	Treatment

	BANI
	Diouga
	Treatment

	DORI
	Tohounguel
	Treatment

	SEYTENGA
	Petel Habe
	Treatment

	GORGADJI
	Diobbou
	Treatment

	BANI
	Tialel
	Control

	DORI
	Koria
	Treatment

	DORI
	Sambonaye
	Control

	DORI
	Kouri
	Control

	BANI
	Babirka tangassouka
	Control

	DORI
	Touka Bayel
	Treatment

	GORGADJI
	Peteguerse
	Treatment

	DORI
	Dangade
	Treatment

	SEYTENGA
	Seno Tiondi
	Control

	BANI
	Ourfare djouma
	Treatment

	BANI
	Winde Gnebe
	Control

	BANI
	Gorouol kolle
	Control

	DORI
	Ourfou
	Control

	BANI
	Babirka mango
	Treatment

	DORI
	Balandagou
	Treatment

	SEYTENGA
	Yattakou
	Control

	DORI
	Demni
	Control

	BANI
	Goundere
	Treatment

	DORI
	Katchari
	Treatment

	DORI
	Bambofa
	Treatment

	SEYTENGA
	Tandakoye
	Treatment

	BANI
	Bouna
	Control

	DORI
	Bouloye
	Control

	BANI
	Modjouma
	Control

	DORI
	Touka Welde
	Treatment

	DORI
	Boudounguel
	Treatment

	BANI
	Debere dioulde
	Control

	DORI
	Djigo
	Treatment

	BANI
	Gangaol
	Treatment

	DORI
	Goudoubo
	Treatment

	DORI
	Touka Diomga
	Treatment

	SEYTENGA
	Tao
	Treatment

	BANI
	Seno sofare
	Treatment

	BANI
	Ouro Tiaguel
	Treatment

	DORI
	Petakolle
	Treatment

	BANI
	Bayeldiaga
	Control

	DORI
	Fetombaga
	Control

	SEYTENGA
	Chef lieu Seytenga
	Control

	DORI
	Gassel Biankou
	Control

	BANI
	Bamguel
	Treatment

	DORI
	Nobiol
	Control


Appendix B 

	
	Items
	Measure
	Source

	Identification with and perceptions of community and authorities


	I can get what I need in this community.
This community helps me fulfill my needs.
I feel like a member of this community.
I have a say about what goes on in my community.
I feel connected to this community.
	Sense of community


	

	
	I can influence the community in which I live. 

I am able to impact my community in important ways. 
	Personal efficacy beliefs


	

	
	I think that we, as a community, can improve our situation. 

We, as a community, together can overcome our difficulties. 

As a community, I think we can change the difficult conditions we face. 
	Collective efficacy beliefs


	

	
	Local authorities truly represent my community.
The local authorities serve my community and are responsive to needs.
	Authorities represent My community


	

	
	All communities are treated the same way by local authorities.

Members of my community trust the justice system to be fair and impartial.

Members of the security forces and local authorities are held accountable for their actions.
	Fair Treatment by Authorities


	

	
	How much do you trust your: 

family members

your neighbors

other people in village/community

other people from your ethnic group

other people from your religious group

people from other ethnic groups

people from other religious groups 

your community leaders

local authorities

the government (national)
	Social Trust


	

	
	To what extent do you feel that ethnic differences tend to divide people in your community?
	Perceived Ethnic Divisions
	

	
	To what extent do you feel that religious differences tend to divide people in your community?
	Perceived Religious Divisions
	

	
	My ethnic group is considered MUCH/A BIT better off/Same level/ than other groups/ 

Other ethnic groups are considered A BIT/MUCH better off than my group. 
	Group Relative Deprivation


	adapted from Cyrus Samii’s survey in Burundi



	
	When you think about this type of comparison between ethnic groups, how do those comparisons make you feel?
	Affective Relative Deprivation 
	adapted from Cyrus Samii’s survey in Burundi



	
	Overall, do you think your ethnic group has been discriminated against or bullied 

(undergone injustice or marginalization)?
	Ethnic Group Discrimination
	

	Safety and Security
	During the last 12 months, how many times did you not feel safe in your village or neighborhood 
	General perceived insecurity
	

	
	The armed attacks in Sahel have shaken my sense of personal safety and security.

When I think about armed attacks, I feel insecure.

I worry that I or someone I care about will be injured in an armed attack in my community.

I am concerned there will be an attack in my community in the near future.
	Perceived insecurity/threat


	Huddy et al. (2002)


	
	My community is able to prevent the spread of violent attacks to our community. 

My community can protect our people from violent attacks.

My community can prevent our people from joining violent groups.  

My community can successfully address security threats we face.
	Perceived collective efficacy to prevent violent extremism


	

	
	We are helpless when it comes to dealing with insecurity in the region. 

My community has little control over its future when it comes to insecurity.
	Perceived hopelessness to prevent violent extremism 
	

	Police Collaboration


	Treat people with respect

Treat people fairly

Take time to listen to people

Make decisions based on facts and law, rather than on their personal opinions

Explain their decisions to people
	Procedural Injustice Scale
	Gau, 2014; Mazerolle et al, 2013, Criminology 

	
	Collaborating with the police / security forces helps ensure community safety.

Collaborating with the police helps prevent violent attacks in the community. 

Collaborating with the police can be dangerous as it puts one at risk of attacks. 

Collaborating with the police can damage relationships with other members of the community.
	Outcome expectancy for Collaboration
	


