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1. Initial Toolkit Assembly

As stipulated in previous reports, the team betgawaork on the BRaVE indicator toolkit by first
setting forward some best practice criteria fordresation of indicators. These criteria were as

follows:

1. Derive atheory-based longlist of indicators froor ooncept paper, policy review, and the
literature. The goal here is to capture everytlingd not be selective;

2. Synthesize and categorize the indicators usinfrémeework laid out in the Concept paper.
The goal here is to reduce the indicators to afsebn-overlapping, meta-categories with
high specificity and sensitivity;

3. Assess the resulting indicator framework for faakdity. Consider adding or re-
conceptualising indicators to improve face validEpsure the correspondence of theory to
indicator is clear and defensible;

4. Indicators are measurable through external datgpeofdssional ratings. Differing forms of
open source data are to be used as a proxy mdasegch indicator (e.g., polling, social
media, public data). Indicators can be informednutiple data sources;

5. Assess indicator scale validity to ensure withitegary measurements are consistent.

Therefore, the assembly of BRaVE's initial indigatimolkit began with (1) a reviewf literature on
polarisation from varying fields of academic enguincluding (but not limited to) sociology,
psychology, political science, economics, religistigdies, education, linguistics, and computer
science. This process resulted in a catalogue ®paPers and projects on the topic of polarisation,
from which a total of 100 indicators were extrachéed described. The team then addressed (2) by
assembling the 100 indicators under the conceptiredma outlined in the BRaVE concept paper,
which originally consisted of four conceptual catags (socio-economic, cultural, historical and
communication-based), organised under three conaklgtvels (macro — state level, meso —
community level and micro — individual level). Orex@anged, if one or more indicators were found
to have descriptions with either the same poimetdrence, a similar sense, or the same suggested
unit of measurement, these were synthesised irgonalicator. This process resulted in a synthesised
set of 20 indicators.

In order to capture point (3) of the best pracfioecess, the team undertook a series of

indicator reviews. The first of these involved m@neting the indicators to the BRaVE consortium in
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July 2019 and workshopping amongst consortium mesrioeaddress potential gaps in the indicator
framework. The consortium review resulted in fivtical feedback elements. The first and most
crucial discussion point was around how the congartvas to define the concept of polarization.

The second key aspect of feedback was the needser of resilience indicators to complement the
project’s polarization indicators, while the thindyhlighted the need for scales of polarization and
resilience. The fourth area of feedback centeredrat the need to arrange the indicators under types
of polarization that would be recognizable to thejgct’s stakeholders. The fifth topic of discussio
involved organizing the indicators under the fagtdiscussed in BRaVE's concept paper, in order to

make a clearer conceptual link between the toalkit the project’s concept paper.

To address this feedback, the team introducethtwretical framework shown in Figure 1,
which defines polarization as the damaging of ir@teships between the individual and the state, on
the one hand, and the individual and their comnywmtthe other. This definition was developed
from Ellis and Abdi's (2017) work on resilience,which resilience is envisaged as the building of
relationships between the individual and the qlateelled as ‘Social Linking’) and between the

individual and their community (labelled as ‘Sodnnection’).

POLARISATION

State and/or Community
Presence of Relationship
Breaking

RESILIENCE

State and/or Community
Presence of Relationship
Building

MODERATION

State and/or Community
Absence of Relationship
Breaking

NON-RESILIENCE

State and/or Community
Absence of Relationship
Building

Figure 1. BRaVE Theoretical Model
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Table 1. BRaVE Indicator to Factor (Indicator Grpiapping

3R2VE
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Extremism and Polarisation

Indicator(s) Factor/Indicator Grouping | Conceptual category | Polarisation/
Resilience

State Welfare Social Deprivation Socio-Economic Polarisation

Segregation Lack of Inter-Group Contact | Socio-Economic Polarisation

Lack of Cultural Mixing Cultural

Minority Recruitment Discrimination/Racism Historical Polarisation

Diversity Programmes Socio-Economic

Lack of Representation

Exclusionary Production

Practices

Individual Assets Social Disparity Socio-Economic Polarisation

Far-Right Political Influence Active Redress Historical Polarisation

Individual Voting Behaviours

Laws Protecting Minorities Political Injustice Historical Polarisation

Hate Speech Legislation

Restrictions on Minority

Symbols

Inter-Group Conflict Antagonistic Environment Historical Polarisation

Polarising Media Content Communication-Based

Lack of Transnational Identity Exclusionary ldentities Cultural Polarisation

Ignorance of Minority Culture

Individual Perceptions of Self

and Other

Polarising Communication Online Polarisation Communication-Based | Polarisation

Online

Selective Communications Mainstream Communication-Based | Polarisation

(Dis)Engagement Cultural

Family Support Positive Well-Being Cultural Resilience

Community Engagement Community Engagement Historical Resilience

Social Inclusion Social Inclusion Historical Resilience

Democratic Media Reporting Demaocratic Reporting Communication-Based | Resilience

Positive Cultural Image

Pro-Social Messaging

Trusted Accurate Information

Supportive Environment

Social Cohesion Community Cohesion Socio-Economic Resilience

Complex/Flexible Identity Supportive Environment Cultural Resilience

Online Resilience Positive Image Online Communication-Based | Resilience

Positive Cultural Image

Pro-Social Messaging

Supportive Environment

Sense of Belonging Sense of Belonging Cultural Resilience

Equality of Opportunity Equal Opportunities Socio-Economic Resilience

Agency Agency Socio-Economic Resilience

Positive Political Engagement Positive Political Historical Resilience

Engagement

Sufficient Resources Community Enterprise Socio-Economic Resilience

Social Cohesion

Sufficient Resources Investment Socio-Economic Resilience

Next, the 20 indicators were mapped onto the fad@cussed in the BRaVE concept paper to
identify any conceptual gaps. Additional indicatarare introduced to fill conceptual gaps, using the

concept paper’s factor descriptions as a guides Wais particularly the case for resilience indicgto
This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation
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which did not feature in the original framework.eTprocess resulted in the mapping of indicators to
factors displayed in Table 1. Having produced thépping, the initial literature review and the
results of the BRaVE project mapping exercise @gps, projects, policies and institutions were used
to distinguish five types of polarisation that werth commonly dealt with in the literature and on
the ground. These were: Ethnic/Racial Polarisafreligious Polarisation, Gendered Polarisation,
Political Polarisation, and Socio-Economic Poldisa

POLITICAL
|
POLARISATION RESILIENCE
— [ i — T ;
SOCIAL SOCIAL SOCIAL SOCIAL
UNCOUPLING DISCONNECTION LINKING CONNECTION
(STATE) (COMMUNITY) (STATE) (COMMUNITY)
Active Antag. Democ. Agency
Redress Enviro. Report.
Political Charis. Pos. Pol. Support.
Injustice Recruit. Eng. Enviro.
Diseng. Sense of
Belong.
v
Engage. Lack of
Belong.
Political Charis. Neg. Antag.
Justice Recruit. Pol. Eng. Enviro.
Active Support. Undem. No
Redress Enviro. Report. Agency
SOCIAL SOCIAL SOCIAL SOCIAL
LINKING CONNECTION UNCOUPLING DISCONNECTION
(STATE) (COMMUNITY) (STATE) (COMMUNITY)

L
1

MODERATION NON-RESILIENT

Figure 2. Example conceptual model of ‘politicadilarisation
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The literature review, mapping work and conceptepagere then used as the basis on which to
construct models of each type of polarisation. Fe@gliprovides an example of this with reference to
political polarisation. In line with feedback frome consortium meeting, indicators are grouped
under concept paper factors and arranged on tiiereiift scales: one for polarisation to moderation
and one for resilience to non-resilience. Indicgt@mupings are further organised according to
whether they relate to an individual’'s relationsiigh the state, to an individual’s relationshighwi

their community, or both (in accordance with owdfetical framework).

The team then moved to stage 4 of its best peptiocess for the formation of indicators,
which entailed consulting a range of resources firmependent research bodies in order to extract
measures to capture the project’s indicators adlin Table 1. Resources were drawn from European
Commission data repositories and reports (inclu@iagbarometer reports and special reports on
forms of discrimination), project databases ana @aplorers (such as MIPEX, EU-MIDIS Il and V-
DEM), and independent reports (such as those aedhinyr PEW Research Center, Freedom House
and the Institute for Economics and Peace). Thesurea consist of both self-reports (for example,
perceptions of discrimination) and objective measyfor example, restrictions placed on religion).
The key criteria in the extraction of measures twaansure that data points were comparable across
the ten EU countries featured in the BRaVE profitse being Belgium, Denmark, France,

Germany, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Netherlands, Rhland the UK).

Raw scores for each measure were taken from tineraéntioned sources and input for each
country. See Appendix 1 for a list of all measward all raw scores for each type of polarisation,
along with their sources. An EU average was takarse as a baseline against which country scores
could be compared. Where an EU average was ned listthe source (for example, in sources that
related to worldwide observations), this was caltad separately by extracting scores for all EU
countries featured in the source. On occasionsthiece featured a subset of EU countries. Therefore
details of the baseline group are provided in Apipeft. Scores were then colour coded according to
whether they were higher or lower than the EU asain a given measure. For example, for the
religious polarisation measure “General level stdmfort with minority religious political leades i
greater than EU average” (which can be found utigelExclusionary Identities’ grouping), cells in
Appendix 1 are shaded red if the country’s scoee=eds the EU average and are shaded yellow if the

country’s score matches the EU average.

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation
programme under grant agreement number 822189
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It should be noted that Moderation measures mRadarisation measures, and that Non-
Resilience measures mirror Resilience measuresraNjossible, Moderation and Non-Resilience

measures use different but comparable data, fonpbea

1. Ethnic and Racial Polarisation — Discriminationrd@atage of those experiencing ethnically
motivated discrimination in 10 areas of life oviee tast 12 months is higher than EU average

2. Ethnic and Racial Moderation — Lack of Discrimiati Percentage of those experiencing no
ethnically motivated discrimination in 10 areadifaf over the last 12 months is higher than

EU average

In this case, the polarising measure is measuniogetwho have experienced discrimination, while
the moderating measure is measuring those whort@vexperienced discrimination. However, on
occasion, only one set of data points are availiole polarisation or resilience measure, for
example, if the measure is an index or a survegtgurethat sought only an affirmative response. In
such cases, we instead look for theerseeffect, for example, if the polarisation measgréooking

for countries scoring higher than average on tle@atbostilities index (SHI), the moderating measur
will be using the same data points, but this tiowking for countries scoring below the average. Of

course, such measures must be counted only otce @ventual toolkit visualisation.

Having derived raw scores for all measures, zescarere computed from raw scores by first
comparing each country to the EU baseline on angweasure, and then taking the mean and
standard deviation of the comparison values. Cgwamparison values were then subtracted from
the mean and divided by the standard deviatiomrteesat the z-scores shown in Appendix 1. The z-
scores will be used for the visualisations of t@kit to be displayed on the project’s website, as

these ensure that values are comparable by stasidgrthem first.

After this first pass, the team then returnediép ¢3) of its best practice process, undertaking
further review work on the toolkit in the form afde-to-face and online stakeholder workshops.
These workshops have been covered extensivelyeinqus reports and therefore will only be
touched on briefly here (please see deliverablertefp4.1 and D4.2 for further details). Collectiye
feedback from the workshops on the toolkit was tpasibut emphasised the need to keep
polarisation and resilience indicator scores sa¢pdram one another, so as not to obscure the exten
of polarisation within a given country, and alsptovide the measures and sources (as listed in
Appendix 1) in order to ensure transparency angtglaf understanding as to how scores were

derived. The workshops further highlighted the nieecgdditional measures on (political) rhetoric,
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well-being, and institutional identity. Step (4)the best practice process was therefore re-visited
Additional measures relating to aspects of stakddrdeedback were subsequently added to the

toolkit via desktop research for further independsurces.

Ultimately, the steps described in this sectiorntwagal a set of 470 measures produced by EU
funded projects, governments, and independent @aioms. This ‘consolidated’ view of existing
radicalisation and polarisation measures showsrdadth of data that has been produced in this area
over the last decade. While our effort is not extiag, it does provide a useful lens on the fodus o
research and policy measures over the last deSaéeifically, the balance of measures across the
conceptual model is 124 for ethnicity and race, fbb4eligion, 78 for political, 44 for economicna
120 for gender. The relative absence of measuresctmomic polarisation and resilience may reflect
the fact that this is captured in the broader messof wealth distribution and economic prosperity
and so polarisation specific measure have not hg®iority of government or researchers. The
absence of political indicators is more interestimgwever, particularly in light of today’s polidt
context. We anticipate this balance changing dvemext few years as new measures relating to

political polarisation and resilience are develaoped

2. Refined Toolkit Assembly

Section 1 of this report has covered stages ()tof our best practice process for indicator tosa
This section of the report will turn to stage (b}as process, which seeks to statistically eviaule
indicators and their measures and remove redundartbgir design. The aim here is to examine the
value of the 470 measures and to ensure that nesasithin indicator groupings are internally
consistent (i.e. that they are measuring the shing)t Ultimately, the goal is to produce a refined
toolkit of indicators and measures for polarisatioil resilience. With this in mind, we subjectedrea

subscale within the model to a simple reliabilibabysis.

This analysis uses the statistic Cronbach alphanf@zrch, & Gleser, 1959) to assess the
internal consistency of each set of measures wéhimdicator group, that is, how closely relatee t
measures are as a group. Cronbach’s alpha is énagevinter-item correlation among measures
within an indicator group. A high alpha coefficiembuld suggest the set of measures are measuring
the same aspect of polarisation or resilience.weloalpha coefficient would suggest either that the
constituent measures are measuring different thorghat the aspect of polarisation/resilience the

measures are trying to measure is too difficutiepture effectively (at least with current measures

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation
programme under grant agreement number 822189
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Tables 2 and 3 show Cronbach alpha coefficientedch of the polarisation and resilience

subscales respectively. They also report a leaeeooih analysis (where the coefficient is calculated

repeatedly for the scale, but with one item rempwetien it is the case that item removal improves

internal consistency by 0.05 or more. Scales hyditéid in bold have an alpha greater than .700 and

are thus good candidate measures for a refinekiit¢DeVellis, 2012). Those scoring below .700 are

ill-conceptualised in their current form, and areas that future research might reasonably piseriti

so as to ‘round out’ the accurate measurementlafipation and resilience across Europe.

Table 2. Cronbach alpha for each of the polarisation scales

Type Form Question ltems Scale I(;ﬁ:t’gu i
Ethnic — Racial Polarisation Political Injustice 1 -

Ethnic — Racial Polarisation Mainstream Disengagenrd 6 .939

Ethnic — Racial Polarisation Antagonistic Environthe 4 .566

Ethnic — Racial Polarisation Online Polarisation 1 -

Ethnic — Racial Polarisation Exclusionary Identities 5 .863

Ethnic — Racial Polarisation Racism 8 .808

Ethnic — Racial Polarisation Lack of Inter-Groupn@act 2 .086

Ethnic — Racial Moderation Political Justice 1 -

Ethnic — Racial Moderation Mainstream Engagement 6 .975

Ethnic — Racial Moderation Online Moderation 1 -

Ethnic — Racial Moderation Peaceful Environment 4 1.008 773
Ethnic — Racial Moderation Inclusive Identities 5 912

Ethnic — Racial Moderation Lack of Racism 8 .846

Ethnic — Racial Moderation Inter-Group Contact 2 431

Religious Polarisation Political Injustice 5 .617 722
Religious Polarisation Mainstream Disengagement 5 885 .955
Religious Polarisation Antagonistic Environment 4 498 .621
Religious Polarisation Online Polarisation 1 --

Religious Polarisation Exclusionary Identities 15 768 .924
Religious Polarisation Discrimination 4 .634
Religious Moderation Political Justice 5 .694 .801

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation
programme under grant agreement number 822189
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Religious
Religious
Religious
Religious
Religious
Political
Political
Political
Political
Political
Political
Political
Political
Political
Political
Economic
Economic
Economic
Economic
Gender
Gender
Gender
Gender
Gender
Gender
Gender
Gender
Gender

Gender

Moderation
Moderation
Moderation
Moderation
Moderation
Polarisation
Polarisation
Polarisation
Polarisation
Polarisation
Moderation
Moderation
Moderation
Moderation
Moderation
Polarisation
Polarisation
Moderation
Moderation
Polarisation
Polarisation
Polarisation
Polarisation
Polarisation
Moderation
Moderation
Moderation
Moderation

Moderation

Mainstream Engagement
Peaceful Environment
Online Moderation

Inclusive Identities
Lack of Discrimination

Political Injustice

Mainstream Disengagement
Active Redress
Antagonistic Environment

Online polarisation
Political Justice

Mainstream Engagement
Active Redress
Peaceful Environment

Online Moderation
Social Deprivation
Social Disparity

Lack of Social Deprivation
Social Equality

Political injustice
Discrimination

Exclusionary identities

Online Polarisation

Antagonistic environment

Political justice
Lack of discrimination

Inclusive identities

Online Moderation

Peaceful environment
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.908
.569

.952
512
.925
954

275

.836
.548

.945

-.275
.836
.015
179
.Q5
-.222
.801
674
.970
.960
.829
794
.576
975
.960
.809

959

-.150

.835

124

.866

.891

!Reflects the removal of a GDP measure whose ssaleléers greater than the scales used by other ureas

It is possible that this indicator could be incladesliably once converted into standardised scores
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As can be seen on Table 2, there are some goodieeas polarisation available across each of the
dimensions of the conceptual model. Some of thelsie@e extremely high internal consistency (e.g.,
the measures within the indicator grouping Excloarg Identities, under Gender polarisation),
simultaneously suggesting a robust indicator, g the opportunity to remove some measures
without loss of predictive value. Others are vesaW, such as the measures for Antagonistic and
Peaceful Environments, which suggest more worleesird to determine a reliable indicator of

environmental dynamics.

Interestingly, for some of the indicators, singleasures appear not to measure the same
aspect of polarisation as the others. For examghaoval of the country's Social Hostility Index
(SHI) measure greatly improves the internal coasist of the Political Injustice scale, raising
guestions about what kind of hostility is being sw@ad by the SHI. Similarly, the measure
“Percentage of those who are satisfied with the deyocracy is working in their country is greater
than EU average” does not seem to relate to otnestopns pertaining to Political Justice. This is
likely to be due to people’s satisfaction haviritidito do with what is occurring in reality. Werca
always want more. These observations highlight Hwehimportance of careful wording and the

vulnerability of relying on subjective measuresae$essment.

Table 3.Cronbach alpha for each of the resilience scales.

Type Form Question ltems Scale I(;ﬁZYS-U i
Ethnic — Racial Resilience Positive Well-being 4 906

Ethnic — Racial Resilience Community Engagement 4 675.

Ethnic — Racial Resilience Social Inclusion 1 -

Ethnic — Racial Resilience Democratic Reporting 4 035 .202
Ethnic — Racial Resilience Community Cohesion 3 12

Ethnic — Racial Resilience Supportive Environment 9 .819

Ethnic — Racial Resilience Positive Image Online 1 -

Ethnic — Racial Resilience Sense of Belonging 6 6

Ethnic — Racial Resilience Equal Opportunities 3 001 .392
Ethnic — Racial Non-resilient Negative well-being 4 .690

Ethnic — Racial Non-resilient Lack of Community Elggment 4 .695

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation
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Ethnic — Racial
Ethnic — Racial
Ethnic — Racial
Ethnic — Racial
Ethnic — Racial
Ethnic — Racial
Ethnic — Racial
Religious
Religious
Religious
Religious
Religious
Religious
Religious
Religious
Religious
Religious
Religious
Religious
Religious
Religious
Religious
Religious
Religious
Religious
Political
Palitical
Political
Political
Political
Political

Political

Non-resilient
Non-resilient
Non-resilient
Non-resilient
Non-resilient
Non-resilient
Non-resilient
Resilience
Resilience
Resilience
Resilience
Resilience
Resilience
Resilience
Resilience
Resilience
Non-resilient
Non-resilient
Non-resilient
Non-resilient
Non-resilient
Non-resilient
Non-resilient
Non-resilient
Non-resilient
Resilience
Resilience
Resilience
Resilience
Resilience
Resilience

Non-resilient

Social Exclusion
Undemocratic Repajtin
Community Disunity
Unsupportive Envircgmmh
Negative Online Image
Lack of Belonging
Unequal Opportunities
Community Engagement
Social Inclusion
Democratic Reporting
Community Cohesion
Supportive Environment
Positive Image Online
Sense of Belonging
Equal Opportunities

Positive Psychological State

Lack of Community Engagemnenl

Social Exclusion
Undemocratic Reporting
Community Disunity
Unsupportive Environment
Negative Online Image
Lack of Belonging

Unequal Opportunities
Negative Psychological Stat
Positive Political Engagement
Democratic Reporting
Social Inclusion

Sense of Belonging
Supportive Environment
Agency

Negative Political Engageame

1
4
2

2
2
1
1
4
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.202
743
.629

813
-.001

.611
.861

.528

.146

295
.866
.287
7.07

-.022
714
912
776
461

438

.703

392

83.6

793

.594

886
951

513
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Political Non-resilient Undemocratic Reporting 4 440 .886
Political Non-resilient  Social Exclusion 3 713 .95
Political Non-resilient  Lack of Belonging 2 .720

Political Non-resilient  Unsupportive Environment 2 776

Political Non-resilient No Agency 4 .405 .489
Economic Resilience Investment 3 .207 .301
Economic Resilience Community Enterprise 4 .000 9.08
Economic Resilience Social inclusion 1 -

Economic Resilience Sense of belonging 1 --

Economic Resilience Positive well-being 2 677

Economic Non-resilient  Lack of Investment 3 710 ]
Economic Non-resilient Lack of Community Enterprise 4 .000 .089
Economic Non-resilient  Social exclusion 1 -

Economic Non-resilient Lack of belonging 1 --

Economic Non-resilient Negative well-being 2 677

Gender Resilience Social inclusion 4 .668

Gender Resilience Democratic reporting 5 .258 423
Gender Resilience Supportive environment 10 .938

Gender Resilience Positive image online 2 617

Gender Resilience Positive well-being 1 --

Gender Resilience Sense of belonging 1 --

Gender Resilience Equal opportunities 6 .753

Gender Non-resilient ~ Social exclusion 4 .632 711
Gender Non-resilient Undemocratic reporting 5 441 500
Gender Non-resilient  Unsupportive environment 10 90

Gender Non-resilient Negative image online 2 .617

Gender Non-resilient Lack of belonging 1 --

Gender Non-resilient Negative well-being 1 --

Gender Non-resilient Unequal opportunities 6 .625 686.

As can be seen from Table 3, there are also gatickitor groups for resilience in each of the

conceptual model dimensions. However, on averagenternal consistency of these groups’

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation
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measures is lower than found for polarisation iattic groupings. For economic, religious and gender
related resilience, there are fewer measures thaeal, suggesting a degree of vulnerability in ou
ability to accurately gauge resilience. This vudtielity may stem from both the challenge of
measuring resilience and, arguably, the relativellef evidence that has accumulated regarding how
to measure resilience compared to that on polaisaAs identified elsewhere in this project, work

on resilience has tended to lag behind work onrsaition. Of course, as with certain aspects of
polarisation for which there are a paucity of measiisuch as economic measures), this observation

may also be due to the lack of directly compardhla points available.

One of the causes for low alpha values observéadlimes 2 and 3 is the apparent inadequacy
of some measures. For example, the religious modgnaeasure “Experiences of physical attacks
due to the wearing of a nigab or headscarf inase12 months i®wer than EU average” reduces the
internal consistency of the Peaceful Environmedicaor group. This is perhaps best explained by
unequal reporting of such incidents across the tri@srbeing examined, which leads to unfitting
relative scores. Similarly, the political resilienmeasure “The extent to which print and broadcast
media represent a range of political perspectis@geater than EU average” correlates negatively
with the other measures of Democratic Reportinggesting that ‘range’ may have negative

connotations in this context.

A researcher or policy maker adopting the indicgroupings highlighted in bold in Tables 2
and 3 would have a useful toolkit that capturesymbat not all, of the facets of the BRaVE
conceptual model. She or he would need to be miitlaft the toolkit provides only a cursory
measure of economic polarisation and resiliencevéder, the scores from each dimension may be

normalised to allow relative comparisons acroséilpsofor different entities (e.g., countries).
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