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Examining the Intersection of Radicalism, Activism, and Gun 
Violence
Nicholas D. Thomson a,b, Sophie L. Kjærvik a, Victoria Blondell a, and Daren Fisher c

aDepartment of Surgery, Virginia Commonwealth University, Richmond, VA, USA; bDepartment of Psychology, Virginia 
Commonwealth University, Richmond, VA, USA; cDepartment of Sociology, Criminal Justice, and Homeland Security, 
Hampton University, Hampton, VA, USA

ABSTRACT
Radicalism has been connected to violence, and firearms have become 
widely used in political violence. However, research has yet to examine 
radicalism in relation to firearms. This study fills this gap by examining 
whether radicalism and activism are related to gun beliefs and gun violence. 
This study included 372 high-risk adults (Mage = 32.66). Most participants 
were male (72 percent), and African American (80 percent). Studying vio
lently injured individuals can help identify potential paths to radicalism, as 
exposure to violence can contribute to radicalization. Multiple regressions 
were performed to assess whether gun beliefs (i.e, safety, emotional risk, 
neighborhood concerns, gun presence, and social perception) predicted 
radicalism and activism and if radicalism and activism predicted gun beha
viors, gun violence, and firearm violence while controlling for sex, age, and 
ethnicity. Gun safety and emotional risk beliefs predicted radicalism. Gun 
safety beliefs predicted activism. Radicalism predicted defensive and offen
sive gun behaviors, reactive and proactive gun violence, and firearm vio
lence. Activism was unrelated to gun behaviors and gun violence. Radicalism 
is a risk factor for gun violence in adulthood that should be separated from 
activism, and guide the creation of policies that balance the protection of 
free speech and activism with the need to prevent violence.

KEYWORDS 
Radicalism; activism; gun 
violence; firearm violence

Introduction

Understanding violent extremism, defined as the use of unlawful violence to achieve ideological, 
religious, or political goals,1 is critical to addressing contemporary security challenges.2 Growing 
attention has been applied to investigate radicalization, which encompasses a process through which 
individuals adopt extreme beliefs and attitudes, as it is a precursor to violent extremism and is linked 
to illegal or violent actions.3 Research suggests that increasing political polarization can also lead to 
more radicalized beliefs,4 which in turn may contribute to increased firearm violence5 (Byman & 
McCabe, 2025). This is particularly concerning considering the high polarization6 and firearm own
ership in the U.S.7 This underscores the need to explore the intersection of radicalization, firearm 
behaviors, and belief systems to understand the pathways to extremist violence better. However, in 
democracies where activism plays a vital role in societal change and where the risk of some activists 
becoming radicalized poses a serious challenge,8 it is essential to examine the involvement of both 
activism and radicalism in the risk of gun violence. By studying these interconnected domains, 
researchers and policymakers can develop targeted strategies for intervention and prevention that 
uphold civic freedoms while mitigating risks of violent extremism.
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Radicalism and activism, though often conflated, represent distinct forms of political engagement.9 

Radicalism is characterized by a propensity for illegal and violent actions to achieve ideological or 
political objectives, whereas activism involves lawful, nonviolent participation in societal or political 
movements.10 While conceptually distinct, both forms of engagement may arise from shared psycho
logical or structural antecedents, such as perceived injustice, marginalization, or identity threat.11 In 
this sense, activism can serve as a protective outlet for grievance or, in some contexts, as a precursor to 
more extreme forms of political expression.12 Including activism as an outcome allows for the 
examination of divergent behavioral responses to similar underlying drives, showing why some 
individuals engage in constructive civic participation while others adopt more radical or violent 
strategies. Studying these two phenomena in tandem is crucial to ensuring that interventions aimed 
at curbing radicalism do not inadvertently stifle civic responsibility or suppress legitimate advocacy.13 

This distinction safeguards democratic principles while fostering informed strategies to address 
threats without infringing on fundamental rights.14

While radicalism is often framed as an ideological or religious process, there is growing recognition 
that marginalized groups may adopt radical beliefs as a response to structural violence, systematic 
disempowerment, or perceived state abandonment. In predominantly Black urban communities, 
experiences of racialized policing, legal cynicism, and community disinvestment may shape unique 
radicalization pathways that diverge from traditional ideological extremism.15 For example, the “Code 
of the Street” describes how youth in structurally disadvantaged neighborhoods may internalize 
alternative moral codes around respect, self-protection, and justice in response to the perceived 
illegitimacy of formal social control.16

Recent advances in research on the risk of radicalism have revealed that it is deeply intertwined with 
a host of personal,17 social,18 political,19 and practical factors.20 Importantly, while the specific profiles, 
motivations, and pathways to violent extremism may differ across ideological groups, research 
indicates that certain underlying mechanisms, such as perceived injustice and identity conflict, are 
broadly applicable across diverse ideological contexts.21 These mechanisms may stem not only from 
ideological commitments but also from experiences of social marginalization, political mistrust, and 
interpersonal victimization. Beyond identifying opportunities for prevention,22 prior research demon
strates that radicalism is connected to other forms of violence and crime.23 This increases the 
importance of understanding the pathways to political violence24 and demonstrates a need to better 
understand how these processes can lead to additional violence and crime.25 Therefore, the study of 
community violence and the risk of radicalism should go hand in hand.

Several theoretical frameworks help explain how individuals may come to support or engage in 
political violence. Moral disengagement refers to cognitive processes that allow individuals to justify or 
excuse harmful action, such as displacing responsibility or minimizing consequences.26 The signifi
cance quest theory posits that people pursue radical ideologies to regain a sense of personal or 
collective meaning after experiencing loss or humiliation.27 Grievance-based models empathized 
perceived injustice and marginalization as drives of radicalization,28 while General Strain Theory29 

presents how chronic stress, such as trauma, discrimination, or victimization, can lead to deviant 
coping responses, including violence. These frameworks provide a lens for understanding how 
personal and structural factors can contribute to both radicalization and nonviolent activism, depend
ing on the context and available coping mechanisms. While they explain why individuals may be 
drawn to radical ideologies and political violence, it is essential to examine the specific tools with 
which such violence is enacted.

Firearms have become widely used in political violence, possibly due to their lethality30 and the ease 
of concealment from law enforcement.31 While prior research has examined weapon selection, tactical 
use, and the logistical appeal of firearms in terrorist activity, relatively less attention has been paid to 
the psychological and social factors, such as beliefs, motivations, and attitudes, that underlie the use of 
firearms in politically motivated violence.32 Some research has attempted to model extremist behavior 
using approaches from private-sector technology companies and other structural assumptions 
(Jackson, 2001).33 However, the lack of suitable data for testing key attitudinal and behavioral 
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hypotheses has been a barrier to examining how firearms and personal factors influence political and 
apolitical violence.34 Given that gun violence in the U.S. has “uniquely high mortality rates,”35 if there 
is a link between radicalism and apolitical gun violence, then the net lethality stemming from these 
beliefs may be much higher than currently estimated.

Combining data from various open-source datasets on violent and nonviolent extremism, firearm 
ownership and training are identified as key predictors of who within extremist movements engages in 
violence.36 Taken together with research on the preparatory activities of those committing acts of 
terrorism,37 these findings suggest that attitudes and actions related to firearms influence the mobi
lizations toward radicalism. Building on the observed overlap between violent extremism and other 
forms of violence,38 this study explores whether gun beliefs and behaviors are related to radicalism and 
activism.

Versatility, radicalism, and firearms

This discussion of the behavioral versatility across acts of violence requires that the key forms of 
violence be defined. Terrorism refers to the unlawful use or threat of violence against civilians to 
achieve political, religious, or ideological goals.39 Political violence is a broader category that includes 
acts of violence aimed at influencing political processes or institutions, whether or not they meet the 
legal definition of terrorism. Violent extremism involves the use or support of violence to promote 
extremist ideologies, which can be political, religious, or issue-focused.40 Hate crimes are criminal acts 
motivated by bias against individuals or groups based on characteristics such as race, ethnicity, 
religion, sexual orientation, or gender identity.41 Although these types of violence are conceptually 
separate, research shows that individuals may shift between them over time or engage in behaviors 
spanning multiple categories, complicating prevention efforts and theoretical classifications.

In recent years, there has been a substantial rise in research on radicalization.42 Investigating the 
psychological, emotional, and behavioral processes through which individuals adopt ideologies that 
promote violence for political, economic, religious, or social objectives43 has advanced our under
standing of radicalism and debunked many myths about terrorism and political violence.44 Given the 
long-standing recognition that terrorism and radicalism are deeply intertwined with a plethora of 
geographic, social, and personal factors, researchers argue that radicalism considerably overlaps with 
other forms of violence aimed at controlling others through fear.45 This perspective aligns with the 
growing acknowledgment that traditional military and criminal justice approaches to curbing political 
violence have often fallen short. Public health experts have similarly called for broadening violent 
extremism research to encompass a wider array of factors.46 This empirical approach has expanded the 
scope of available prevention methods47 and, importantly, identified important physical and mental 
health consequences of political violence.48

Terrorism as a subset of crime,49 has been increasingly studied in the context of criminal versatility. 
Research shows that individuals who commit crimes often exhibit a wide range of offending behaviors 
over time.50 While some may specialize in specific types of crime in the short term, their criminal 
activities tend to diversify in the long term.51 This tendency to “versatility” suggests that studies 
focusing solely on one type of criminal outcome may overlook important violent behaviors, thereby 
limiting the ability to fully assess the impact of interventions.52 When evaluations of targeted violence 
prevention programs do not consider other forms of violence, the scope of their impact assessments is 
artificially narrowed, hindering the ability to assess both diffusion of benefits and unintended negative 
consequences.53 Consequently, by not examining the intersection of various violent behaviors (e.g., 
gun violence) and precursors simultaneously, existing studies of violent extremism may have missed 
crucial predictors of political violence and the versatility in expressions of apolitical violence.

The firearms used in violent extremism are often used in a wide range of other violent crimes. 
Clarke and Newman’s theory on terrorist weapon selection highlights that terrorists tend to favor 
multipurpose weapons, particularly firearms.54 The ability to legally acquire firearms, justified by their 
multipurpose nature, complicates preventive efforts by law enforcement.55 Coupled with their ease of 
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use56 and availability,57 it is not surprising that firearms were the primary weapon used in 41,757 
terrorist attacks globally between 2000 and 2020.58 These factors may partially explain the observed 
geographic overlap in the prevalence of different forms of violent extremism. In examining whether 
hate crimes and terrorism are “distant relatives” or “close cousins,” Mills, Freilich, and Chermak 
asserted that they are more likely “close cousins,” noting that U.S. counties with rising hate crimes also 
saw increased terrorism.59 Additionally, evidence indicates that hate crimes can both be a precursor 
and a response to terrorism.60 Clearly, there is meaningful overlap among different forms of extremist 
violence—geographically, temporally, and in terms of weapons used—that may extend to other forms 
of apolitical violence.

Radicalism and apolotical gun violence

The overlap in the incidence of terrorism and hate crimes across time and space does not necessarily 
mean that the same individuals are responsible for different forms of extremist violence. While 
longstanding evidence has identified patterns in terrorism driven by geographic,61 social,62 and 
seasonal factors,63 much less is known about the within-individual overlap of different forms of 
extremist violence. This knowledge gap is due to several challenges, including the rarity of 
terrorism,64 its covert nature,65 and the high mortality rate of violent extremists.66

To address these challenges, some studies have analyzed extremists’ autobiographies to explore 
individual actions and comorbidities, though these accounts are often affected by social desirability 
and recall biases.67 While analyses based on prosecutions and histories of extremists have provided 
valuable insights,68 the generalizability of these findings to the broader population of violent extre
mists remains unclear.

These issues are further complicated by methodological challenges in identifying and recording 
extremist violence. For instance, it is often unclear whether a criminal act is motivated by political 
animus or bias.69 This ambiguity contributes to the underreporting of both terrorism and hate 
crimes70 a problem worsened by some jurisdictions’ reluctance to record hate crimes, even when 
incidents meet legal criteria.71 The situation is exacerbated when the perpetrator is unknown, making 
it impossible to examine individual-level factors in these cases.72 As a result, many instances of 
violence throughout the U.S. recorded as apolitical crimes may be acts of extremist violence.73 

Given that there are identifiable factors that distinguish violent extremists from the general popula
tion, factors also linked to the undercounting of extremist violence,74 this underreporting can bias 
estimates of the impacts of prevention policies, hinder identification of key risk factors, and obscure 
the full extent of the criminal activities association with extremist beliefs.

Focusing solely on individuals convicted of crimes related to extremist violence can lead to 
a skewed understanding of the factors contributing to such acts and their frequency.75 Thus, research
ers aiming to estimate the prevalence of extremist violence should avoid sampling based solely on 
individuals who have committed political violence, as this approach risks sampling on the dependent 
variable.76 Because terrorism, hate crimes, and other forms of extremist violence are rare events,77 

general population samples are unlikely to include enough relevant individuals to reliably study radical 
behaviors and attitudes.

However, considering that individuals involved in crime are more likely to be victims themselves or 
suffer injuries,78 examining violently injured patients offers a unique opportunity to gain insights into 
radical attitudes and outcomes without relying solely on samples of known violent extremists. By 
broadening the scope to include those who have violent injuries, researchers can compare individuals 
with extremist attitudes to those without, providing more generalizable findings. Estimates of violent 
injuries are also more accurate than those for extremist violence.79 Building on these insights, this 
study examines the link between gun beliefs and radicalism and activism, as well as their association 
with gun behaviors and violence in violently injured adults. This population is novel to the field of 
political violence, as it includes individuals embedded in high-risk, violence-exposed environments 
without pre-selecting for extremist behavior. Prior research has often relied on samples drawn from 
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individuals already involved in terrorism or radical groups, which limits the ability to identify broader 
patterns of risk and early-stage radicalization.80 By contrast, the current study offers a new under
standing of cognitive and behavioral factors associated with radical attitudes and gun violence before 
involvement in ideologically motivated acts, contributing to a new methodological perspective in the 
literature on political violence and extremism.

The selection of violently injured patients as a study population is grounded in evidence linking 
exposure to violence with increased susceptibility to radicalization and violent extremism. Research by 
Finkel, McCauley, and Neureiter highlights how exposure to community violence fosters grievances, 
erodes institutional trust, and heightens the risk of adopting extremist beliefs or behaviors.81 Such 
individuals, often victims of systemic inequities and interpersonal conflicts, represent a population 
uniquely situated at the nexus of personal trauma and broader social vulnerabilities. For instance, Rios 
argued that criminalized Black and Latino youth may adopt oppositional attitudes not because of 
inherent deviance, but as rational responses to punitive surveillance, criminalization, and social 
exclusion.82 These dynamics, compounded by racialized harm and distrust of formal authorities, 
may influence both gun behaviors and openness to radical ideas. Violently injured individuals may 
experience heightened psychological distress, identity challenges, and social isolation and margin
alization, all of which are recognized as universal precursors to radicalization.83 Furthermore, this 
population often resides in high-risk environments where cycles of violence perpetuate susceptibility 
to extremist narratives.84 By focusing on violently injured patients, the study taps into a critical 
demographic that bridges the gap between individual experiences of violence and broader societal 
trends in radicalization, providing valuable insights for targeted intervention and prevention 
strategies.

Hypotheses

This study aimed to examine whether radicalism and activism intentions are related to gun beliefs and 
gun violence in violently injured adults. To the authors’ knowledge, this is the first study to examine 
this link. 

H1: Based on the aforementioned research on criminal versatility and prior research suggesting that 
radicalism is related to violence,85 it was hypothesized that radicalism intentions would relate to all 
types of gun violence.

H2: Based on prior research indicating that activism and political violence co-occur,86 activism 
intentions were expected to relate to gun violence.

H3: However, it was not expected that activism would predict gun violence when accounting for 
radicalism.

Method

Participants

This study involved 372 adults ages 18–75 (M = 32.66, SD = 12.78) who had sustained violent injuries. 
The participants were from an Urban Level 1 Trauma Center in Virginia. The majority were male 
(72 percent) and self-identified as African American (80 percent), Caucasian (14 percent), Asian 
(0.8 percent), American Indian (0.2 percent), or mixed (5 percent). Eighty percent had completed at 
least a 12th-grade education. The types of injuries reported included gunshot wounds (55.5 percent), 
assaults (37 percent), and stab wounds (7.5 percent). Twenty-two percent had previously been 
hospitalized due to violence-related injuries.
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Procedure

Participants were recruited from the inpatient setting or the emergency department through daily 
screenings of live medical records at a level 1 trauma center in Virginia. After giving consent, 
participants completed a series of self-report assessments. They were informed beforehand that 
their involvement was strictly for research purposes and would not affect their medical care. This 
study is a segment of a larger research initiative aimed at evaluating a hospital-based prevention 
program designed to reduce retaliatory gun violence [Grant Number R01]. Participants were com
pensated $160 for participation in the larger project. The study received approval from the institu
tional review board at Virginia Commonwealth University and a Certificate of Confidentiality was 
obtained from the CDC.

Measures

Activism and radicalism intentions
The Activism and Radicalism Intention Scale (ARIS)87 includes two subscales (4 items each): radic
alism intentions and activism intentions. Items are rated on a 4-point scale (1 = very unlikely, 4 = very 
likely). The activism intention scale (AIS) assesses readiness for legal or nonviolent political action 
(e.g., “I would join/belong to an organization that fights for my group’s political and legal rights”). In 
contrast, the radicalism scale (RIS) assesses readiness for illegal or violent political action (e.g., “I 
would continue to support an organization that fights for my group’s political and legal rights even if 
the organization sometimes resorts to violence”). Both scales showed good internal consistency 
(activism, α =.88; radicalism, α =.88).

Gun behaviors and beliefs
The Gun Behaviors and Beliefs Scale (GBBS)88 consists of two main scales: gun beliefs and gun 
behaviors. The gun beliefs scale has 24 items, each rated on a 6-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) 
to 7 (strongly agree). The scale includes five subscales: safety beliefs (7 items; e.g., “Guns protect people 
from criminals”), emotional risk (6 items; e.g., “I would be extremely upset if someone used my gun to 
kill himself/herself”), neighborhood concerns (4 items; e.g., “In my neighborhood, you have to be seen 
as willing to use violence to keep from being a victim”), gun presence (4 items; e.g., “In my area, 
keeping guns is an important tradition”), and social perceptions (3 items; e.g., “If I did not carry a gun, 
my friends would think less of me”). The subscales demonstrated good internal consistency (safety 
beliefs, α =.90; emotional risk, α =.85; neighborhood concerns, α =.87; gun presence, α =.85; social 
perception, α =.78).

The gun behavior scale includes 18 items rated on a 6-point scale from 1 (never) to 7 (every day). 
The items have been found to cover both defensive gun behaviors (8 items; e.g., “I have pulled out my 
gun to prevent victimization”) and offensive gun behaviors (10 items; e.g., “I have pulled out my gun to 
get what I want”).89 The total scale and the subscales had good internal consistency (α =.92; defensive, 
α =.88; offensive, α =.82).

Gun violence
The Gun Violence Questionnaire (GVQ)90 comprises 15 items rated on a 3-point scale from 0 (never) 
to 2 (often). The scale includes two subscales: reactive gun violence (6 items; e.g., “Felt better after 
firing a gun at someone”) and proactive gun violence (8 items; e.g., “Threatened someone with a gun”). 
The total and subscales had good internal consistency (α =.93; reactive, α =.83; proactive, α =.90).

Firearm violence
The Firearm Aggression Questionnaire (FAQ)91 is an 8-item measure of aggressive firearm violence 
(e.g., “There are people who pushed me so far that I fired a gun at them”). Items are rated on a 3-point 
scale from 0 (never) to 2 (often). The scale showed good internal consistency (α=.81).

6 N. D. THOMSON ET AL.



Data analysis plan

Table 1 presents the correlations between study variables, which are explained in Appendix 
A. Multiple regressions were performed in R92 to assess whether gun beliefs statistically predicted 
radicalism and activism, and to assess whether radicalism and activism statistically predicted gun 
behaviors (defensive, offensive), gun violence (reactive, proactive), and firearm violence. All models 
controlled for sex, age, and ethnicity. Defensive and offensive gun behavior and reactive and proactive 
gun violence were log-transformed before analyzing the data due to high skewness (<3) and kurto
sis (<10).

Results

Gun beliefs, radicalism, and activism

Table 2 displays the regression results for gun beliefs. Gun safety beliefs positively predicted radicalism 
(p <.001), whereas emotional risk beliefs and age negatively predicted radicalism (p = .001, p = .04, 
respectively), and the model was significant, F(8, 360) = 9.06, p <.001. Additionally, gun safety beliefs 
positively predicted activism (p = .004), and the model was significant, F(8, 360) = 3.28, p = .001.

Radicalism, activism, and gun violence

Table 3 displays the regression results for gun violence. Radicalism significantly predicted defensive 
gun behavior (p <.001), and the model was significant, F(5, 358) = 8.94, p <.001. Similarly, radicalism 
predicted offensive gun behavior (p <.001), and the model was significant, F(5, 357) = 6.00, p <.001. 
Further, radicalism and sex predicted reactive gun violence (p =.001, p =.03, respectively), F(5, 364) = 
10.43, p <.001, whereas only radicalism predicted proactive gun violence (p <.001), F(5, 364) = 7.94, 
p <.001. Lastly, radicalism and sex also predicted aggressive firearm violence (p <.001, p =.03, 
respectively), and the model was significant, F(5, 360) = 21.91, p <.001. Thus, radicalism predicted 
all types of gun behavior and gun violence, while activism did not predict any.

All models were tested for multicollinearity and regression assumptions. Variance inflation factors 
for all predictors were below 2, indicating no multicollinearity. Visual inspection of diagnostic plots 
and formal tests (e.g., Shapiro-Wilk and Breusch-Pagan) showed no violations of normality or 
homoscedasticity assumptions.

Discussion

Understanding the relationship between radicalism, activism, and firearm-related behaviors is essen
tial for addressing the dual challenges of violent extremism and gun violence. This study provides 
valuable insights into how beliefs about firearms relate to both radical and activist ideologies and how 
these ideologies relate to various forms of gun violence. By focusing on a high-risk population of 
violently injured adults, the research sheds light on how firearm beliefs and behavior intersect with 
radicalism, offering critical implications for violence prevention and policy development.

The present study found that the perception of guns as enhancing safety was related to both 
activism and radicalism among violently injured adults. Van Prooijen and Krouwel93 present that the 
belief that firearms may provide increased safety may emerge from a general sense of vulnerability or 
mistrust in institutional protections, prompting individuals to view firearms as essential for main
taining security and autonomy. Although this finding was consistent across activism and radicalism, 
previous studies suggest that the underlying mechanism connecting the perception of guns as safety 
enhancers varies. For activists, this perception aligns with lawful engagement, where firearms are 
necessary for self-defense or community protection within legal and social norms.94 For example, 
activists may advocate for firearm ownership to ensure personal safety, safeguard communities, or 
uphold constitutional rights, particularly in low-institutional trust environments.95
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In contrast, radicalism often involves illegal or violent actions, where firearms symbolize not only 
safety but also power and agency.96 For people engaging in radicalism, firearms serve as instruments to 
challenge or resist perceived oppressors, express ideological grievances, or assert dominance in the face 
of societal threats.97 This duality underscores the complex role of firearm beliefs in shaping political 
engagement, serving as a unifying foundation for different pathways to action.

The finding that lower concern about the emotional harm caused by firearm misuse is associated 
with radicalism highlights the role of moral disengagement in justifying violent ideologies. This 
finding reinforces previous research indicating that individuals with radical beliefs often rationalize 
or downplay the emotional consequences of their actions, including harm to victims or their families, 
as a way to justify violence.98 This diminished concern reflects a psychological detachment that aligns 
with radicalization processes, where mechanisms like dehumanization and moral justification allow 
individuals to engage in extreme behaviors.99 Importantly, these results highlight firearm beliefs, 
specifically a diminished emotional concern (e.g., feeling less concern if one’s firearm was used in 
a tragedy or reduced feelings of guilt if one’s firearm were used to injure or kill someone), as 
a important psychological marker of vulnerability to radical ideologies. These findings expand existing 
theoretical models of radicalization, including grievance theory, by demonstrating that firearm beliefs 
are not solely practical considerations but also psychological indicators of radical vulnerability. 
Grievance theory posits that individuals turn to radicalization in response to perceived injustices or 
threats.100 Beliefs about firearms as tools devoid of emotional accountability may increase risk by 
providing both symbolic and practical means of addressing perceived grievances. Further, these results 
align with the Significance Quest Theory, which suggests that individuals seek meaning and empow
erment through actions that affirm their ideological identity.101 Firearm-related behaviors and beliefs 
may serve as tools to achieve this sense of significance, providing a sense of purpose and control that 
amplifies radical tendencies. These insights underscore the importance of addressing firearm beliefs, 
particularly emotional disengagement, in efforts to prevent radicalization and its associated risks of 
violence.

Our key finding that radicalism, but not activism, was linked to all forms of gun violence reveals 
how extremist ideologies can permeate everyday behavior. Drawing on the General Strain Theory,102 

individuals who experience trauma or marginalization (like violently injured adults) may adopt radical 
beliefs to cope with powerlessness. However, it should be noted that Agnew clarifies that these 
experiences would need to be “collective strains” in order for this to result in terrorism.103 

However, this would not be necessary for other forms of gun violence from this theoretical perspective. 

Table 2. Gun beliefs predicting radicalism and activism

b SE β R2

Radicalism Intentions .15***
Age −0.05 0.03 −.10*
Sex −0.36 0.74 −.02
Ethnicity 0.36 0.84 .02
Safety 0.14 0.03 .24***
Emotional risk −0.12 0.04 −.17***
Neighborhood 0.11 0.06 .12
Gun presence 0.09 0.06 .10
Social perception −0.03 0.10 −.02
Activism Intentions .05**
Age −0.02 0.03 −.03
Sex 1.09 0.85 .07
Ethnicity 2.22 0.98 .12*
Safety 0.11 0.04 .17**
Emotional risk 0.02 0.04 .03
Neighborhood 0.04 0.07 .04
Gun presence 0.05 0.06 .05
Social perception −0.15 0.12 −.07

Note. p <.05*, p <.01**, p <.001***. Sex = (0) male, (1) female. Ethnicity = (0) other, (1) African 
American.
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Firearms, in this context, may become tools to retaliate against perceived threats (reactive violence) or 
assert dominance (proactive violence), reflecting a cycle where grievances escalate into harm. The 
absence of a link between activism and gun violence underscores a critical divide: activists often 
channel frustrations through lawful means, whereas people with highly radical views may weaponize 
grievances.104

This distinction is rooted in moral disengagement.105 People endorsing higher levels of radicalism 
in our study showed less concern about the emotional harm caused by firearm misuse, suggesting they 
may dehumanize victims (“they deserve it”) or rationalize violence as necessary (“no other option”). 
These psychological mechanisms mirror patterns in broader criminal behavior, where offenders who 
engage in diverse crimes (versatility) often justify harm through similar cognitive distortions.106 

Notably, social isolation is a well-known risk factor for violent extremism and mass violence.107 

Victims of violence often face abandonment by friends or community members, particularly when 
police involvement stigmatizes them.108 This isolation can deepen distrust in institutions and push 
individuals toward online spaces where extremist narratives thrive.109 For example, polarized social 
media communities may frame firearms as symbols of empowerment for the “wronged,” amplifying 
radical ideologies among those lacking real-world support.110

Prior research and violence prevention initiatives have placed the hospital as an essential location to 
prevent retaliatory violence,111 and the present study suggests this should extend to violent extremism 
and radicalization. Hospitals are uniquely positioned to intervene at critical moments when indivi
duals are most vulnerable—immediately after experiencing violence. Hospital-based violence inter
vention programs (HVIPs) have been successful in reducing cycles of community violence by 
addressing underlying trauma, providing mental health support, and connecting patients with com
munity resources.112 Expanding these interventions to include radicalization prevention strategies 
could offer a novel approach to mitigating extremism and mass violence.

One avenue for intervention is targeted psychological and social support for violently injured 
patients, particularly those exhibiting signs of moral disengagement or social isolation. Trauma- 
informed care models that address psychological desensitization to violence, such as cognitive 
behavioral therapy (CBT) programs focusing on emotional accountability, could help counter the 
moral disengagement mechanisms that fuel radical ideologies.113 For example, intervention specialists 
trained to recognize cognitive distortions linked to radicalization (e.g., black-and-white thinking, 
dehumanization of perceived enemies, and justification of violence) could incorporate counseling 
techniques to disrupt these patterns.114 Integrating evidence-based approaches from deradicalization 
programs could provide individuals with alternative frameworks for processing their experiences 
without turning to extremist narratives. Another critical element is reducing social isolation among 
violently injured individuals, who often experience stigma and distrust in institutions, leaving them 
vulnerable to extremist recruitment.115 Peer mentorship programs, where survivors of violence are 
paired with trained community navigators, could provide prosocial alternatives to extremist 
networks.116 These mentorship programs could incorporate firearm safety discussions that challenge 
radical ideologies. Further, hospitals can also play a role in redirecting at-risk individuals away from 
online radicalization pipelines. Given that social media platforms often reinforce extremist beliefs,117 

hospital-based intervention specialists could integrate digital literacy training into violence prevention 
efforts. By educating patients about online radicalization tactics and providing them with access to 
alternative social networks, HVIPs could disrupt extremist messaging and recruitment attempts. 
However, integrating radicalization prevention into HVIPs presents challenges, including the risk of 
mission drift, potential stigmatization of already marginalized populations, a lack of validated assess
ment tools, limited staff training, and ethical concerns around surveillance and civil liberties. Thus, 
these efforts need to be carefully implemented. To enhance effectiveness, multidisciplinary collabora
tion between hospitals, law enforcement, and community-based organizations could ensure that at- 
risk individuals receive holistic support beyond immediate hospital care.118 Partnerships with dera
dicalization initiatives, restorative justice programs, and social reintegration services could create 
long-term pathways to stability, addressing both ideological and structural drivers of radicalization 
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and the risk of gun violence.119 Hospitals could serve as neutral spaces where individuals receive non- 
punitive, trauma-informed support, helping to rebuild trust in institutions and steer individuals away 
from violent extremist pathways.120

The study’s focus on a sample of violently injured adults offers unique insights into the connections 
between firearm beliefs, radicalism, and activism. These individuals often experience significant social 
marginalization and direct exposure to violence, making them a critical demographic for under
standing pathways to radicalization and gun violence.121 However, certain limitations must be 
acknowledged. The reliance on a single urban trauma center may limit the generalizability of the 
findings. While we used a primarily non-white sample (African American [80 percent], Caucasian 
[14 percent], and other [6 percent]), we did not assess political or religious ideologies in radicalism 
intention. This may limit the findings to radicalism more generally, but differ for those groups that 
may not have been represented in the sample. Additionally, the use of only self-reported data 
introduces common method variance, which may inflate relationships between variables.122 Further, 
while this is the first study to explore the associations between gun violence and behaviors and 
radicalism, the data used were cross-sectional. Thus, longitudinal studies that examine how firearm 
beliefs and radicalization evolve over time, especially after hospital discharge, would provide deeper 
insights into these dynamics. Additionally, the use of regression limits causal inference due to potential 
omitted variable bias and unmeasured confounding.

This study found that radicalism, but not activism, was strongly associated with multiple forms of 
firearm-related violence. Individuals with radical beliefs exhibited lower concern for the emotional 
consequences of firearm misuse, suggesting that moral disengagement may play a role in the 
justification of violence. These findings expand our understanding of how firearm-related attitudes 
intersect with ideological extremism, reinforcing the distinction between lawful civic engagement and 
the endorsement of violent action.

Funding

Research reported in this publication was supported by   Centers for Disease Control and Prevention [R01CE003296: PI 
Thomson]. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention Foundation [R01CE003625].

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

Data availability statement

This study was not pre-registered. The data presented in this study may be made available upon request from the 
corresponding author. The data are not publicly available due to the potential for personal identification of participants 
in the present sensitive population.

Ethics statement

The content is solely the responsibility of the authors and does not necessarily represent the official views of the CDC. 
The study received approval from the Virginia Commonwealth University Institutional Review Board.

Notes on contributors

Nicholas D. Thomson, PhD, is Director of Research for the VCU Health Injury and Violence Prevention Program and 
Associate Professor in the Departments of Psychiatry, Psychology, and Surgery at Virginia Commonwealth University. 
He is a forensic research psychologist with more than a decade of clinical and research experience focused on violence, 
radicalization, and firearm-related behaviors. His work integrates developmental psychopathology to examine risk and 
protective factors for violence, and he has led federally funded research supported by the CDC and NIH.

12 N. D. THOMSON ET AL.



Sophie L. Kjærvik, PhD, is a Postdoctoral fellow in the Section for Violence and Abuse at the Norwegian Center for 
Violence and Traumatic Stress Studies. Dr. Kjærvik’s research focuses on both perpetrators and victims of violence. She 
investigates personality traits, anger regulation, and the causes and consequences of aggression and violence, while also 
examining how victimization impacts health and work participation. Through this dual focus, her work aims to advance 
prevention strategies and interventions that reduce violence and support those affected by it.

Victoria Blondell is a first-year Clinical Psychology graduate student at the University of Tennessee-Knoxville. She 
earned her B.S in Psychology with a minor in Criminology and Justice from Loyola University New Orleans and worked 
as a Clinical Research Coordinator at the Injury and Violence Prevention Research Lab at VCU Health. Her research 
focuses on the trajectories and outcomes of trauma exposure among marginalized and justice-involved youth, with an 
emphasis on risk and protective factors linking violent victimization to behavioral outcomes and strategies to promote 
resilience.

Daren Fisher, PhD, is an Assistant Professor in the Department of Sociology, Criminal Justice, and Homeland Security 
at Hampton University. His research examines the relationship between government actions and subsequent terrorism, 
criminological theory, policing, and crime prevention. Dr. Fisher specializes in empirically testing the predictions of 
criminological theory to better inform government policies that aim to reduce crime using econometric methods and 
qualitative approaches. Dr. Fisher’s research has been published in the Annual Review of Criminology, Justice Quarterly, 
the European Journal of Criminology, Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, Studies in Conflict and Terrorism, 
Women & Criminal Justice, and the American Journal of Criminal Justice.

ORCID

Nicholas D. Thomson http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5127-8174
Sophie L. Kjærvik http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4590-3700
Victoria Blondell http://orcid.org/0009-0008-2026-3592
Daren Fisher http://orcid.org/0000-0002-7901-4856

Notes

1. Randy Borum, “Radicalization into Violent Extremism I: A Review of Social Science Theories,” Journal of 
Strategic Security 4, no. 4 (2011): 7–36, doi: 10.5038/1944-0472.4.4.1.

2. William Stephens, Stijn Sieckelinck, and Hans Boutellier, “Preventing Violent Extremism: A Review of the 
Literature,” Studies in Conflict & Terrorism 44, no. 4 (2021): 346–61, doi: 10.1080/1057610X.2018.1543144.

3. Sophia Moskalenko and Clark McCauley, “Measuring Political Mobilization: The Distinction Between Activism 
and Radicalism,” Terrorism and Political Violence 21, no. 2 (2009): 239–60, doi: 10.1080/09546550902765508; 
Michael Wolfowicz, Yael Litmanovitz, David, Weisburd, and Badi Hasisil, “Cognitive and Behavioral 
Radicalization: A Systematic Review of the Putative Risk and Protective Factors,” Campbell Systematic Reviews 
17, no. 3 (2021): e1174, doi: 10.1002/cl2.1174.

4. Manuel Almagro, “Political Polarization: Radicalism and Immune Beliefs,” Philosophy & Social Criticism 49, no. 3 
(2022): 309–31, doi: 10.1177/01914537211066859.

5. Daniel Byman and Riley McCabe, “Left-wing terrorism and political violence in the United States: What the data 
tells us,” 2025. https://www.csis.org/analysis/left-wing-terrorism-and-political-violence-united-states-what-data- 
tells-us (accessed October 15, 2025).

6. Nicholas D. Thomson and Sophie L. Kjaervik, “Exploring the Nexus: Personality Disorders and Their Impact on 
Violent Extremism, Radicalism, and Activism,” Journal of Personality Disorders 38, no. 4 (2024): 350–67, doi: 10. 
1521/pedi.2024.38.4.350.

7. Jennifer Varriale Carson, Rick Dierenfeldt, and Daren Fisher, “Country-Level Firearm Availability and 
Terrorism: A New Approach to Examining the Gun-Crime Relationship,” Journal of Research in Crime and 
Delinquency 59, no. 4 (2022): 449–86, doi: 10.1177/00224278211046255.

8. Presley McGarry and Neil Shortland, “Anxious Activism: The Role of Behavioral Inhibition System in the 
Radicalization Process,” Computers in Human Behavior 139 (February 2023): 107550, doi: 10.1016/j.chb.2022. 
107550.

9. Michaela Pfundmair, Markus Paulus, and Elisabeth Wagner, “Activism and Radicalism in Adolescence: An 
Empirical Test on Age-Related Differences,” Psychology, Crime & Law 27, no. 8 (2021): 815–30, doi: 10.1080/ 
1068316X.2020.1850725.

10. Moskalenko and McCauley, “Measuring Political Mobilization.”
11. Jacquelien Van Stekelenburg and Bert Klandermans, “The Social Psychology of Protest,” Current Sociology 61, 

nos. 5–6 (2013): 886–905, doi: 10.1177/0011392113479314.

TERRORISM AND POLITICAL VIOLENCE 13

http://10.5038/1944-0472.4.4.1
http://10.1080/1057610X.2018.1543144
http://10.1080/09546550902765508
http://10.1002/cl2.1174
http://10.1177/01914537211066859
https://www.csis.org/analysis/left-wing-terrorism-and-political-violence-united-states-what-data-tells-us%E2%80%8C
https://www.csis.org/analysis/left-wing-terrorism-and-political-violence-united-states-what-data-tells-us%E2%80%8C
http://10.1521/pedi.2024.38.4.350
http://10.1521/pedi.2024.38.4.350
http://10.1177/00224278211046255
http://10.1016/j.chb.2022.107550
http://10.1016/j.chb.2022.107550
http://10.1080/1068316X.2020.1850725
http://10.1080/1068316X.2020.1850725
http://10.1177/0011392113479314


12. Clark McCauley and Sophia Moskalenko, “Understanding Political Radicalization: The Two-Pyramids Model,” 
American Psychologist 72, no. 3 (2017): 205–16, doi: 10.1037/amp0000062.

13. Emma F. Thomas, Lisette Yip, Morgana Lizzio-Wilson, “Distinguishing Sympathisers, Philanthropists, Rusted on 
Activists and Radicals: Using Person‐centred Analyses in Collective Action Research,” Social and Personality 
Psychology Compass 18, no. 7 (2024): e12987, doi: 10.1111/spc3.12987.

14. Thomson and Kjaervik, “Exploring the Nexus.”
15. Steven E. Finkel, John F. McCauley, Michael Neureiter, Chris A. Belasco, “Community Violence and Support for 

Violent Extremism: Evidence From the Sahel,” Political Psychology 42, no. 1 (2021): 143–61, doi: 10.1111/pops. 
12692; Victor M. Rios, Punished: Policing the Lives of Black and Latino Boys, New Perspectives in Crime, Deviance, 
and Law Series (New York University Press, 2011); Matthew Desmond, Andrew V. Papachristos, David S. Kirk, 
“Police Violence and Citizen Crime Reporting in the Black Community,” American Sociological Review 81, no. 5 
(2016): 857–76, doi: 10.1177/0003122416663494.

16. Elijah Anderson, Code of the Street: Decency, Violence, and the Moral Life of the Inner City (New York: 
W. W. Norton & Company, 2000).

17. Amy Nivette, Lea Echelmeyer, Frank Weerman, Manuel Eisner, and Denis Ribeaud, “Understanding Changes 
in Violent Extremist Attitudes During the Transition to Early Adulthood,” Journal of Quantitative 
Criminology 38, no. 4 (2022): 949–78, doi: 10.1007/s10940-021-09522-9; Tomislav Pavlović and Anja 
Wertag, “Proviolence as a Mediator in the Relationship between the Dark Personality Traits and Support 
for Extremism,” Personality and Individual Differences 168 (January 2021): 110374, doi: 10.1016/j.paid.2020. 
110374.

18. Michael H. Becker, “When Extremists Become Violent: Examining the Association Between Social Control, 
Social Learning, and Engagement in Violent Extremism,” Studies in Conflict & Terrorism 44, no. 12 (2021): 
1104–24, doi: 10.1080/1057610X.2019.1626093.

19. Sara Jahnke, Katharina Abad Borger, and Andreas Beelmann, “Predictors of Political Violence Outcomes among 
Young People: A Systematic Review and Meta‐Analysis,” Political Psychology 43, no. 1 (2022): 111–29, doi: 10. 
1111/pops.12743.

20. Finkel, McCauley, Neureiter, and Belasco, “Community Violence and Support for Violent Extremism.”
21. Lieven Pauwels and Nele Schils, “Differential Online Exposure to Extremist Content and Political Violence: 

Testing the Relative Strength of Social Learning and Competing Perspectives,” Terrorism and Political Violence 
28, no. 1 (2016): 1–29, doi: 10.1080/09546553.2013.876414; Wolfowicz, Litmanovitz, Weisburd, and Hasisi, 
“Cognitive and Behavioral Radicalization.”

22. Joshua D. Freilich, Steven M. Chermak, and Brent R. Klein, “Investigating the Applicability of Situational Crime 
Prevention to the Public Mass Violence Context,” Criminology & Public Policy 19, no. 1 (2020): 271–93, doi: 10. 
1111/1745-9133.12480.

23. Christoffer Carlsson, Amir Rostami, Hernan Mondani, Joakim Sturup, Jerzy Sarnecki, and Christofer Edling, “A 
Life-Course Analysis of Engagement in Violent Extremist Groups,” The British Journal of Criminology 60, no. 1 
(2020): 74–92, doi: 10.1093/bjc/azz048.

24. Katarzyna Jasko, Gary LaFree, and Arie Kruglanski, “Quest for Significance and Violent Extremism: The Case of 
Domestic Radicalization,” Political Psychology 38, no. 5 (2017): 815–31, doi: 10.1111/pops.12376.

25. Daniel W. Snook, Ari D. Fodeman, John G. Horgan, and Kevin M. Swartout, “Dominant Predictors of Violent 
versus Non-Violent Terrorist Roles among US Muslim Converts,” Behavioral Sciences of Terrorism and Political 
Aggression 16, no. 1 (2024): 84–104, doi: 10.1080/19434472.2021.2018720.

26. Albert Bandura, “Moral Disengagement in the Perpetration of Inhumanities,” Personality and Social Psychology 
Review 3, no. 3 (1999): 193–209, doi: 10.1207/s15327957pspr0303_3.

27. Arie W. Kruglanski, Michele J. Gelfand, Jocelyn J. Bélanger, Anna Sheveland, Malkanthi Hetiarachchi, and Rohan 
Gunaratna, “The Psychology of Radicalization and Deradicalization: How Significance Quest Impacts Violent 
Extremism,” Political Psychology 35, no. S1 (2014): 69–93, doi: 10.1111/pops.12163.

28. Bertjan Doosje, Fathali M Moghaddam, Arie W Kruglanski, Arjan De Wolf, Liesbeth Mann, and Allard R Feddes, 
“Terrorism, Radicalization and de-Radicalization,” Current Opinion in Psychology 11 (October 2016): 79–84, doi: 
10.1016/j.copsyc.2016.06.008.

29. Robert Agnew, “A General Strain Theory of Terrorism,” Theoretical Criminology 14, no. 2 (2010): 131–53, doi: 10. 
1177/1362480609350163.

30. Robert A. Tessler, Stephen J. Mooney, Cordelie E. Witt, Kathleen O’Connell, Jessica Jenness, Monica S. Vavilala, 
and Frederick P. Rivara, “Use of Firearms in Terrorist Attacks: Differences Between the United States, Canada, 
Europe, Australia, and New Zealand,” JAMA Internal Medicine 177, no. 12 (2017): 1865, doi: 10.1001/jamain 
ternmed.2017.5723.

31. Jeff Gruenewald, “A Comparative Examination of Homicides Perpetrated by Far-Right Extremists,” Homicide 
Studies 15, no. 2 (2011): 177–203, doi: 10.1177/1088767911408029; Jeff Gruenewald, Brent R. Klein, Joshua 
D. Freilich, and Steven Chermak, “American Jihadi Terrorism: A Comparison of Homicides and Unsuccessful 
Plots,” Terrorism and Political Violence 31, no. 3 (2019): 516–35, doi: 10.1080/09546553.2016.1253563; Brent 
R. Klein, Jeff Gruenewald, and Brent L. Smith, “Opportunity, Group Structure, Temporal Patterns, and Successful 

14 N. D. THOMSON ET AL.

http://10.1037/amp0000062
http://10.1111/spc3.12987
http://10.1111/pops.12692
http://10.1111/pops.12692
http://10.1177/0003122416663494
http://10.1007/s10940-021-09522-9
http://10.1016/j.paid.2020.110374
http://10.1016/j.paid.2020.110374
http://10.1080/1057610X.2019.1626093
http://10.1111/pops.12743
http://10.1111/pops.12743
http://10.1080/09546553.2013.876414
http://10.1111/1745-9133.12480
http://10.1111/1745-9133.12480
http://10.1093/bjc/azz048
http://10.1111/pops.12376
http://10.1080/19434472.2021.2018720
http://10.1207/s15327957pspr0303_3
http://10.1111/pops.12163
http://10.1016/j.copsyc.2016.06.008
http://10.1177/1362480609350163
http://10.1177/1362480609350163
http://10.1001/jamainternmed.2017.5723
http://10.1001/jamainternmed.2017.5723
http://10.1177/1088767911408029
http://10.1080/09546553.2016.1253563


Outcomes of Far-Right Terrorism Incidents in the United States,” Crime & Delinquency 63, no. 10 (2017): 
1224–49, doi: 10.1177/0011128716654925.

32. Daren Fisher and Wesley S. McCann, “Terrorism and Gun Violence,” in Handbook of Gun Violence, ed. Nicholas 
D. Thomson, 1st ed. (San Diego: Elsevier Science & Technology, 2024).

33. Tyler A. Clark and Thomas R. Guarrieri, “Modeling Terrorist Attack Cycles as a Stochastic Process: Analyzing 
Chemical, Biological, Radiological, and Nuclear (CBRN) Incidents,” Journal of Applied Security Research 16, no. 3 
(2021): 281–306, doi: 10.1080/19361610.2020.1761743.

34. Gary A Ackerman and Lauren E Pinson, “An Army of One: Assessing CBRN Pursuit and Use by Lone Wolves 
and Autonomous Cells,” Terrorism and Political Violence 26, no. 1 (2013): 226–45, doi: 10.1080/09546553.2014. 
849945.

35. Garen J. Wintemute, “The Epidemiology of Firearm Violence in the Twenty-First Century United States,” 
Annual Review of Public Health 36, no. 1 (2015): 5, doi: 10.1146/annurev-publhealth-031914-122535.

36. Snook, Fodeman, Horgan, and Swartout, “Dominant Predictors of Violent versus Non-Violent Terrorist Roles 
among US Muslim Converts.”

37. Brent L. Smith and Kelly R. Damphousse, “Patterns of Precursor Behaviors in the Life Span of a U.S. 
Environmental Terrorist Group,” Criminology & Public Policy 8, no. 3 (2009): 475–96, doi: 10.1111/j.1745- 
9133.2009.00571.x.

38. Kathleen Deloughery, Ryan D. King, and Victor Asal, “Close Cousins or Distant Relatives? The Relationship 
Between Terrorism and Hate Crime,” Crime & Delinquency 58, no. 5 (2012): 663–88, doi: 10.1177/ 
0011128712452956; Colleen E. Mills, Joshua D. Freilich, and Steven M. Chermak, “Extreme Hatred: Revisiting 
the Hate Crime and Terrorism Relationship to Determine Whether They Are ‘Close Cousins’ or ‘Distant 
Relatives’,” Crime & Delinquency 63, no. 10 (2017): 1191–223, doi: 10.1177/0011128715620626.

39. Gary LaFree, Laura Dugan, and Erin Miller, Putting Terrorism in Context: Lessons from the Global Terrorism 
Database, First issued in paperback, Contemporary Terrorism Studies (Routledge, 2016); Borum, “Radicalization 
into Violent Extremism I,” Journal of Strategic Security 4, no. 4 (2011): 7–36.

40. Kruglanski, Gelfand, Bélanger, Sheveland, Hetiarachchi, and Gunaratna, “The Psychology of Radicalization and 
Deradicalization.”

41. Laura Dugan and Erica Chenoweth, “Threat, Emboldenment, or Both? The Effects of Political Power on Violent 
Hate Crimes,” Criminology 58, no. 4 (2020): 714–46, doi: 10.1111/1745-9125.12259.

42. Elanie Rodermond and Frank Weerman, “The Strengths and Struggles of Different Methods of Research on 
Radicalization, Extremism, and Terrorism,” Studies in Conflict & Terrorism (July, 2024): 1–5, doi: 10.1080/ 
1057610X.2024.2361947.

43. Kruglanski, Gelfand, Bélanger, Sheveland, Hetiarachchi, and Gunaratna, “The Psychology of Radicalization and 
Deradicalization.”

44. Michael Stohl, “Introduction: Demystifying Terrorism: The Myths and Realities of Contemporary Political 
Terrorism,” in The Politics of Terrorism, ed. Michael Stohl, 3rd ed., revised and expanded (CRC Press, 2020).

45. Rachel Pain, “Everyday Terrorism: Connecting Domestic Violence and Global Terrorism,” Progress in Human 
Geography 38, no. 4 (2014): 531–50, doi: 10.1177/0309132513512231.

46. Stevan Weine, David P. Eisenman, Janni Kinsler, Deborah C. Glik, and Chloe Polutnik, “Addressing Violent 
Extremism as Public Health Policy and Practice,” Behavioral Sciences of Terrorism and Political Aggression 9, no. 3 
(2017): 208–21, doi: 10.1080/19434472.2016.1198413.

47. Daren Fisher and Laura Dugan, “The Importance of Governments’ Response to Natural Disasters to Reduce 
Terrorist Risk,” Justice Quarterly 38, no. 6 (2021): 1230–61, doi: 10.1080/07418825.2019.1685120.

48. Kathleen Sherrieb and Fran H. Norris, “Public Health Consequences of Terrorism on Maternal–Child Health in 
New York City and Madrid,” Journal of Urban Health 90, no. 3 (2013): 369–87, doi: 10.1007/s11524-012-9769-4.

49. LaFree, Dugan, and Miller, Putting Terrorism in Context.
50. Margit Wiesner, Karen Yoerger, and Deborah M. Capaldi, “Patterns and Correlates of Offender Versatility and 

Specialization Across a 23-Year Span for At-Risk Young Men,” Victims & Offenders 13, no. 1 (2018): 28–47, doi: 
10.1080/15564886.2016.1250691.

51. J. M. McGloin, C. J. Sullivan, and A. R. Piquero, “Aggregating to Versatility?: Transitions among Offender Types 
in the Short Term,” British Journal of Criminology 49, no. 2 (2008): 243–64, doi: 10.1093/bjc/azn072.

52. McGloin, Sullivan, and Piquero, “Aggregating to Versatility?” p. 243
53. Kate J. Bowers, Shane D. Johnson, Rob T. Guerette, Lucia Summers, and Suzanne Poynton, “Spatial 

Displacement and Diffusion of Benefits among Geographically Focused Policing Initiatives: A Meta-Analytical 
Review,” Journal of Experimental Criminology 7, no. 4 (2011): 347–74, doi: 10.1007/s11292-011-9134-8; Cody 
W. Telep, David Weisburd, Charlotte E. Gill, Zoe Vitter, and Doron Teichman, “Displacement of Crime and 
Diffusion of Crime Control Benefits in Large-Scale Geographic Areas: A Systematic Review,” Journal of 
Experimental Criminology 10, no. 4 (2014): 515–48, doi: 10.1007/s11292-014-9208-5.

54. R. V. G. Clarke and Graeme R. Newman, Outsmarting the Terrorists, Global Crime and Justice (Westport: Praeger 
Security International, 2006).

55. Gruenewald, Klein, Freilich, and Chermak, “American Jihadi Terrorism.”

TERRORISM AND POLITICAL VIOLENCE 15

http://10.1177/0011128716654925
http://10.1080/19361610.2020.1761743
http://10.1080/09546553.2014.849945
http://10.1080/09546553.2014.849945
http://10.1146/annurev-publhealth-031914-122535
http://10.1111/j.1745-9133.2009.00571.x
http://10.1111/j.1745-9133.2009.00571.x
http://10.1177/0011128712452956
http://10.1177/0011128712452956
http://10.1177/0011128715620626
http://10.1111/1745-9125.12259
http://10.1080/1057610X.2024.2361947
http://10.1080/1057610X.2024.2361947
http://10.1177/0309132513512231
http://10.1080/19434472.2016.1198413
http://10.1080/07418825.2019.1685120
http://10.1007/s11524-012-9769-4
http://10.1080/15564886.2016.1250691
http://10.1093/bjc/azn072
http://10.1007/s11292-011-9134-8
http://10.1007/s11292-014-9208-5


56. Marissa Mandala and Joshua D. Freilich, “Disrupting Terrorist Assassinations Through Situational Crime 
Prevention,” Crime & Delinquency 64, no. 12 (2018): 1515–37, doi: 10.1177/0011128717718488.

57. Carson, Dierenfeldt, and Fisher, “Country-Level Firearm Availability and Terrorism.”
58. Fisher and McCann, “Terrorism and Gun Violence.”
59. Mills, Freilich, and Chermak, “Extreme Hatred,” 1191
60. Deloughery, King, and Asal, “Close Cousins or Distant Relatives?”
61. Gary LaFree and Bianca E. Bersani, “County‐Level Correlates of Terrorist Attacks in the United States,” 

Criminology & Public Policy 13, no. 3 (2014): 455–81, doi: 10.1111/1745-9133.12092.
62. Marie Ouellet and Martin Bouchard, “The 40 Members of the Toronto 18: Group Boundaries and the Analysis of 

Illicit Networks,” Deviant Behavior 39, no. 11 (2018): 1467–82, doi: 10.1080/01639625.2018.1481678.
63. Gabriel Weimann and Hans‐Bernd Brosius, “The Predictability of International Terrorism: A Time‐series 

Analysis,” Terrorism 11, no. 6 (1988): 491–502, doi: 10.1080/10576108808435746.
64. Aaron Clauset and Ryan Woodard, Estimating the Historical and Future Probabilities of Large Terrorist Events, 

version 3, arXiv (2012), doi: 10.48550/ARXIV.1209.0089.
65. Scott Helfstein and Dominick Wright, “Covert or Convenient? Evolution of Terror Attack Networks,” Journal of 

Conflict Resolution 55, no. 5 (2011): 785–813, doi: 10.1177/0022002710393919.
66. D.S. Edwards, L. McMenemy, S.A. Stapley, H.D.L. Patel, and J.C. Clasper, “40 Years of Terrorist Bombings—A 

Meta-Analysis of the Casualty and Injury Profile,” Injury 47, no. 3 (2016): 646–52, doi: 10.1016/j.injury.2015.12. 
021.

67. Emily Corner and Paul Gill, “Psychological Distress, Terrorist Involvement and Disengagement from Terrorism: 
A Sequence Analysis Approach,” Journal of Quantitative Criminology 36, no. 3 (2020): 499–526, doi: 10.1007/ 
s10940-019-09420-1.

68. Håvard Haugstvedt and Daniel Koehler, “Armed and Explosive? An Explorative Statistical Analysis of Extremist 
Radicalization Cases with Military Background,” Terrorism and Political Violence 35, no. 3 (2023): 518–32, doi: 
10.1080/09546553.2021.1957675.

69. Zachary T. Malcom and Brendan Lantz, “Hate Crime Victimization and Weapon Use,” Criminal Justice and 
Behavior 48, no. 8 (2021): 1148–65, doi: 10.1177/0093854820983848.

70. Kris Christmann and Kevin Wong, “Hate Crime Victims and Hate Crime Reporting: Some Impertinent 
Questions,” in Hate Crime, ed. Neil Chakraborti, 1st ed. (Willan, 2017), doi: 10.4324/9781315093109-10.

71. Dugan and Chenoweth, “Threat, Emboldenment, or Both?”
72. Matthew M. Sweeney and Arie Perliger, “Explaining the Spontaneous Nature of Far-Right Violence in the United 

States,” Perspectives on Terrorism 12, no. 6 (2018): 52–71.
73. Caitlin Clemmow, Sandy Schumann, Nadine L. Salman, and Paul Gill, “The Base Rate Study: Developing Base 

Rates for Risk Factors and Indicators for Engagement in Violent Extremism,” Journal of Forensic Sciences 65, 
no. 3 (2020): 865–81, doi: 10.1111/1556-4029.14282.

74. Clemmow, Schumann, Salman, and Gill, “The Base Rate Study.”
75. Daren Fisher, Meagan N Abel, and Wesley S. McCann, “Differentiating Violent and Non-Violent Extremists: 

Lessons from 70 Years of Social Control Theory,” Journal of Deredicalization 34 (2023): 28–49.
76. Georgia Cole, “Sampling on the Dependent Variable: An Achille’s Heel of Research on Displacement?” Journal of 

Refugee Studies 34, no. 4 (2022): 4479–502, doi: 10.1093/jrs/feaa123; Clemmow, Schumann, Salman, and Gill, 
“The Base Rate Study.”

77. Ryan D. King and Gretchen M. Sutton, “High Times for Hate Crimes: Explaining the Temporal Clustering of 
Hate‐motivated Offending,” Criminology 51, no. 4 (2013): 871–94, doi: 10.1111/1745-9125.12022.

78. Wesley G. Jennings, George E. Higgins, Richard Tewksbury, Angela R. Gover, and Alex R. Piquero, “A 
Longitudinal Assessment of the Victim-Offender Overlap,” Journal of Interpersonal Violence 25, no. 12 (2010): 
2147–74, doi: 10.1177/0886260509354888.

79. Georgina Lau, Jia Y. Ang, Nayoung Kim, Belinda J. Gabbe, Biswadev Mitra, Paul M. Dietze, Sandra Reeder, 
Debbie Scott, and Ben Beck, “Prevalence of Alcohol and Other Drug Use in Patients Presenting to Hospital for 
Violence-Related Injuries: A Systematic Review,” Trauma, Violence, & Abuse 25, no. 1 (2024): 306–26, doi: 10. 
1177/15248380221150951.

80. Corner and Gill, “Psychological Distress, Terrorist Involvement and Disengagement from Terrorism”; 
Haugstvedt and Koehler, “Armed and Explosive?”

81. Finkel, McCauley, Neureiter, and Belasco, “Community Violence and Support for Violent Extremism.”
82. Rios, Punished.
83. Julie Emmelkamp, Jessica J. Asscher, Inge B. Wissink, and Geert Jan J.M. Stams, “Risk Factors for (Violent) 

Radicalization in Juveniles: A Multilevel Meta-Analysis,” Aggression and Violent Behavior 55 (November 2020): 
101489, doi: 10.1016/j.avb.2020.101489; Pauwels and Schils, “Differential Online Exposure to Extremist Content 
and Political Violence”; Samuel J. West and Nicholas D. Thomson, “Social Isolation and Risk Factors for Violent 
Extremism and Mass Violence,” Journal of Threat Assessment and Management, 2024.

84. Thomson and Kjaervik, “Exploring the Nexus.”

16 N. D. THOMSON ET AL.

http://10.1177/0011128717718488
http://10.1111/1745-9133.12092
http://10.1080/01639625.2018.1481678
http://10.1080/10576108808435746
http://10.48550/ARXIV.1209.0089
http://10.1177/0022002710393919
http://10.1016/j.injury.2015.12.021
http://10.1016/j.injury.2015.12.021
http://10.1007/s10940-019-09420-1
http://10.1007/s10940-019-09420-1
http://10.1080/09546553.2021.1957675
http://10.1177/0093854820983848
http://10.4324/9781315093109-10
http://10.1111/1556-4029.14282
http://10.1093/jrs/feaa123
http://10.1111/1745-9125.12022
http://10.1177/0886260509354888
http://10.1177/15248380221150951
http://10.1177/15248380221150951
http://10.1016/j.avb.2020.101489


85. Steven Hutchinson and Pat O’Malley, “A Crime–Terror Nexus? Thinking on Some of the Links between 
Terrorism and Criminality1,” Studies in Conflict & Terrorism 30, no. 12 (2007): 1095–107, doi: 10.1080/ 
10576100701670870.

86. Scott H. Decker and David C. Pyrooz, “Activism and Radicalism in Prison: Measurement and Correlates in 
a Large Sample of Inmates in Texas,” Justice Quarterly 36, no. 5 (2019): 787–815, doi: 10.1080/07418825.2018. 
1462396; Moskalenko and McCauley, “Measuring Political Mobilization.”

87. Moskalenko and McCauley, “Measuring Political Mobilization.”
88. Rachel Wamser-Nanney, John T. Nanney, and Joseph I. Constans, “The Gun Behaviors and Beliefs Scale: 

Development of a New Measure of Gun Behaviors and Beliefs.,” Psychology of Violence 10, no. 2 (2020): 
172–81, doi: 10.1037/vio0000249.

89. Sophie L. Kjærvik, Kelly O’Connor, and Nicholas D. Thomson, ”Youths Beliefs About Guns: Exploring Their 
Impact on Offensive and Defensive Gun Behaviors,” Crime & Delinquency (2025). doi: 10.1177/ 
00111287251331585.

90. Nicholas D. Thomson, Kelly E. O’Connor, Sarah K. Pittman, and Dennis E. Reidy, “Unpacking Gun Violence: 
Differentiating Reactive and Proactive Firearm Violence with the Gun Violence Questionnaire Among Violently 
Injured Men,” Journal of Interpersonal Violence (July 12, 2025): 08862605251353474, doi: 10.1177/ 
08862605251353474.

91. Nicholas D. Thomson, Firearm Aggression Questionnaire, 2021. [Unpublished Measurement].
92. R Core Team, R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing, R Foundation for Statistical Computing, 

released 2021, https://www.R-project.org/.
93. Jan-Willem van Prooijen, André P. M. Krouwel, and Thomas V. Pollet, (2015). Political extremism predicts belief 

in conspiracy theories. Social Psychological and Personality Science 6, no. 5 (2015): 570–578. doi: 10.1177/ 
1948550614567356.

94. Tessler, Mooney, Witt, O’Connell, Jenness, Vavilala, and Rivara, “Use of Firearms in Terrorist Attacks.”
95. Joshua D. Freilich and S. M. Chermak, “Preventing deadly encounters between law enforcement and American 

far-rightists,” Crime Prevention Studies 25 (2009): 141– 172.
96. McCauley and Moskalenko, “Understanding Political Radicalization.”
97. Borum, “Radicalization into Violent Extremism I.”
98. Bandura, “Moral Disengagement in the Perpetration of Inhumanities.”
99. McCauley and Moskalenko, “Understanding Political Radicalization.”

100. Borum, “Radicalization into Violent Extremism I.”
101. Kruglanski, Gelfand, Bélanger, Sheveland, Hetiarachchi, and Gunaratna, “The Psychology of Radicalization and 

Deradicalization.”
102. Robert Agnew, “Foundation For A General Strain Theory Of Crime and Delinquency,” Criminology 30, no. 1 

(1992): 47–88, doi: 10.1111/j.1745-9125.1992.tb01093.x.
103. Agnew, “A General Strain Theory of Terrorism.”
104. Moskalenko and McCauley, “Measuring Political Mobilization.”
105. Bandura, “Moral Disengagement in the Perpetration of Inhumanities.”
106. McGloin, Sullivan, and Piquero, “Aggregating to Versatility?”
107. West and Thomson, Nicholas D., “Social Isolation and Risk Factors for Violent Extremism and Mass 

Violence.”
108. Pauwels and Schils, “Differential Online Exposure to Extremist Content and Political Violence”; Michel 

B. Aboutanos, Kelly O’Connor, and Nicholas D. Thomson, “Technical Assistance as a Tool to Enhance the 
Dissemination and Implementation of Firearm Violence Prevention and Intervention Strategies,” in Handbook of 
Gun Violence, ed. Nicholas D. Thomson, 1st ed. (San Diego: Academic Press, 2024).

109. Gabriel Weimann, “Going Dark: Terrorism on the Dark Web,” Studies in Conflict & Terrorism 39, no. 3 (2016): 
195–206, doi: 10.1080/1057610X.2015.1119546.

110. Finkel, McCauley, Neureiter, and Belasco, “Community Violence and Support for Violent Extremism.”
111. Salpi A. Kevorkian and Nicholas D. Thomson, “Expanding Hospital-Based Violence Interventions to Address 

Radicalization Risks,” Violence and Injury Prevention Journal, 2024; Heather A. Hartman, Laura A. Seewald, 
Haley Crimmins, and Patrick M. Carter, “Healthcare-Based Firearm Injury Prevention,” in Handbook of Gun 
Violence (Elsevier, 2025), doi: 10.1016/B978-0-323-95272-9.00001-2.

112. Aboutanos, O’Connor, and Thomson, “Technical Assistance as a Tool to Enhance the Dissemination and 
Implementation of Firearm Violence Prevention and Intervention Strategies.”

113. Simona Trip, Carmen Hortensia Bora, Mihai Marian, Angelica Halmajan, and Marius Ioan Drugas, 
“Psychological Mechanisms Involved in Radicalization and Extremism. A Rational Emotive Behavioral 
Conceptualization,” Frontiers in Psychology 10 (March 2019): 437, doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2019.00437.

114. Alex S. Wilner and Claire-Jehanne Dubouloz, “Transformative Radicalization: Applying Learning Theory to 
Islamist Radicalization,” Studies in Conflict & Terrorism 34, no. 5 (2011): 418–38, doi: 10.1080/1057610X.2011. 
561472.

TERRORISM AND POLITICAL VIOLENCE 17

http://10.1080/10576100701670870
http://10.1080/10576100701670870
http://10.1080/07418825.2018.1462396
http://10.1080/07418825.2018.1462396
http://10.1037/vio0000249
http://10.1177/08862605251353474
http://10.1177/08862605251353474
https://www.R-project.org/
http://10.1111/j.1745-9125.1992.tb01093.x
http://10.1080/1057610X.2015.1119546
http://10.1016/B978-0-323-95272-9.00001-2
http://10.3389/fpsyg.2019.00437
http://10.1080/1057610X.2011.561472
http://10.1080/1057610X.2011.561472


115. Michaela Pfundmair, Natasha R. Wood, Andrew Hales, and Eric D. Wesselmann, “How Social Exclusion Makes 
Radicalism Flourish: A Review of Empirical Evidence,” Journal of Social Issues 80, no. 1 (2024): 341–59, doi: 10. 
1111/josi.12520.

116. Basia Spalek and Lynn Davies, “Mentoring in Relation to Violent Extremism: A Study of Role, Purpose, 
and Outcomes,” Studies in Conflict & Terrorism 35, no. 5 (2012): 354–68, doi: 10.1080/1057610X.2012. 
666820.

117. Finkel, McCauley, Neureiter, and Belasco, “Community Violence and Support for Violent Extremism.”
118. B. Heidi Ellis, Alisa B. Miller, Ronald Schouten, Naima Y. Agalab, and Saida M. Abdi, “The Challenge and 

Promise of a Multidisciplinary Team Response to the Problem of Violent Radicalization,” Terrorism and Political 
Violence 34, no. 7 (2022): 1321–38, doi: 10.1080/09546553.2020.1777988.

119. Till Baaken, Judy Korn, Maximilian Ruf, and Dennis Walkenhorst, “Dissecting Deradicalization: Challenges for 
Theory and Practice in Germany,” International Journal of Conflict and Violence 14, no. 2 (2020): 1–18, doi: 10. 
4119/ijcv-3808.

120. Thomas H. Lee, Elizabeth A. McGlynn, and Dana Gelb Safran, “A Framework for Increasing Trust 
Between Patients and the Organizations That Care for Them,” JAMA 321, no. 6 (2019): 539, doi: 10. 
1001/jama.2018.19186.

121. Thomson and Kjaervik, “Exploring the Nexus”; Aboutanos, O’Connor, and Thomson, “Technical 
Assistance as a Tool to Enhance the Dissemination and Implementation of Firearm Violence 
Prevention and Intervention Strategies”; West and Thomson, “Social Isolation and Risk Factors for 
Violent Extremism and Mass Violence.”

122. Philip M. Podsakoff, Scott B. MacKenzie, Jeong-Yeon Lee, and Nathan P. Podsakoff, “Common Method Biases in 
Behavioral Research: A Critical Review of the Literature and Recommended Remedies,” Journal of Applied 
Psychology 88, no. 5 (2003): 879–903, doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879.

18 N. D. THOMSON ET AL.

http://10.1111/josi.12520
http://10.1111/josi.12520
http://10.1080/1057610X.2012.666820
http://10.1080/1057610X.2012.666820
http://10.1080/09546553.2020.1777988
http://10.4119/ijcv-3808
http://10.4119/ijcv-3808
http://10.1001/jama.2018.19186
http://10.1001/jama.2018.19186
http://10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Versatility, radicalism, and firearms

	Radicalism and apolotical gun violence
	Hypotheses

	Method
	Participants
	Procedure
	Measures
	Activism and radicalism intentions
	Gun behaviors and beliefs
	Gun violence
	Firearm violence

	Data analysis plan

	Results
	Gun beliefs, radicalism, and activism
	Radicalism, activism, and gun violence

	Discussion
	Funding
	Disclosure statement
	Data availability statement
	Ethics statement
	Notes on contributors
	ORCID
	Notes

